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Abstract

This article is completed from research at enterprises operating in the field of plant protection products in the Mekong Delta - 1 ietnam, the
purpose of the research is to examine the impact of corporate social responsibility awareness (PCSR) on employee performance (EWR), perceived
task orientation (IKTP), organizational citizenship bebavior at the individnal level (OCB-1) and the organizational level (OCB-O), through
the mediating role of organizational trust (OT), the moderating role of organizational reputation (OR). Through pilot testing of 100 samples
and official quantitative survey of 385 samples to test Cronbach's Alpha coefficients, EEA, CEA and SEM structural model using SPSS,
AMOS Version 4.2. The results show that: PCSK bas a positive impact on EWR with OT as the intermediary. There is a moderating effect
of OR on the relationship between PCSR and OT. The obtained coefficient values answered the hypotheses H1; H2a; H2b; H2¢; H3; H4;
Hb5; H6 respectively 0.687, 0.374; 0.606; 0.602; 0.229; 0.153; 0.159; 0.185. The results of the research model help business managers
have more insight into the impact of corporate social responsibility awareness with the mediating role of organizational trust on employee work
performance. Thereby, helping business leaders make appropriate adjustments to meet the desired goals of the business. The research is still
limited in space and sample size.
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INTRODUCTION

There has been an explosion of research on corporate social responsibility (PCSR) perceptions since the 2000s
at many levels, from many perspectives such as management, strategic management, human resource
management, marketing, finance, accounting, environmental management. Corporate social responsibility has
become an important factor in the success and sustainable development of businesses, not only helping to
enhance the image and reputation of the business but also positively affecting the community and the
environment. Moreover, it also helps to bring high results in the operations and business results of the business.
Therefore, many companies have made efforts in their actions and activities towards society. Therefore,
scholars have paid increasing attention to many different fields (Shin, 2017). Previous studies have emphasized
the impact of CSR on organizational performance at the macro level such as Aguinis and Glavas (2012); Kim
et al (2017); Serra Cantallops et al. (2017). However, there is a great need for analytical studies on social
responsibility at the micro level, especially employee-level outcomes including individual task orientations and
behaviors (Y Liu et al, 2023; L. Zhang, 2023).

Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and task orientation outcomes are the most important individual
outcomes emphasized in this research stream (Lee et al., 2015). On the other hand, through a review of the
literature and related literature, the author found that very few studies on organizational behavior (OB) or
human resource management (HRM) addressed CSR perceptions (Aguinis et al., 2024). This lack of research
may stem from the lack of systematic and comprehensive testing or refinement of theories underlying
employees' CSR perceptions (Rupp et al., 2013), or from methodological and measurement issues (Motgeson
et al., 2024). In Vietnam, there are studies that are interested in CSR or PCSR. However, the research areas are
related to the banking sector, the seafood sector such as the studies of Tran Thi Nhinh (2020) and Hoang Thi
Phuong Thao and Huynh Long Ho (2015), Nguyen Thi Ngoc Phuong and colleagues (2019). In general, studies
in Vietnam on the impact of PCSR perception on work outcomes in the Mekong Delta region in the field of
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pesticide production are still very limited. Therefore, in this study, the author will focus on studying the impact
of corporate social responsibility awareness on employee work outcomes through the mediating role of
organizational trust.

THEORETICAL BASIS AND RESEARCH HYPOTHESES
Perceived social responsibility (PCSR) and organizational trust (OT).

Perceived corporate social responsibility (PCSR) according to Endsley (1995) is the perception created through
the interaction between employees and the organization. According to Liang & Yoon, (2023), PCSR is the way
stakeholders perceive and evaluate the CSR activities of the enterprise. Dahlsrud (2006) proposed the concept
of PCSR as the way stakeholders understand and interpret information about the enterprise's CSR. It is the way
stakeholders form and maintain beliefs about the enterprise's CSR (Crane & Matten, 2007). With the literature
review, the author can understand that employees' perception of CSR can be understood as employees'
perception of the enterprise's CSR activities. For organizational trust, a person's belief that the actions of
another party will be beneficial, not detrimental to their own interests. Therefore, in a business organization,
employees will perceive the ethical practices of the business organization in internal and external relationships.
Therefore, in the view of corporate social responsibility (PCSR), Hansen et al. (2011) stated that through CSR
activities, it will send important signals to employees in the business about the ethics and values of the business
to stakeholders, to the government, to internal employees, to customers about the level of trust (Hansen et al.,
2011). In addition, trust is a fundamental attribute of strong, healthy relationships, so strong relationships
require positive exchanges between the parties involved in the relationship and Trust will determine the quality
of this exchange process (Hansen et al., 2011; Mayer and Gavin, 2005). Researcher Blau has presented a view
of the trust-based mechanism as a foundation for the model of corporate social responsibility (CSR) and is
clearly perceived through social exchange theory (Blau, 1964). Social exchange theory has raised and explained
the law of reciprocity, specifically, in an exchange relationship between two parties, when one party is kind to
the other, the other party may respond to kindness in a similar way. (Homans, 1961; Blau, 1964 and Emerson,
1972). Social exchange theory states that. Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) towards employees creates
employee trust in the organization, which is the result of the reciprocal exchange mechanism of Corporate
Social Responsibility towards external parties such as social, non-social stakeholders and customers, with
internal parties such as their employees and all will inculcate organizational trust in the mind (Magbool & Nazir,
2023; Aslam et al., 2024). Therefore, Bauman and Skitka (2012), stated that, Corporate Social Responsibility
will influence the way individuals, especially employees in the business and future employees, perceive the
business organization they participate in in a good or bad way. Therefore, in his statement, Bello (2012) stated
that trust in the business organization will increase work commitment, employees' intention to stay long-term,
and increase compliance with ethical citizenship behavior in the organization. With Krot and Lewicka (2012),
organizational trust will reduce risks and costs incurred in operations and increase employee commitment and
productivity. In short, when Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) activities are implemented, it will send
important signals to employees in the enterprise about the ethics and values of the company to stakeholders
such as the government, internal employees, and customers. This will have an impact, create feelings, awareness
and create a level of trust and confidence of employees towards the organization under the impact of
implementing Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and organizational trust from both internal and external
petspectives, both bring great value to the enterprise such as increasing the number of customers, increasing
employee engagement, reducing recruitment and training costs due to personnel fluctuations in the enterprise,
attracting resources to the enterprise. Therefore, the perception of corporate social responsibility (PCSR)
viewed from corporate social responsibility (CSR) activities through interactions with stakeholders will affect
employee trust (OT) in the organization, and stakeholder trust in the organization. The author proposes the
following hypothesis H1:

H1: Perceived corporate social responsibility (PCSR) has an impact on Organizational Trust (OT).
Social Responsibility Perception (PCSR) and Employee Performance (EWR).
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Perceived corporate social responsibility (PCSR) has the potential to create positive outcomes for employees at
work and Perceived corporate social responsibility (PCSR) encourages employees to have a strong and lasting
relationship with the organization based on a sense of belonging and a sense of unity with the organization
(Bhattacharya et al., 2009; Ashforth et al., 1989). With Dutton et al. (1994); Bhattacharya et al. (2009) argue that
employees in an organization will tend to be enthusiastic, emotionally and cognitively committed to their
business organization, thus creating more positive attitudes towards work, affecting their own work outcomes.
Performance outcomes are also part of the goals in business and Dweck and Leggett (1988) stated that, goals
in business are directed towards a specific action, goals direct the individual's attention to actions related to the
goal and create a framework to explain with related events and results. With Dweck (2013), goal orientation
creates results in activities considered with quite stable personality traits, nurtured by theories about the self,
about the nature and development of attributes such as personality, intelligence, abilities, skills that people have.

Vandewalle (1997) and Elliot and Church (1997) divided performance goal orientations into performance-
approach orientations and performance-avoidance orientations, since performance-otiented individuals may be
motivated to outperform others and prove their superiority, or to avoid failure and appear incompetent. And
Elliot (2005) stated that individuals with mastery goals tend to believe their abilities are malleable and approach
challenging tasks with the desire to develop new skills. With Barron and Harackiewicz (2000) argued that
individuals with a performance-approach orientation tend to exert enough effort to accomplish their goals,
resulting in their work outcomes being superior to others.

Therefore, the impact of the organization's social responsibility activities will have an impact on employees'
perceptions and behaviors in performing work results and achieving work goals. As Chaudhary (2018); Mensah
et al. (2017) and Helm (2013) have stated, companies with good social responsibility will attract better
employees. However, Chaudhary (2018); Mensah et al. (2017); Helm (2013) stated that there are still different
views on the level of influence of social responsibility on the effectiveness and work results in the activities of
employees and organizations. Wagner et al. (2004); Knippenberg et al. (2000) also recognized that employees
who have a strong perception, awareness, and identification with their organization will tend to show good,
energetic, and constructive attitudes and behaviors toward the organization and their work to improve work
results and improve performance in business operations. With the above presentation, the author proposes
hypothesis H2:

H2a: Perception (PCSR) has an impact on task orientation outcome (IRTP).

H2b: Perception of social responsibility (PCSR) has an impact on Citizenship Behavior (OCB-1).
H2c: Perception of social responsibility (PCSR) has an impact on Citizenship Behavior (OCB-O).
Organizational Trust (OT) and Task Oriented Performance (IRTP)

Organizational trust is viewed from the relationship between employees and the business organization and
society in general. Podsakoff et al. (1990) stated that organizational trust is the extent to which employees trust
their superiors and colleagues. George et al. (2020) stated that organizational trust is a social exchange
relationship. Sharing the same view, Podsakoff et al. (1990) pointed out that the level of organizational trust is
the extent to which employees trust their superiors and colleagues. According to the author, the view of Yang
and Tsai (2022) is consistent with Maslow's hierarchy of needs (1943): When employees petceive that they can
benefit from the behavior of the business organization or leader, employees will positively reward the business
organization or leader. Thus, trust in the organization will bring about operational efficiency and specifically
the process of effective goal implementation. Therefore, organizational trust is the level of trust perceived by
employees in the business organization and when considering organizational trust, employees have greater or
lesser trust in the current and future status of the organization, the business and the work implementation
process through their actions. As Akdere et al. (2012); Vineburgh (2010) stated, when trust in the business
organization increases, job satisfaction also increases, work results, productivity and performance of work, and
overall business performance increase. Rupp et al. (2013); Bridoux et al. (2016) also stated that employee
behavior in the organization is greatly influenced by the organization, the impact of the organization plays an
important role in shaping employee behavior towards the organization. Employee behavior plays an important
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role in organizational performance (Nisar et al., 2014). It is reflected in work efficiency, the effectiveness of
performing assigned tasks. As Akdere et al. (2012); Vineburgh (2010) stated, when trust in the organization
increases, good employee behavior increases, job satisfaction also increases, work results, productivity and
performance of work, and overall business performance increase. With the above presentations and through a
literature review, the author finds that there is a correlation between organizational trust and the effectiveness
of employees in performing tasks in the organization. However, the level of correlation will need to be tested.
Therefore, the author proposes hypothesis H3:

H3: Organizational trust (OT) has an impact on task-oriented performance IRTP).
Organizational Trust (OT) — Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB)

Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) according to Nuryanto et al. (2023); Chaudhary (2020); Ahmad et
al. (2020); Kunda et al. (2019); Tourigny et al. (2019); He et al. (2019); Nuryanto et al. (2023); Organ (1988).
Organ (1988) himself mentioned that there are 5 parts, including altruism, politeness, conscience, civic virtue
and sportsmanship. When looking at Chaudhary's (2020) scale of Organizational Citizenship Behavior, it is seen
that Chaudhary's (2020) concerns aspects such as attending events that are not mandatory but beneficial to the
organization's image, keeping up with developments in the organization, defending the organization when other
employees criticize the organization, showing pride in representing the organization in public, offering ideas to
improve the organization's performance, showing loyalty to the organization, taking action to protect the
organization from potential problems, and showing concern for the organization's image. When looking at
Williams and Anderson's (1991) scale of Organizational Citizenship Behavior, it is seen that concerns are cleatly
divided between Organizational Citizenship Behavior oriented at organizational-level interactions (OCB-O)
and Organizational Citizenship Behavior oriented at individual-level interactions (OCB-I). However, Kunda et
al. (2019) when examining the organizational citizenship behavior developed by the scale of Podsakoff et al.
(1990), the 24-item scale includes five sub-scales: altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, politeness, and
civic virtue. Regarding Organizational Trust (OT) affecting Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) in
terms of two aspects (1) Individual Citizenship Behavior (OCB-I) and (2) Organizational Citizenship Behavior
(OCB-0O), the studies have been conducted by Ahmad et al. (2020); Tourigny et al. (2019); Top et al. (2015);
Ahmad et al. (2020); Kunda et al. (2019); Tourigny et al. (2019); He et al. (2019); Top et al. (2015); Podsakoff
etal. (1990); Organ (1988). However, when considering separately according to Individual Citizenship Behavior
(OCB-I) with the attributes Helping absentees; Listening to the problems and concerns of co-workers; Caring
about other employees; Helping new employees, and considering the aspect of Organizational Citizenship
Behavior (OCB)-O with the attributes Giving advance notice when unable to come to work; Complaining
about unworthy things at work; Complying with informal rules set to maintain order; Showing loyalty to the
organization, these are still new issues. Therefore, the author proposes hypotheses H4; H5:

H4: Organizational Trust (OT) has an impact on Citizenship Behavior (OCB-I).
H5: Organizational Trust (OT) has an impact on Citizenship Behavior (OCB-O).
Organizational Reputation (OR)

The performance of the business in general, the reputation, prestige, of the organization increases, will create
efficiency in the operation when the business. Reputation is created by compliance with social rules, ethical
rules. Tilakasiri (2012) affirmed that if the business does not comply with ethics, it will face great penalties and
bad consequences, causing damage to reputation, reducing productivity, and greatly affecting the loyalty of
employees and customers. With the implementation of corporate social responsibility is met to stakeholders,
Donaldson and Preston (1995) stated, when the requirements of stakeholders are met through the
implementation of corporate social responsibility, the reputation of the business organization will increase. As
Tilakasiri (2012) stated, when a business does not comply with ethics in its operations, it will face negative
consequences, such as damage to reputation, leading to reduced productivity, reduced customer loyalty, and
reduced efficiency in the organization's operations. As Gainess-Ross (2008) stated, when reputation is damaged,
trust will also be damaged. The author also found and agreed with Pellet and Gaines (2008) that reputation is
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increasingly recognized as an important asset, greatly affecting the operations of a business organization. With
the above presentations, it can be seen that there is a relationship and impact of organizational reputation on
the operations and trust in the business organization. When reputation is damaged, trust will also be damaged
(Gainess-Ross, 2008). The author of the thesis proposes hypothesis Ho:

Ho6: Organizational reputation (OR) plays a moderating role in the relationship between corporate social
responsibility (PCSR) and organizational trust (OT).

Research hypothesis and proposed model

With the above presentations and hypotheses, the author presents the proposed model.

H2a(+)

REPUTATION (OR) PERFORMANCE
(IRTP)

-
[ ORGANIZATIONAL ] IN-ROLE TASK ]

| H6(+)

ORGANIZATIONAL |
CITIZENSHIP
BEHAVIOR (OCB-D) |

ORGANIZATIONAL
TRUST (OT)

ORGANIZATIONAL )

‘ e o CITIZENSHIP
CORPORATESOCIAL |/ _— T BEHAVIOR (OCB-0) |
RESPONSIBILITY -
PERCEPTION (PCSR)

EMPLOYEE
PERFORMANCE

H2b(+) H2c(2) T

Figure 1: Proposes a research model
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

In this study, the author used a combination of qualitative and quantitative research methods. With qualitative
research, the author conducted in-depth interviews, expert group discussions, developed questionnaires and
proposed research models. With quantitative research, the author conducted a pilot test with a sample size of
n=100 and officially with a sample size of n=385. The subjects were employees who were and are working at
enterprises in the Mekong Delta - Vietnam. With employees who have left their jobs, it will show their
perception of the current situation of the enterprise during the period when they left their jobs. With employees
who are working, they provide the current situation of the enterprise through their perceptions. From there,
the author will have appropriate comparisons and assessments. The questionnaire was built with many new
attributes and aspects suitable for enterprises operating in the field of plant protection drugs in the Mekong
Delta - Vietnam from the inheritance and development with adjustments from the scale of Turker (2009);
Pearce et al. (1994); Top et al. (2015); Williams, et al. (1991); Chaudhary (2020); Organ (1988); Podsakoff et al.
(1990) with the consensus of experts. The scale used is 5-point Likert and the software used is Process
Procedure for SPSS, AMOS Version 4.2. Initially, the author conducted a Pilot test with a sample size of n=100
to test the reliability of the scale. Next, the author completed the questionnaire and conducted an official survey.
The official survey process was sent directly by the author, sending the Google Form link via Zalo, Viber,
Wechat, Whatsapp apps. The results were 402 questionnaires, of which 385 were valid and encoded through
SPSS software for analysis.
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RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

Pilot test results.

Table 1: Summary results of preliminary testing of the scale in the model.

Number of

Scale name observed Cronbagh'AIpha Test results
) coefficient

variables
Independent variable (PCSR)
Responsibility to stakeholders 4 0,826 Accept
Responsibility to employees 4 0,882 Accept
Responsibility to customers 3 0,872 Accept
Responsibility to government 3 0,838 Accept
Intermediate Variable (OT)
Trust in the organization 5 0,843 Accept
Dependent variable (EP)
Mission-oriented results 10 0,942 Accept
Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB-I) 5 0,757 Accept |
Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB-0) 5 0,889 Accept
Moderator Variable (OR)
Organizational reputation 5 0,887 Accept

The results of the reliability analysis of the 9 scales in the research model show that the reliability coefficients
of the Cronbach's Alpha scales are all greater than 0.7 and the observed vatiables have values from 0.757 to
0.942, and the total item correlation is greater than 0.3. This shows that the observed vatiables in each group
measure the same concept consistently and demonstrate good reliability.

Preliminary exploratory factor analysis (EFA)

The result of factor analysis was conducted based on observed variables. After EFA analysis, the KMO value
= 0.694 is greater than 0.5 and Bartlett's Test (Sig. = 0.000) meets the requirements. The total variance extracted
value is 71.582%, greater than 50%, Eigenvalue >1. Therefore, we can see that, based on all the above statistical
criteria, factor analysis is appropriate.

Official quantitative research results with 385 samples
Demographic information

After the direct survey or survey via Google Form link via Zalo, Viber, Wechat, Whatsapp apps, the results
were 402 questionnaires, of which 385 were valid and encoded through SPSS software for analysis. Results
obtained on Gender: Men account for the majority with 62.6%, women account for 35.8%. Age: The 22-30 age
group accounts for the highest proportion (44.9%), the 31-40 age group (24.9%). This shows that the workforce
in the industry is mainly young people, consistent with the characteristics of the workforce. The 41-50 age
group accounts for 20% and the over 50 age group accounts for 10.1%, reflecting a significant number of
workers in the industry, demonstrating experience and long-term commitment to the profession. Marital status:
The proportion of married people (57.1%) is higher than that of single people (42.9%). Job position: As
mentioned, the survey subjects are workers - employees, so the overwhelming proportion of employees (90.1%)
is completely appropriate. The low management rate (9.9%) also reflects the common personnel structure in
manufacturing companies. Education level: The proportion of people with less than university degrees accounts
for the majority (53%), the proportion of people with university degrees (33%). Monthly income level: Income
under 15 million/month accounts for neatly 70%), consistent with the actual salary of workers in the Mekong
Delta region. The proportion of income from 15 million or more (30%) is relatively low.

Scale validation with Cronbach's Alpha coefficient
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The results of Cronbach's Alpha reliability test showed that the 9 scales were reliable with Cronbach's Alpha

values ranging from 0.78 - 0.923, all = 0.6.

Table 2: Summary of Cronbach's Alpha test results

Tén thang do Observation variable Cronbach's Alpha Result
PCSR - Stakeholders 4 0.806 Accept
PCSR - Staff 4 0.83 Accept
PCSR - Customer 3 0.79 Accept
PCSR - Government 3 0.781 Accept
OR - Reputation 5 0.9 Accept
OT - Trust 5 0.901 Accept
EP - Mission Oriented 9 0.923 Accept
EP - OCB-1 5 0.875 Accept
EP - OCB-O 5 0.885 Accept

Scale evaluation by exploratory factor analysis EFA

From the exploratory factor analysis EFA based on 43 observed variables. The result KMO = 0.913 > 0.5;
Bartlett's Test: Chi square = 10180.489; df = 903; Sig. = 0.000 < 0.05; The total variance extracted is 60.357%
> 50%, showing that the 9 newly extracted factors explain 60.357% of the variation in the data set and the

Eigenvalue of the last extracted factor is 1.041 greater than 1, meeting the criteria for factor analysis.

Table 3 Rotated factor matrix in EFA analysis

Observation

Factor

variable

IRTP

OR

oT

OCB-1

OCB-O

PCSR-B

PCSR-A

PCSR-D

PCSR-C

EP9

0.788

ER3

0.780

EP4

0.779

EPR5

0.774

EP10

0.769

EP6

0.745

EP2

0.740

EP7

0.711

EP1

0.670

OR2

0.872

OR3

0.854

OR5

0.851

OR4

0.742

OR1

0.676

OT3

0.852

OT1

0.827

OT5

0.805

OT4

0.776

OT2

0.722

EP15

0.826

EP12

0.786

EP14

0.768

EP11

0.745

EP13

0.551

EP20

0.865

EP17

0.820

EIRING

0.765

EP16

0.681

EP18

0.574

PCSR6

0.758

PCSR7

0.742

PCSR5

0.725

PCSR8

0.680

PCSR2

0.866
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Observation

Factor

variable IRTP OR oT OCB-1

OCB-O PCSR-B

PCSR-A

PCSR-D

PCSR-C

PCSR1

0.693

PCSR3

0.647

PCSR4

0.612

PCSR13

0.836

PCSR12

0.744

PCSR14

0.612

PCSR9

0.656

PCSR10

0.592

PCSR11

0.587

Explain Total Variance

Rotation Sums of

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Squared Loadings®
Factor Total % of Variance | Cumulative % Total | % of Variance | Cumulative % Total
1 12.793 29.751 29.751 12.400 28.837 28.837 8.125
2 4.261 9.909 39.661 3.894 9.057 37.894 3.936
3 2.988 6.949 46.609 2.627 6.110 44.004 8.440
4 2.370 5.512 52.122 1.965 4.570 48.573 7.257
5 1.834 4.265 56.386 1.463 3.401 51.975 7.652
6 1.687 3.923 60.309 1.299 3.022 54.997 7.334
7 1.381 3.211 63.520 974 2.266 57.263 6.197
8 1.144 2.660 66.181 720 1.673 58.936 5.437
9 1.041 2.420 68.601 611 1.421 60.357 6.309
10 .816 1.897 70.498
11 772 1.795 72.293
12 748 1.740 74.033
13 .649 1.509 75.542
14 .648 1.506 77.049
15 .625 1.454 78.503
16 .583 1.356 79.859
17 551 1.281 81.140
18 .528 1.228 82.368
19 .523 1.216 83.584
20 462 1.073 84.657
21 442 1.027 85.684
22 429 997 86.681
23 403 938 87.620
24 .395 918 88.538
25 370 .860 89.398
26 .355 .826 90.224
27 .346 .805 91.029
28 344 .800 91.829
29 .328 763 92.592
30 .305 .709 93.301
31 304 .706 94.007
32 285 .662 94.669
33 272 .633 95.302
34 262 .610 95.913
35 .239 .556 96.469
36 .232 .539 97.008
37 225 523 97.531
38 212 493 98.024
39 196 456 98.480
40 191 445 98.924
41 174 404 99.328
42 159 .370 99.698
43 130 302 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.
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The CFA factor analysis results were performed for the scales and the standardized CFA results are as follows:

Standardized Regression

Weights:(Group number 1- Default

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Correlations: (Group number 1-Default model)

model)
Estimate Estimate S.E. C.R. P L:Ib Estimate
EP9 <-- IRTP 0.759 EP9 <-- IRTP 1 IRTP <>> OR 0.285
EP3 < IRTP 0.781 EP3 <-e IRTP 1.062 0.067 15.938 ook IRTP <>> oT 0.489
EP4 <-- IRTP 0.752 EP4 <-- IRTP 0.967 0.063 15.255 Aolok IRTP <> OCB_I 0.337
EP5 <-- IRTP 0.81 EP5 <-- IRTP 1.055 0.063 16.643 ok IRTP <>> OCB_O 0.37
EP10 <-- IRTP 0.804 EP10 <-- IRTP 1.068 0.065 16.497 ook IRTP <>7 PCSR_B 0.476
EP6 <-- IRTP 0.709 EP6 <-- IRTP 0.924 0.065 14.272 Aolok IRTP <>7 PCSR_A 0.336
EP2 <-- IRTP 0.758 EP2 <-- IRTP 1.035 0.067 15.394 Aolok IRTP <>> PCSR_D 0.348
EP7 <-- IRTP 0.724 EP7 <-- IRTP 0.951 0.065 14.618 ook IRTP <>> PCSR_C 0.446
EP1 <-- IRTP 0.706 EP1 <-- IRTP 0.962 0.068 14.193 ook OR <>> oT 0.253
OR2 <-- OR 0.884 OR2 <-- OR 1 OR <>> OCB_I 0.088
OR3 <-- OR 0.854 OR3 <-- OR 0.907 0.041 22.079 ook OR <>> OCB_O 0.063
OR5 <-- OR 0.844 OR5 <-- OR 0.915 0.042 21.616 ook OR <>- PCSR_B 0.14
OR4 <-- OR 0.744 OR4 <-- OR 0.814 0.046 17.546 Hokok OR <>- PCSR_A 0.081
OR1 <-- OR 0.685 OR1 <-- OR 0.681 0.044 15.485 Hokok OR <>A PCSR_D 0.109
OT3 <-- oT 0.8 OT3 <- oT 1 OR <>A PCSR_C 0.072
OT1 <-- oT 0.813 OT1 <- oT 0.972 0.055 17.585 ook oT <>A OCB_I 0.564
OT5 <-- oT 0.802 OT5 <-- oT 1.03 0.06 17.288 Hok oT <>- OCB_O 0.573
OT4 <-- oT 0.794 OT4 <-- oT 1.002 0.059 17.073 ook oT <>_ PCSR_B 0.545
OT12 <-- orT 0.814 OT12 <-- oT 1.073 0.061 17.614 ok oT <>- PCSR_A 0.445
EP15 <-- OCB_I 0.755 EP15 <-- OCB_I 1 oT <>7 PCSR_D 0.334
EP12 <-- OCB_I 0.823 EP12 <-- OCB_I 1.123 0.069 16.17 Hook oT <>7 PCSR_C 0.611
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OCB_I

OCB_I

OCB_I

OCB_I

OCB_I

OCB_O

OCB_O

OCB_O

OCB_O

PCSR_B

PCSR_B

PCSR_B

PCSR_A

PCSR_A

PCSR_D

T 0cBO
T PCSRB
T PCSRA
T PCSRD
T PCSRC
T PCSR_B
T PCSRA
T PCSRD
T PCSR.C
T PCSRA
T PCSRLD
T PCSR.C
T PCSRD
T PCSRC
T PCSRC

0.622

0.466

0.472

0.403

0.61

0.41

0.553

0.386

0.63

0.642

0.619

0.487

0.481

EPI4 <- OCB.I| 0779 EP14 <.  OCB.I 0.998 0066 15236 sk
EP11  <- OCB.I 0.8 EPI1 <~  OCB.I 1.025 0065  15.685 sk
EPI3  <- OCB.I| 0673 EPI3 <~  OCB.I 0.91 007 13.004 e
EP20 < O(C‘)Bf 0.827 EP20  <-  OCB_O 1
OCB_

EP17 < 0 0.831 EP17 <.  OCB.O 1.016 0054 18723 sk
OCB_

EP19 < 0 0.778 EP19 <. OCB.O 0.91 0053 17.105 ok
OCB_ .

EPI6 < 0 0.749 EPI6 <~ OCB.O 0.903 0056 16254 ke
OCB_

EPIS < 0 0.714 EPI8 <~  OCB_O 0.881 0058 15272 ok

PCSR6 < PCER* 0788 | PCSR6 <~  PCSR_B 1

PCSR7  <- PCERf 083 | PCSR7 <- DPCSR_B 1.008 0061 16526 sk

PCSR_
PCSR5  <- N 0703 | PCSR5 <  PCSR_B 0.782 0057  13.804 ok
PCSR_

PCSRS < > 0.645 | PCSR8 <-  PCSR_B 0.812 0065 12542 sk

PCSR2 < PCER— 0773 | Pcsrz < pcsr A 1

PCSRI < PCER— 0749 | PcsRi < PCSR A 0.95 007 13.652 sk

PCSR_
PCSR3 < N 0729 | PCSR3 <-  PCSR_A 0.976 0073 13337 ok
PCSR_
PCSR4 < 3 0612 | PCSR4 <  PCSR_A 0.762 0068  11.219 ok
PCSR1  _ PCSR_ 076 PRI _ bR b :
3 D 3

PCSRl < PCSR— 0.756 PC§R1 <—  PCSR_D 0.914 0072 12778 ok

Pci’m < PCSR— 0.702 Pcim <~  PCSR.D 0.929 0077 12.139 ook

PCSR9 < PCgR— 0712 | pcsro <~ pcsr ¢ 1

PC(S)Rl <. PC?R— 0.816 chRl <-  PCSR_C 1.128 0083  13.62 ik
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PCSR_ PCSR1

1 - C 0.713 1 <-- PCSR_C 0.99 0.08 12.343 ok
CR AVE MSV  MaxR(H) PCSR_D IRTP OR oT OCB_I OCB_O PCSR_B PCSR_A PCSR_C
PCSR_D  0.784 0.547 0.412 0.786 0.74
IRTP 0.914 0.572 0.239 0.917 0.35 0.756
OR 0.902 0.649 0.064 0.916 0.11 0.285
oT 0.902 0.647 0.373 0.902 0.33 0.489 0.253
OCB_I 0.877 0.589 0.387 0.883 0.4 0.337 0.088 0.564

OCB_O  0.886 0.61 0.397 0.892 0.39 0.37 0.063 0.573 0.622
PCSR_B  0.833 0.557 0.412 0.849 0.04 0.476 0.14 0.545 0.466 0.41
PCSR_A  0.809 0.516 0.306 0.818 0.49 0.336 0.081 0.445 0.472 0.553 0.511
PCSR_C  0.792 0.56 0.397 0.802 0.48 0.446 0.072 0.611 0.61 0.63 0.619 0.51

With the results obtained in the EFA factor analysis process, we see the Convergent Value because the observed
variables are grouped together with factor loading coefficients in the same column in the same scale as the
initially proposed scale. The discriminant value has only one factor loading coefficient for other observed
variables and is greater than 0.5, proving that the observed variables have practical significance and can be used
for the next testing sections. With 9 factors including: Task-oriented results - IRTP; Organizational reputation
- OR; Otganizational trust - OT; Otrganizational citizenship behavior towards the individual OCB-I;
Organizational citizenship behavior towards the organization OCB-O; PCSR-B; PCSR-A; PCSR-D; PCSR-C.
With the results of the rotation matrix analysis, the observed variables are clearly distributed on 9 factors,
demonstrating high convergence in each group of variables and good discrimination between different groups
of variables.

SEM Linear Structural Model Testing

The SEM linear structural model analysis method shows the relationship between the factors in the model and
the results as shown in Figure 4.2 and the unstandardized weight results of the SEM model in Table 4 and the
standardized weights of the SEM model in Table 5.
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Figure 2. SEM results of the research model (standardized)
Table 4: Unstandardized weights of the SEM model
Relationship Estimated value SE CR P
PCSR > PCSR_A 1.000
PCSR > PCSR_B 1.265 0.140 9.038 0.000
PCSR > PCSR_C 1.207 0.134 9.015 0.000
PCSR > PCSR_D 0.933 0.117 7.971 0.000
PCSR > oT 1.124 0.130 8.667 0.000
PCSR > IRTP 0.565 0.130 4.347 0.000
PCSR > OCB_O 0.945 0.144 6.582 0.000
PCSR > OCB_I 0.901 0.141 6.372 0.000
oT > IRTP 0.211 0.071 2.967 0.003
oT > OCB_I 0.140 0.068 2.068 0.039
oT > OCB_O 0.151 0.070 2.174 0.030
Table 5: Standardized weights of the SEM model
Relationship Coefficient
PCSR > PCSR_A 0.678
PCSR > PCSR_B 0.747
PCSR > PCSR_C 0.832
PCSR > PCSR_D 0.634
PCSR > oT 0.687
PCSR > IRTP 0.374
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Relationship Coefficient
PCSR > OCB_O 0.606
PCSR > OCB_I 0.602
oT > IRTP 0.229
oT > OCB_I 0.153
oT > OCB_O 0.159

The results of the linear structure analysis show that the model has 654 degrees of freedom with a Chi-square
statistical value of 1424.091 (P-value= 0.000); Chi-square/df= 2.178<3; therefore, we consider additional fit
measurement indicators such as CFI= 0.908; TLI = 0.902; IFI=0.909, all greater than 0.9 and RMSEA=0.055
(<0.08). According to the above criteria, the research model is consistent with the actual data collected. and the
results of the unstandardized regression coefficient estimates are presented in Table 4. The results show that
all relationships are statistically significant (p<<5%).

Model Testing with Bootstrap Method

This test helps to assess the reliability of the estimates in the model. Usage level with a replicate sample of
N=1,000. The estimated results from 1,000 observations are averaged along with the bias presented in Table 6.
The difference (Bias) of the coefficients in the model with 1,000 observations is very small. This shows that the
usage level model is still meaningful for large sample sizes, so the model estimate is reliable. Here the Mean
column is the regression coefficient of the bootstrap estimate, the Bias column is the difference between the
Mean regression coefficient column and the value of the regression coefficient Estimated value when running
without Bootstrap. The SE-Bias column is the Standard errors of the Bias column. Here we need to calculate
the critical value C.R (Critical Ratios) for it, this value is calculated by taking the Bias value divided by Se_Bias.
Then compare this C.R value with 1.96 (because 1.96 is the value of the normal distribution at 0.9750, meaning
2.5% one-sided, 2-sided will be 5%). If the C.R value < 1.96, it means p-value > 5%, reject Ha, accept HO,
conclude that the deviation is not statistically significant at the 95% confidence level, and thus we can conclude
that the estimated model.

Table 6: Model estimation results with Bootstrap method

Parameter SE SE-SE Mean Bias SE-Bias CR
PCSR > PCSR_A 0.050 0.001 0.675 -0.002 0.002 -1.00
PCSR > PCSR_B 0.054 0.001 0.750 0.003 0.002 1.50
PCSR > PCSR_C 0.034 0.001 0.832 0.000 0.001 0.00
PCSR > PCSR_D 0.061 0.001 0.633 -0.001 0.002 -0.50
PCSR > oT 0.057 0.001 0.689 0.002 0.002 1.00
PCSR > IRTP 0.090 0.002 0.373 -0.001 0.003 -0.33
PCSR > 0CB_O 0.135 0.003 0.604 -0.002 0.004 -0.50
PCSR > OCB_I 0.131 0.003 0.601 0.000 0.004 0.00
oT > IRTP 0.091 0.002 0.230 0.000 0.003 0.00
oT > OCB_I 0.133 0.003 0.152 -0.001 0.004 -0.25
oT > 0oCB_O 0.135 0.003 0.156 -0.002 0.004 -0.50

Testing the moderating role of organizational reputation

The analysis results using Process Procedure for SPSS Version 4.2 to assess the moderating effect of
organizational reputation (OR) on the relationship between perceived social responsibility (PCSR) and
organizational trust (OT). The results are shown in Table 7.

Table 7: Results of testing the moderating role
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The results also showed that CSR awareness has a positive and statistically significant impact on organizational
trust (coeff = 0.7697, p = .0000). This means that as employees’ CSR awareness increases, their trust in the
organization also increases. Organizational reputation has a positive and statistically significant impact on
organizational trust (coeff = .1558, p = .0003). Employees working in organizations with good reputations tend
to trust the organization more. Moderating effect: The PCSR * OR interaction is statistically significant (coeff
= 0.1850; p = .0160), and the coefficient of the effect is (+), indicating that organizational reputation is a
stronger moderator of the positive relationship between CSR awareness and organizational trust.

Research Hypothesis Testing Results

As the results of estimating the theoretical model and Bootstrap in the structural equation modeling (SEM)
analysis mentioned above show that the hypothesized relationships in the theoretical model have a significance
level of P-value ranging from 0.000 to 0.005, reaching statistical significance (at 95% confidence level). The
results of hypothesis testing are shown in Table 8.

Table 8: Hypothesis testing results in the theoretical model

Hypothesis Regression coefficient Result
H1 PCSR > oT 0.687 Accept
H2a PCSR > IRTP 0.374 Accept
H2b PCSR > OCB-I 0.606 Accept
H2c PCSR > OCB-O 0.602 Accept
H3 oT > IRTP 0.229 Accept
H4 oT > OCB-I 0.153 Accept
H5 oT > 0CB-0O 0.159 Accept

OR
H6 0.185 Accept
PCSR L o7

CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclude

The research process was carried out by combining qualitative research methods with in-depth interviews and
expert group interviews, quantitative research methods were carried out through a preliminary survey phase
(pilot test) with 100 observation samples, and an official survey with 385 samples. Testing was performed using
SPSS software, Version 4.2 to determine the reliability of the scale through Cronbach's Alpha coefficient, EFA
exploratory factor analysis, scale evaluation by CFA confirmatory factor analysis, and SEM linear structural
model testing. The authot's research results are also completely consistent with the views of previous studies
on corporate social responsibility awareness such as Endsley (1995) which is knowledge created through the
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interaction between employees and organizations, according to Woodcock et al. (2002) which is the PCSR
awareness of stakeholders and assessment of corporate CSR activities. Dahlsrud (2006) views PCSR as the way
stakeholders understand and interpret information about a company's CSR. Crane and Matten (2007) view
PCSR as the way stakeholders form and maintain beliefs about a company's CSR. With the results of this study,
the author also points out the aspects of PCSR that are of interest to stakeholders, employees, customers and
the government. With employee performance, the author points out the aspects and attributes of each factor
such as task orientation with 10 attributes, with organizational citizenship behavior (OCB-O) viewed in 5
attributes and with organizational citizenship behavior (OCB-I) viewed in 5 attributes. Through the verification
process, the researcher also obtained the results of the impact level coefficient and the order of impact arranged
from strongest to lowest as: First, Social Responsibility Awareness has the strongest impact on Organizational
Trust (OT) with a regression coefficient of 0.687; Corporate Social Responsibility Awareness has the second
impact on Organizational Citizenship Behavior at the individual level (OCB-I) (0.606); Corporate Social
Responsibility Awareness has the third impact on Organizational Citizenship Behavior at the organizational
level (OCB-O) with a regression coefficient of 0.602; Corporate Social Responsibility Awareness has the fourth
impact on Task Orientation Results (IRTP) with a regression coefficient of 0.374; Organizational Trust has the
fiftth impact on Task Orientation Results (IRTP), with a regression coefficient of 0.229; Organizational
reputation has the sixth moderating effect on the relationship between corporate social responsibility (PCSR)
and organizational trust (OT) with a regression coefficient of 0.185; Organizational trust has the seventh
moderating effect on Organizational Citizenship Behavior at the organizational level (OCB-O) with a regression
coefficient of 0.159; Organizational trust (OT) has the eighth moderating effect on Organizational Citizenship
Behavior at the individual level (OCB-I) with a regression coefficient of 0.153. With the results of linear
structural analysis, the model has 654 degrees of freedom with a Chi-square statistical value of 1424.091 (P-
value= 0.000); Chi-square/df= 2.178<3; the fit measurement indicators such as CFI= 0.908; TLI = 0.902;
IFI=0.909 are all greater than 0.9 and RMSEA=0.055 (<0.08). The results of unstandardized regression
coefficient estimates show that the relationships are all statistically significant (p<5%). With the perception of
responsibility to stakeholders with a standardized regression coefficient (8 = 0.678) lower than PCSR_C and
PCSR_B, the PCSR_A variable group still shows a significant positive impact on organizational trust (OT).
And employees also value responsibility for themselves because the group of employee responsibility variables
also has a significant impact on organizational trust with (3 = 0.747). For the perception of responsibility to
customers as a strong driver of trust, the group of customer responsibility variables has the highest standardized
regression coefficient (B) (0.832) in the relationship with organizational trust. With the perception of
responsibility to the government (PCSR_D) building trust through compliance: and the perception of
responsibility to the government PCSR_D has a positive impact on organizational trust (OT) with coefficient
B = 0.634. In looking at the results of the impact of organizational trust and work results, it is found that
organizational trust (OT) has the strongest impact on work results IRTP) with coefficient B = 0.229, so when
employees trust the organization, they tend to focus on tasks and strive to complete work effectively. Trust in
the organization creates internal strength, arouses a sense of responsibility and a desire to contribute to the
common success. In the test results between the impact of organizational trust (OT) on organizational
citizenship behavior (OCB_O), the coefficient B = 0.159 is higher than that of organizational citizenship
behavior (OCB_I) with coefficient § = 0.153: This difference shows that trust in the organization tends to
promote citizenship behavior towards the benefit of the organization more than behavior towards personal
benefit. And the corporate social responsibility awareness affects IRTP with a coefficient of 3 = 0.374 lower
than OCB, but still shows that the corporate social responsibility awareness PCSR has the ability to improve
the task orientation results of employees in the business organization. The research results and the above
presentations show that corporate social responsibility (PCSR) awareness has a positive impact on employee
performance and specifically through the factors of task orientation (IRTP), organizational citizenship behavior
(OCB-1), organizational citizenship behavior (OCB-O) through the mediating role of organizational trust (OT).
These findings support the theory of job performance, social exchange theory, and stakeholder theory that
implementing social responsibility activities not only benefits society but can also create economic value for
businesses. In addition, the study also extends previous research by examining the role of organizational
reputation, which was found to be a moderator of the relationship between perceived social responsibility
(PCSR) and Organizational Trust (OT) affecting the outcomes of task orientation (IRTP), Organizational
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Citizenship Behavior (OCB) in general and OCB-O, OCB-I in particular, which is consistent with social identity
theory, which suggests that employees tend to identify with the organization and exhibit more positive behavior
when they perceive the organization to be operating responsibly towards society. In particular, perceived
responsibility to customers (PCSR_C) has the strongest impact on organizational trust (OT), indicating that
transparency, fairness and respect for customers' rights are key factors in strengthening employee trust. Above
all, employees also expect businesses to fulfill their responsibilities towards themselves (PCSR_B), as shown by
the significant impact of PCSR_B on OT. Organizational trust (OT) plays an important role in promoting both
types of work outcomes, with the strongest impact on IRTP, reflecting the motivation from trust that helps
employees complete assigned tasks well. OT also has a positive impact on OCB, with a higher impact on
OCB_O (oriented to organizational benefits) than OCB_I (oriented to personal benefits). This shows that
when trusting in the organization, employees tend to prioritize contributing to common development, showing
loyalty and commitment. In addition, the study also confirmed that organizational reputation (OR) plays a
positive moderating role, amplifying the impact of PCSR on OT. This study also suggests that future research
should consider other socioeconomic factors, organizational and workplace factors and organizational
behavioral characteristics, other individual behavioral characteristics of employees and factors that may
moderate PCSR social responsibility perceptions leading to employee work outcomes and positive citizen
behavior in organizations in general, and in pesticide production and trading organizations in particular.

Contribution of the Study

The results of this study play an important role in developing and enhancing awareness of corporate social
responsibility (PCSR) in business organizations. The combination of organizational trust (OT) and work
performance (EWR) not only creates a positive working environment but also promotes organizational
citizenship behavior (OCB). The test coefficients of OCB-O and OCB-I have shown that the connection
between individuals and organizations not only benefits the organization but also brings great benefits to the
employees themselves. Increasing awareness of corporate social responsibility and organizational trust will lead
to positive results at work, thereby improving work performance and employee satisfaction. Moreover,
organizational citizenship behavior not only reflects the cultural values of the organization but also contributes
to building a sustainable working environment. Future research should continue to explore and develop the
links between these factors to create organizations that are not only economically successful but also socially
responsible. Commitment from both leaders and employees to implementing the values of corporate social
responsibility will be the key to building a strong and sustainable organization in the future. The results of this
study also contribute to the theory of organizational social responsibility perception, from the CSR activities of
business organizations. This study also confirmed that the organizational social responsibility perception PCSR
is a very important variable for improving work performance (EWR), task orientation (IRTP), organizational
citizenship behavior (OCB) in general and organizational behavior in terms of organization (OCB-O), in terms
of individual (OCB-I) through the mediating role of organizational trust (OT). This study also provides support
that the practice of corporate social responsibility CSR, the awareness of corporate social responsibility PCSR,
not only brings benefits to society but also to the organization, to the employees themselves in general, also
provides shared values, contributing to the good of society in general, to the business itself in particular.
Implementing corporate social responsibility (CSR), creating good corporate social responsibility awareness
(PCSR), organizational trust (OT), organizational reputation (OR), mission-oriented results (IRTP),
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), organizational citizenship behavior toward individuals (OCB-I), and
organizational citizenship behavior toward organizations (OCB-O) will create organizations that are not only
economically successful but also socially responsible to the community. The commitment of the collective,
organization, and enterprise from leaders and employees in implementing these values will be the key to building
a strong and sustainable organization and enterprise in the future.

Limitations and Future Research Directions

This study is limited to testing with a sample size of n=385 samples, the survey area is only limited to the
Mekong Delta - Vietnam. Therefore, the research results cannot cover the entire pesticide industry in general,
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in the Mekong Delta - Vietnam in particular, meaning that there are still limitations in terms of geographical
space and space. Therefore, the number of survey samples needs to be larger and surveyed in many enterprises
in the same industry or different industries, in many other localities, provinces and cities. Thereby, it is possible
to assess more fully the awareness of corporate social responsibility (PCSR), determine the level of deeper
influence on organizational trust (OT), impact on employee task orientation (IRTP), impact on organizational
citizenship behavior (OCB) in general, organizational citizenship behavior towards individuals (OCB-I), and
organizational citizenship behavior towards organizations (OCB-O) in particular. Future research can use the
questionnaire of this study and expand, increase the number of questions, observed variables, expand more
aspects and attributes to increase the generality of the study, the coverage of the study with the entire pesticide
industry.

In this study, the variable organizational reputation (OR) plays a moderating role in the relationship between
corporate social responsibility perception (PCSR) and organizational trust (OT). However, future studies may
consider other moderating factors such as corporate vision, corporate mission, corporate social responsibility
outcomes, corporate legal obligation performance, and corporate leadership awareness as moderating variables.

With the research results obtained, with the developed scale table, it will be the premise to open a further
research direction for the entire pesticide industry. Therefore, future studies can inherit and select more related
studies in the same industry, build more questionnaires with new attributes and aspects, and the future research
sampling process needs a wider coverage, expanding the geographical space in different provinces and cities to
achieve results that can represent and cover the entire pesticide industry or with related industries.
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