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ABSTRACT

The article analyses the influence made by corporate reputation on the mediation
model for the impact of external support on organisational performance through
resilience. The article aims to clarify the mechanism behind the moderating role of
corporate reputation played in the influence of external support on organisational
performance and considering the mediating role of organisational resilience. The
empirical research was made to verify the existence of the relationship and to reach
the aim of the paper. The set of hypotheses was built based on the theoretical research
and then verified on the sample of 268 organisations operating in Poland. Dependences
among the data selected from the theoretical research were analysed using statistical
methods, including the correlation with the moderator and the mediated regression
analysis. The obtained results clearly showed that corporate reputation was a
moderator of the discussed mediation model for the influence of the external support
on organisational performance through resilience. The paper contributes to further
development of knowledge in organisational resilience management. It clarifies and
stresses the role of two external factors: corporate reputation and external support in
shaping the resilience of an organisation and its performance. The obtained results
imply specific practical recommendations. Since corporate reputation can be the key
to achieving greater organisational resilience and performance, special attention
should be given to managing this category in an organisation.
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INTRODUCTION
some are able to prosper even despite the cata-
Undesirable, potentially disruptive and crises-  strophic events that occur, while others go bankrupt.
causing factors are constantly present in the sur-  The attribute that distinguishes the first group of
roundings of contemporary organisations. All  organisations is perhaps the most desirable nowa-
organisations encounter such factors; however,  days, i.e., organisational resilience, usually under-
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stood as the ability to withstand shocks (“to adapt
to, resist and recover from external shocks” (Pirotti
& Venzin, 2017, p. 1)). There is still a long way to
build a complete, fully accepted concept of organisa-
tional resilience. The literature derives and discusses
different drivers of organisational resilience, which
vary widely across studies. However, most research-
ers agree that the most important drivers include
situation awareness, preparedness, responsiveness,
resourcefulness, redundancy, robustness, rapidity,
adaptability, agility, integrity, learning processes or
organisational culture (Norris et al., 2008; Scholl &
Patin, 2012; Bruneau et al., 2003; Wicker et al., 2013;
Kantur & Iseri-Say, 2015; Koronis & Ponis, 2018).
The observation by Seville that an “organisation can
become more resilient if it wants to” (Seville, 2017,
p. 2), draws the attention to the meaning of internal
factors and the causative role of management and
managers in the process of shaping the organisa-
tional resilience. The literature mainly focuses on
the discussion of these issues. However, external
factors — such as external support — also have the
potential to shape organisational resilience. This
factor is rather rarely discussed and definitely does
not belong to the mainstream of research concern-
ing organisational resilience. However, it can be
a source of interesting findings for organisational
resilience management.

Organisations can seek external support in vari-
ous situations: for the development of new products
or innovation potential, for creating alliances neces-
sary to achieve mutual benefits or under the pres-
sure of circumstances, e.g., during a crisis, when the
existence of the organisation is at stake. It is always a
possibility and not an obligation; nevertheless, it
involves the fulfilment of certain obligations, formal
or moral. External support may be institutional
(usually, governmental or, e.g., provided by the EU)
or come from non-governmental and non-institu-
tional stakeholder groups (suppliers, stockholders,
customers, etc.). In the first case, organisations have
to meet certain conditions (imposed by the support-
ing institution). In the second case, however, an
organisation deals with stakeholder perceptions of
its reputation, which is a kind of patchwork of previ-
ous stakeholder experiences gained dealing with the
organisation, as well as of possible future benefits
gained due to the ability of the organisation “to sat-
isfy their interests” (Pérez-Cornejo et al., 2019).
These perceptions become an important factor that
determines the scope of external support. This real-
ity has been clearly confirmed during the COVID-

19 pandemic in many countries of the world and
especially for SMEs. In an attempt to avoid losing
thousands of well-functioning businesses perma-
nently, governments of many countries proposed
institutional support instruments (i.e., deferring or
extending payment deadlines, looking for alterna-
tive ways of distributing goods, providing non-
returnable subsidies, taking over debts and liabilities
of companies, or proposing credit programmes
to ensure the liquidity of companies). Different
measures were more or less accessible to entrepre-
neurs depending on the country. However, the sec-
ond important source of support was offered by
non-governmental and non-institutional stake-
holder groups. Based on the perceived reputation of
organisations, stakeholders took a risk and agreed to
pay in advance for the products and services to be
received in an unknown future or to change con-
tractual and service delivery terms. However, this
support is far from selfless help as stakeholders
always weigh the costs of lost benefits, i.e.,
broken supply chains, the lack of available services,
the lack of favourite products or outlets. The support
arose from links between organisations and
imposed a moral obligation to fulfil promises in the
future.

Hence, we have at least two important variables
(external support and corporate reputation, both
resulting from relationships with stakeholders) that
can influence organisational resilience. Their inter-
action is not entirely clear. On the one hand, supe-
rior corporate reputation can attract some groups of
stakeholders, e.g., customers and some form of sup-
port. On the other hand, perceptions of some stake-
holder (i.e., the government) regarding good
corporate reputation can lead to the conclusion that
no such support is needed.

Hence, it seems to be a valid research gap. In
this context, the article aims to clarify the mecha-
nism behind the moderating role of corporate
reputation in the influence made by external sup-
port on organisational performance, considering
the mediating role of organisational resilience.
To achieve this goal, first, a set of hypotheses were
established; then, the needed variables (organisa-
tional resilience, external support, organisational
performance and corporate reputation) were built.
As a next step, relationships between all variables
were examined, and then, a mediation model
was built. Lastly, moderation analysis was per-
formed in the context of the constructed mediation
model.
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1. LITERATURE OVERVIEW AND THE
DEVELOPMENT OF HYPOTHESES

1.1.ORGANISATIONAL RESILIENCE AND ITS
INFLUENCE ON ORGANISATIONAL PERFOR-
MANCE

In the organisational context, resilience is a mul-
tidimensional and sociotechnical phenomenon that
addresses how organisations manage uncertainty
(Lee et al., 2013). A widely accepted definition of
organisational resilience has not yet emerged. It can
be understood as a capacity, property, or an outcome,
process or a state of an organisation (Hamel
& Vilikangas, 2002; Kantur & Iseri-Say, 2015; Vogus
& Sutcliffe, 2007), referring to the ability to survive
and function successfully despite unfavourable con-
ditions. It can also be understood as “maintenance of
positive adjustment under challenging circumstances
such that the organisation emerges from those condi-
tions strengthened and more resourceful” (Vogus
& Sutcliffe, 2007, p. 3418), able to recognise and adapt
to unexpected changes (Sutcliffe & Vogus, 2003;
Manyena, 2006; Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011; Lee et al.,
2013; Linnenluecke, 2017; Koronis & Ponis, 2018).
According to McCann et al. (2009, p. 47), “an organi-
sation also demonstrates resiliency be experiencing a
severe, life-threatening setback, but then reinventing
itself around its core values” Thus, not only the ability
to adapt but also to reinvent is sometimes understood
as organisational resilience. Various definitions give
rise to various resilience drivers, which mainly refer
to social and cultural factors, such as sensitivity to
changes and situation awareness, preparedness and
the keystone vulnerability management or adaptive
capacity (Norris et al., 2008; Scholl & Patin, 2012;
Bruneau et al, 2003; Wicker et al., 2013; Kantur
& Iseri-Say, 2015; Koronis & Ponis, 2018; Szydlo
& Grzes-Buklaho, 2020). They often serve as a basis
for building tools for the assessment of organisational
resilience. However, no single consistent scale has
been created for measuring organisational resilience.

According to Lee et al. (2013), organisational
resilience is a target, which is desirable although
continuously moving. This is important not only in
a crisis but also in the daily life of an organisation, as
it contributes to performance during business as
usual. Being resilient can provide organisations with
competitive advantages, as there are similarities and
links between organisational resilience and competi-
tive excellence (Vargo & Seville, 2010). Besides, the

drivers of organisational resilience are, in many cases,
the same as those that are needed to gain a competi-
tive advantage (Mitroff et al., 1989; Mitroff, 2005).
Some authors suggest possible links between organi-
sational resilience and profitability (Sundstrém
& Hollnagel, 2006). According to them, “to be resil-
ient, an organisation must be able to deal with unex-
pected and disruptive events as well as to understand
the longer-term impact of such events. (...) this
translates into the ability to identify and successfully
manage risk at all levels in the organisation while
sustaining a profitable business” (Sundstrém & Holl-
nagel, 2006; p. 1). It is often underlined that resilience
is the capacity to rebound from adversity strength-
ened and more resourceful (Sutcliffe & Vogus, 2003).
Therefore, to be resilient means to emerge stronger
and to achieve positive potential outcomes (such as
increased competitiveness or innovativeness, more
adjusted internal processes or higher profitability).
Carden et al. (2018) proved the existence of the rela-
tionship between organisational resilience and
organisational performance from the financial aspect.
The observation also seems to be valid in relation to
other categories considered when measuring organi-
sational performance. Concerning the above, the fol-
lowing hypothesis was formulated:

Hla. A relationship exists between organisational
resilience and organisational performance.

1.2. INFLUENCE OF EXTERNAL SUPPORT ON
ORGANISATIONAL RESILIENCE AND PERFOR-
MANCE

Undoubtedly, modern organisations are unable
to operate effectively without interacting with other
market players. Bird (1988) emphasised that social,
political, and economic variables, beside individual
features of an organisation, created the context for
conducting business activities. Hence, the ability to
build a lasting relationship with the environment
seems to be important, as it allows for “the acquisi-
tion of desired behaviour from the environment”
(Sznajder, 2003, pp. 194-195), which may be crucial
not only to survive but also to win a competitive fight.
According to Gnyawali and Fogel (1994), the pres-
ence of local, financial and social encouragements
significantly changed the entrepreneurial process.
This means that external support influences the
activities of an organisation as a whole.

External support should be generally understood
as tangible and intangible resources provided by
external bodies (various groups of stakeholders) to
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assist an organisation. According to Cheah et al.
(2019), external support may be differentiated by the
type of support (direct and indirect) and the type of
a stakeholders (e.g., government, private or non-
profit). Direct support is typically financial (i.e., in the
form of donations, grants, subsidies or earnings from
any fundraising activities (Cheah et al., 2019)). Indi-
rect support can be provided in all non-financial
forms, e.g., various external sources of knowledge,
information and expertise (Bala Subrahmanya, 2013).
Organisations seek external support once they per-
ceive a gap between the existing internal resources
and the resources required to achieve business objec-
tives (Carey, 2015). Thus, the use of external resources
focuses on increasing competitiveness and develop-
ment and, thus, on striving to achieve better results.
However, Mambula (2004) emphasised that although
the impact of external support on organisational
performance has been studied many times (Cook,
2001; Warren & Hutchinson, 2000), the reports are
not explicit in this regard.

On the one hand, research results by Cook (2001)
on small and medium-sized enterprises indicate
a different level of organisational performance despite
the same financial form. On the other hand, Carey
(2015) proved that in the case of small and medium
enterprises with indirect external support in the form
of buying business advice, they achieved superior
performance. This finding is consistent with research
results by Mambula (2004), who believed that even in
the case of exceptional internal resources, the lack of
external support would result in insufficient perfor-
mance. In addition, in studies on social organisations,
Cheah et al. (2019) proved that both direct (financial)
and indirect (training) support had a positive impact
on organisational performance (both financial and
social) through business planning. And finally, Mac-
Mahon (2001) showed that external funding depend-
ence and financial advice were associated with better
performance. Thus, considering the above, the fol-
lowing hypothesis can be assumed:

H1b. A relationship exists between external support
and organisational performance.

By definition, each enterprise is a self-governing,
independent and self-financing organisation, operat-
ing at its own risk and will. However, this independ-
ence of action means decision-making independence
rather than a lack of business connections, as nowa-
days, it would be difficult to find an organisation that
does not exert influence on other organisations or is
not influenced by them. Organisations, as open sys-
tems constantly exchange resources with the environ-

ment. It is often stressed that ensuring survival and
providing the organisation with development oppor-
tunities under contemporary, increasingly turbulent
environmental conditions, requires mastery in man-
agement. Furthermore, it is not just about the mastery
in managing internal resources, but also, and perhaps
above all, about the mastery in creating and manag-
ing relationships with the stakeholders and acquiring
external resources.

Externally obtained resources can be crucial for
the organisation’s survival. According to McCann et
al. (2009), having well-established external networks
of relationships for accessing financial, human or
other resources become essential in a crisis. Also,
Tengblad and Oudhuis (2018) stated that to be resil-
ient, organisations had to develop mutually trusting
relationships with various groups of stakeholders
(committed co-workers, loyal customers, reliable
suppliers/partners, supportive owners, media, gov-
ernment, etc.). Such relationships can be treated as
a kind of investment or insurance policy for poor
times. They can also stimulate the customer citizen-
ship behaviour perceived as non-obligatory consumer
actions that create value for the company (Dewalska-
Opitek & Mitrega, 2019), which can be especially
important in a crisis. And “although establishing
strong stakeholder relationships will not likely help
an organisation avert every crisis, it can play an
important role in how the organisation resolves
a crisis it cannot avoid” (Ulmer, 2001, p. 593). First, it
can decide whether the organisation receives any
external help.

According to Ulmer (2001, p. 594), “if stake-
holder relations are not strong, these groups may
withdraw their support during a crisis, prolong the
effects of a crisis, or intensify the threat associated
with the event” and, thus, negatively affect the
organisation’s resilience. Second, it can determine the
scope of external support that can be given to the
organisation (from political support, purchase dis-
counts and reasonable credit terms to sharing the
crisis-mitigating resources). Being a part of business
interaction networks allows an organisation to gather
knowledge and use expertise more quickly and effec-
tively. In turn, such external support allows an
organisation to manage unexpected challenges,
respond more appropriately to adverse conditions
and recover from misfortune, damage or destabilising
perturbation in the environment. External support,
thus, can have a positive influence on organisational
resilience. Therefore, considering the above, the fol-
lowing hypothesis can be assumed:
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Hlc. A relationship exists between external support
and organisational resilience.

Appropriate management of stakeholder rela-
tionships can bring measurable benefits to an organi-
sation from minimising the risks associated with, e.g.
employee strikes, to ideas for great innovation or
higher innovativeness obtained despite the lack of
sufficient internal resources. To understand relation-
ships and resources, the organisation might need to
access other organisations and institutions during
potentially disruptive events, which provide a better
chance of gaining access to these resources. It must be
underlined that external support is only one possible
choice among different resources essential for creat-
ing organisational resilience. Besides, received sup-
port does not guarantee maintained organisational
resilience, although the possibility exists. Moreover, it
may not only bring results in the form of strength-
ened organisational resilience and the short-term
growth of organisational performance but also can
ensure the sustainability and stability of organisa-
tional functioning in the long-term perspective by
developing solutions that strengthen the organisa-
tion’s ability to manage the unexpected. In the context
of the relationships described above, a need arises to
analyse the impact of external support on organisa-
tional performance while analysing the mediating
role of organisational resilience. It will allow verifying
and more comprehensively explaining the mecha-
nism behind the influence of external support on
organisational performance. Therefore, a hypotheti-
cal model for the impact of external support on
organisational performance was assumed, consider-
ing the mediating role of organisational resilience,
which is clearly connected to both. Therefore, in light
of the above, the main hypothesis maintains that:
H2. External support influences the organisational
performance (an indirect effect) through organisa-
tional resilience (an intermediary variable).

The diagram presented in Fig. 1 illustrates the
adopted research hypotheses.

1.3. CORPORATE REPUTATION AND ITS INFLU-
ENCE ON THE SCOPE OF EXTERNAL SUPPORT,
ORGANISATIONAL RESILIENCE AND PERFOR-
MANCE

The growing body of research demonstrates that
corporate reputation is indicated as a very important
intangible resource of a company (Ali et al., 2019;
Bergh et al., 2010; Djordjevi¢ & Djuki¢, 2008; Rob-
erts, 2002), and even considered to be the most
important (Pérez-Cornejo et al., 2020; Almeida
& Coelho, 2019; Hall, 1992). The literature provides
many definitions of the term, but they are not consist-
ent. The first approach treats corporate reputation as
awareness, i.e. the perception of the company’s stake-
holders, without its simultaneous judgement (Fom-
brun & van Riel, 1997). Another is an assessment,
where the focus is on the opinion of the company’s
status (Pharoah, 2003) or assets (Weigelt & Camerer,
1988) but this approach is criticised for the excessive
concentration on the consequences of the phenome-
non (Barnett et al, 2006). Considering all the
approaches above, the definition by Barnett et al.
(2006) seems very apt as it covers all aspects and
describes corporate reputation as “observers’ collec-
tive judgments of a corporation based on assessments
of the financial, social, and environmental impacts
attributed to the corporation over time” (Barnett et
al., 2006, p. 34). Noteworthy is also the definition of a
higher degree of generality provided by Pérez-Cor-
nejo et al. (2019), where “corporate reputation is
defined as the expectations of various stakeholders
regarding the company’s ability to satisfy their inter-
ests” (Pérez-Cornejo et al., 2019, p. 1252).

Although the literature offers different concept
definitions (Sontaite-Petkevitiene, 2019; Barnett,
2006), researchers seem to agree that corporate repu-
tation is a collective phenomenon as the topic always
revolves around a group of people (i.e., stakeholders)
(Rindova & Martins, 2012; Walsh et al., 2009; Cretu
& Brodie, 2007). Thus, there is no doubt that corpo-
rate reputation has an immense impact on building

Organisational

resilience
(mediator)

External support
(independent variable)

Organisational
performance

» (dependent variable)

Hl1b

Fig. 1. Influence of external support on the organisational performance through organisational resilience
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the relationship of the company with its stakeholders
(Pérez-Cornejo et al., 2020; Bergh et al., 2010), and
also allows shaping their desired behaviours (Ali et
al., 2019). However, it should be remembered that
individual groups of stakeholders have different
characteristics and also differ in the nature of their
participation in the organisation (Ali et al., 2015;
Gabionetta et al.,, 2007). Therefore, the drivers and
benefits of positive corporate reputation are different.

First, good corporate reputation results in
a higher level of consumer satisfaction, trust, loyalty,
and word-of-mouth (Roberts, 2002; Walsh et al,,
2009; Chun, 2005; Fedorko et al., 2017; Szwajca,
2017), and, very importantly, customer value (Cretu
& Brodie, 2007). Therefore, it affects consumer pur-
chasing decisions. Consumers are willing to pay pre-
mium prices and are less sensitive to price changes
(Burke et al., 2018), which seems crucial because
buyers are main creators of the revenue streams
(Pérez-Cornejo et al., 2020; Ali, 2011; Walsh et al.,
2009). Second, corporate reputation is a factor in
achieving sustainable competitive advantage that is
difficult to imitate, and, as a consequence, it can
become a source of superior profits (Almeida & Coe-
lho, 2019; Rindova & Martins, 2012; Bergh et al,
2010; Deephouse, 2000; Hall, 1992; Walsh et al., 2009;
Roberts, 2002; Djordjevi¢ & Djuki¢, 2008). Third, it
affects the trust and loyalty of investors (Helm, 2011),
suppliers and other contractors (Potgieter, 2018).
Fourth, it helps to attract adequate human resources
from the labour market, has an impact on positive
feelings of employees (Ali et al., 2019; Potgieter, 2018;
Bienkowska et al., 2020), and also reduces the volun-
tary turnover (Makarius et al., 2017). As a conse-
quence, corporate reputation affects organisational
performance (Bergh et al., 2010; Pradhan, 2016) and
company value (Almeida & Coelho, 2019; Roberts,
2002).

Corporate reputation is based on communica-
tion processes and personal stakeholder experiences,
i.e., as a result of satisfying experiences with a corpo-
rate product or service, but also as a result of a broader
assessment of employment conditions, investment
opportunities and engagement in socially responsible
behaviour or financial and competitive performance
(Gabionetta et al., 2003). Stakeholders tend to pay
special attention to the quality, timeliness, openness
and honesty of communication, which seems to con-
tribute substantially to the fair valuation of an
organisations reputation. It is not surprising that
behaviours, reactions and decisions of stakeholders
are influenced by those factors and, as a consequence,

by the subjectively perceived organisation’s reputa-
tion. They are more willing to support organisations
that receive a better evaluation. It is noteworthy that
the level of performance is also an important factor to
consider during the evaluation of an organisation’s
reputation. Gabionetta et al. (2003) stated that well-
performing companies are generally regarded as
more credible — i.e., healthier and better managed,
thus, able to deliver positive results now and in the
future — than poorly-performing companies. Repu-
tation increases the organisation’s attractiveness for
partners, joint ventures and prospective funding
sources, leads to lower costs and higher prices, and, as
a consequence, the organisation can achieve higher
profits (Rhee & Valdez, 2009).

We can also observe a kind of feedback between
external support and organisational performance in
the context of corporate reputation. Corporate repu-
tation changes over time. When seeking further
external support, organisations must try not to fail
the trust of stakeholders. Therefore, they must dem-
onstrate the ability to “use” the offered external sup-
port in the best possible way (that can be judged, i.e.,
by organisational performance), which allows stake-
holders to think that they (organisations) thought-
fully “consume” the offered resources. In that context,
it seems that the effectiveness of external support and
its impact on the overall effectiveness of the organisa-
tion could be higher, and reputation (good reputation
and the willingness to maintain it as a policy for the
future) can be a catalyst for this relationship. There-
fore, considering the above, the following hypothesis
can be assumed:

H3a. The higher is the corporate reputation, the
greater is the influence of external support on organi-
sational performance.

The relationship between corporate reputation
and the scope of external support is undisputable.
Good reputation conveys the company’s overall
attractiveness, increases investor confidence and
customer trust (Fombrun, 2005). Thus, it induces
repeat purchases or encourages potential investors to
make additional financial resources available. And
vice versa, poor reputation is not conducive to obtain-
ing additional loans or capital contributions. It can,
therefore, be concluded that corporate reputation is
important for coping, is often emphasised once
acquired, and can protect the organisation in the
event of a crisis. In situations of an instability or crisis,
it can buy some time as it is highly probable that
stakeholders, aiming to reduce uncertainty in deci-
sion-making processes, would be more likely to base
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their decisions on the perceived reputation of the
organisation. Therefore, by developing an appropriate
reputation background, an organisation may even
escape crises or their harmful consequences (Koronis
& Ponis, 2012) or have more time and space to rem-
edy the problem if crises are unavoidable. As a conse-
quence, it successfully despite
unfavourable conditions, i.e., survive, ensure busi-
ness continuity and recovery. Hence, by making
external support more accessible, corporate reputa-
tion also has the potential to strengthen an organisa-
tions capability to modify negative and inflexible
propensities to face unpredicted events better (which
is organisational resilience).

This relationship seems to work especially well if
crises are not the fault of the organisation. According
to Ali et al. (2019), if, e.g., a political action leads to
economic instability, reputation can protect against
negative effects. The same was observed during the
crisis caused by COVID-19 pandemic. In fact, both of
these situations did not fully test the reputation of
organisations. The origin of crises can be different,
and corporate reputation is especially important in
the case where the organisation may become the tar-
get for blame. Faced with incomplete information
about company’s actions, stakeholders not only
interpret the first-order signals sent by companies but
also rely on their previous experience and the evalua-
tive signals refracted by other key stakeholders
(Fombrun, 2005). However, Koronis and Ponis (2012,
p- 283) stated that “the problem with corporate repu-
tation is that it is solely based on the perceptions and
evaluations of the stakeholders that are flux, situa-
tional and easy to be changed within a relatively short
amount of time”. Each crisis should be treated as a
potentially reputation-damaging event that can be
followed by the rapid erosion of reputation. In such a
case, key stakeholders of the organisation may react
negatively by lowering their quality of involvement,
acting confrontationally towards the management,
demanding better contractual terms, and/or detach-
ing from the firm. This translates into difficulties in
obtaining new clients and maintaining current ones
(Rhee & Valdez, 2009), which together significantly
reduces the ability to handle difficult situations
(organisational resilience).

In summary, by strengthening the network con-
nections with other stakeholders, corporate reputa-
tion has an impact on “valorising businesses” in
a competitive environment, especially in the context
of, e.g., economic downturns, because stakeholders
share the view that it contributes to a healthier (more

can function

resilient) business (Andres & Rounds, 2015). It is for
sure not the main, direct and certainly not the only
factor influencing organisational resilience. However,
attracting stakeholder interest helps to keep market
opportunities and make available new resources to
manage uncertainty and develop, which certainly can
lead to the strengthening of organisational resilience.
Nevertheless, it should be treated as a catalyst rather
than a direct factor shaping organisational resilience.
Therefore, the following hypothesis is offered:
H3b. The higher is the corporate reputation, the
greater is the influence of external support on organi-
sational resilience.

As mentioned above, corporate reputation is
linked with organisational performance (Rindova
& Martins, 2012; Bergh et al,, 2010). According to
Tracey and French (2017, p. 57), “firms with superior
reputations have a greater capacity to increase prices,
retain customers, attract higher quality managers and
employees, as well as more committed investors and
capable strategic partners”. Most research on the topic
points to the direct effect between these constructs
(Roberts & Dowling, 2002). However, there is some
doubt regarding indirect influence (Tracey & French,
2017).

The relationship between corporate reputation
and organisational resilience is also indisputable.
Favourable reputation is treated as an excellent
resource in the times of crisis (Coombs & Holladay,
2006). In addition, research showed that companies
with a good reputation could maintain it even in the
event of difficulties during a crisis (Fombrun & van
Riel, 2003) as reputation protects company assets
against damage caused by the crisis (Coombs & Hol-
laday, 2006). According to Jones et al. (2000), corpo-
rate reputation protects against adverse events in
a competitive environment, which can affect organi-
sational performance. Roberts and Dowling (2002)
believed that appropriate management of corporate
reputation allows repairing or avoiding damage
resulting from disruptive events. This means that
a superior level of reputation not only helps to miti-
gate negative consequences but also avoid crises
(Tracey & French, 2017), which in turn leads to
secured results of the organisation. Therefore, the
following hypothesis appears to be valid:

H3c. The higher is the corporate reputation, the
greater is the influence of organisational resilience on
organisational performance.

In the context of the proposed mediation model,
hypotheses H3b and H3c could be summarised as
one statement, namely: the better is the corporate
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reputation, the stronger is the influence of external
support on organisational performance through
organisational resilience. Fig. 2 presents the diagram
illustrating the adopted research hypotheses.

2. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Aiming to verify the proposed mediation model
and its moderator, quantitative research was con-
ducted. The choice of the survey method was influ-
enced by the possibility to cover a larger number of
research respondents. The anonymity ensured by the
questionnaire surveys to the respondents had an
effect on the number of answers obtained. This
approach allowed for a quantitative description of the
state of the studied phenomena and for determining
the nature and intensity of connections between
them. A questionnaire designed by the authors was
used as the basic research tool. The main survey was
conducted in December 2019, among employees of
organisations located in Poland (one employee per
organisation was always tested; respondents belonged
to senior management). The country of origin was
the only condition limiting the sample obtained from

the panel of respondents from SurveyMonkey. The
sampling was purposive.

In summary, the research sample contained
employees of organisations operating in Poland. In
total, 268 responses were collected. The sample was
sufficiently diversified (considering the diversity of
organisational characteristics) to serve as a basis for
general conclusions concerning the given topic. Table
1 presents the characteristics of the sample, which
indicate that the sample covered a diverse group of
organisations. Due to the lack of data, the number in
distinct cross-sections of the research sample is dif-
ferent.

2.1. OVERVIEW OF VARIABLES

The hypotheses verification was based on four
key variables: corporate reputation, external support,
organisational resilience, and organisational perfor-
mance.

Corporate reputation was measured based on the
concept by Ali et al. (2019). The scale contained eight
items, which were assessed based on a 5-point Likert
scale (from “I strongly disagree” to “I strongly agree”
with the middle point “I have no opinion”).

Corporate reputation (moderator)

H3b H3a Organ_is_ationan H3c
resilience
/ (mediator)

7

External support
(independent variable)

N

Organisational
performance

d dent variable)

dep

Fig. 2. Model for the influence made by external support on the organisational performance through the organisational

resilience and the moderating role of corporate reputation

Tab. 1. Research sample characteristic

AGE OF THE ORGANISATION MANUFACTURING TRADE SERVICE ToTAL
ORGANISATIONS ORGANISATIONS ORGANISATIONS
less than a year in the market 16 7 2 25
1-5 years in the market 43 20 14 77
5-20 years in the market a7 25 33 105
more than 20 years in the market 22 10 23 55
Total 128 62 72 262
serving local markets 67 39 45 151
serving global markets 55 20 27 102
Total 122 59 72 253
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External support in an organisation was meas-
ured based on a 5-point Likert scale (from “I strongly
disagree” to “I strongly agree” with the middle point
“I have no opinion”). There were six items in this
scale, referring to the range of the organisation’s col-
laboration with and outside the industry, the intensity
of networking and accessibility to external resources.
The questions were phrased based on the available
literature (Lee et al., 2013; Seville, 2017; McCann et
al., 2009; Tengblad & Oudhuis, 2018).

The variable organisational resilience was built
based on four properties assigned to system resil-
ience: robustness, redundancy, resourcefulness and
rapidity (Bruneau et al., 2003; Wicker et al., 2013).
Within the four properties, four measures (one for
each property) were indicated for organisational
resilience. They were rated on a 5-point Likert scale
(from “I strongly disagree” to “I strongly agree” with
the middle point “I have no opinion”).

The Balanced Scorecard concept by Kaplan and
Norton (1996) was used to build the variable organi-
sational performance. Within four perspectives
(financial performance, internal business processes,
customer perspectives, and innovation and learning),
ten measures were indicated for organisational per-
formance. They were rated on a 5-point Likert scale
(from well below expectations to well above expecta-
tions with the middle point being equal to what
expected).

2.2. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS AND THE RELI-
ABILITY ANALYSIS OF SCALES

Cronbach’s alpha was used to estimate the inter-
nal consistency of responses. Table 2 presents the
results. The Cronbach’s a was high for corporate repu-
tation, external support, organisational resilience and
organisational performance, indicating high internal
reliability of the scales and measurements.

3. RESEARCH RESULTS

The analysis of research results was carried out in
two steps, which was the pattern of moderation of the

mediation model developed by Bienkowska et al.
(2019). As a first step, the mediation model was built
and verified. Then, the moderator in the previously
built mediation model was introduced, and the built
model was verified.

3.1. MEDIATION MODEL

As mentioned before, the first step of the research
was to build the mediation model. Three conditions
must be met to establish such a model:

o the independent variables must be related to the
mediator,

o the dependent variables must be related to the
mediator, and

 asignificant relationship between the independ-
ent variables and dependent variables should be
reduced (partial mediation) or no longer be
significant (full mediation) when controlling for

the mediator (Baron & Kenny, 1986).

Aiming to verify the first two conditions and
hypotheses Hla, H1b, Hlc, the r-Pearson’s correla-
tion analysis was performed. The results are presented
in Table 3.

The obtained results showed a statistically signifi-
cant, positive and high or moderate correlation
between all analysed variables. It must be pointed out
that this correlation is definitely the lowest (but still
moderate) in the case of the relationship between
external support and organisational performance. It
allows for the acceptance of Hla, Hlb and Hlc
hypotheses.

Therefore, such a conclusion enabled to verify
the mediating model of organisational performance.
To do that, the mediation model was built for external
support as an independent variable, and organisa-
tional performance as a dependent variable. Organi-
sational resilience was tested as the mediator in the
model. The calculations were made using the Process
macro for SPSS Version 3.4 by Andrew F. Hayes. To
confirm the assumed relationship, it was supposed
that the obtained regression model was statistically
significant and the total effect was higher than the
direct effect calculated for the given variables. Table 4
presents the results of the analysis.

Tab. 2. Defined variables and the results ofthe reliability analysis of scales

No. VARIABLE NoO. OF SCALES CRONBACH'S A FACTOR ANALYSIS (%) M SD
1 Corporate reputation 8 0.871 52.625 3.51 0.76
2 External support 6 0.824 53.313 3.42 0.95
3 Organisational resilience 4 0.809 63.659 3.29 0.87
4 Organisational performance 10 0.873 46.817 3.41 0.69
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EXTERNAL
ORGANISATIONAL CORPORATE
RESILIENCE REPUTATION
SUPPORT
r 0.549** 1
External support Sig. 0.000 -
N 256 262
r 0.606** 0.570** 1
Corporate reputation Sig. 0.000 0.000 -
N 249 253 255
r 0.541** 0.484** 0.590™
Organisational perfor- sig. 0.000 0.000 0.000
mance
N 247 251 246
**, Correlation is significant at the level of 0.01 (two-sided)

Tab. 4. Organisational resilience as the mediator of the relationship between external support and organisational performance

MEDIATOR DIRECT EFFECT INDIRECT EFFECT BoOT LLCI BooT ULCI R2
VALUE VALUE
Organisational resilience 0.2012 0.1568 0.0994 0.2217 0.3467

*accepted level of significance 0.05

The obtained research results showed that the
built regression model with the mediator was valid
and statistically significant (F(2, 245)=64.224,
R2=0.347). Furthermore, organisational resilience
was a statistically significant mediator of the model
(p<0.001, coeft. = 0.3238, se = 0.0506). According to
Table 4, the mediating effect (the indirect effect of the
independent variable on the dependent variable
through the mediator variable) is also statistically
significant (BootLLCI = 0.099 and BootULCI = 0.222
and they are both above 0), although this is a partial
mediation. To confirm it, the Sobel test was calculated
(Z2=5.43, p<0.001), which confirmed that organisa-
tional resilience significantly carries the influence of
an independent variable to a dependent variable. The
obtained model showed that organisational resilience
was a partial but significant mediator of the relation-
ship between external support and organisational
performance. Therefore, hypothesis H2 can be
accepted.

3.2. MODERATOR ANALYSIS FOR THE CORPO-
RATE REPUTATION

As a next step of the analysis, the obtained
mediation model was studied in the context of corpo-
rate reputation to verify the statistical significance of
it as moderator of the relationships given in the
model. As the first step, to check if corporate reputa-
tion has a potential to be a moderator of the discussed

relationships, the hypotheses were tested using the

regression analysis with the moderator for three sepa-

rate sets of independent relationships:

o corporate reputation as the moderator of the
relationship between external support and
organisational performance,

o corporate reputation as the moderator of the
relationship between external support and
organisational resilience,

o corporate reputation as the moderator of the
relationship between organisational resilience
and organisational performance.

In the next step, this variable was tested as the
moderator in the previously build mediation model
(as a moderator of the relationship between external
support and organisational performance trough
organisational resilience) to test hypotheses H3a,
H3b and H3c. In both cases, the moderated regres-
sion analysis procedure was performed using the
Process macro for IBM SPSS Statistics. The results of
the analysis are presented in Table 5.

Based on research results, when the discussed
relationships are treated separately, corporate reputa-
tion is the moderator for all of them (all obtained
results were statistically significant, Table 5). How-
ever, the obtained results showed that in the proposed
mediation model, corporate reputation moderated
the path from external support to organisational
resilience (the moderator coeff.=0.108, p=0.0222)
and the path from organisational resilience to organi-
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Tab. 5. Regression model statistics

MODEL DESCRIPTION

DELTA R?

MODERATOR
COEFF.

STANDARD
ERROR

T STAT

P VALUE

Separate relationship

External support
Moderator
dependent v.: org. performance

0.422

0.030

0.135

0.038

3.547

0.0005*

External support
Moderator

dependent v.: org. resilience

0.451

0.012

0.106

0.046

2.281

0.0234*

Organisational resilience
Moderator

dependent v.: org. performance

0.456

0.049

0.179

0.039

4.609

0.0000*

Mediation model

External support

0.441

0.013

0.108

0.047

2.302

0.0222*

Corporate reputation
Moderator

dependent v.: organisational resilience

External support 0.472
Organisational resilience
Corporate reputation

Moderator 1 (Ext.Supp x Corp.Rep)
Moderator 2 (Org.Res x Corp.Rep)

dependent v.: Org. performance

0.001
0.023

-0.031
0.196

0.059
0.062

-0.515
3.180

0.6068
0.0017*

sational performance (the moderator coeff.=0.196,
p=0.0017), but not the path from external support to
organisational performance (the moderator coeff.=
-0.031, p =0.6068). Hence, corporate reputation is a
statistically significant moderator in the case of both
relationships, i.e., between external support and
organisational resilience (F(3, 235)=61.897, p <0.001)
and the relationship between organisational resilience
and organisational performance (F(4, 234)=52.106, p
<0.001). Therefore, as shown in Table 5, the obtained
results are the basis for the acceptance of hypotheses
H3b and H3c and the rejection of the hypothesis H3a.

4. DISCUSSION

The role of organisational resilience in shaping
organisational performance seems to be a significant
issue in the management of modern organisations. In
this context, the main focus of the study was to
explain how external support and corporate reputa-
tion affected the results of organisation’s functioning
and, in particular, the aim of the paper was to clarify
the mechanism behind the moderating role of corpo-
rate reputation in the influence of external support on
organisational performance, considering the mediat-

ing role of organisational resilience. The obtained
results are given in Fig. 3.

To achieve the research goal, it was first necessary
to demonstrate the influence of external support on
organisational performance, which was suggested by
Mambula (2004), Cheah et al. (2019) and others. The
results confirmed the anticipated relationship. In
addition, it was noted that the relationship between
these constructs was indirect. Organisational resil-
ience proved to be a mediator for shaping the rela-
tionship between external support and organisational
performance. According to Tengblad and Oudhuis
(2018) or McCann et al. (2009), external support
plays a fundamental and direct role in shaping
organisational resilience. In addition, organisational
resilience directly influences organisational perfor-
mance, which is consistent with the statements by
Carden et al. (2018) or Sundstrom and Hollnagel
(2006). In the above context, the model of external
support and organisational performance through the
organisation’s resilience can be considered validated.

Then, an issue of corporate reputation was intro-
duced to the above considerations. Corporate reputa-
tion is the moderator in the mediation model and
affects both paths that constitute the indirect effect of
external support on organisational performance
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Corporate reputation (moderator)

b=0.1084 Organisational b=0.1963
p=0.0222 resilience p=0.0017
/ (mediator)

/

External support
(independent variable)

b=-0.0306, p=0.6068

\A Organisational
performance

Fig. 3. Results of moderating effects in the mediation model

through organisational resilience. The obtained
results did not confirm all of the adopted assump-
tions.

According to the model, corporate reputation
moderates the relationship between corporate repu-
tation and organisational performance most strongly.
This means that for organisations with a superior
reputation, even a slight improvement in organisa-
tional resilience would result in improved organisa-
tional performance. These findings appear to be
consistent with conclusions by Jones et al. (2000),
Roberts and Dowling (2002), Tracey and French
(2017). The moderating role of corporate reputation
was also confirmed in the relationship between exter-
nal support and organisational resilience. This means
that for organisations with a superior reputation,
even a small increase in external support would posi-
tively impact organisational resilience. This finding
coincides with the settlement by Andres and Rounds
(2015).

However, it is worth noting the interesting rela-
tionship that appeared in the presented mediation
model. The research did not confirm the assumption
about corporate reputation being the moderator in
the relationship between external support and
organisational performance. The relationship
between constructs was negative, although statisti-
cally insignificant). This phenomenon can be
explained by the fact that enterprises with a superior
reputation might be ignored in the case of support
that is not uniform for all entities. This finding seems
to be confirmed by Fombrun (2012), who believed
that reputation could be transformed into stakeholder
support or the lack of support, resulting in different
levels of resource acquisition and, consequently, dif-
ferent levels of organisational performance. In addi-
tion, it seems that enterprises that cannot be
supported by external resources focus more on their
own resources, which leads to improving organisa-
tional performance. Therefore, they try to improve

A

(dependent variable)

profitability in other ways, for example, by launching
innovative processes. However, the above statements
require confirmation in empirical research. When
making the analysis, it would be worth considering
types of support suggested by Cheah et al. (2019), i.e.
the type of support provided (direct and indirect) and
types of stakeholder (e.g., government, private or
non-profit) as, for example, institutional support
depends on meeting formal conditions rather than
corporate reputation.

CONCLUSION

Corporate reputation is nowadays treated as an
intangible asset of an organisation, which is rather
measurable. It helps to distinguish an organisation in
the market and build a dialogue and exchange
resources with stakeholders. According to Sirgy
(2002, p. 145), effective exchange with external stake-
holders is the condition of survival and growth of
organisations. It benefits both the organisation and its
stakeholders, can be considered at many levels (insti-
tutional and non-institutional, contractual or with no
intentions to contract, etc.) and concern the flow of
a wide variety of resources, either tangible (i.e.,
money, services, employees or specific skills) or
intangible, although no less important (i.e., informa-
tion, influences, social support or prestige). It should
also be noted that relationships with internal stake-
holders matter at least as much; however, this paper
focused on relationships with external stakeholders
and, more precisely, on the support they can give
organisations, especially in the face of hardship. The
performed literature analysis resulted in a conclusion
that corporate reputation could be a moderator of a
relationship between external support and organisa-
tional resilience and organisational performance. The
obtained results clearly showed a positive and statisti-
cally significant correlation between all discussed
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variables. Moreover, on the basis of the conducted
empirical research, the moderating effect of corporate
reputation was found in the mediation model for the
influence made by external support on organisational
performance through organisational resilience.

The obtained results imply specific practical rec-
ommendations. Since corporate reputation can be the
key to achieving greater organisational resilience and
performance, organisations should especially focus
on the management of this category. According to
stakeholder theory, the moral obligation to maintain
mutually appropriate and beneficial relationships
with stakeholders usually belongs to managers, who
should consider relationships with stakeholders in
the context of strategic management processes to
maximise the organisational benefits. It is not an easy
task as different stakeholders influence organisations
in different ways, some more than others. Thus, the
task requires many different approaches and actions.
According to Friedman & Miles (2002), relationships
between organisations and stakeholders change over
time. However, the efforts pay off in the event of
a crisis.

The presented empirical study has some limita-
tions. The obtained sample size (268 organisations) is
not representative by far. Besides, it was verified in
one business context only, so in future, it is worth-
while to consider verifying the formulated hypotheses
in organisations operating in other countries. How-
ever, the shown diversity of the sample appeared suf-
ficient to form some general conclusions based on the
obtained results. The obtained results constitute a
solid first step in the analysis of the role played by the
influence of corporate reputation on the scope of
external support and its impact on organisational
performance through organisational resilience. How-
ever, further research is required as well as in-depth
analysis to provide further recommendations for the
management of organisational resilience. Moreover,
the obtained conclusions allowed formulating direc-
tions for future research. There is a need for further
analysis concerning the type of support (institutional,
non-institutional) and types of stakeholders with
a special focus on the internal ones. The support
given by employees in shaping organisational resil-
ience and organisational performance can have
immense importance. Therefore, employees as inter-
nal stakeholders seem to be an important group (that
was intentionally omitted in the present research),
which influences corporate reputation and is influ-
enced by it.
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