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Abstract
This paper examines the effects of corporate identity strength (CIS) and corporate reputation 
(CoR) on the performance of Turkish banks. We suggest that CIS is related to firm perfor-
mance (FP). In addition, CoR is proposed as an important variable that has positive impacts 
on both organizational identification (OI) and FP. Presumed relationships are tested based 
on data obtained from 54 banks registered in the Turkey Banking System and Participation 
Banks Association of Turkey by using SmartPLS 3.0. The findings show that CIS is positively 
associated with CoR while they provide no empirical evidence in support of a direct relation-
ship between CIS and OI, or between CIS and any of the other performance variables. More-
over, the results also provide empirical evidence regarding a positive relationship between 
CoR and FP in terms of self-reported and objective measures (AU= asset utilization, and 
ROA: return on assets). Besides, the findings support the mediation role of CoR between 
CIS and self reported firm performance. By highlighting the antecedent role of CIS on CoR 
and firm performance in the banking industry from a bi-stakeholder perspective, this study 
offers a framework for researchers and managers to visualize and understand the relationships 
between corporate-level constructs and individual and firm-level outputs, thus enhancing the 
movement of the Social Identity Theory in OB literature.
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Introduction
Organizational researchers view CoR as a social identity and depict it as a 
significant and intangible resource that can considerably contribute to an organi-
zation's performance, even its survival (Hall, 1993; Nguyen & Leblanc, 2001). It 
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requires a long time to build and is rare, hard to imitate, or substitute (Barney, 
2000; Deephouse, 2000; Roberts & Dowling, 2002). CoR enables organizations 
to exploit opportunities and minimize threats, and therefore provide several 
positive outcomes, including company strength, stakeholders' loyalty, and finan-
cial stability. However, sustainable CoR management requires coherence and 
consistency with corporate identity (CI). A contrary situation means a negative 
CoR that results in failures, crises, and losses for the organization (Radomir et 
al., 2014:221).
At this point, it will be beneficial to explain the difference between CI and 
CIS. The former is defined as the underlying core or unique character of the 
firm (Barnett et al., 2006) whereas the latter indicates that these characteristics 
that differentiate the organization are widely shared and deeply held by organi-
zational members (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004). If CI is weak, it can hinder the 
organization because of the likelihood of creating confusion among external 
stakeholders and a potential danger for lack of trust and lack of value congru-
ence (Hansen et al., 2011; Haski-Leventhal et al., 2017). From this point, stake-
holders' attitudes are of critical importance to understand to what extent CIS or 
CoR management is favorable. Based on this assumption, primary purpose of 
this study is to explore the relationships between CIS and reputation, which are 
expected to impact organizational members' identification and FP.
Since a corporate entity is a human organization linked to an external environ-
ment (Olins, 1995), the behavior and identification of the staff have a significant 
impact on the impressions formed by members of external groups, such as 
customers, competitors, suppliers, investors, and media commentators (Bromley, 
2000). Especially for service firms, customers often perceive employees as the 
service itself, the brand, or even the organization. Thus employees are assumed 
to be key drivers in building CoR (Elsbach & Glynn, 1996; Furman, 2010). 
For that reason, it is even more significant for organizational members to have 
a perception of CIS which can be translated into OI and so they can easily 
interact with customers as corporate brand ambassadors (Dutton et al., 1994). 
On the other hand, scholars also found that OI is also sensitive to organizational 
members' beliefs about how different stakeholders view the organization (e.g., 
Hatch & Schultz, 2000). If there is any inconsistency between the CIS and 
external image, organizational members may find it challenging to identify. 
Such evaluations by organizational members relating to CIS and CoR may 
lead to feelings and emotions of connectedness, belonging (i.e., organizational 
identification) or separation, dissociation (i.e., organizational disidentification). 
Social identity theorists posit that an individual’s social identity is essential in 
the formation of the self-concept. It describes social identity as the individual’s 
knowledge that they belong to certain social categories (e.g., groups, organi-
zations), a belonging that also holds some emotional significance. According 
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to this view, people form social identities based upon social categories, and 
these in turn influence and affect behaviour (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Abrams, 
1996). Therefore, this study focuses on dis-identification which is a distinctive 
emotional state that does not attract as much attention as OI, and investigates 
the impact of CIS on both OD and OI. We acknowledge a subtle complexity in 
the relationship between identification and disidentification: at first glance they 
seem to represent a bipolar, unidimensional variable. However, it is important 
to note that disidentification is not merely the opposite of identification. It is a 
separate variable and unique psychological situation so how this situation arises 
is worth examining as how individuals disidentify themselves from the organiza-
tion still remains unclear, with under-developed theories and inadequate studies. 
As a matter of fact, this research also adds new insights into the OB literature 
regarding the reflections of CIS on OI, and specifically on OD (Riketta, 2005; 
Chang et al., 2013; Podnar & Golop, 2015:216).
Different from CIS, CoR in our research model expresses a general perception 
of a company shared by its bi-stakeholders (Koporcic & Halinen, 2018). It is an 
expression that covers the impressions of both internal and external stakeholders 
about the company. Recent studies have proved that views of organizational 
members and customers on reputation are interrelated and interlinked (Fombrun, 
1996; Gioia et al., 2000; Hatch & Schultz, 2001) as customer service, network-
ing, and corporate communications have increased the visibility of insiders to 
outsiders (Hatch & Schultz, 1997). Rather than relying on purposefully devised 
marketing communication messages from top management, consumers are more 
likely to believe information relayed through employees. Besides, by the innova-
tive use of new digital technologies, employees increasingly communicate with 
other stakeholders and initiate dialogues through social media that are often per-
ceived to be more reliable and trustworthy than intentionally created messages 
(Kim & Rhee, 2011; Men, 2012). Therefore, employee-customer interactions 
will guide and maintain CR only if employees are closely identified with their 
firm, which implies a strong belief in firm values and culture (Fuller et. al., 
2006; Shamma & Hassan, 2009). Significant gaps between the internal and 
external stakeholders` views regarding the organization have been associated 
with performance failures (Dowling, 1994). This interaction becomes even more 
impressive in the banking sector because, unlike other businesses, banks have 
a direct interaction with customers, and thus the quality of service can be felt 
immediately on the spot (Svensson, 2006; Siano et. al., 2007). Therefore in this 
study, reputation is evaluated via perceptions of customers (external stakehold-
ers) and CIS via perceptions of employees (internal stakeholders), which enables 
authors to examine the interactive relationship between internal and external 
stakeholders. 
When we examine the Turkish banking sector, where this research was carried 
out, we see that the sector has undergone very important changes and has 
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emerged stronger from these changes. It has a history of approximately 200 
years and it is a sector that led Turkey’s transition to open growth model in the 
1980s. The Turkish banking sector shrank around 6% due to the economic crisis 
of the Turkish economy in November 2000 and February 2001 and therefore 
decreased the number of branches and employees (Sumer, 2013). However, on 
April 14, 2001, with the support of the World Bank, the Transition to a Strong 
Economy Program was put into effect and the financial sector was restructured 
accordingly. With the legal regulations, the Turkish Banking Sector has played 
an important role in increasing Turkey's competitiveness in the international 
arena (Sümer, 2016:491). At this point, the Turkish banking sector has a very 
important place in the Turkish economy with its strong financial structure, au-
tonomous supreme boards, audit mechanisms, talented workforce and advanced 
technology, and it is a sector that has banks with high corporate reputation in the 
society.
Service sector in general and banking sector in particular traditionally rely more 
on their CR as the intangible nature of services makes it hard to differentiate 
themselves and to position their offerings at the top of consumers' preference 
list. It is, therefore, well recognized that the success of a bank depends signifi-
cantly on the favorable reputation that the customers holds about it. The banking 
service sector in Turkey, which is examined in this study, is not an exception to 
the the competitive conditions of service sector firms in other countries. After 
the global crisis, the financial problems experienced around the world led to new 
regulations to keep the sector under control in the light of banking products, and 
forced Turkish banks to keep up with the changing conditions in the rest of the 
world and compete with domestic and foreign banks that had just entered the 
sector to maintain their competitiveness. In this environment, having positive 
reputation that creates loyal customers has become a key success factor for 
Turkish banks.
Another significant contribution of this study is that it examines the effects of 
CoR on FP with both subjective (i.e., quantitative and qualitative values) and 
objective (i.e., ROA and ROE values) measures that were mostly neglected in 
previous studies. Consequently, this study contributes to the literature in many 
ways. First, it fills the gap in previous research by linking CIS, CoR, OI, OD and 
FP. Second, this study is the first to assess CoR through the eyes of customers 
and CIS through the eyes of employees, and thus will provide evidence for the 
interaction between insiders and outsiders that is assumed but not supported 
by empirical data in the literature. Last but not least, all banks in Turkey have 
been reached in the data collection process that supports the generalizability of 
research results. The rest of the paper is structured as follows: In the theoretical 
background and hypotheses development parts respectively, the relationships 
among CIS and CoR; CIS CoR, and OI & OD; CIS, CoR, and FP are analyzed 
and also the hypotheses of the study were developed in the light of previous 
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studies. Methodology part presents our data and describes the construction of 
variables used in the empirical analysis. Then, emprical results are discussed in 
the discussion part. After discussing the theoretical and managerial implications 
and how this research adds value to the existing Social Identity Theory structure 
in the OD literature, the article concludes by mentioning the limitations of some 
research.

Theoretical background and hypotheses development
Corporate identity strength and corporate reputation

CI is concerned with what the organization is and what it aspires to be and 
captures the essential features believed to be central, enduring, and distinctive 
of an organization (Albert & Whetten, 1985). It is different from the concept 
of CIS as the latter is the extent to which individual members belive that the 
organization has a common and unique identity. It reflects a strong common 
spirit of comradeship that leads members to work in unity by a common sense of 
purpose, vision and mission (Boehm et al., 2015). It tends to give clear meaning 
and unique vision (who we are), which allows them to decide whether the 
identity of the organization matches their needs, values and desires (Munawir 
et al, 2019). Indeed, CI is a valuable asset that is created by the conscious 
efforts of the executives relating to the distinct characteristics of the organization 
(their mission, core values, culture, key products etc.) whereas CIS indicates that 
these efforts are successful and that the employees have a sense of pride in the 
corpoation's values, goals and missions.
We propose that CIS has an impact on FP through two main channels; OI and 
CoR. First, scholars seem to agree that CIS is one of the key antecedents of OI 
(e.g Cole & Bruch, 2006) and thus it may reveal its impact on FP by influencing 
the organization's employee identification. Employees who are strongly identi-
fied with their organizations seem more likely to exhibit greater organizational 
loyalty, better work performance and innovative behaviour all of which are 
related with high FP. OI also enhances the perception of oneness, belongingness 
and a “we-feeling” within organizations (Caza et al., 2018) which in turn may 
decrease disagreements and conflicts among organization members (Boehm et 
al., 2015) with positive implications for FP. Consequently, highly identified 
employees are more collaborative and supportive to each other, engaged in 
extra-role behaviors and focused on serving the best interests of the organization 
(Avanzi et al., 2015).
CIS may further contribute to FP by affecting CoR. It not only facilitates 
the identification of employees with the organization, but also facilitates exter-
nal stakeholders to develop a positive attitude towards the organization. The 
stronger the CI, the more likely its external projection is to be authentic, persua-
sive, reassuring and powerful (Boehm et al., 2015). As understood from concep-

1.
1.1

Antecedents and consequences of corporate reputation 317



tual relationships, reputation is a specific type of feedback that an organization 
receives from its stakeholders regarding the credibility of the corporate's identity 
claims. This assumption is in line with the marketing literature, which proposes 
that organizational members need to share core values and missions in order 
to mirror a coherent picture of their organization when communicating with 
external customers. Indeed, in corporate branding literature, CI and CoR are 
seen to affect one another (Cornelissen et al., 2012).
Both concepts are strategic tools used to achieve organizational success and pro-
vide many benefits for organizations. However, as far as the authors knowledge, 
there is no empirical study that directly explores the effects of CIS on CoR. 
Accordingly, we propose;

H1: CIS will have a positive impact on CoR.

Corporate identity strenght, corporate reputation, and organizational 
identification & disidentification

OI shows the extent to which the individual identifies him or herself with his or 
her organization and represents the employee's perception of "being one" with 
the organization. It is a psychological condition that underlines the link between 
the individual and the organization (Edwards, 2005). OI can be traced back to 
Social Identity Theory (SIT), which suggests that individuals' identities, drawn 
from group membership, are the key influencers of their self-concepts. Accord-
ingly, employees internalize the organization's norms and values and perceive 
organizational membership as a part of their personalities. The association of 
SIT with OI is based on the studies of Ashforth and Mael (1989) and Dutton et 
al. (1994). One of the most striking discourses of the theory is the assumption 
that the individuals tend to identify with their organizations if the organization 
has a favourable CoR (Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Gotsi & Wilson, 2001).
Research at the organizational level shows that CoR is closely related to both 
an employee's identification and disidentification (Gotsi & Wilson, 2001). Thus, 
one of the self-assessment criteria of employees is how the corporation they 
work for is perceived outside. For individuals, working in organizations with 
high CoR means having a higher status and being respected compared to others. 
In the case of a high CoR, the individual starts to see himself or herself as 
a part of the organization and unconsciously identifies himself or herself with 
the organization (Mignonac, Herrbach, & Guerrero, 2006). To put it differently, 
the higher the CoR, the higher the identification of the employees with the 
organization is expected (Carmeli, 2005). Therefore, CoR emerges as a key 
antecedent of OI (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). However, the number of studies 
investigating relationships between OI & OD and CoR are very few. Thus, we 
hypothesize;

1.2
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H2: CoR will have a positive impact on OI.

Studies in the OI literature have mainly focused on the overlapping of individual 
and organizational identities. However, management researchers are looking 
at identification from a broader perspective since identification is a complex 
issue, and there may be different forms of identification. In this regard, some 
authors put forward the concept of "disidentification". It should be noted that 
identification and disidentification, which at first glance seem to represent a 
bipolar unidimensional variable, are in fact separate variables expressing differ-
ent psychological states (Ashforth, 2001; DiSanza & Bullis, 1999; Dukerich 
et al., 1998; Elsbach, 1999, 2001; Pratt, 2000). In particular, the studies of 
two groups of scholar has provided some information about the antecedents 
of disidentification. Elsbach and Bhattacharya (2001) suggest two antecedents 
concerning disidentification: 1) the employee of the organization has values that 
do not match with the corporate identity that he/she sees as negative; and 2) 
the perception that the reputation of an organization may adversely affect the 
personal reputation of the employee. Similarly, Costas and Fleming (2009) argue 
that self-alienation created by the loss of reputation or ambivalent identity of the 
organization may act as a trigger of disidentification.
Disidentification comes to the fore as one of these different forms of identifica-
tion (Ashforth, 2001; DiSanza & Bullis, 1999; Dukerich et al., 1998; Elsbach, 
1999; Pratt, 2000). It occurs when the individuals could not internalize the 
norm or values that define the organization (Elsbach & Bhattacharya, 2001). Es-
pecially at a point where employees consciously or actively separate their own 
identities from the components that define the organization's mission, culture, or 
others, they may probably hide some aspects of the organization that seem to be 
objectionable to others, and may even lie about their company (Elsbach, 1999; 
Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004). Therefore, disidentification indicates an undesirable 
one as it represents the result of deep conflicts felt between the member and the 
organization.
When the subject is approached in terms of CoR, it is seen that a positive 
perception of CoR protects employees from issues that may weaken their identi-
fication, while a negative perception of CoR leads to disidentification by reduc-
ing individuals' desire to improve themselves. Employees who do not identify 
themselves with their organizations can be just as harmful to their organizations 
as employees who are identify themselves with their organizations are beneficial 
for their organizations. Those employees represent a group that needs extra 
attention (Horn & Griffeth, 1995). Thus, we hypothesize;

H3: CoR will have a negative impact on OD.

Another critical factor that may influence individuals' identification with the 
organization is how they perceive the CI. According to Dutton and Dukerich 
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(1991: 550). "The relationship between individuals' senses of their CI and image 
and their sense of who they are and what they stand for suggests a very person-
al connection between organizational action and individual motivation." CIS 
creates the perception of having similar goals, values, and interests with other 
members, which stimulates employees' intrinsic motivation to support organiza-
tional processes and take more responsibility (Edwards, 2005; De Roeck et al., 
2014). Different research findings show that employees who identify themselves 
strongly with their organizations are much more "beneficial" for the corporation 
(Smidts et al., 2001) as it enables the employees to act in line with organization-
al interests (Ashforth & Mael, 1989: Edwards, 2005; De Roeck et. al., 2014). A 
sense of identification exhorts employees to display higher levels of cooperation 
and supportive actions and devote more effort to the organization (Riketta, 2005; 
Lee et al., 2015). Managing CI creates a shared spirit of comradeship that leads 
members to work in unity and, in turn, provides several positive outcomes, 
including the employees' identification with the organization's internal culture 
and values (Dutton et al., 1994). Therefore, we hypothesize; 

H4: CIS will have a positive impact on OI.

Disidentification is a separate variable which expresses a different psychological 
state of individual. Interesingly, how individuals disidentify themselves from the 
organization still remains unclear, and the concept of organizational disidentifi-
cation has not drawn much academic attention (Chang et al., 2013:473). For 
this reason the importance of corporate identity and various forms of identifica-
tions is also growing (Elsbach & Bhattacharya, 2001; Costas & Fleming, 2009; 
Balmer, 2011; Podnar & Golop, 2015:216; Chang et al.,2013). The current study 
clarifies the concept organizational disidentification by exploring the effects of 
CIS and COR on OD and adds new insight to the OB literature.
Disidentification expresses a conscious and active disagreement of the individu-
al with CIS, not incidental or exemplary conflict of intent (Elsbach, 1999). To 
put it differently; it may be a discrepancy or inconsistency between the individu-
al's identity and the CIS. The employee's defining himself/herself as partly the 
same and somewhat different with his / her organization causes various effects 
on the person and the organization (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004). Therefore, we 
hypothesize:

H5: CIS will have a negative impact on OD.

Corporate identity strenght, reputation, and firm performance
The conceptualization and measurement of organizational performance have 
long been a matter of concern for management and OB scholars. Nevertheless, 
as mentioned in the introduction part, there is no consensus among scholars 

1.3
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regarding the definition of performance and its measurement, given its com-
plexity. Some studies consider performance a unidimensional concept; many 
others claim that it involves different facets and issues, just like reputation. For 
instance, from a comprehensive perspective, Santos and Brito (2012) argue FP 
to be composed of financial reputation, market value, profitability, customer 
satisfaction, employee satisfaction, environmental performance, and social per-
formance; while Rowe and Morrow (1999) claim that financial performance 
involves financial reputation, market value, and profitability.
Another issue rising in performance measurement is using self-reported and 
perceptual indicators versus objective ones. Although self-reported performance 
measures are subjective and they create some hesitations due to their subjective 
nature, many studies have provided empirical evidence in support of a strong 
correlation between objective and self-reported performance measures (Dawes, 
1999; Dess & Robinson; 1984; Delaney & Huselid, 1996; Dollinger & Golden, 
1992; Powell, 1992; Richard et al., 2009; Venkatraman & Ramanujam 1987; 
Wall et al., 2004). Moreover, objective performance measures are found to be 
more convenient for financial performance measurement (Ketokivi & Schroeder, 
2004). Specifically, if we are talking about financial institutions (e.g., banks), 
objective measures in terms of financial ratios are accessible and useful as 
they are publicly announced. For instance, Al-Hawari and Ward (2006) used 
asset utilization (AU), return on assets (ROA), and return on equity (ROE) 
ratios for measuring the financial performance of banks. In this paper, following 
Al-Hawari and Ward (2006), we also used asset utilization, ROA, and ROE 
ratios in addition to the primary self-reported measures to measure financial 
performance. 
After shedding light on the measurement of the study's performance preferences, 
it is useful to look at the relationship among perceived CIS, CoR, and FP. A 
great number of studies have been conducted to explore how firms' corporate 
reputations influence their financial performance and drawn our attention to 
the positive relationship between reputation and financial performance (Ansong 
& Anyemang, 2016; Carmeli & Tishler, 2006; Dunbar & Schwalbach, 2000; 
Lee & Roh, 2012; Neville et al., 2005). In a recent study, Goker et al. (2017) 
examined the CoR of 16 firms that were listed as "Turkey's Most Admired 
Companies" in Capital 2014, and found out that CoR is significantly and posi-
tively associated with the firm performance, which is measured through stock 
prices. Nevertheless, that positive effect is also considered to be dependent on 
firm characteristics, including firm size, capital intensity, R&D intensity, and 
debt leverage ratio. Similarly, Tracey (2014) empirically supported corporations' 
strong financial and service reputation that allow for superior financial perfor-
mance by controlling for firm size and previous financial performance. Morover, 
studies testing the mediation effect of CoR on FP also confirm the positive 
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relations (Nguyen et al., 2021; Pham & Tran, 2020), which leads to conclusion 
that CoR has both direct and indirect effects on FP.
The existing literature underlines that a superior CoR can provide many benefits, 
for instance, enabling firms to charge premium prices; reducing firm costs and 
employee turnover; attracting applicants, investors, and customers; increasing 
repurchases, customer retention, and profitability; and improving firm value 
(Eberl & Schwaiger, 2005; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Roberts & Dowling, 
2002; Walker, 2010). Customers prefer firms with a good reputation, and CoR 
plays an essential role in shaping customers` behavioral intentions (Keh & Xie; 
Park et al., 2014), which is likely to increase subjective-perceived FP. Accord-
ingly; we hypothesize;

H6: CoR will have a positive impact on subjective- perceived FP.

Given the aforementioned debates about using subjective measures of perfor-
mance with self-reported measures, we decided to strengthen our study by 
adding objective measures. Following Al-Hawari and Ward (2006), we use 
asset utilization (AU), return on equity (ROE), and return on assets (ROA) as 
objective measures for performance. Return on assets (ROA) is an indicator of 
how profitable a company is relative to its total assets. ROA gives a manager, 
investor, or analyst an idea of how efficient a company's management is at using 
its assets to generate earnings. Return on equity (ROE) is a well-known measure 
of performance estimated by dividing net income by using shareholders' equity. 
Since shareholders' equity is equal to a company's assets minus its debt, ROE 
is regarded as the return on net assets. (Warrad & Al Omari, 2015). On the 
other hand, the asset utilization ratio estimates the total revenue earned for every 
penny of assets a company possesses. This ratio is commonly employed to 
evaluate a company's efficiency over time. Asset Utilization (AU) is considered 
to be the true measure of how well a company is using its capacity (Rahayu, 
2019). Accordingly, we hypothesize;

H7: CoR will have a positive impact on the objective measures of FP a) AU, 
b) ROA, and c) ROE.

While multiple studies draw the link between favorable CoR and superior FP, 
the positive effects of CIS studies in academic research are rare, especially with 
the evidence in the banking sector. Although marketing scholars reported that 
CI directly influences customer orientation, which positively impacts FP (i.e., 
Beckman & Harris, 2007; Maurya et al., 2015), the impact of CIS on FP is only 
investigated by Boehm and collegues (2015) in the literature. In that study, both 
CEO charisma and transformational leadership climate are proposed to increase 
CIS which in turn, relates positively to FP.
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Voss, Cable, & Voss (2006) presented how divergent views of top-level leaders 
relating to CI led to lower performance in nonprofit professional theatres. If or-
ganizations cannot project a strong and unified identity for employees to follow, 
their performance is likely to decrease due to the lack of a common point of 
reference. A poorly projected identity is likely to confuse external stakeholders 
with negative effects on internal stakeholders’ motivation, identification, and 
persistence. Therefore, a good reputation aligned with CIS is likely to enhance 
the performance of the company, and thus it is proposed;

H8: CIS will have a positive impact on subjective-perceived FP.

H9: CIS will have a positive impact on the objective measures of FP a) AU b) 
ROA, and c) ROE.

– Research model
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

CIS CoR 

OI 

OD 

FP (self-reported) 

FP (ROA, ROE, AU)a, b, c 

H1 

H2 

H3 

H6 

H5 

H4 

H9 

H8 

H7 

Methodology
2.1 Measures
To test the above-mentioned hypotheses, multi-item scales are adopted from 
prior studies for the measurement of variables. Each variable was measured 
using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly 
agree” (5). The appendix demonstrates the measures of the study. In order to 
measure the CIS, 9-item scale was used by adapting 4 items from Kreiner and 
Ashfort`s (2004) and 5 items developed by Gioia and Thomas`s (1996) identity 
strength scales. “There is a common sense of purpose in this organization”, 
“Corporation's managers and employees identify strongly with the coporation” 
can be given as examples of the scale items.
OI scale developed by Mael and Ashforth (1992) was used to measure identifi-
cation of employees. This scale consists of 6 tems such as “When someone 
criticizes my organization, it feels like a personal insult”, “When I talk about 
this organization, I usually say 'we' rather than 'they'”. In order to measure 

Figure 1

2.
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disidentification, the 6-item scale, developed by Kreiner and Ashfort (2004) was 
used. “This organization does shameful things”, “I want people to know that I 
disagree with how this organization behaves” can be given as examples of the 
scale items.
CoR as a second-order construct composed of five-dimensions in terms of 
emotional appeal, products and services, vision and leadership, workplace envi-
ronment and social and environmental responsibility was used as endogenous 
variables. The scale which consisted of 16 items adapted from Fombrun, Gard-
berg, & Sever (2000). “I have a good feeling about the company” (emotional 
appeal), “This company offers high quality products and services” (products 
and services), “This company has a clear vision for its future” (vision and 
leadership), “This company is well managed” (workplace environment), “This 
is an environmentally responsible company” (social and environmental responsi-
bility), are some examples of the items in the scale.
FP is an indicator of a firm’s capacity to achieve its goals (Venkatraman & 
Ramanujam 1986). Following Venkatraman & Ramanujam`s (1986) view, we 
adopted a scale developed by Zehir, Gurolb, Karabogac, & Koled (2016) com-
posed of four items. “This company has an above-average profitability”, “This 
company has an above-average sales volume” can be given as examples of the 
scale items. Moreover, as our sample is composed of 54 banks that are registered 
in The Banks Association of Turkey and Participation Banks Association of 
Turkey, we also employed the secondary data for financial performance includ-
ing return on assets (ROA), return on equity (ROE) and asset utilization (AU) 
ratios. From the website of The Banks Association of Turkey and Participation 
Banks Association of Turkey, five-year (2016 – 2020). average of ROA, ROE 
and AU ratios are calculated.

2.2 Sampling
The purpose of this paper is to describe and analyze the mutual relationships 
among the CIS, CoR, OI, OD and FP. This study is conducted on a total of 54 
banks registered in The Banks Association of Turkey and Participation Banks 
Association of Turkey. We have reached all banks in the banking sector. Within 
the scope of the research, data on CIS and OI and OD, and FP were gathered 
from bank employees, and data on CoR were gathered from banks' corporate 
customers in April, May and June 2020, and meanwhile, the secondary data 
regarding financial performance –in terms of ROA, ROE and AU ratios- were 
obtained from the tables of selected ratios in the statistical report tables of 
2016-2020 in the website of The Banks Association of Turkey and Participation 
Banks Association of Turkey. These tables are included in the bank and sector 
information section of the relevant websites. So we had two separate question-
naire forms for the research, one for bank employees and the other for the 
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customers. In order to avoid single-source bias, two respondents at managerial 
levels from the banks, and two corporate customers for each bank participated 
in the survey. All respondents were informed that the data would remain anony-
mous and would not be linked to them individually, to their company, or to 
the company products. In addition, respondents were assured that there were no 
right and wrong answers and thus they should answer questions as honestly and 
forthrightly as possible. As a result, we had a total of 216 completed surveys 
-2 bank employees from each 54 bank and 2 corporate customers from each 54 
banks- were included in the analysis. And also, five year average of ROA, ROE 
and AU ratios of these banks were calculated.
The findings are based on data from a convenience sample of 108 bank employ-
ees and 108 banks' corporate customers. Related to bank employees; 68% of the 
participants were male, 86% were married, all of the participants held university 
diplomas or higher degrees, 49% were between the ages of 26 – 35, 36% held 
seniority between 4 – 6 years, and 55% were middle line managers. Related 
to banks' corporate customers; 76% of the participants were male, 84% were 
married, 57% held college diplomas or higher degrees, 42% were between the 
ages of 36 – 45, 36% held seniority between 4 – 6 years, and 43% were middle 
line managers.

Results and discussion
3.1 Analysis
The PLS-SEM technique was used to estimate the measurement and structural 
parameters in our structural equation model (SEM) (Chin, 2001). Before per-
forming any analysis, the firm scores of each question item were aggregated 
since the level of analysis is the ‘‘firm’’. The inter-rater agreement (rwg) on 
organizational level measures was needed to be demonstrated and all rwg values 
ranged from.67 to.82. The ranging values of interrater agreement in context with 
the study is well above.60 which is considered as a benchmark (Hurley & Hult, 
1998), indicating a satisfactory level of inter-rater agreement for each aggregate 
measure in banks (see Appendix).
We used PLS-SEM technique to test our model based on several considerations. 
First, PLS method can operate under a limited number of observations with 
more discrete or continuous variables. Since there are 54 banks operating in 
banking industry in Turkey and we succeeded to gather data from them all, our 
sample size is 54. PLS is the proper technique for such a small sample. PLS is 
also a latent variable modeling technique that incorporates multiple dependent 
constructs and explicitly recognizes measurement error (Karimi, 2009). Also, 
PLS is far less restrictive in its distributional assumption and applies to situa-
tions where knowledge about the distribution of the latent variables is limited. 
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PLS requires the estimates to be more closely tied to the data compared to 
covariance structure analysis (Fornell & Cha, 1994).

Measurement validation
In this study, following Kleijnen, Ruyter, and Wetzels (2007), we used reflective 
indicators for all our constructs. To assess the psychometric properties of the 
measurement instruments, we estimated a null model with no structural relation-
ships. We evaluated reliability using composite scale reliability (CR), Cronbach 
alpha and average variance extracted (AVE). For all measures, PLS-based CR is 
well above the threshold value of.70, Cronbach alpha goes beyond the threshold 
value of.70 and AVE exceeds the.50 threshold value (see Table 1). In addition, 
we evaluated convergent validity by inspecting the standardized loadings of 
the measures on their respective constructs and found that all measures exhibit 
standardized loadings that exceed.60 (see Appendix A). Moreover, as a second 
order variable, CR was estimated through a secondary factor analysis yielding 
five latent constructs: emotional appeal, products and services, vision and lead-
ership, financial appeal, and social and environmental responsibility. Each of 
three constructs –emotional appeal, products and services, and vision and leader-
ship had three indicators while financial appeal and social and environmental 
responsibility had five. Figure 2 shows the standardized regression loadings of 
those given five constructs. As seen in Figure 2, all five constructs exceed a 
standardized loading over.60. This result suggests that CR, as a five construct 
second level variable, is significantly predicted by emotional appeal, products 
and services, vision and leadership, financial appeal, and social and environmen-
tal responsibility.

Second order factor analysis of corporate reputation
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

CoR 

EA PS VL FA SEP 

β=.61  β =.87  β =.83 β =.67 β =.80 

Note. CoR: Corporate reputation, EA: Emotional appeal, PS: Products and services, VL: Vision 
and leadership, FA: Financial appeal, SEP: Social and environmental responsibility

We then assessed the discriminant validity of the measures. Table 1 shows the 
correlation among all variables -excluding the secondary data on firm perfor-
mance- which provides further evidence of discriminant validity. To fully satisfy 
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the requirements for discriminant validity, AVE for each construct should be ex-
pected to be greater than the squared correlation between constructs (Fornell & 
Larcker, 1981). Such results suggest that the items share more common variance 
with their respective constructs than any variance the construct shares with other 
constructs (Howell & Aviolo, 1993). In the model, none of the inter-correlations 
of the constructs exceeded the square root of the AVE of the constructs (see 
Table 1).

– Discriminant validity

No   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 EA 0.834                
2 FA 0.378 0.761              
3 FP 0.516 0.593 0.788            
4 CIS 0.259 0.209 0.446 0.721          
5 OD -0.197 -0.269 -0.403 -0.63 0.978        
6 OI 0.115 -0.164 -0.095 -0.20* 0.548 0.915      

7 SEP 0.412 0.471 0.493 0.22 -0.183 -0.180 0.941    
8 PS 0.395 0.397 0.627 0.41; -0.119 -0.098 0.623 0.767  
9 VL 0.257 0.479 0.631 0.42 -0.259 -0.178 0.573 0.733 0.820
  α 0.779 0.650 0.799 0.866 0.978 0.971 0.870 0.755 0.756
  CR 0.872 0.802 0.867 0.895 0.985 0.962 0.939 0.846 0.860
  AVE 0.695 0.580 0.622 0.518 0.957 0.837 0.885 0.588 0.672

* p <.05, ** p <.01.

Note1. Diagonals show the square root of AVEs.
Note2. EA: Emotional appeal, PS: Products and services, VL: Vision and leadership, FA: Finan-
cial appeal, SEP: Social and environmental responsibility, FP: Firm performance, CIS: Corpo-
rate identity strength, OI: Organizational identification, OD: Organizational disidentification, 
CR: Composite reliability, AVE: Average variance extracted, α: Cronbach’s alpha

Assessment of common method variance
We used Harman’s Single Factor (Harman, 1960) by utilizing EFA with all 
variables –excluding AU, ROA and ROE- loaded onto a single factor without a 
rotation. The new common latent factor explained only 29.90% of the variance, 
which is less than the cut-off value of 50%.
Kock (2015) proposed that a model with greater than 3.3 variance inflation 
factors (VIFs) is an indication of a CMV issue. The results of our VIFs analysis 
demonstrate that the VIFs values range between 1.21 and 1.22, i.e., the values 
are lower than the suggested threshold of 3.3. Thus, the proposed model does 
not appear to be affected by common method bias.

Table 1

3.3

Antecedents and consequences of corporate reputation 327



Hypothesis testing
The PLS approach (Ringle et al., 2005) and the bootstrapping re-sampling 
method (Chin, 1998) were employed by computing the SmartPLS 3.0 software 
program to test the hypothesis and predictive power of the proposed model 
(see Figure 1). This procedure entailed generating 5000 sub-samples of cases 
(Hair et al., 2013) that were randomly selected, with replacement, obtained 
from the original data, after which path coefficients were generated for each. 
T-statistics were performed for all coefficients, based on their stability across the 
sub-samples, in order to determine the links that were statistically significant. 
The path coefficients and their associated t-values demonstrated the direction 
and impact of each hypothesized relationship.

Hypothesis testing results

Hypothesis Relationships Path coefficient (β) Results

H1 CISCoR 0.421** Supported
H2 CoR  OI -0.054 Not supported
H3 CoROD 0.007 Not supported
H4 CISOI -0.078 Not supported
H5 CISOD -0.633** Supported
H6 CoR FP 0.683** Supported
H7a CoR  AU 0.174* Supported
H7b CoR ROA 0.159* Supported
H7c CoR ROE 0.111 Not supported
H8 CIS FP 0.156 Not supported
H9a CISAU -0.137 Not supported
H9b CIS ROA -0.129 Not supported
H9c CIS ROE 0.086 Not supported

* p <.05, ** p <.01.
Note. CoR: Corporate reputation, FP: Firm performance (subjective), CIS: Corporate identity 
strength, OI: Organizational identification, OD: Organizational disidentification, ROA: Return 
on assets, ROE: Return on equity, AU: Asset utilization

Table 2 shows the results of hypotheses, including paths, beta values and sig-
nificance levels. Concerning the antecedent role of CIS on CoR, the results 
reveal that CIS has positive impact on CoR (β =.42 p <.01), supporting H1. Our 
research model also examines the effects of CIS on OI, OD and performance 
variables. Our findings show that CIS is positively and significantly associated 
with OD (β = -.63 p <.01), while the results provide no empirical evidence to 
support a statistically significant relationship between CIS and OI or between 
CIS and any of the other performance variables. The results provide no empiri-
cal evidence to support a statistically significant relationship between CIS and 
OI or between CIS and any of the other performance variables. Therefore, only 
H5 is supported.Regarding the influences of CoR on objective firm performance 
variables, the findings revealed that CoR is positively related with AU (β =.17 
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p <.05), ROA (β =.30 p <.05) and subjective (perceived) firm performance (β 
=.68 p <.01), therefore H6, H7a, H7b are supported. The results of research 
indicated that CIS has no effect on objective financial performance variables 
(AU, ROA, ROE) and subjective-perceived firm performance (FP), therefore H9 
is not supported fully.
Moreover, we also performed mediation analysis to assess the indirect effects 
of CIS on performance outputs -in terms of both self reported and objective 
measures-, through CoR. With the inclusion of mediating variable CoR, the 
impact of CIS on FP (β =.156; p >.05) becomes insignificant. However, the 
indirect effect of CIS on FP (β =.444; p <.01) was significant. This finding 
indicates that the relationships between CIS and FP is fully mediated by CoR. 
However, since total effects of CIS on objective performance measures (i.e., 
AU, ROA and ROE) are all insignificant, the findings provide no empirical 
evidence in support of an indirect effect of CIS on any objective performance 
measures.

Results for the mediating analyses

Total effect Direct Effect Indirect Effect

Relationship (β) Relationship (β) Relationship (β) BI[2.5%;97.5%]

CISFP .444** CISFP 0.156 CISCoRFP .288** .107 .447

CISAU -.064 CISAU 0.137 CIS CoRAU .073 -.010 .191

CISROA -.062 CISROA 0.129 CISCoRROA .067 -.013 .178
CISROE .039 CISROE 0.086 CISCoRROE -.047 -.179 .098

Discussion
This research contributes to OB literature by presenting a model of interrela-
tionships among CIS, CoR, OI, OD, and FP. By highlighting the antecedent 
role of CIS on CoR and firm performance in the banking industry from a 
bi-stakeholder perspective, this study offers a framework for researchers and 
managers to visualize and understand the relationships between corporate-level 
constructs and individual and firm-level outputs, thus enhancing the movement 
of the Social Identity Theory in OB literature. This study, specifically, makes 
four contributions to the literature.
First, this study empirically investigated the antecedent role of CIS on CoR. Our 
results showed that CoR is a reflection of corporate identity; the stronger the 
identity, the superior the reputation. Hence, in line with the existing literature 
(e.g., Christensen & Askegaard, 2001; Argenti & Druckenmiller, 2004; Abratt 
& Kleyn, 2011), our findings underline the importance of CIS in creating and 
maintaining a positive CoR perception on stakeholders (e.g., employees, cus-
tomers..). As Melewar (2003) addresses, senior management's efforts to create 
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a visible and strong CIS contribute to establishing the foundations of the com-
pany's reputation. Moreover, those efforts can shape stakeholders' perceptions 
regarding the firm", market share, managerial and competitive power, business 
capacity, product, and service range.
In addition, since we gathered CIS data from employees and CoR data from 
customers, this result emphasizes another aspect of CoR. The employees are 
of significant importance due to their roles in establishing and maintaining a 
favorable CoR. When the CI is widely shared and deeply internalized among 
the employees, those employees transfer that identity to the stakeholders to 
strengthen the CoR. Employees may feel proud of working for their organiza-
tions, and they may act with self-esteem to create a good impression on the 
customers. Therefore, an affirmative CoR may be established by the effective 
communication and interaction between employees, customers, and the other 
stakeholders. This finding is parallel to Helm's (2007) study, which emphasizes 
the employees' priority role in creating corporate assets or corporate value 
through the fulfillment of the brand promise given to the stakeholders. This 
is particularly more significant for the service industry since the service industry 
requires intense communication between employees and customers.
Second, this research adds new insight to the OB literature regarding the reflec-
tions of CIS on OI, and specifically on OD. Based on how individuals disidenti-
fy themselves from the organization, it remains unclear, with under-developed 
theories and scant studies (Riketta, 2005; Chang et al., 2013). Our findings 
indicate that widely entrenched identity beliefs among the employees (i.e., 
the strength of employees` identity perceptions) are necessary to prevent OD; 
however, it is not a sufficient condition for ensuring OI. The existing literature 
considers CI as a basis for OI (e.g., Dutton, Duckerich & Harguail, 1994; Hatch 
& Schultz, 2000; Witting, 2006). Furthermore, there are even some scholars 
that argue a dual relationship between CI and OI (e.g., Stanske, 2017). Indeed, 
OD is a specific type of OI (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004). Hence our findings do 
not mean that CIS has no relationship with OI; rather, it is a starting point for 
preventing OD; ensuring OI requires more.
Third, interestingly, we could not find any direct statistical association between 
CoR, OI, and OD. This finding is in contrast with the existing literature, which 
considers CoR as one of the most influential determinants of OI since members 
feel proud to belong to an organization that is believed to be reputable in 
public (Dutton et al. 1994; Oncer & Yıldız 2012). In addition, Podnar and 
Golob (2015) find out that CoR is positively associated with OI in terms of 
perceived external prestige. Moreover, many studies (e.g., Mael & Ashforth, 
1992; Bhattacharya et al., 1995; Pratt, 1998; Fisher & Wakefield, 1998; Oncer & 
Yıldız 2012) also provide empirical evidence in support of an antecedent role of 
CoR for OI. Thus, our findings do not mean that CoR has no relationship with 
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OI and OD because, in this study, we gather OI and OD data are from employees 
while we gather CoR data from the customers. The results may differ for data in 
which CoR, OI, and OD are gathered from employees. 
Fourth, we found a positive relationship between a CoR and firm performance, 
both in terms of subjective and objective performance measures. Indeed, the 
existing literature on CoR and FP has conflicting results. Some studies find no 
causal link between reputation and financial outcomes of the firm (e.g., Rose & 
Thomsen, 2004; Inglis et al., 2006; Sanchez & Sotorrio, 2007; Caliskan et al., 
2011), while some others provide empirical evidence in support of the positive 
relationship (e.g., Vidaver-Cohen, 2007; Lei, 2011; Flanagan et al., 2011; Gok 
& Ozkaya, 2011; Park et al., 2014). Consistent with the latter ones, our findings 
underline the fact that CoR is an essential strategic asset with significant reflec-
tions on performance. This means that customers' collective perceptions about 
the company based on its history and its future prospects shape the customers` 
behavioral intentions for the benefit of those firms. Moreover, Foroudia et al. 
(2020) emphasize sustainable competitive advantage as the proximal mechanism 
between CoR and firm performance and claim firm competitiveness to be con-
tingent on its reputation, connected to its identity and heritage. Those arguments 
and findings might explain why many management and OB researchers attach 
high importance to CoR. By contributing to the target audience's trust and 
value creation, maximizing the ability to offer products and services with high 
added value, CoR leads to superior financial performance. Remarkably today's 
bank customers view their relationship with their banks more as a personal 
relationship than a business one, and like most intimate relationships, they 
expect it to be built first and foremost upon trust (Beatty, A. October 24, 2019). 
Moreover, having a good reputation means that stakeholders are quite certain 
about the organization's future performance in general and financial performance 
in particular. Based on the reason that bank customers expect great value and 
return from banks` financial products and services (Microsoft Industry Blogs), 
a good CoR may contribute to establishing and maintaining trust among the 
customers, regarding the great value and return from banks` financial products 
and services, which in turn leads to higher performance for banks. 
Also, this finding supports the argument that self-reported and perceptual perfor-
mance indicators have a strong correlation with objective performance measures 
(Dess & Robinson, 1984; Venkatraman & Ramanujam 1987; Dollinger & Gold-
en, 1992; Powell, 1992; Delaney & Huselid, 1996; Dawes, 1999; Richard et al., 
2009; Wall et al., 2004) as the CoR has been shown to have a similar association 
with both perceptual performance and two objective performance measures in 
terms of ROA and AU. Therefore, even tough there are some hesitations due to 
their subjective nature, self-reported and perceptual performance indicators are 
shown to be as useful as the objective ones.
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Fifth, regarding the CIS and performance relationship, the findings indicate 
that CIS is not directly associated with firm performance both for self reported 
performance measures and the objective ones. This result doesn`t mean that 
CIS doesn`t have any ultimate effect on performance. However, the positive 
covariances amongst CIS, CoR, and FP imply that CIS may indirectly impact 
FP through other proximal mechanisms. Even though we didn`t involve in the 
hypothesis development and methodology parts, we also checked the mediator 
role of CoR on the relationship between CIS and performance outputs. The 
findings show that CoR mediates the relationship between CIS and self reported 
firm performance, while they provide no empirical evidence regarding such a 
mediator role of CoR for the objective performance measures. This result means 
that even tough we gather CIS data are from employees, CoR data from the 
customers, and FP from managers, all those perceptions of different stakeholders 
seem to be coherent with each other. So, this finding deepens our understanding 
regarding the impact of CIS on firm performance by addressing the CoR as a 
mechanism that connects CIS and FP, at least at the perceptual level.
Overall, the results of this study are useful since they add further insights to 
the literature regarding the individual and organizational consequences of CIS 
and CoR. Our holistic model highlights the CIS as an essential antecedent of 
CoR, and CoR to be positively related to FP. Moreover, our findings reveal 
that CIS only forms the basis for OI, while strengthening OI requires greater 
managerial effort. Finally, the results also provide support for the congruency of 
the perceptual and self-reported performance measures

4.1 Theoretical implications
From a theoretical point of view, this study offers significant contributions and 
insights into the SIT theory. SIT assumes that individuals derive part of their 
identity – their social identity- from the groups they belong to (e.g., student, 
alumni, football team, etc.) (Willetts & Clarke, 2014; Scheepers & Ellemers, 
2019). According to Tajfel (1979), those groups, people belonged to, are vital 
sources of pride and self-esteem. Our findings suggest that CIS is associated 
with superior CoR through the lens of customers in general, bank customers in 
particular. Therefore we enlarged SIT by revealing that a strong social identity 
(i.e., CI), widely internalized by the members, also creates a good impression on 
the third parties (i.e. customers) in terms of prestige, reputation, and cachet, as 
well as providing a sense of belongingness to the members. We also find out that 
CIS is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for OI. Thus we contribute to 
the SIT by addressing that even social identity forms a basis for identification; 
organizations in general, specifically bank organizations, should invest more in 
their human capital to enable their employees to identify themselves with the 
organization, leading to productive work behaviors.
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Managerial implications
As well as enriching the literature on SIT, the presented model, hypotheses, and 
the results, which explain the complex mechanism between corporate related 
variables, individual and organizational outcomes, may also have implications 
for managers in general, specifically for the bank managers. First of all, this 
paper underlines the fact a strong CI, shared and internalized and reflected 
by the employees is a basic determinant of CoR from customer perspective. 
Accordingly, in establishing and maintaining, management should take the nec-
essary steps to invest in their human capital. Management should also follow a 
participative leadership style and involve employees more in decision making 
process. Another essential suggestion for managers is to implement procedures 
to develop and reinforce a psychological contract with the employees; since 
employees may perform greater effort to fulfill their responsibilities and to 
demonstrate extra-role behaviors due to the reciprocity between them and the 
management.
Second, this study indicates CoR as an important precursor of FP. Management 
should be aware of the fact that CoR is one of the most valuable intangible re-
sources and probably strategic tools that provides sustainable competitive which 
ultimately leads to higher firm performance. Hence, management should involve 
CoR within organizational strategy and adequately manage this strategic tool 
to achieve higher performance outputs. Third, the findings of this study show 
that CIS forms just the basis for identification as a necessary condition but not 
sufficient one. So, without a doubt, management should try to spread the identity 
signifiers among organizational members. Moreover, in order to build a strong 
identification, they should also cultivate emotional bonds among employees to 
increase the job engagement, the organizational commitment and loyalty. They 
may also foster an ongoing dialogue and interactions among employees at after-
work meetings and parties to develop a meaningful bridge to the organization.

Limitations and future research
The findings of this paper should be considered cautiously due to its strengths 
and limitations, which also address future research directions. A key strength 
of the present paper is that CIS, OI, OD and self reported FP data is gathered 
from bank managers; while we conducted CoR survey on customers. In addition 
we also added the objective performance measures –ROA, ROE and AU- to 
our research model, in addition to the self reported performance measures. 
Accordingly our paper is unique in that the findings are based on the analysis 
of the data from bi-stakeholders (i.e., employees and customers) and objective 
performance measures. Hence, we believe that results reported here are not 
prone to social desirability bias. 
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In addition to those strengths, there are several limitations to be considered. 
Thus, researchers should be careful when generalizing the results to different 
industries and cultural contexts. First of all, we conducted this research on a spe-
cific national and industrial context, Turkish banks. Banks and other financial 
service organizations present different characteristics than the others. Since they 
deal with monetary issues, there is a rigid hierarchy and strictly defined duties 
within the banks.
Moreover, in Turkey, an emerging and turbulent economy, technology and 
market uncertainties are less intensive and complicated than the western and 
developed countries' ones. Likewise, having a near-eastern culture, empathy 
among employees, and even among customers and employees, and the sense 
of identification to the organization may be different from other nationalist 
cultures. On the other hand, tolerance for mistakes is less acceptable than in 
other cultures. Thus, a Turkish sample, just like any culturally bound research, 
has some limitations regarding the interpretation of the results.
Employing a cross-sectional design with surveys seems to be another limitation 
of this paper. Despite the fact that "surveying is a large and growing area of 
research in the natural environment" (Graziano & Raulin, 1997), the technique 
utilized –surveys- may not provide objective outcomes about the reflections 
of CIS and CoR on individual outcomes and performance measures which is 
inherently a dynamic process. To overcome this limitation, future researchers 
may conduct longitudinal studies in which the reflections of CIS and CoR can 
be followed over time.
In addition, we gathered CoR data from only one stakeholder (e.g., customers). 
However, to paint a more accurate CoR, future studies may consider collecting 
CoR data from multi-sources (e.g., customers, employees, suppliers, etc.). Fur-
thermore, in this study, we operationalize CoR as a composite variable. One 
should investigate this construct in great detail, including its antecedents and 
consequences. Future studies may also employ a multi-dimensional CoR con-
struct to see how CIS affects each dimension and how each dimension is reflect-
ed on FP. This research scratches the surface of these important but relatively 
unexplored relationships. Future researchers will find the area of CIS and CoR 
rich and fruitful for management and OB literature.
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APPENDIX
Appendix Measure

Standardized loadings are in parentheses.
α: Cronbach alpha, CR: composite reliability; AVE: average variance extract-
ed; rwg: inter‐rater agreement
* denotes the dropped item; either they reduce the AVE to less then.50, or 
they have low loading weights.
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Organization Identity Strength (adapted from Kreiner&Ashforth, 2004 and 
Gioia&Thomas, 1996)

There is a common sense of purpose in this organization (.734)
This organization has a clear and unique vision (.740)
There is a strong feeling of unity in this organization *
This organization has a specific mission shared by its employees (.697)
Corporation's managers have a sense of pride in the corpoation's goals and 
missions. (.778)
Corporation's managers feel the coporation has carved out a significant place 
in banking and finance sector. (.817)
Corporation's managers well defined set of goals and objectives for the 
corporation. (.717)
Corporation's managers are adopted the corporation's history and traditions. 
(.649)
Corporation's managers and employees identify strongly with the coporation 
(.605)
α=.87
CR=.90
AVE=.52
rwg=.76

Identification (adapted from Kreiner&Ashforth, 2004)
When someone criticizes my organization, it feels like a personal insult 
(.980)
I am very interested in what others think about my organization (.925)
When I talk about this organization, I usually say 'we' rather than 'they (.981)'
This organization's successes are my successes (.919)
When someone praises this organization it feels like a personal compliment 
(.873)
If a story in the media criticized this organization, I would feel embarrassed *
α=.97
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CR=.96
AVE=.84
rwg=.85

Disidentification (adapted from Kreiner&Ashforth, 2004)
I am embarrassed to be part of this organization *
This organization does shameful things *
I have tried to keep the organization I work for a secret from people I meet 
(.982)
I want people to know that I disagree with how this organization behaves 
(.972)
I have been ashamed of what goes on in this organization (.981)
α=.98
CR=.99
AVE=.96
rwg=.88

CoR (adapted from Fombrun et al., 2000)
Emotional Appeal

I have a good feling about the company (.911)
I admire and respect the company (.822)
I trust this company (.762)
α=.78
CR=.87
AVE=.70
rwg=.69

Products and Services
Stands behind its products and services (.797)
Develops innovative proucts and services (.898)
Offers high quality products and services (.818)
Offers high priced products and services *

344 Hülya Gündüz Çekmecelioğlu, Gönül Kaya Özbağ, Ayşe Günsel, Neslihan Şevik



α=.76
CR=.85
AVE=.59
rwg=.75

Vision and Leadership
Has excellent leadership (.830)
Has a clear vision for its future (.858)
Recognizes and takes advantages of market opportunities (.768)
α=.76
CR=.86
AVE=.67
rwg=.80

Financial Appeal
This company can b e counted on to perform well financially (.903)
This company has a proven track record.*
This company has good long-term prospects (.646)
This company makes good use of its corporate assets (.711)
α=.65
CR=.80
AVE=.58
rwg=.65

Social and Environmental Responsibility
Is an environmentally resposible company (.941)
Maintains high standards in the way it treats people. (.941)
Reduces its profits to ensure a clean environment *
α=.87
CR=.94
AVE=.89
rwg=.82
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Financial Performance (adapted from Zehir et al., 2016)
Sales growth (.709)
Market share (.856)
Return on investment (.745)
General Profit (836)
α=.80
CR=.87
AVE=.62
rwg=.83
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