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Abstract

:

Sustainable organizational achievement of firms is the dominant approach in today’s world, with an inclination on improving profitability, social condition, and a healthy environment. Based on ability, motivation, opportunity (AMO), and stakeholder theories, this study explored the green human resource management (GHRM) and corporate social responsibility (CSR) mechanism towards sustainable performance achievement. A structured questionnaire survey from 305 samples was appropriate for the quantitative study on this research. Moreover, widely used structural equation modeling and analysis of moment structures (AMOS) was used to analyze the proposed structural model of the study. Findings from the study added significance to all posited hypotheses and validated the study model. The current study added literature to the body of knowledge on green human resource management practices and corporate social responsibility in the pursuit of improved performance towards society, the environment, and sustainability of construction firms. For future studies, the inclusion of industries such as transportation-based industries and manufacturing companies that contribute to development should be considered for broad learning.
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1. Introduction


Intervening new innovative ideas in business through adopting and implementing socially responsible activities and green practices in the organization is an ongoing concept over a few decades [1]. Corporates’ social responsibility and concern for the environmental aspect are directly proportional to the wellbeing of the employees [2]. According to Jackson et al. (2011), organizations, like other populations, are obligated to serve the society they operate their business in and shall reserve their knowledge base [3]. The most widely accepted definition of sustainability is “development that meets current needs without compromising future generations’ needs” [4]. Past research has examined green and social responsibility concepts in different industries including the manufacturing sector [5,6], hospitality and tourism [1,2,7], and healthcare [7]. Moreover, construction companies [8], being a key contributor to development, have also been of interest to researchers with the inclusion of green concepts and social responsibility. The social economy concept has been explained in prior research to emphasize the importance of social responsibility inclusion to achieve sustainability objectives of the organization [9].



Environmental protection is a significant problem for today’s businesses, which must strike a balance between economic growth and environmentally responsible operations. GHRM is a new field related to human capital that prioritizes the employees’ attitude development on the environmentally conscious organization [10]. Moreover, another study explained the green credentials for different types of sustainable human resources [11], social responsibility, triple bottom line, common good, and green human resource management. Among them, green human resource management is considered an environmental dimension. Green human resource management (GHRM) is a set of activities associated with the initiation, implementation, and continuous maintenance to sustain the green concept among employees within the organization [6]. Employees must be motivated, empowered, and ecologically conscious when it comes to green projects, and such awareness is critical when it comes to developing ecologically creative solutions [12]. Moreover, GHRM is a human resource approach that supports environmentally conscious business and management. It increases employees’ environmental knowledge, which translates into the long-term viability of practices across firms [13].



Meanwhile, when an organization internalizes values that align with societal aspirations, it exhibits respect for its workers, the environment, the law, and the society in which it operates [14]. Further, the concept of greater emphasis on social responsibilities is not confined to developed nations. As a result of globalization, many firms in the developing countries are incorporating CSR principles into their operations [15]. A firm’s commitment to seek long-term goals [16] that are good for society, beyond what is required by law [17] and economics [18], is known as corporate social responsibility. The consistency of a human system based on a set of ethical values, such as justice, dignity, and loyalty, is referred to as social sustainability [2]. That is why corporate social responsibility has been added in this study to investigate its impact upon sustainable performance. Green activities from an environmental perspective and CSR covering the social perspective help the firms to attain competitive advantage and achieve sustainable performance. Sustainability is not just in numerical terms and monetary form but takes an interest in the climate and general wellbeing of staff, society, customers, and other stakeholders.



This academic research developed a moderated mediation model integrating social and behavioral perspectives at the micro-level. To our knowledge, only a few studies have looked at how GHRM, affective commitment (AC), perceived organizational support (POS), and social responsibility may be used to measure long-term success in the construction industry. Prior researchers introduced social responsibility human resources [19,20] regarding the inclusion of internal stakeholders of the organization. At the same time, one researcher explained that the three figures of social responsibility, human resource, and sustainability have grown and interacted through time, tied together by a succession of connecting components such as stakeholders or green management. This relationship has produced a political quandary within companies when it comes to defining competencies and functions across CSR, HRM, and long-term management, where a power balance has been established [21]. A review paper published in Web of Science concluded the high essence of study, including CSR and GHRM issues, towards sustainable business performance [22].



Literature, in general, places greater priority on the need for CSR activities in any organization’s sustainability in the present generation; however, it is unclear whether every organization is practicing CSR in real life or not. Research brings to the forefront the latest practices and trends, which motivate the firms for their commercial gains as well as to maintain a positive corporate image. Therefore, it is critical to investigate the measures undertaken by companies in an attempt to minimize environmental instabilities and achieve permanent growth. Given the paucity of research in this area, it is useful to identify gaps and offer potential solutions [23]. The relevant material on GHRM is primarily focused on the Western world [24]. Given the economic importance in development and environmental crises, it is also critical to investigate these issues in Asia. Hence, GHRM in the context of Nepal is still under-researched. The objective of this study is also to identify the gaps while exploring the status of GHRM practices in construction firms of Nepal.




2. Theoretical Basis and Literature Review


2.1. Theoretical Perspectives


The lens of AMO and stakeholder theory will help better understand GHRM and corporate social responsibility.



2.1.1. Stakeholder Theory


Stakeholder theory focuses on an organization’s morality and its values [25]. The principle states that an organization has several stakeholders, each of which is involved in and influenced by the organization’s performance. Since stakeholders’ interests are always self-centered, they can have divergent or even conflicting interests [26]. The environment is the most important concern for stakeholders [13,26], as the ‘balanced scorecard’ necessitates a multi-dimensional research framework for human resource management, with different teams rating several organizational sustainability metrics. Employee motivation, green practices, and CSR activities will boost employee involvement and work efficiency [27].



Freeman (1984) says the stakeholder approach suggests that stakeholders are a group or policies that directly or indirectly influence the organization’s activities and decision-making. Prior scholars [25] investigated various stakeholder perspectives to assess how they influence the financial outcome of the organization. The internal and external stakeholders influence the individual performance of the organization when affective commitment and job satisfaction indirectly affect CSR and employee performance [21]. A research scholar established critical elements in construction firms of CSR to disclose particular contents included in the performance issue based on stakeholder theory [28]. The scholar further elaborated that construction companies value CSR as one of the major factors contributing to sustainable business development. Construction companies in the UK have their level of understanding regarding CSR and their recognition of CSR that may be challenging for them to persuade a range of stakeholders that their CSR obligations are real and independently verifiable [29].




2.1.2. AMO Theory


The organization’s sustainability is achieved through green human resource practices accumulating social and environmental needs [30]. Jabbour et al. (2011) defined GHRM as a deliberate integration of traditional human resource management techniques with an organization’s environmental objectives [31]. A quantitative research survey in manufacturing organizations examined the relevance of the supply chain and GHRM through ability motivation and opportunity to enhance financial performance [32]. The ability, motivation, opportunity (AMO) theory guides the employees in acknowledging their abilities and motivates them on the environmental activities and provides opportunities to improve in environmental aspects [33]. Moreover, in the Asian context, GHRM based on AMO theory has added evidence on the firm performance in education institutes of China [16]. Similarly, a qualitative comparative approach in the international context of three European firms showed the evidence of proactive environmental management [34]. From the GHRM perspective, the literature shows that all HRM functions can become GHRM functions and build environmentally sustainable staff and green organizational skills that are essential to an organization’s environmental success [35].



Hypothesis 1 (H1).

GHRM is positively related with OP.





Hypothesis 2 (H2).

CSR is positively related with OP.







2.2. Mediating Role of Perceived Organizational Support


Perceived organizational support (POS) is termed as the observation by workers as to how much an organization values their efforts and takes care of their overall wellbeing that meets the socio-emotional needs of an employee [36]. In general, companies operate to portray themselves as an important symbol at the center of their workers through social exchange channels. As a result, employees form social exchange connections with their employers, which are often based on the sense of employee involvement and gratitude from their employers [37].



Employees must obtain support and appreciation from their employers to explore innovative solutions to work-related issues. Either approach might entail enlisting employees in activities that are unrelated to their primary responsibilities and demonstrating that their employer or coworkers benefit [38]. The intervening part of perceived organizational support between green human resource management and organizational performance still needs to be studied. Recent research on the influence of green human resource management practices on green behaviors also adopted the intervening role of green knowledge sharing to explore the sustainable performance of the organization [39].



Hypothesis 3 (H3).

POS mediates the relation between GHRM and OP.





Hypothesis 4 (H4).

POS mediates the relation between CSR and OP.






2.3. Mediating Role of Affective Commitment


The emotional attachment of an employee towards its company is termed as affective commitment [40]. Employees with a high level of emotional commitment want to stay at their company because of the pleasant sensations they get from their connection with it. The role of affective commitment to human resource management is proving the cornerstone to improvise the human capital of the organization [41]. Workplace behavior and the relationship shared by the employees and their firms are highly affected by the commitment of employees [42]. Prior research on the hotel industry explored the link between GHRM and the environmental performance of hotels through the organizational commitment of employees and eco-friendly actions in two separate settings (green and non-green hotels). Kim et al. (2019) concluded that employee concern on eco-friendly behavior and performance inclination towards the environment has a significant link with their commitment [43].



Hypothesis 5 (H5).

AC mediates the relation between GHRM and OP.





Hypothesis 6 (H6).

AC mediates the relation between CSR and OP.






2.4. Green Transformational Leadership as Moderator


Green transformational leadership is seen as a key element for rising organizations’ green efficacy [44]. It empowers workers to perform efficiently when considering green self-efficacy. In particular, supervisory support and encouraging senior management promote environmental actions by employees to produce environmentally friendly products with lesser resources and help pollution reduction. Meanwhile, sustainable organizational performance can be directly linked with the leaders and their role in improving the creativity for environmental performance output [45]. Moreover, GTL fully exemplifies the beliefs, attitudes, values, and behavior of the higher-level management and this direct link with organizational performance [44]. This study considered transformational leadership because it has an idealized influence [46] and provides a huge source of motivation and uses intellectual stimulation [47]. Exceptional to the other study, this research tried to investigate the new moderation role of transformational leadership in the relationship between GHRM and POS. On purpose, the following hypothesis is posited:



Hypothesis 7 (H7).

GTL moderates the mediated model on the relationship between GHRM and OP such that the effect of GHRM on OP is stronger when GTL is high than when it is low.







3. Methodology


3.1. Data and Study Sample


Construction companies directly affect environmental hazard production and management. Since this study is focused on the green impact of the organization towards sustainable organizational performance, it was worth choosing the construction firm as a study area. Further, the industry also equally contributes to implementing social responsibility practices are industry dependent, and the construction industry is also expected to implement and practice the social responsibility through their level. Therefore, it provides a suitable context for this research. This research used cross-sectional survey design to examine the hypothesis related to the association between green human resource management, corporate social responsibility, affective commitment, perceived organizational support, and organizational performance. The sample included 315 employees working in construction companies.




3.2. Study Instrument


Management research widely uses the questionnaire survey method to collect data. Furthermore, to collect data with a larger sample size, the questionnaire is assumed to be suitable tool for respondents to respond. A five-point Likert scale was used to measure the GHRM, CSR, AC, POS, GTL, and OP. The research utilized a multi-item Likert scale to measure the study variables (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). The preference of a five-point Likert scale over seven is that the five-point scale appears to be less confusing and to increase response rate and reliable data [48]. The constructs used for the questionnaire are shown in Appendix A with Cronbach’s alpha values of major constructs.




3.3. Statistical Analysis


This research used the SPSS statistical program which conducts both contrast and correlation statistical analyses in the sense of univariate, bivariate, and multivariate analysis for both parametric and non-parametric statistical methods. Further, to measure the measurement and structure analysis, a covariance-based SEM methodology, Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS version 21.0), was used for the current research to evaluate and analyze the data within the proposed model.





4. Results


The sample of 305 responses was esteemed satisfactory for SEM investigation as it surpassed the edge level of 200. In the demographic context, there were 215 (70%) male respondents and 90 (29.51%) female respondents. From an educational level perspective, the majority of employees had undertaken a postgraduate level of study, while around 11% of them were graduates and the rest (12%) were studying at the graduate degree level. The majority of the employees were involved in the construction organizations, with ten years’ work experience (29%). Moreover, an equal percentage of employees had obtained experience of 0–3 years and 4–6 years, and the rest had experience between 7 and 9 years. In addition, the study tried to cover all types of organizations; among them, a maximum number of participants were the employees of government-owned organizations (68%), while a minimum number of participants were from non-profit organizations and public enterprises.



Moreover, all skewness values of each indicator of all constructs were found to be normally distributed. In addition, a KMO (Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measurement) sample adequacy test for this study was performed. The result (KMO = 0.819) shows that the sample size for the key component analysis was adequate and acceptable for implementation. The composite reliability (CR) value for the sample was obtained above 0.8, while convergent validity and discriminant validity for the sample met the cutoff value [49] of 0.5, confirming that factors of the study had adequate convergent validity and reliability as illustrated in Table 1 and Table 2.



As data were collected from a single source at one point in time, common method bias (CMB) could be an issue. Hence, Harmon’s one-factor test was conducted using SPSS to check CMB. The output confirmed the absence of CMB from our data set as the first factor explained only 22.156% variance, which is less than the threshold value of 50%.



4.1. Analysis and Validity of Structural Model and Hypotheses Testing


This study also followed the widely used analysis technique of SEM [51]. From the analysis run in AMOS, the output of the study sample depicted the values as CMIN = 415.84; df = 144; CMIN/df = 2.880; GFI = 0.878; AGFI = 0.8390; CFI = 0.931; TLI = 0.918; RMSEA = 0.078. Further, the path coefficient shows the conventional change of the endogenous construct with a unit change in the predictor construct. The beta value is an analysis between all latent variables; the greater the beta value, the stronger or greater the effect of the exogenous (predictor) variable on the endogenous (dependent variable) [52]. Table 3 illustrates that the majority of hypotheses are significant at 1% and 5% levels of significance.



The results shown in Table 3 clearly illustrate that GHRM (β = 0.312 ***), POS (β = 0.471 ***), CSR (β = 0.113 *), and AC (β = 0.123 *) were found to be a significant and positive influence on sustainable organizational performance (OP). Hence H1 was supported. The direct relation of all the variables was found to have positive significance concerning organizational performance. The first hypothesis H1 was supported with the values shown in Table 4, yielding a similar outcome as that of the prior researchers showing a significant positive relation of GHRM to OP of the organization [53,54]. The posited hypothesis is also supported by results of a previous study on Jordanian hospitals that reported a statistically significant positive correlation between GHRM activities on a case-by-case basis and organizational environmental performance [55]. The study added empirical evidence to the GHRM OP relation. Results are also supported by prior research [56,57], adding to empirical evidence on the significant positive impact of POS on OP. Furthermore, affective commitment also influences sustainable organizational performance directly. This research adds to available empirical evidence for the hypothesized relation of AC to OP, with similar outcomes reported by prior researchers [58,59].



Moreover, the hypothesized path from GHRM (β = 0.415 ***) to POS was also significant. Additionally, the hypothesized path from CSR (β = 0.143 **) to POS was also significant. Prior researchers have found a significant positive relation between CSR and POS [60,61]. In the case of a broader stakeholder view of CSR, both external and internal stakeholders are taken care of so that the CSR leads to POS [62]. Both these claims are empirically proven by the results of this research. Moreover, the posited hypothesis of GHRM’s direct relation to affective commitment proved significant. The analysis yields results that are consistent with prior research showing a significant positive effect [7].




4.2. Mediating Effect


The fit indices obtained from the AMOS analysis revealed the model fit values with χ2 = 298.488; DF = 84; CFI = 0.928; GFI = 0.896; TLI = 0.909; RMSEA = 0.09; standardized root mean square residual (RMR) = 0.0505; and PCLOSE = 0.001. These fit indices jointly claim that the total performance of the model structure is sufficient [63,64]. Further, the research tried to explain the association among the research variables from the structural equation model. The model has two mediating variables, and the relation consists of GHRM–POS–OP, GHRM–AC–OP, CSR–POS–OP, and CSR–AC–OP paths.



In the GHRM→POS→OP relation, POS mediates the direct relation between GHRM→OP. The beta value of GHRM→OP is −0.286, and the beta value of the GHRM→POS→OP relation is 0.183 *** as shown in Table 4 and Table 5. The beta value of the direct and indirect effect is in a different direction; that is, GHRM→OP is negative while GHRM →POS→OP is positive. According to Baron and Kenny (1986), there exists a competitive partial mediation on the mediating effect of POS on GHRM→OP.



On the contrary, the GHRM→POS→OP relation yields an indirect effect value (β = −0.041 **, p < 0.05%). The beta value for this relation is negative, and the beta value of GHRM→OP is also negative. Hence, complementary partial mediation for the mediating effect of AC on GHRM→OP direct effect beta values are either in the positive or negative value direction. Thus, the posited hypothesis is supported at a 1% and 5% level of significance.




4.3. Moderating Effect


Notably, the present study found a major scholarly gap of a moderating effect of green transformational leadership on the relationship between GHRM and OP, and findings reveal a significant positive effect. The moderating effect of green transformational leadership was calculated from the AMOS analysis. The beta values obtained from the analysis are used to plot a graph to obtain the interaction slope as shown in Figure 1. The interaction effect from the results with a beta value (β = 0.063 *, p < 0.05) revealed a significant moderating effect of GTL. As hypothesized, a significant moderation relationship existed, whereby a higher level of transformational leadership strengthens the positive associations between green human resource management and perceived organizational support. The graphical presentation in the figure displays the relationships between GHRM and POS as moderated by GTL. Hence, it suggests that when the organization has leaders who inspire green initiatives, goals, and vision and facilitate employees accordingly, the results from employees perceiving support from the organization leads to motivation to enhance better innovative ideas and to perform with their best. This result gives credence to a recent study that showed that green transformational leaders promote green innovation by inspiring people with their green environmental initiatives, providing a clear environmental vision, and motivating staff to think about and share green ideas and practices [65].





5. Discussion


The study investigated the mechanism of GHRM and CSR on the sustainable performance of the construction organization as shown in Figure 2. The results support and advance the significant results of prior research of GHRM on OP [27,66,67,68]. Contrary to the results of prior studies [9,22,63], this study’s analysis found a positive relationship between CSR and OP. These findings strengthen the empirical evidence for CSR’s positive influence on productivity while also reinforcing the widely held belief that CSR initiatives deplete resources and reduce a company’s competitiveness. The current study generated hypotheses that green HRM practices and CSR are strongly related to sustainable performance focused on AMO and stakeholder theory.



GHRM’s direct relation to AC is also supported with the value (β = 0.400 ***, p > 0.001). This implies that employees’ trust in the perceived advantages of environmental commitment is strengthened. As a result, they are more motivated to make additional sacrifices to ensure the organization’s sustainable goals are met in the long run, consistent with prior results [69]. Based on the previously reported results, this study also explored the relation between GHRM–POS and CSR–POS in order to add to knowledge and provide evidence for future studies. As expected, the analysis yielded a positive significant effect that matched the results of previous studies [70,71]. A survey conducted in tourism and hospitality industries in southwest China has emphasized the importance of GHRM, CSR, and POS to enhance the employees’ involvement and improve productivity [71]. The relation between green human resource and corporate social responsibility influences the organizational support perceived by the employees.



Moreover, POS further fosters individuals’ performance in collaborating and identifying new ways of working, resulting in high performance. The organizational support might be one of the important aspects to advance the employees’ commitment to achieve better organizational performance. Further, prior studies have explored the positive mediating effect of POS on different variables [70,71]. On that note, this study added a novel attempt to study the mediating effect of POS on the relation of GHRM, CSR, and OP, which was found to be significantly positive.



This study also examined the mediating role of another variable, i.e., affective commitment (AC) between the GHRM–OP and CSR–OP relationships. The findings confirm the statistical significance of the mediating role of affective commitment between GHRM and OP, which is in line with a prior study where commitment has been found to mediate the relationship between GHRM and green recovery performance [72]. Similarly, prior research points out the significance of positive affective responses of employees such as affective commitment in mediating employees’ positive appraisal of management practices (GHRM) and employees’ positive behavior [32]. As a result, organizations should use green HR strategies as a powerful method for motivating workers to care about the environment, allowing them to demonstrate sustainability. Coinciding with the mediation effect of affective commitment with the CSR and OP relation [22,43,73] this study also found a positive significant effect.



5.1. Theoretical Contribution


To the best of the researchers’ understanding, this is the first empirical study of GHRM and CSR for better sustainable organizational performance in the Nepalese construction industry through the prism of stakeholder and AMO theories. The present study added to the body of knowledge on green human resource management practices and corporate social responsibility in the pursuit of improved organizational performance towards society, environment, and sustainability. The findings of this study make a remarkable contribution to fulfill the literature gap.



The study concluded that all hypothesized relationships proved significant with respect to the GHRM and CSR attributes in the construction sector. Prioritization of competence building among the employees can improve the sustainable organizational image. The construction sector is a major industry, including many employees belonging to the younger generation. This younger generation must have clear ideas and beliefs on global environmental changes and solutions needed for global protection of the environment in all fields of work. The possible use of this research is to focus on and reinforce the major human resource management system of the construction sector. This study included the valley, which is one of the centralized developed areas of a developing country. Moreover, the concerned authority should implement social responsibility, including green perspectives, with a better action plan and decentralize the system to obtain equity in the strategic management system. Thus, the top-level staff should upgrade their skills through training programs regarding green training, and employee involvement in every green activity of the organization and employees’ responsibility to society. This will help employees to comprehend and to enhance their awareness of the sustainable approach regarding the importance of environmental and social management.



Findings from the study revealed the competitive partial mediation effect of affective commitment on the CSR, GHRM, and OP relation. The construction firms must consider various motivating training programs to achieve the organization’s sustainable performance with the employees’ full commitment towards the organization. Ultimately, employees’ commitment ensures the long-term vision of an organization. Moreover, transformational leadership boosts the employee’s perception of support from a superior level, consequently improving the quality of the organizational target goal. Hence, construction firms must also consider improving their leadership to have a quality and sustainable organization.




5.2. Implication for Managers


The findings of the current study will help policymakers of the construction companies in re-shaping the pro-environmental behavior of the stakeholders. GHRM practices will help to attract and retain such candidates who have an environmentally friendly mindset, attitude, and awareness. Furthermore, it will motivate stakeholders to put extra effort towards environmental activities initiated by firms. Similarly, corporate social responsibility helps the firms to increase and enhance their image in the eyes of stakeholders by participating in social activities, such as free education, medical facilities, and an environmentally protected climate, providing benefits to consumers and business partners. Focusing on these areas can support organizations in motivating their employee participation in decreasing environmental deterioration, enabling proper information for employees about pro-environmental activities, and adopting environmentally friendly behavior that will result in enhanced long-term performance.



Moreover, managers should invest in environmental training to improve environmental knowledge and awareness and boost employee understanding of green behavior. Furthermore, consideration of CSR actions during the routine operations helps to gain a competitive advantage and maintain a balance between advancement and environmental sustainability.





6. Conclusions


This research has identified in the literature that sustainable organizational performance is the major agenda of companies nowadays. There are various organizational and employee variables that directly or indirectly influence the performance of the organization. However, past literature lacks in the important role of such factors in a firm’s performance in the context of developing countries such as Nepal, where development is starting to pick up and construction organizations are in a gradual growth phase. Additionally, construction organizations of the developing states still need to research further on how to integrate these human resource practices, including the green concept.



Businesses focus on various areas of corporate social responsibility, such as stakeholders’ interests, public social security, and environmental sustainability. Green human resource management will guarantee achieving stakeholders’ needs and environmental commitments. Since it focuses on the preservation and protection of natural resources, as well as the minimization of waste, GHRM practices aid in the development of biodiversity. As a result, there is a close connection between CSR, GHRM, and sustainability. The organization needs to comply with both the green aspect and social responsibility to meet the sustainability of its operations and performance.



This study had a limitation of cross-sectional design, which cannot establish a causal relationship between variables, so future research may use a longitudinal design to help confirm these results in the long run. Moreover, it is suggested that a qualitative study on this sector with similar variables might contribute to extending the literature. An in-depth analysis of the study will be more fruitful, as will clarity of the core concern of the study with regard to future research. Further, though some prior researchers have conducted comparative studies, focus on the developing versus developed country might show improvement aspects required in the construction firms for maintaining sustainability. Furthermore, construction companies are just a corner of development, but future studies should consider other industries, such as manufacturing companies and transportation-based companies responsible for the development perspective and sustainable approach.
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Appendix A




	
Constructs

	
Cronbach’s Alpha

	
Measurement Items

	
References




	
Green Transformational Leadership (GTL)

	
0.908

	
GTL1: Provides a clear environmental vision for the project members to follow

GTL2: Encourages the project members to achieve the environmental goals

GTL3: Considering environmental beliefs of the project members

GTL4: Stimulates the project members to think about green ideas

GTL5: Inspires the project members with the environmental plans

	
[74,75,76]




	
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)

	
0.858

	
CSR1: Provides training and construction to develop employees’ skillsets

CSR2: Communicates complete and accurate information about the service to customers

CSR3: Donates to charitable organizations

CSR 4: Applies high standard for disclosure, accounting, auditing, social, and environmental editing

	
[77,78]




	
Affective Commitment (AC)

	
0.912

	
AC1: Employees believe in the value of environmental management for the trust

	
[79]




	
AC2: Employees think environmental management is a good strategy for the trust

	
[79]




	
AC3: Employees think management is making a mistake by investing in reducing the environmental impact of the trust

	
[7,43]




	
Organizational Performance (OP)

	
0.893

	
OP1: Financial perspective

OP2: Customer perspective

OP3: Internal process perspective

OP4: Learning and growth perspective

	
[15,79]




	
Perceived Organizational Support (POS)

	
0.869

	
POS1: My success and innovation are recognized and celebrated

POS2: Have the information I need to do my job effectively

POS3: Have flexibility in my work schedule to meet both my business objectives and my personal commitments

POS4: I am empowered to make necessary decisions when management is absent

	
[59,74,80]




	
Green Human Resource Management (GHRM)

	
0.937

	
GHRM1: Employee appraisals emphasize environmental skills and competences

GHRM2: Environmental training is a priority compared to other types of training

GHRM3: Employees are allowed to make decisions concerning environmental opportunities

GHRM4: Employees are provided the opportunity to suggest improvements on environmental issues

	
[37,81,82]
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Figure 1. Interaction effect of GTL on GHRM and POS. Note: GTL strengthens the positive relationship between GHRM and POS. 






Figure 1. Interaction effect of GTL on GHRM and POS. Note: GTL strengthens the positive relationship between GHRM and POS.



[image: Sustainability 13 08875 g001]







[image: Sustainability 13 08875 g002 550] 





Figure 2. Structural model with beta values and significance level. 
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Table 1. Construct reliability and convergent and discriminant validity.
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	CR
	AVE
	MSV
	MaxR(H)
	GHRM
	GTL
	CSR
	OP
	POS
	AC





	GHRM
	0.860
	0.606
	0.124
	0.869
	0.778
	
	
	
	
	



	GTL
	0.908
	0.666
	0.124
	0.917
	0.352
	0.816
	
	
	
	



	CSR
	0.937
	0.789
	0.162
	0.945
	−0.004
	0.018
	0.888
	
	
	



	OP
	0.894
	0.680
	0.061
	0.910
	0.037
	−0.002
	−0.150
	0.825
	
	



	POS
	0.870
	0.626
	0.212
	0.873
	−0.124
	−0.110
	0.402
	0.246
	0.791
	



	AC
	0.913
	0.778
	0.212
	0.922
	0.039
	−0.082
	0.375
	−0.006
	0.460
	0.882







Note: Bold values on the diagonal of the correlation matrix are the square root of AVE (discriminant validity). CR: construct reliability; AVE: average variance extracted.
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Table 2. Fornell–Larcker criterion analysis.






Table 2. Fornell–Larcker criterion analysis.














	
	AC
	CSR
	GHRM
	GTL
	OP
	POS





	AC
	0.891
	
	
	
	
	



	CSR
	0.356
	0.889
	
	
	
	



	GHRM
	0.016
	−0.02
	0.776
	
	
	



	GTL
	−0.091
	0.016
	0.32
	0.788
	
	



	OP
	0.016
	−0.102
	0.032
	−0.013
	0.817
	



	POS
	0.466
	0.409
	−0.129
	−0.126
	0.283
	0.791







Note: The discriminant validity is ascertained when the square root of AVE of a construct is greater than its correlation coefficients with other constructs [50].
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Table 3. HTMT criterion to assess discriminant validity.
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	AC
	CSR
	GHRM
	GTL
	OP
	POS





	AC
	
	
	
	
	
	



	CSR
	0.348
	
	
	
	
	



	GHRM
	0.062
	0.044
	
	
	
	



	GTL
	0.091
	0.035
	0.349
	
	
	



	OP
	0.061
	0.112
	0.066
	0.062
	
	



	POS
	0.476
	0.41
	0.128
	0.121
	0.274
	







Note: The heterotrait–monotrait ratio (HTMT) values of the given table expose the correlations between the model’s constructs where the HTMT value of less than 0.85 indicates discriminant validity.
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Table 4. Testing all direct hypotheses in the structural model.
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Relation

	
Estimate

	
S.E.

	
C.R.

	
p






	
GHRM

	
→

	
OP

	
−0.312

	
0.053

	
−5.198

	
***




	
GHRM

	
→

	
AC

	
0.400

	
0.053

	
7.626

	
***




	
GHRM

	
→

	
POS

	
0.415

	
0.036

	
8.055

	
***




	
CSR

	
→

	
OP

	
0.113

	
0.046

	
2.208

	
0.027 *




	
CSR

	
→

	
POS

	
−0.143

	
0.037

	
−2.768

	
0.006 **




	
CSR

	
→

	
AC

	
0.037

	
0.054

	
0.711

	
0.047 *




	
POS

	
→

	
OP

	
0.471

	
0.072

	
8.357

	
***




	
AC

	
→

	
OP

	
−0.123

	
0.049

	
−2.217

	
0.027 *








Note: Standard error—S.E.; significance level, p = 0.05 level *, 0.01 level **, 0.001 level ***.
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Table 5. Statistical analysis of hypothesis.






Table 5. Statistical analysis of hypothesis.





	Hypothesis
	Relationship
	Estimate
	Lower
	Upper
	S.E.
	p-Value
	Conclusion





	H3
	GHRM→POS→OP
	0.174
	0.127
	0.233
	0.034
	0.000 ***
	Supported



	H4
	CSR→POS→OP
	0.061
	0.078
	0.012
	0.027
	0.024 *
	Supported



	H5
	GHRM→AC→OP
	−0.044
	−0.078
	−0012
	0.021
	0.020 *
	Supported



	H6
	CSR→AC→OP
	−0.004
	−0.18
	−0.003
	0.006
	0.027 *
	Supported







Note: Standard error—S.E.; significance level, p = 0.05 level *, p = 0.01 level **, p = 0.001 level ***.
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