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Abstract 

There are no agreements among scientists in terms of relationships between Corporate 

Social Responsibility (CSR), Corporate Identity and Corporate Image (CI), Corporate 

Reputation (CR), and Corporate Brand (CB), and their mutual impacts as well the 

definition of these constructs cause a lot of scientific debates among scholars. The paper 

analyses the relationship between CSR, Corporate Image, Corporate Reputation and 

Corporate Brand and their outcomes linked to the financial and other benefits of the firm 

and society. The main studies that are dealing with this subject were analysed, and the 

theoretical model that is linking these constructs was developed. The proposed model can 

be used for carrying empirical studies in specific industries and branches of the economy in 

order to assess the main measures to increase Corporate Reputation and maximise its 

outcomes.  
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Introduction 

The importance of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and Corporate Reputations (CR) 

is growing, as CSR is the main tool of the enterprise to increase sustainable development in 

developed and developing countries (Balmer and Geyser, 2003, 2006). Appropriate 

management of corporate reputation is especially important for firms that are having their 

main strengths and developing their competitive advantage and differentiation strategies 

based on such intangible assets as innovation, high intellectual capital and high 

organizational culture (Barney, 2001). The differentiation strategies are linked with 

resource-based view of developing strategy, providing how valuable and difficult it is to 

imitate such intangible assets like Corporate Reputation and Corporate Brands; therefore, 

these can provide for high profits and rapid growth of firms (Walker, 2010; Riera and 

Iborra, 2017). 

Corporate Reputation (CR) has become even more important nowadays due to the 

corporate governance scandals linked to the dangerous products and services, corruption, 

involvement in politics etc. The recent worldwide corporate scandals highlighted the 

influence of irresponsible behaviour on damage for reputation and brand and bankruptcy of 

the well-known enterprises claiming themselves as responsible. The Corporate Hypocrisy, 

due to the irresponsible corporate policies, has attracted attention of many scholars in recent 

years as well (Janney and Gove, 2011; Armstrong and Kesten, 2013; Arli et al., 2017; Shim 

and Kim, 2017). 

There are several theoretical and many empirical studies that are dealing with corporate 

reputation and company image, brands that provide for organizational success by allowing 

them to differentiate themselves from other organizations while remaining fully legitimate 

(Deephouse and Carter, 2005). In this field of research, the most popular issue that is being 

addressed is linked to marketing, branding and communications.  

There is some important empirical proof of relationship between CR and Corporate 

Branding (CB) and financial performance (Roberts and Dowling, 2002). The CSR, 

corporate reporting requirements are as well driving the current interest in corporate 

reputation. Corporate image represents the public perception of the firm and is linked to the 

composite psychological impression of the firm’s name. It is the public perception of the 

company unlike identity of the company. However, there is no clear agreement among 

scientists regarding the relationship between CSR, Corporate Image (CI) and Corporate 

Reputation (CR) and Corporate Brands (CB) and their outcomes. In addition, there are 

various definitions of CR, CI and CB that are making development of theoretical 

frameworks even more difficult (Dowling, 2001; Crane et al., 2008; Wartik, 2012; Matera 

and Baena, 2012; Harvey, 2014).  

Therefore, it is important to define the main drivers of corporate reputations and corporate 

brands and their outcomes and define the relationship between major constructs linked to 

the CR as there is a disagreement among practitioners and scholars in regard to the meaning 

of such concepts as Corporate Identity, Corporate Image, Corporate Reputation, Corporate 

Branding and their relationships and outcomes (MacMillan et al., 2005).  

The aim of the paper is to develop a theoretical model that links corporate social 

responsibility, corporate image and corporate reputations and corporate branding to 

outcomes such as financial performance of the company etc.  
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The paper is organized in the following way: the first section of the paper deals with literature 

review on the CSR and its various constituents and their linkages; second section deals with 

linkages between identity and image of the firm; third section provides linkages between 

corporate reputation and corporate brands; the fourth section provides a theoretical model for 

linking the main constructs, and the last section deals with outcomes of corporate reputation.  

 

1. Review of the scientific literature 

There are five main areas of current research on CSR: internal and external communication 

of CSR activities, implementation of CSR, stakeholder engagement, measurement of CSR 

activities and assessment of positive and negative economic outcomes of investing in the 

CSR activities (Lindgreen and Swaen, 2010).  

One of the main topics in all these areas is the linkage between CSR positive outcomes and 

other important constructs such as Corporate Reputation (CR) and Corporate Image (CI) or 

Corporate Brands (CB). Though CSR activities are being considered as very positive for 

firms in general, some empirical studies indicated that the awareness of such activities, both 

internally with employees as well as externally with customers, is low and does not allow 

organizations to realize all the benefits of the CSR activities (Du et al., 2010).  

As awareness and attribution of the CSR activities are central for the organizations to 

benefit from their investment, corporate communications are critical in this case. If a 

company has decided on its CSR strategy or identity, which is perceived externally via 

various forms of corporate communications, the main foundation of organizational identity 

is self- reference, which is related to the fact that a company or other organization can 

advance an autonomous self-definition which is not linked to how outsiders see or assess it. 

In addition, a self-reference provides idea that Corporate Identity supports organizations 

differentiation in the market (Dutton et al., 1994).  

According to Whetten and MacKey (2002), Corporate Image (CI) can be defined as the 

official, projected autobiography of the organizational identity or/and the process of 

identification of the organization. 

Whetton and Mackey (2002) provide the main ways in which organizations are able to 

construct, maintain and manage their identities in order to achieve desirable output on their 

reputations. However, according to Whetton and Mackey (2002), the management of CR is 

as well possible and quite justified as it creates greater opportunities for identification of 

organization among various stakeholders. 

Therefore, the company’s identity leads to communication, which leads to the CSR perception 

and CI, following CR and CB (Ashford and Mael, 1989; Hatch and Schultz, 2004).  

Although, it is being widely accepted among scholars and practitioners that CSR initiatives 

have an impact on all stakeholders, Bhattacharya and Sen (2004) suggest that they have a 

particularly strong influence on customers. CR can moderate the effectiveness of CSR 

communication because stakeholders will already know the organization’s reputation, and 

it is important to address this in its CSR communications. Yoon et al. (2006) pointed that 

organizations with good reputations can enhance their reputations through CSR 

communication, but organizations with poor reputations can potentially damage their 

reputation further through CSR communication because stakeholders do not believe in the 

authenticity of their CSR activities.  
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Several studies (Coombs, 2007; Helms, 2007; Hillenbrand and Money, 2007; Yoon et al., 

2006) identified how CR influences the processing of CSR information related to a specific 

organization. According to the Yoon et al. (2006), the bad reputation of the organization 

would have a negative effect on the CSR evaluation as well. If an organization has a bad 

reputation, the stakeholders will be suspicious whether there were ulterior motives for the 

organization to implement CSR. Therefore, Yoon et al. (2006) proved that in the case of 

good reputation, CSR will provide a lot of benefits for the firm (Sen and Bhattacharya, 

2001); however, in the case of bad reputation, the effect of CSR implementation can be 

detrimental for the organization (Yoon et al., 2006). This mutual reinforcing relationship is 

very important for companies when shaping their differentiation strategies and investing in 

CSR and other intangible assets. 

In addition, the awareness of stakeholders is very important when thinking about the impact 

of CSR communication on CR. Hillenbrand and Money (2007) argue that there are two 

alternative perspectives: first, CSR is a determinant of the CR, and second, CSR is a 

component of CR. The CSR overlaps with CR in terms of corporate behaviours and 

stakeholder perceptions. Hence, according to Hillenbrand and Money (2007), CSR and CR 

can be treated “as two sides of the same coin”. 

There is as well a disagreement among scientists on the concept of organizational culture, 

as some scholars highlighted the negative outcomes of multiple identities in the 

organizations (Hatch and Schultz, 2004). The fragmentation of organizational identities has 

negative implications for the CR of the firm.  

According to Du et al. (2010), while CSR may be seen as an output of identity and 

communication, image, reputation and brand may be seen as an output of the CSR because 

there are multiple dimensions that create reputation, including CSR, CI, correspondence of 

actual companies’ behaviour to CSR practices, reporting and information disclosure, 

communication effectiveness etc.  

 

2. Image and identity of the firm 

Scholars mainly agree that Corporate Image and Corporate Identity are the basic constituents 

of the Corporate Reputation. The identity is based on the perception of employees and 

managers (insiders), and image is based on the perception of external observers. In the end, 

Corporate Reputation is an important result of these perceptions (Fombrun and van Riel, 2003; 

Winsdor, 2013; Lorena, 2017; Maldonado-Guzman et al., 2017).  

However, identity, image and reputation are still often used by some scholars as synonyms 

(Wartick, 2002). According to King and Whetten (2008), the Corporate Identity is an 

organization’s exhibition of itself to its internal and external stakeholders. It is the main 

tool by which the company differentiates itself from all other enterprises and competitors. 

This view is similar to Fombrun and Shanley (1990) approach in defining Corporate 

Identity: the set of values and principles that the employees or internal stakeholders 

associate with their firm. 

Therefore, most scholars understand Corporate identity as how employees (‘internal 

stakeholders’) understand their organization (Dutton and Dukerich, 1991; Bromley, 2000; 

2002; Albert and Whetten, 1985). For internal stakeholders, this understanding is linked to 

what is the most important, central, and characteristic about their firm.  
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Davies and Chun (2002) argued that there is a hierarchy with it being preferable to hold a 

superior identity than image because an organization’s success should be driven inward 

rather than outward.  

It is necessary to stress the strategic importance of the identity of the firm. The companies, 

which mainly direct their efforts and strategies to image building and management without 

previously forging a strong identity will only perform at secondary and short-term level 

(Aksak et al., 2016). 

Most of the scholars understand Corporate Image as how external stakeholders understand 

their organization (Pruzan, 2001; Harvey, 2014).  

However, there are many definitions of Corporate Image, which can be found in the 

scientific literature. The main definitions of corporate image are summarized and presented 

in Table no. 1. 

Table no. 1: Corporate Image: Definitions and scope of different authors 

Authors Definition 

Harvey, 2014  The impression of an organization of what it wants particular external 

stakeholders to think is the most distinctive. 

Mackelo and 

Druteikiene, 

2010 

Ideas and feelings linked to enterprise by individuals or groups, which 

are affected by material and immaterial organizational elements, 

communication and value systems. 

Balmer, 2010 It is based on the perception of other concepts such reputation, 

cognition, attitude, credibility, belief etc. 

Highhouse  

et al., 2009  

What outsiders think about the organizations or what internal 

stakeholder project about the organization to influence the outsiders. 

Van Riel, 2007 Stakeholders’ interpretations about the company. 

Brown  

et al., 2005 

Intended image: mental association of the organization that leaders want 

important audience to hold. 

Constructed image: mental association of the organization that the 

organization’s members think the outsiders hold about the organization. 

Fombrun  

and Riel, 2003 

The organizational perception of external stakeholders. 

Whetten and 

Mackey, 2002 

What employees believe outsiders think about their organization; 

what outsiders think about the organization; what employees signal to 

outsiders, which influences how they think about the organization. 

Bromley, 2001 The collective state of mind that shapes organizations’ 

communications efforts to represent itself in public. 

Pruzan, 2001 The perception of company from external observers. 

Dutton and 

Dukerich, 1991 

Corporate image is how stakeholders think about the organization. 

 
As one can see from the definitions provided in Table no. 1, most scholars emphasize the 
idea of perception of the organization by the external stakeholders in Corporate Image.  

According to Bromley (2001), Corporate Image can be defined as the internal collective 
state of mind that shapes organization’s communications efforts to represent itself to the 
public. However, according to Whetten and Mackey (2002), the Corporate Image is what 
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organizational agents want their external stakeholders to appreciate as the most important, 
central, and characteristic about their company. In this case, the CI is mainly linked to the 
idea of desirable impressions by internal stakeholders that the external stakeholders should 
have about their company (Whetten and Mackey, 2002).  

According to Whetten and Mackey (2002), there are three different understandings of 
corporate image: first, what employees believe outsiders think about their organization; 
second, what outsiders think about an organization; third, what employees signal to the 
outsiders, which in turn influences how they think about the organization.  

Dutton and Dukerich (1991) have a quite similar understanding of Corporate Image like 
Whetten and Mackey (2002), or as how members of an organization think others see the 
organization. Highhouse et al. (2009) argue that it is more useful to think about the 
organizations having an ‘image for’ or an ‘image as’ something specific rather than a broad 
general image. An oil and gas company, for example, might have an excellent image for 
shareholder return, but a poor image for employee safety. Equally, a management 
consultancy company might have a strong image for attracting talented employees, but a 
weak image for retaining and developing existing employees.  

Balmer (2010) highlighted that Corporate Image has an impact on the public behaviour. In his 
study, Balmer (2010) proved that Corporate Image centres around the substitutable perception 
of other concepts such as perception, attitude, credibility and belief; however, the Corporate 
Identity is linked to the specific organizational behaviours that are driving companies apart 
from other companies and organizations. Corporate Identity is more related to the 
organizational appearance and various organizational activities, including corporate ownership 
and structure, products, innovativeness, corporate management etc. (Balmer, 2010). 

There is no clear understanding and agreement between scholars in terms of Corporate 
Image and Corporate Reputation differences and relationships. Some scholars separate 
Corporate Image and Corporate Reputation, whereas others see the two as identical. Gotsi 
and Wilson (2001) make the distinction between the two major schools of thought: the 
analogous school of thought treats Corporate Reputation and Corporate Image as 
synonymous, and the differentiated school of thought considers these terms related but 
different. According to Gotsi and Wilson (2001), the differentiated school of thought has 
received stronger academic support up until now, and there is some common understanding 
among most of the scholars dealing with this subject that Corporate Image and Corporate 
Reputation are different concepts but have a bilateral relationship.  

Wei (2002) highlighted that Corporate Reputation should not subsume Corporate Image, 
but rather the image should subsume reputation. Wei (2002) provides an explanation that if 
Corporate Reputation flows from persuasion, it ought to be subsumed under ‘image,’ not 
the other way around.  

However, it is necessary to point again to the bilateral relationship between these 
constructs. Corporate reputation has an impact on the Corporate Image. Corporate Image 
and Corporate Identity provide for Corporate Reputation.  

Corporate Reputation is linked to Corporate Brand, and these relationships as well need to 

be analysed in more detail in order to reveal their bilateral relationship. 
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3. Corporate Reputation and Corporate Brand of the firm 

Corporate Reputation can be considered as an important intangible asset of an organization 

that is stemming from the firm’s past positive interactions with stakeholders. According to 

the most of scholars (Gray and Balmer, 1998; Williams and Barrett, 2000; Barney, 2001; 

Argenti and Druckenmiller, 2004; McMillan et al., 2005; Barnett et al., 2006), Corporate 

Reputation provides the assessment of unique qualities of organization and reduces 

ambiguity about its performance and product quality. Good corporate reputation provides 

important benefits to the organization by enhancing advantageous public opinion and a 

friendly business environment (Fombrun et al., 2000). The good Corporate Reputation is 

the main driver of consumers’ trusts of the brand, which is being treated by the scholars in 

different ways.  

The main reputation components, created by the Reputation Institute (2013) for companies 

ranking based on Corporate Reputation, derived from Fombrun’s Reputation Quotient 

(RQ). This ranking is based on seven important dimensions of Corporate Reputation: 

Financial performance, Quality of products and services, Innovation, Workplace quality, 

Governance and transparency, Citizenship, Leadership.  

According to Barron and Rolfe (2011), three main dimensions of Corporate Reputation 

ranking are linked to the main CSR areas: the quality of the workplace, good governance 

and transparency, citizenship.  

The high workplace quality indicates why the firm is an attractive place to work and how 

company handles its relationship with employees. In terms of better quality of the 

workplace, it is important to ensure pleasant and rewarding workplace and a way 

organization would be capable to recognize the capabilities of its employee. The good 

governance and transparency is linked to ethical and transparent management of the 

company. The Citizenship addresses such issue as being a good corporate citizen as 

important for the organization. Such company protects the environment and takes care of 

social problems in the society. These 3 main dimensions together represent more than the 

40% of organizations’ reputation (Barron and Rolfe, 2011). The good Corporate Reputation 

ensures that the customers trust and support the brand of the company. Therefore, all these 

key dimensions, including good quality of products/services, must be controlled by the 

organizations, because in the case of failure to address them adequately, these dimensions 

may cause major damage to the Corporate Reputation of the company (Griffin, 2010).  

The literature on reputation suggests that it has a number of important characteristics: it is the 

perception and evaluation, the aggregation of attributes, a judgment that is relative to 

competitors, either positive or negative, and based on past performance and future projections 

(Walker, 2010). According to Harvey (2014), reputation is a judgment for something, with 

someone, it is analysed who is judging it and where and over what period of time. CR 

incorporates multiple dimensions and is a reflected judgment; other constructs such as CSR, 

Corporate Identity, Corporate Image are a central antecedent of Corporate reputation.  

Therefore, the basic components of CR are identity and image of the firm. According to 

Brown et al. (2005), CR is mental associations about the firm that outsiders held. Corporate 

Reputation can be addressed as an integrative perspective of a firm from various stakeholders. 

The Corporate Image is the perception of a company from external observers, whereas 

Corporate Identity is linked to the firm employee perception about their organization.  
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Corporate Reputation is formed by the public perceptions of various assets and 

characteristics of the company and can be defined in terms of firms’ relationship with 

various stakeholders inside and outside the firm. 

According to Fombrun and Riel (2003), the CR is a firm’s relative standing both internally 

with employees and externally with its stakeholders. 

The recent definition of CR concept stems from the idea of cognitive representation of the 

firms’ activities that indicate the organization’s capabilities to provide valued outcomes to 

its various stakeholders (Fombrun et al., 2000). 

Some scholars sustain that the term “image” evolved into reputation mostly because of the 

polysomic and negative connotations of the former (Lievens et al., 2007; Rindova et al., 

2010). If considered from a reception-oriented approach, the two concepts can be defined 

as mental associations in the mind of perceiving publics; thus, their perceptions, even if 

resulting from organizational efforts, belong to the receptors; thus, they are less directly 

controllable for the organization (Caudron, 1997; Kitchin, 2003; Kärreman and Rylander, 

2008; Lai et al., 2010). 

It can be stressed that Corporate Image and reputation are tools to exert influence on public 

and stakeholders, while as a reception construct, they are both associations in the mind of 

the public and stakeholders. Image is more a product of the communicative efforts of the 

organization, while reputation results from organizational behaviour and its assessment by 

the external stakeholders.  

In Table no. 2, the definitions of corporate reputation are summarized and presented. 

Table no. 2: Definitions of corporate reputation by different authors 

Authors Definitions and scope 

Harvey, 2014  A judgment for something, with someone, in some place and over time. 

It is analysed who is judging it and where and over what period of time.  

Ponzii et al., 

2011  

Beliefs about firm past and future activities that affect stakeholder 

interaction with them. 

Lange et al., 

2011 

Generalized awareness, visibility; perceived predictability of 

organizational outcomes; judgement of the overall organization as good, 

attractive, etc. 

Barnet et al., 

2006 

Is based on awareness, assessment, asset. 

Brown et al., 

2005 

Mental associations about the company that outsiders have. 

Argenti and 

Druckenmiller, 

2004  

Collective representation of multiple images about organization that are 

created over time and based on a company’s identity programs, its 

performance and how stakeholders perceive the firm’s behaviour. 

Gotsi and 

Wilson, 2001 

The global evaluation of different assessments, judgements or images 

that public has about an organization.  

Fombrun et 

al., 2000 

A cognitive perception of the firm’s activities that create company’s 

capabilities to deliver valued outcomes to various stakeholders. 

Fombrun and 

Riel, 2003 

The relative position of the firm that is internal in term of employees and 

external in terms of other stakeholders. 
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Based on the definitions that are presented in Table no. 2, one can conclude that the CI and 

CR are reception constructs related to the reception side of the institutional communication 

process. Therefore, the communication relates to corporate identity in two ways: first, it is 

necessary to define how to fulfil organization’s mission and make the organization’s 

mission known by all the stakeholders. These two issues of corporate identity will 

significantly influence the perceptions or CI and evaluations by public of the company or 

CR. All these have an impact on brands and positive outcomes of the investments in CSR.  

In addition, CR has to deal with assessment or evaluation of the CI that has been formed in 

the minds of its stakeholders Thus, proactive and operative institutional communication 

programmes are vital to increase the CR by communicating institutional successes and 

strengths and maintaining positive relations with internal and external stakeholders. 

The Corporate Brand (CB) is focused on the customer or client and emphasizes what the 

product, service or organization has promised them as well as what that promise means to 

them (Ettenson and Knowles, 2008). A brand is the name, logo or design of an organization 

that is used to signal to customers to differentiate itself from its competitors. Typically, 

company names and logos will be used alongside other forms of corporate communication, 

such as advertising, which aims to reinforce the brand (Fetscherin, 2012).  

There are some debates about whether the CB is solely a focus on the customer. Ettenson and 

Knowles (2008) stated that the CB is linked to customers and emphasize the product or 

service which an organization has promised to its customers. This is distinct from a CR which 

focuses on the organization’s credibility and respect among multiple constituencies. In both 

cases, strategic communication is critical for the organizations to display symbols as well as 

signal quality products and services in order to project them in the most positive way.  

 

4. The linkages of CSR to identity, image, reputation and brand 

There have been different claims about the relationship of CSR to identity, CI, CR and CB. 

Most scholars agree that CSR reporting has a positive impact on the Corporate Reputation and 

financial performance of the company and provides good possibilities to attract foreign 

investors and greater consumer’s satisfaction and loyalty and employee commitment and 

loyalty (Barnet, 2007; Stanaland et al., 2011; Matten and Moon, 2008; Melo and Galan, 2011).  

Comparing with other constructs linked to the CSR, there is little work on the relationship 

between corporate identity and CSR. This is likely because scholars usually view CSR as 

one of the important dimensions of an organization’s identity. However, it is necessary to 

investigate more deeply the relationship between these two constructs; it is clear that there 

is a reinforcing relationship between them.  

Many studies have analysed the impact of CSR on Corporate Image and Corporate Reputation 

of the organization (Brown and Dacin, 1997; Sen, Bhattacharya and Korschun, 2006).  

In addition, scholars have investigated the perceived importance of CSR for various 

stakeholders and in driving purchase intentions (Chua and Lin, 2013) and building strong 

Corporate Brand (Ragas and Roberts, 2009; Werder, 2008).  

Dutton et al. (1994) proved that images of organizations shape how stakeholders identify 

themselves with the organization. Davies et al. (2001) suggest that CR is the sum of image 

and identity, which Wartick (2002) argues due to the problem of aggregating perceptions 

about the company across the stakeholder groups. Walker (2010) agreed with Davies et al. 
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(2001) and other scholars and insisted that reputation is related to the judgment of internal 

and external stakeholders about the company and consists of corporate identity and 

corporate image.  

Gray and Balmer (1998) added that the organization’s identity is connected to its image and 

reputation by its communication. In particular, all kinds of formal and informal information 

sources are disseminated to different stakeholders by shaping their impressions and 

judgments about companies. Therefore, many scholars highlighted that visibility and 

familiarity are important drivers of good corporate reputation (Apéria, Brønn and Schultz, 

2004). Therefore, companies need publicity through the media in order to build good 

corporate reputation. However, there are risks that are associated with media publicity, as 

the media decides how to present information, i.e., negatively or positively (Apéria, Brønn 

and Schultz, 2004). This gives media a powerful position in corporate reputation building 

process as it is an important channel to reach stakeholders and influence how the messages 

will be formed and later perceived. Some scholars pointed out that publicity can lead to 

great opportunities for organizations to create favourable relationships with their 

stakeholders, but as mentioned above, publicity can become devastating if the attention is 

perceived negatively.  

Caudron (1997) argues that reputation matters more than image, because it is merely one input 

into the dimension, and image is a product of identity and reputation rather than vice-versa.  

The conducted literature review provided that CSR, CR and CB are positively correlated. 

Husted and Allen (2007) proved that by building stakeholder’s and customer awareness of 

products, CSR may have a positive impact on the Corporate Reputation and together may 

create a stronger brand for firms’ customers.  

Argenti and Druckenmiller (2004) provided the importance of Corporate Brands as 

organization could define and communicate its identity and brand, but not its image and 

reputation, which are not under firm’s control and are shaped by internal and external 

stakeholders. Since a brand creates expectations among customers, organizations that 

continue to meet these expectations will create a positive image over time, which will 

enhance its reputation. Hence, a strong brand is an important precursor to a positive image 

and reputation.  

Husted and Allen (2007) provided in their study that good Corporate reputation and strong 

Corporate brand have an important impact on the value creation in the company, and these 

are intangible assets, which are not easy to replicate. Corporate Reputation and Corporate 

Brand are the main sources of competitive advantage of companies in the markets where 

product and service differentiation is difficult for all the market players. Melo and Galan 

(2011) proved in their study that the competitive advantage of the company could be 

strengthened through the CSR activities.  

According to Castaldo et al. (2009) and Park et al. (2014), the CSR practices can drive 

customer’s choice of products or services as ethical CSR practices usually create a 

customer’s strong belief that the company follows high ethical standards and takes society’s 

wellbeing seriously. This, in turn, has positive impacts on the consumer assessment of 

Corporate Reputation and provides the establishment of strong Corporate Brands. Lamberti 

and Lettieri (2009) proved that if stakeholders become aware of firm’s ethical behaviour, 

they trust that these companies will ensure appropriate quality standards in order to 

maintain their good Corporate Reputation.  
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According to Melo and Garrido (2012), CSR is a very complex construct, and all its 

dimensions have specific impact on the Corporate Reputation.  

Perez (2015) highlighted that the overall reputational impact of CSR is linked to a specific 

CSR dimension that is under consideration by the stakeholders. For example, a strong 

record of social performance will drive Corporate Reputation in relation to how these 

corporate activities fit with stakeholders’ social concerns and values.  

Another important issue in analysing CSR linkages with other constructs is the responsible 

behaviour of companies due to the recent corporate scandals and corporate hypocrisy. 

Unfortunately, there are some contradictions between CSR and the responsible behaviour 

of the firms. 

Corporate hypocrisy may occur if organization’s observable behaviour is different from its 

observable statements and commitments in terms of CSR. If stakeholders have internalized 

some important issues of organization’s Corporate Identity, they may feel betrayed by the 

company and would like to keep a distance from it by seeking to secure their own sense of 

identity (Sen and Bhattacharya, 2001).  

Kotchen and Moon (2012) showed that sometimes, CSR is used as a strategy to divert 

attention away from firms’ unethical behaviour by using CSR to cover its socially 

irresponsible behaviour. Sometimes, CSR is used for “image washing” of companies that 

are seeking to enhance the reputation among stakeholders. This “image washing” has a 

significant negative impact on a company’s performance by damaging its Corporate Image, 

Corporate Reputation and Corporate Brand and in certain cases, is the main reason of 

bankruptcy of the firm. 

Kärreman and Rylander (2008) argued that regardless of the brand impact on internal or 

external stakeholders, in both situations, CSR activities, whether they are perceived positively 

or negatively, are strongly correlated with the organization’s reputation and brand 

(Bhattacharya and Sen, 2004; Li, Sun and Li, 2018). Therefore, positive CSR and responsible 

behaviour of the company, which is well-communicated, promote good CR and strong CB, and 

good CR and strong CB promote positive outcomes of the CSR (Harvey, 2014).  

In Figure no. 1, the conceptual model that is linking CSR with other constructs is presented. 

Corporate Social Responsibility Corporate BrandCorporate ReputationResponsible Behaviour

Responsible Identity

Responsible Image

Corporate Social Responsibility Communication 

 

Figure no. 1: Conceptual model 

As one can notice from the conceptual model that is linking CSR with other constructs, 

CSR has a positive impact on the Corporate Reputation and Corporate Brand through the 

chain of mutual and reinforcing impacts. Responsible behaviour and appropriate 

communication strategies that are targeting internal and external stakeholders are the main 

drivers of positive effect of the CSR on the Corporate Identity and Corporate Image, 

forming strong Corporate Reputation and strong Corporate Brands. As it was noted above, 

the strong Corporate Brands as well allow increasing the Corporate Reputation and has an 
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impact on the Corporate Image. In addition, CSR is a part of the Corporate Identity and is 

implemented because of the Corporate Identity. The most important in this conceptual 

model is that all these constructs are linked and mutually reinforcing each other. Though 

the conceptual model indicates the top-down direction of mutual impact, the bottom-up 

direction is possible as well. 

 

5. Outcomes of the Corporate Reputation  

The relationships between Corporate Reputation, Corporate Brand and financial 

performance of the company can be indirect and influenced by various factors as the gap 

between Corporate Image and Corporate Identity, Corporate Hypocrisy, customer 

satisfaction and employee commitment and loyalty. All these interlinked factors can be 

either antecedents or consequences of Corporate Reputation, Corporate Brand and may lead 

to better financial results and sustainable development of the company in the long term.  

A strong Corporate Brand and a good Corporate Reputation stimulate a purchase of 

customers as it provides for simplified decision-making processes. In the marketing 

literature, there is a clear link between reputation and satisfaction, which is perceived as 

quality by the customers. A good reputation for high quality means more customers, fewer 

dissatisfied customers and increases of profitability. In addition, the satisfaction of 

customers and their loyalty positively influence Corporate Reputation and create Strong 

Brand (Anderson and Sullivan, 1993). Therefore, Corporate reputation can be treated as 

microeconomic result of customer’s satisfaction with the products and services of the firm 

(Anderson and Fornell 1994).  

Andreassen (1994) proved in his study that Corporate Reputation has a positive impact on 

the customers’ satisfaction and loyalty. However, there is no statistically validated 

relationship between satisfaction and loyalty. Andreassen and Lindestad (1998) as well 

proved a strong relationship between customers’ satisfaction and Corporate Reputation. 

Though it is a popular way of thinking that customers’ satisfaction is the main link, which 

relates company’s reputation to profitability, the relationships between reputation, 

satisfaction and financial performance are under-researched. In particular, there is a lack of 

studies that are investigating the relationship between customer satisfaction and the 

Corporate Image. 

In addition, good Corporate Reputation has positive impacts in terms of lower employee 

turnover (Winkleman, 1999); though the relationship between employee retention measures 

and their job satisfaction and low turnover is not straightforward.  

According to Michaels and Spector (1982), there is link between job satisfaction and 

employee turnover as the length of employment indicates employee loyalty to the firm and 

great commitment to the firm’s identity (Loveman, 1998). However, scholars proved that 

there are many important variables that have an impact on employee turnover, as 

employees often leave the firm due to the promotion that was obtained elsewhere or 

because their spouse changed the workplace, and they are following spouse to the other 

locations (Reichheld, 1996).  

Based on Sergeant and Frenkel (2000) study, the interactions between customer and 

employees as well have a positive influence on customer satisfaction and enhancement of a 

company’s reputation and strengths of the Corporate Brands. It is necessary to stress that 
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loyal and motivated employees usually stay with the company for a longer period and know 

the customers of the firm better. This, in turn, provides for the better services of the 

company for its customers and the increase of the customer satisfaction with products and 

services of the firm and serves as a mediating factor for improving Corporate Reputation 

(Reichheld, 1996).  

In addition, the satisfied customers are pleased with the value that they receive from the 

company, and their satisfaction has an impact on the pride and satisfaction of the 

employees. Therefore, customers and employee satisfaction are mutually reinforcing and 

having clear interlinkages with Corporate Reputation. The highest customer retention leads 

to employee retention because happy employees give better services to the customer to 

increase the customer’s satisfaction (Heskett et al., 1994).  

However, if the impact of CR and CB is linked to the CSR activities, the benefit of CR and 

CB can be even greater as it provides additional benefits to society like pursuing 

sustainable development goals all over the world. 

  

Conclusions 

Though there were several attempts to understand the relationships between CSR, 

Corporate Identity, Corporate Image, Corporate Reputation and Corporate Brand; however, 

there are no comprehensive analysis that was conducted to assess how one construct that is 

linked to the CSR affects another construct, for example, how CSR effect reputation or 

image and vice-verse, how reputation influence CSR.  

However, it is necessary to understand how these constructs are interlinked in order to develop 

effective strategies of differentiation and achieve competitive advantage. This would allow 

companies to make decisions on investment in intangible assets such as CSR initiatives.  

The importance of defining and connecting CSR to other constructs such as Corporate Identity, 

Corporate Image and Corporate Reputation and Corporate Branding is as well very important 

in defining communication strategies, selecting communication channels of internal and 

external communication in order to ensure that the stakeholders would perceive its signals.  

The conceptual model that is linking CSR with other constructs shows a positive impact of 

CSR on Corporate Reputation and Corporate Brand through the chain of mutual and 

reinforcing impacts. Responsible behaviour and appropriate communication strategies that 

are targeting internal and external stakeholders are necessary to ensure a positive effect of 

CSR on Corporate Identity and Corporate Image by forming strong Corporate Reputation 

and strong Corporate Brands.  

The strong Corporate Brands have a positive impact on the Corporate Reputation as well as 

on the Corporate Image. In addition, CSR is a part of the Corporate Identity, and through 

this construct, Corporate Reputation is being created. The most important in developing 

conceptual model is that all these constructs are linked and mutually reinforcing each other 

as top-down and bottom-up directions are viable in the developed conceptual model. 

The developed conceptual model establishes the relationship between major CSR 

constructs, and further empirical research is needed to test these links and define the best 

ways for organizations to manage these different constructs and how much weight 

stakeholders place on the specific construct. 
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