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Abstract: Although previous studies have explored the role of legal framework, industry norms,
innovation, and the use of clean technologies to achieve sustainability, they have paid little attention to
the role of employees in increasing a firm’s sustainability performance. This article develops a model
based on social identity theory and proposes that employees whose organizational identification is
rooted in the sustainability of the firm can influence the sustainability strategy of the firm through
the participation process. Data were obtained from 421 employees of large fast-moving consumer
goods manufacturers. The findings demonstrate that employee participation has a strong positive
effect on all the components of sustainability (environmental and societal). Moreover, the findings
show that the impact of employee participation on the components of sustainability is moderated by
organizational identification in such a way that if employees have a strong sense of identification with
their organization, their participation in decision making has a greater impact on the sustainability of
their organization.
Keywords: corporate sustainability; environmental sustainability practices; societal sustainability
practices; employees’ participation in decision making; South Asia

1. Introduction
Sustainability—commonly defined as a triple bottom line of environmental, social, and economic
performance—has become increasingly popular in the field of management. Although companies
struggle to embed environmental, social, and economic goals into their business strategies, this
objective has not yet been fully realized [1,2]. Thus, corporate sustainability has become the center
of attention for many management scholars and business managers. Several studies, e.g., [1–6],
have explored the role of the firm’s strategy, legal framework, industry norms, innovation, pollution
prevention, and clean technologies in achieving corporate sustainability. Although these studies
provide useful insight into corporate sustainability issues, scholars have paid little attention to
the role of employees in increasing the firm’s sustainability performance. The role of human
resource management (HRM) in integrating the triple bottom line is also an understudied area [7].
We argue that conventional human resource (HR) practices are developed to support the traditional
business paradigm of achieving maximum profit, so the HR function may not be congruent with the
firm’s sustainability goals. Therefore, firms must adopt new HR practices that are consistent with
sustainability [8] and help the firm embrace sustainability principles. The current study attempts to
Sustainability 2019, 11, 511; doi:10.3390/su11020511

www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability

Sustainability 2019, 11, 511

2 of 13

explore HR practices that are essential for integrating the triple bottom line into firms’ strategies and
that help firms achieve their sustainability goals.
The literature demonstrates that HR practices are an important component that can help an
organization become more effective in achieving its financial goals [9,10]. We argue that HR practices
are not only vital for the economic bottom line of financial performance but also critical for the social
and environmental bottom lines of sustainability. For example, Ramus and Steger [11] demonstrated
that perceived organizational and supervisory support positively influence employees’ eco-initiatives.
Relying on social identity theory, we suggest that employee participation in decision making
(EPDM) is a means to enhance the sustainability of firms, particularly if employees have a high level of
identification with their company. Recent research has shown that a company’s socially responsible
image increases employees’ sense of identification with the company [12–17]. As such, we expect
that employees can have a strong, positive influence on a company’s sustainability-related decisions,
and ultimately performance, through the participation process.
This study contributes to the literature in several ways. We believe that this study significantly
contributes to an under-researched topic by examining the role of employee participation in the
sustainability of the firm. This study also underscores the role of employees’ organizational
identification (OI) in achieving the firm’s sustainability goals. In addition, we develop an instrument
to assess corporate sustainability on the basis of an extensive literature review, and we test its validity
and reliability using confirmatory factor analysis. Whereas most academic work on sustainability
focuses on industrialized countries, this study shifts the lens to the developing world. Most of the
available studies on corporate sustainability are set in a Western context. As such, the findings of these
studies may not be applicable to South Asian organizations due to the vast differences in the economic,
social, and cultural environments [18]. This region differs from the West insofar as it reflects a highly
collectivist culture. People in a collectivist culture tend to have stronger group identity due to stronger
in-group ties [19]. For this reason, an analysis of employee OI and participation in a firm’s corporate
sustainability efforts in a South Asian context has the potential to open up new avenues in the field of
corporate sustainability and HRM.
2. Corporate Sustainability
Although there is no specific, consensus definition of corporate sustainability [20]—it means
different things to different people [21]—it is often defined in terms of the triple bottom line of economic
development, environmental quality, and social well-being [1], or profit, planet, and people [1].
Corporate sustainability is often synonymous with corporate social responsibility (CSR) [20–22], or the
‘activities, decisions, or policies, that organizations engage in to effect positive social change and
environmental sustainability’ [23]. Although corporate sustainability is defined in terms of the people,
planet, and profit triple bottom line, most analyses of sustainability do not include profit as an integral
part of sustainability, e.g., [24,25]. Likewise, in this study, we only focus on the people and planet
dimensions (see also Matten and Moon [26] and McWilliams and Siegal [27]). As Matten and Moon [26]
suggest, ‘CSR is differentiated from the business fulfillment of core profit-making responsibility and
from the social responsibilities of the government’.
We also further divide the people dimension into insiders and outsiders [28], with insiders being
the employees and outsiders being the community. Thus, we have three components of corporate
sustainability, excluding profit: the community, the environment, and the employees. We term these
components environmental sustainability practices (ESPs), societal sustainability practices (SSPs),
and HR sustainability practices (HRSPs), respectively. Next, we discuss these three dimensions in
greater detail.
2.1. Environmental Sustainability Practices (ESPs)
Environmental sustainability practices are the firm’s actions, policies, and decisions with regard
to improving the quality of the natural environment [29]. An environmentally responsible firm is
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concerned about the protection of the natural environment. It participates in activities that aim to
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2.2. Societal Sustainability Practices (SSPs)
2.2. Societal sustainability practices (SSPs)
Societal sustainability practices represent the community dimension of corporate sustainability;
Societal sustainability practices represent the community dimension of corporate sustainability;
they comprise the firm’s initiatives, policies, and decisions that affect the overall welfare of
they comprise the firm’s initiatives, policies, and decisions that affect the overall welfare of the
the community. The business activities of a societally sustainable firm need to demonstrate
community. The business activities of a societally sustainable firm need to demonstrate a deep
a deep concern for the general well-being of the community [30]. The firm needs to support the
concern for the general well-being of the community [30]. The firm needs to support the community’s
community’s development by financing social and cultural activities [30,31]. Often, this includes
development by financing social and cultural activities [30,31]. Often, this includes giving substantial
giving substantial contributions to charities involved in the region; involving the community
contributions to charities involved in the region; involving the community by encouraging
by encouraging collaboration with local people, nongovernmental organizations, and other local
collaboration with local people, nongovernmental organizations, and other local institutions; and
institutions; and respecting the social and cultural values of the community [1,5,6].
respecting the social and cultural values of the community [1,5,6].
2.3. HR Sustainability Practices (HRSPs)
2.3. HR sustainability practices (HRSPs)
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3. Hypotheses
3. Hypotheses
We propose that employees’ participation in decision making positively influences the firm’s
We propose
that and
employees’
participation
in decision
makingthis
positively
influences
the firm’s
sustainability
practices
that employees’
OI positively
moderates
relationship.
We depict
the
sustainability
research
model practices
in Figure and
1. that employees’ OI positively moderates this relationship. We depict the
research model in Figure 1.

OI
SSPs

EPDM

ESPs

HRSPs
Figure1.1.Theoretical
Theoreticalresearch
researchmodel.
model.Note:
Note:EPDM:
EPDM:Employees
EmployeesParticipation
ParticipationininDecision
DecisionMaking;
Making;OI:
OI:
Figure
Organizational
Identification;
SSPs: SSPs:
SocietalSocietal
Sustainability
Practices; ESP:
Environmental
Sustainability
Organizational
Identification;
Sustainability
Practices;
ESP: Environmental
Practices;
HRSPs:
Human HRSPs:
Resources
Sustainability
Practices.
Sustainability
Practices;
Human
Resources
Sustainability Practices.

Social
Socialidentity
identitytheory
theorydemonstrates
demonstratesthat
thatpeople
peoplestrive
strivetotoenhance
enhanceand
andmaintain
maintaina apositive
positivesocial
social
identity
[32–34],
which
they
derive
from
membership
in
different
groups
[33].
Hogg
and
Terry
identity [32–34], which they derive from membership in different groups [33]. Hogg and Terry[35]
[35]

illustrate that of the various groups to which people belong, membership in the business organization
is the most important component of employees’ social identity; this is termed organizational
identification, or OI—the ‘perception of oneness with or belongingness to an organization, where the
individual defines him or herself in terms of the organization(s) in which he or she is a member’ [36].
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illustrate that of the various groups to which people belong, membership in the business organization
is the most important component of employees’ social identity; this is termed organizational
identification, or OI—the ‘perception of oneness with or belongingness to an organization, where the
individual defines him or herself in terms of the organization(s) in which he or she is a member’ [36].
Because employees derive a significant part of their social identity from membership in their
work organizations, they are usually very conscious and sensitive to the status-related issues of the
work groups and organizations to which they belong [37], and this motivates them to exert effort
within these groups and organizations to strengthen their distinctive and prestigious identity [38,39].
For example, ‘an individual who feels a strong affiliation with an environmental activist group, such
as Greenpeace, will reinforce his or her identity as an environmentally conscious person by repeated
participation in the group’s activities’ [38]. It means that people’s desire to be identified with a
particular kind of character, which is usually distinctive and prestigious, not only compels them to
become attached to a group reflecting that character but also motivates them to struggle to enhance
that particular group identity. Our argument is also supported by the work of Ashforth and Mael [33],
who illustrated that ‘social identification will reinforce the very antecedents of identification, including
the distinctiveness of the group’s values and practices, group prestige, salience and competition with
out-groups and the traditional causes of the group formation’. Recent research has shown that a
company’s socially responsible and sustainability-related actions enhance the corporate image and
outsiders’ perceptions of the firm [40–42]. Because employees build their social identity from the
reputation of their organization, they may compare the sustainability-related performance of their
organizations with that of other firms and therefore actively work to maintain and enhance the
distinctiveness and prestige of their organization’s corporate sustainability.
Although employees may work to improve the level of sustainability in their organization, they
are not likely to influence their firm’s overall sustainability strategy without being able to participate in
related organizational decision-making processes. Participation is defined as the amount of influence
that employees have over decisions in the company [43]. Employees’ participation in decision making
means that they are being asked by their superiors to participate in the decision-making process, they
are allowed to make some decisions themselves, they are given opportunities to suggest improvements
in the way things are done, and there is open communication between supervisors and employees [44,
45]. Participation increases the overall influence of employees within the company (e.g., [46–48])
and gives them the opportunity to exercise their influence and pursue their sustainability-related
targets. It is a channel and a means for them to direct their company toward certain sustainability
goals. Therefore, participation enables employees to help improve a firm’s SSPs, ESPs, and HRSPs.
We assert that companies that foster higher levels of employee participation have higher levels of SSPs,
ESPs, and HRSPs than companies that have a lower level of employee participation:
Hypothesis 1a. Employees’ participation in decision making positively affects the level of a firm’s SSPs.
Hypothesis 1b. Employees’ participation in decision making positively affects the level of a firm’s ESPs.
Hypothesis 1c. Employees’ participation in decision making positively affects the level of a firm’s HRSPs.
We also posit that OI moderates the relationship of participation and the three dimensions of
sustainability. Employees’ motivation to influence their firm’s sustainability practices depends on
the degree to which they identify themselves with the company. If they strongly identify with the
company or derive a significant part of their social identity from the prestige of their company, they
are more likely to exert a greater effort to make their company sustainable. Ashforth and Mael [33]
indicate that reinforcement of the sources of identification, such as distinctiveness, prestige, and group
salience, is based on the employees’ level of identification: ‘If people identify strongly with a group
whose norms prescribe certain actions, then they are more likely to do those things than if they did not
identify strongly’. Thus, we also propose the following:
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Hypothesis 2a. OI moderates the relationship of employees’ participation and SSPs such that the relationship
is stronger when OI is high than when it is low.
Hypothesis 2b. OI moderates the relationship of employees’ participation and ESPs such that the relationship
is stronger when OI is high than when it is low.
Hypothesis 2c. OI moderates the relationship of employees’ participation and HRSPs such that the relationship
is stronger when OI is high than when it is low.
4. Methods
4.1. Sample and Procedure
We employed the survey method to collect the data, using a self-reported questionnaire completed
by the employees of large companies dealing in fast-moving consumer goods. In line with Rupp
et al. [23] and Farooq et al. [15,49], we defined employees as those within the lower-management
and/or non-management workforce. We focused on this population, and excluded middle and top
management, because our interest was in employees as a specific stakeholder group, as opposed to
those directly developing and implementing formal CSR policy.
After seeking permission from the company, the authors visited the target companies and obtained
the data face-to-face from the respondents. The questionnaire was accompanied by a cover letter.
To control for social desirability bias, we emphasized anonymity and confidentiality both verbally
and in the cover letter [50]. We obtained 448 responses, 27 of which we discarded because of missing
values. The final sample comprised 421 employees.
We relied on a number of self-report measures, but primarily relying on self-report measures
could lead to social desirability bias. To deal with this preemptively, we made multiple confidentiality
assurances to our participants [50]. Moreover, we believe that self-reporting was most appropriate
in the context of our study, in that many of our key variables involved perceptual constructs. That
is, we sought to measures employees’ perceptions of the firm’s sustainability and their participation
in decision making. In this sense, respondents themselves have the best insights as to their specific
perceptions. Similar arguments have been made for identification, in that identification is viewed as
an individual’s cognitive precursor [51] and is less likely to be known by co-workers or supervisors.
4.2. Measures
To measure corporate sustainability, we relied on employees own perceptions. First, it is difficult
to find data on Pakistani companies pertaining to the available sustainability indices. Second, it is the
sustainability perception of the employees that influences their attitudes. These perceptions might
be different from the actual level of sustainability [52]. Because sustainability researchers tend to
heavily rely on indexes, there is a lack of self-report sustainability measures. We examined the CSR
literature and found some available instruments, such as those of Maignan et al. [53], Aupperle [54],
Farooq et al. [12] and Turker [55]. Of these instruments, Farooq et al.’s [14] instrument is the only
one that corresponds to our operationalization of the sustainability construct. This instrument
is a modified form of Turker [55]. It is based on a stakeholder framework and classifies CSR
actions into three categories: CSR towards community, CSR towards environment, CSR towards
employees. This classification is similar to our operationalization of corporate sustainability. We use
three items pertaining to CSR towards community to measure SSPs, four items pertaining to CSR
towards environment to measure the ESPs and six items pertaining to CSR towards employees to
measure HRSPs.
To measure OI, we relied on a five-item revised version of Mael and Ashforth’s [56] scale. This
scale has shown good reliability (>0.80) in previous work. We measure EPDM with a four-item scale
from Delery and Doty [45], who report a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.80. Li-Yun et al. [44] also use
this scale in a Chinese context and report reasonably good reliability (>0.70). EPDM is defined as the
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amount of influence that employees have over a company’s decisions [43] or their opportunities to
suggest improvements in the way things are done [44,45]. We consider the participation at all levels.
High EPDM means that employees are given opportunities to participate in decsions related to their
teams, department, and organizations.
We translated the instrument into Urdu, the national language of Pakistan, using a forward–
backward translation procedure [57]. We collected data using a Likert scale, where 1 = extremely
disagree and 7 = extremely agree.
4.3. Measurement Validity and Reliability
To test the measurement validity of all the instruments, we conducted a confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) using structural equation modeling in AMOS. The CFA of the five variables (three
dimensions of sustainability, identification, and employee participation) containing 21 items produced
a good fit with the data. The chi-square (χ2) statistic was 562.6, with a significance level of 0.001 and
198 degrees of freedom (χ2/d.f. = 2.84), thus indicating good fit [58]. The goodness-of-fit index (GFI)
was 0.90, which is equal to the generally accepted 0.90 level. We also examined incremental fit indices:
the normed fit index (NFI) was 0.91, Bollen’s incremental fit index (IFI) was 0.94, the Tucker–Lewis
index (TLI) was 0.94, and the confirmatory fit index (CFI) was 0.94, which were all above the
recommended level of 0.90. In addition, the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)
was 0.066, which is also good because it is less than the threshold of 0.080. In addition to model fit,
we examine the standardized loadings of all the items on their respective factors. The standardized
factor loadings for all items were between 0.67 and 0.89. According to Kline [58], a standardized value
higher than 0.60 on its respective factor demonstrates a reasonably high factor loading. In addition, we
analyzed the convergent and discriminant validity of the five-factor measurement model using the
average variance extracted (AVE) method [59]. The AVE values and squared correlations appear in
Table 1. The AVE values of all the variables were greater than the recommended value of 0.50 [59],
thus indicating high convergent validity of our instruments. To assess discriminant validity, we used a
factor-based procedure, a powerful method that can resolve the problems of difference in chi-square
methods [59]. The five variables differ from one another because the AVE of each dimension is greater
than their squared correlations (Table 1). Thus, CFA indicates that our measurement instruments are
valid and have adequate convergent and discriminant validity.
Table 1. Convergent and discriminant validity of instruments.
Latent Variables

1

2

HRSPs
SSPs
ESPs
EPDM
OI

0.61
0.35
0.19
0.22
0.19

0.66
0.34
0.31
0.18

3

0.72
0.10
0.12

4

0.66
0.24

5

Alpha Reliability

0.60

0.91
0.85
0.91
0.89
0.88

These scales have shown reasonable internal consistency and reliability in a Pakistani context;
alpha values for all the variables are greater than the recommended value of 0.70 [60]. The alpha values
of all the variables appear in the last column of Table 1.
4.4. Common Method Variance
The current study relies on the data collected using cross-sectional design that may cause the
issue of common method variance [61,62]. Therefore, we performed many diagnostic tests to ensure
there was not an issue of common method variance. We performed Harman’s [63] one factor analysis
by using the principle component analysis that produced five distinct factors which accounted for
73.34% variance as a whole and its first factor yielded only 20.18% variance. On the other hand,
when all the factors were loaded to one factor it showed only 39.29% variance. We also compared
the model fit indices of single-factor-CFA (all the factors loaded to common latent factor) with the
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five-factor-model, the results indicated that the fit indices of the five-factor-model (X2 = 562.60, X2 /Df
= 2.84, GFI = 0.89, CFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.07) are better than the single-factor-model (X2 = 3065.36,
2 /Df = 14.73,
2019,GFI
11, 511
7 of 13
XSustainability
= 0.53, CFI = 0.54, RMSEA = 0.18). Finally, we performed the common latent
factor
analysis by applying the technique proposed by Gaskin [61]. The standardized regression weights of
variables in the measurement model were calculated after adding the common latent factor, these
all the variables in the measurement model were calculated after adding the common latent factor,
scores were compared with the standardized regression weights of all the variables (without common
these scores were compared with the standardized regression weights of all the variables (without
latent factor). The findings showed that no factor had a difference more than 0.10.
common latent factor). The findings showed that no factor had a difference more than 0.10.
5. Results
5. Results
5.1 Descriptive Statistics
5.1. Descriptive Statistics
Table 2 shows means, standard deviations, and correlations values. The correlation table shows
Table 2 shows means, standard deviations, and correlations values. The correlation table shows
all the hypothesized and non-hypothesized relationships among the variables. The three components
all the hypothesized and non-hypothesized relationships among the variables. The three components
of sustainability were positively correlated with one another. They were also positively related to
of
sustainability
were positively
one another.
They were
also positively
related
employees’
participation
and OI.correlated
However, with
respondents’
demographic
characteristics
were
not to
employees’
participation
andofOI.
However, respondents’
demographic
related to three
components
sustainability
nor to participation
and OI.characteristics were not related
to three components of sustainability nor to participation and OI.
Table 2. Mean, standard deviation, correlations, and Cronbach’s alpha values.
Table 2. Mean, standard deviation, correlations, and Cronbach’s alpha values.

Variables
Mean
St. Deviation
Variables 4.1Mean
St. 1.26
Deviation
HRSPs
SSPs HRSPs 3.65 4.1
1.33
1.26
ESPs SSPs 3.39 3.65
1.41
1.33
1.41
EPDMESPs 4.81 3.39
1.07
EPDM
4.81
1.07
OI
4.44
1.21
OI

4.44

1

11

2

2

3

3

4

4

5

5

0.59
1
1 *
0.44* *
1
0.59
10.58 *
0.44
*
0.58
*
1
0.47 *
0.56 *
0.30 *
1
0.47
* * 0.30 0.35
*
0.43* * 0.56
0.42
* 1 0.49 *
1.21
0.43 * 0.42 * 0.35 * 0.49 *
1
N = 421, * p < 0.05.

1

N = 421, * p < 0.05.

5.2 Hypotheses Testing
5.2. Hypotheses Testing
We used structural equation modeling to test our model. We developed a structural regression
We that
used enabled
structural
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Theus
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Figure 2. This
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with thesimultaneously.
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The
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in Figure
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(χ2 =The
725.33,
d.f.we
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725.33,
d.f. appears
= 218, χ2/d.f.
= 3.32;
GFI =model
0.89; NFI
= 0.90;aCFI
= 0.93;
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= 0.07).
results
obtained
Table
χ2/d.f.
= from
3.32; this
GFImodel
= 0.89;appear
NFI = in
0.90;
CFI3.= 0.93; RMSEA = 0.07). The results we obtained from this
model appear in Table 3.
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Table 3. Direct effects of EPDM on three components of sustainability and the moderated effect of OI.
Table 3.
3. Direct
Direct effects
effects of
of EPDM
EPDM on
on three
three components
components of
of sustainability
sustainability and
and the
the moderated
moderated effect
effect of
of OI.
OI.
Table
Dependent Variables
Dependent Variables
Variables
Independent Variables
HRSPs Dependent
SSPs
ESPs
Independent Variables
Variables
HRSPs
SSPs
ESPs
Independent
HRSPs
SSPs
ESPs
EPDM
0.34 0.34
*** *** 0.440.44
*** ***
0.21
EPDM
0.21***
***
EPDM
0.34 ***
0.44 ***
0.21
***
OI
0.33 ***
0.28 ***
0.29 ***
OI
0.33 ***
***
0.28 ***
***
0.29 ***
***
OI
0.33
0.28
0.29
EPDM × OI (interaction term)
0.12 **
0.14 **
0.04
EPDM ×× OI
OI (interaction
(interaction term)
term)
0.12 **
**
0.14 **
**
0.04
EPDM
0.12
0.14
0.04
Notes: The cell values are standardized regression weights. EPDM × OI represents the interaction term of EPDM
Notes:
The
cell
values
are
standardized
regression
weights.
EPDM
×
OI
represents
the interaction
interaction
Notes:
cell values
are
regression weights. EPDM × OI represents the
and
OI. **The
Significant
at 0.01.
***standardized
Significant at 0.001.
term of
of EPDM
EPDM and
and OI.
OI. **
** Significant
Significant at
at 0.01.
0.01. ***
*** Significant
Significant at
at 0.001.
0.001.
term

The data support Hypotheses 1a, 1b, and 1c (see Table 3). There was a positive effect (0.34 ***) of
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sustainability performance depends on the degree to which the employees identify themselves with
the company. If they strongly identify with the company or derive a significant part of their social
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identify with the company or derive a significant part of their social identity from the sustainability
prestige of their company, they may exert greater effort to make their company more sustainable.
However, this may not be the case for a firm’s ESPs, because OI does not moderate the effect of
participation on the firm’s environmental sustainability performance. These findings are supported
by Farooq, Farooq and Jasimuddin [14], who showed that environmental-related CSR activities do
not significantly affect the employees’ identification with their company. As employees do not derive
a significant part of their social identity from ESPs, OI does not moderate the effect of employees’
participation in such practices.
6.1. Theoretical Implications
This research presents an interdisciplinary framework insofar as we applied a social psychological
theory to understand an organizational phenomenon. This paper also integrates the macro-level
concept of sustainability with micro-level variables related to employees.
This research has significant implications for the sustainability and HR literature. The finding that
employee participation plays an important role in enhancing the sustainability level of the firm opens
a new line of discourse in both the corporate sustainability literature as well as HR research. This
research also underscores the role of employee participation in a very different field. Conventional
research on participation focuses on understanding its effects on the employees’ behaviors, whereas
the current study examines its effects on firms’ behaviors (i.e., sustainability practices). Thus, this
research offers a different lens through which to examine employee participation.
This research also has implications for the social identity literature. For example, we confirm the
proposition that social identity reinforces its antecedents, and these findings hold appeal for scholars
examining factors that drive group behaviors. Finally, as we discussed previously, this study has a
unique contextual contribution because it is conducted in South Asia.
6.2. Practical Implications
The results have significant implications for firms’ sustainability strategies, offering strategic
guidelines to managers in their struggle to enhance the sustainability level of their firm. The results
underscore the importance of employee participation in pursuing a sustainability strategy. In addition,
HR managers should recognize that participation has multifaceted benefits for the firm. Not only does
it build cooperation between managerial and nonmanagerial employees, create a positive workplace
culture, promote information sharing, and enhance productivity and adaptability [43,46,48,68,69],
it also helps the firm achieve its sustainability goals. This study also suggests the need to foster
employees’ OI to better achieve the firm’s goals.
6.3. Limitations and Future Research Directions
This research has several limitations. Conceptually, we did not consider all three bottom lines of
sustainability; rather, we restricted the work to the people and planet dimensions. Future studies could
include the bottom line of profitability to examine whether employees draw their social identity from
it. It would also be worthwhile exploring the effect of employee participation on the third bottom line.
In addition, we only examined the impact of participation and identification on firm sustainability,
but we believe that identification not only compels employees to direct the behavior of the firm but also
drives the behavior of the employees themselves toward the sustainability goals. Thus, future studies
that explore the effects of OI on employees’ sustainability behavior might provide noteworthy results.
Methodologically, we used a convenience sampling method for data collection; thus, the sample
may not be truly representative of the population. In addition, data on all the variables were collected
from a single source, which may cause common method bias. However, we used multiple methods to
test for common method bias, and the results suggest that common method bias was not a serious
threat. Finally, the data reported in this study were collected at one point in time, making it impossible
to draw inferences of causality [70].
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