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ABSTRACT. There are only a few fragmented studies 

available on the relationship between engagement, 
employability and sustainable HRM practices. This 
research gap justifies the investigation of a relationship 
between these constructs. The research findings 
presented in this article, to the authors' knowledge, are 
the first to simultaneously address Sustainable Human 
Resource Management, Work Engagement and Perceived 
Employability. The aim of this research is to identify the 
impact of Sustainable HRM on Work Engagement and 
Perceived Employability. A quantitative study was 
conducted among employees to test the model of the 
relationship between mentioned above variables. The 
purposive-quota sampling was chosen to survey 
representatives of organisations with a minimum of 10 
employees. The survey was conducted on a survey panel 
accredited by PKJPA and ESOMAR using the CAWI 
platform. The results confirm a strong correlation 
between Sustainable HRM and Work Engagement, as 
well as a moderate influence of Sustainable HRM on 
Perceived Employability. Further research would need to 
delve deeper into the impact of specific Sustainable HRM 
practices on Work Engagement and Perceived 
Employability. It would be worth extending the research 
to include other types of commitment like organisational 
attachment, and to include determinants in the analysis of 
Perceived Employability. 

JEL Classification: M52, 
M54, Q56 

Keywords: sustainable human resources management, perceived 
employability, work engagement 

Introduction 

Sustainable human resource management (SHRM) was first introduced more than 15 

years ago (Kramar, 2022) and is considered the next stage of strategic HRM development (de 

Souza Freitas et al., 2011). The concept uses human resource management (HRM) tools to 

embed a sustainable firm strategy and create a human resource management system for 

improving the firm's performance (Cohen et al., 2012a). Sustainable HRM advocates respect 
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for the employed workers and a way of organising work that protects, sustains and regenerates 

human resources and thus contributes to the long-term performance of the organisation (Ehnert 

et al., 2014). It aims to achieve two opposing key objectives: on the one hand, to fully utilise 

the potential of employees in order to improve business performance, and on the other hand, to 

attract and retain human resources, which involves a development-oriented, regenerative 

approach to human resources that takes into account the health and well-being of employees 

(Ehnert, 2009). 

Sustainable HRM is by definition oriented towards achieving long-term results (Ehnert 

& Harry, 2012), indicating that the focus should be on securing the suitability of employees to 

also do their jobs in the future. Nevertheless, as research indicates (Macke & Genari, 2019), 

tensions and paradoxes become apparent when considering long-term prospects of sustainable 

HRM shaping the long-term sustainability of organizational performance, with focus on cost 

reduction and corporate profitability (in the short-term), which heralds a rift between the 

concept and practice of sustainable HRM. Hence, we undertake research to answer the question 

of sustainable HRM’s impact on work engagement and perceived employability. 

The need to undertake research on sustainable human resource management, work 

engagement and perceived employability is also confirmed by the conducted bibliographical 

analysis, which showed that no research related to these three issues has been conducted so far. 

The bibliographic analysis showed that there have been few studies on sustainable human 

resource management and work engagement. The problematic articles on this topic are oriented 

around methods of measuring employee work engagement (Xu et al., 2020), work engagement 

and quality under the conservation of resources theory and the job demands-resources model 

(Wang & Tseng, 2019), relationship between high-commitment work systems and the 

employees' taking charge behaviours (Li et al., 2019), examine decent work (Kashyap & Arora, 

2020), conceptual model of characteristics of remuneration systems (Radvila & Silingiene, 

2018), generational (age cohorts) effect on subjective wellbeing at work (Smaliukiene & 

Bekesiene, 2020). 

The literature also describes isolated studies on sustainable human resource 

management and perceived employability. They concern  relationships between workers' 

chronological age and dimensions of self-reported employability (Peters et al., 2019), needs of 

graduates and graduate employers, which can be competitive or complementary in nature 

(Donald et al., 2020), students' perceptions of their future careers (Donald et al., 2018), the 

relationship between HRM perception of practices and objective career success (Giancaspro et 

al., 2021), and sustainable careers (De Vos & Van der Heijden, 2017). 

Academic interests also include work engagement and perceived employability. 

research in this area concerns volition and self-efficacy as antecedents, work engagement and 

job satisfaction as outcomes of perceived employability (Ngo et al., 2017), relationships 

between perceived employability and employee well-being (work engagement) (Alpler & 

Arasli, 2020), workplace incivility to employee work engagement (i.e., vigour, dedication, and 

absorption) through job insecurity (Guo et al., 2022), and the role of calendar age and proactive 

personality in the relationships between developmental opportunities, on the one hand, and 

work engagement and self-perceived employability, on the other (Van der Heijden et al., 2015). 

Based on the analysis, that there are only few, fragmented studies available in the 

literature on the relationship between engagement and perceived employability and sustainable 

HRM practices. Thus, there is a gap in research on the link between comprehensive SHRM 

practices and employee engagement and perceived employability. This means there is a need 

for research on the relationship between these constructs. As far as the authors are aware, the 

research findings presented in this article are the only research simultaneously encompassing 

sustainable human resource management, work engagement and perceived employability. 
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The aim of this paper is to identify the impact of sustainable HRM on employee 

engagement and perceived employability. To do this, we will present the concepts of 

sustainable HRM, work engagement and perceived employability and the relationship between 

them documented in research papers. We will then describe the quantitative research conducted 

and the results of the statistical analyses and discuss them in the light of the stated aim, 

hypotheses and results obtained by other authors. 

1. Literature review 

1.1. Sustainable human resources management 

Since the beginning of the 21st century, the concept of sustainable human resource 

management has become a new and important approach to managing people in the work 

process. It responded to the need for organisations to engage in sustainable development 

(Podgorodnichenko et al., 2020; Visser & Brundtland, 1987). Starting from the definition of 

sustainability, sustainable HRM is defined in literature as the adoption of HRM strategies and 

practices that enable the achievement of economic, social and environmental goals, with impact 

inside and outside the organization and in the long term, while controlling unintended side 

effects and negative feedbacks (Ehnert et al., 2016). According to A. Pabian, the essence of 

sustainable human resource management is to plan and attract employees and to influence them 

in such a way that they achieve economic, environmental and social goals in the company, thus 

contributing to balancing intergenerational needs (Pabian, 2017). S. Mariappanadar, in turn, 

defines sustainable human resource management as the management of human resources to 

meet the optimum needs of the organisation and the present community without compromising 

the ability to meet the needs of the future (Mariappanadar, 2003). Sustainable HRM promotes 

a more holistic view emphasising the ability of HRM to engage with the sustainability agenda 

from multiple perspectives to meet the needs and interests of the organisation's various internal 

and external stakeholders (Järlström et al., 2018). According to E. Cohen, S. Taylor and M. 

Muller-Camen, sustainable HRM: (1) supports the organisation's sustainability strategy, (2) 

emphasises fair treatment, development and well-being of employees, (3) contributes to 

building employees' skills, values and confidence and increases their commitment to 

sustainability, (4) focuses on internal (employees) and external (all stakeholders in the 

organisation) stakeholders, and (5) supports environmentally friendly organisational practices 

(Cohen et al., 2012b). Sustainable HRM is supposed to counteract the exploitation of 

employees' human capital (Ehnert & Harry, 2012), which means working to maintain and even 

more to develop the knowledge, skills, attitudes and also the physical condition of each 

employee, while engaging them in work for results. 

The concept of sustainable HRM is still evolving. Other concepts have already taken 

shape on the basis of this concept: green HRM (Aust et al., 2020; Bombiak & Marciniuk-

Kluska, 2018; Jabbour, 2011; Kramar, 2014; Zoogah, 2011), socially responsible HRM, also 

referred to in literature as ethical HRM (Greenwood, 2013; Shen & Jiuhua Zhu, 2011), triple 

bottom line HRM (Bush, 2020; De Prins et al., 2014; Elkington, 1994) and common good HRM 

(Aust et al., 2020; Frémeaux & Michelson, 2017; Hoffman & Shipper, 2018; Hollensbe et al., 

2014). The aforementioned concepts are an integral part of sustainable HRM, with varying 

degrees of emphasis on sustainability dimensions.  According to I. Ehnert and W. Harry, new 

diverse rival approaches in this area can be expected (Ehnert & Harry, 2012). 
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1.2. Work engagement 

Work engagement is conceptualised in many ways (Christian et al., 2011; Juchnowicz, 

2012; Kinowska, 2009; Lewicka, 2019; Shuck & Wollard, 2010; Simpson, 2009). It refers to 

attitudes in the workplace, principally job involvement, organizational commitment and 

professional commitment, and work engagement. 

Work engagement is defined as a type of attitude towards work (Juchnowicz, 2012). It 

consists of three components: cognitive, emotional and behavioural. The attitude of 

commitment requires the employee to have knowledge about the organisation, positive feelings 

towards it, and acceptance of its values, goals, leaders' behaviour and action. An engaged 

employee focuses on tasks, performs them with passion and enthusiasm, has a positive attitude 

towards the organisation - or work - and takes actions that are in the interest of the company 

(Juchnowicz, 2012). 

Another approach is to define work engagement as the attachment of employees to the 

organisation or their professional roles (Kahn, 1990). It is manifested by a physical, cognitive 

and emotional connection to the company or profession. An uncommitted employee distances 

himself or herself from his or her organisation or professional role, cutting himself or herself 

off physically, cognitively and emotionally. In this approach, commitment focuses on the 

psychological relationship between the employee and the organisation or role. It is divided into 

an organisational attachment and professional attachment. The former is the employee's attitude 

resulting from positive social exchange in the workplace. It can be considered in different 

relationships, e.g., towards the organisation, the team or the supervisor. Professional attachment 

refers to commitment to a profession, i.e. a specific activity that requires a specific set of 

competencies and conduct in accordance with the requirements of the profession (Meyer, 2016). 

Engagement is also defined as a state of mind, positively related to work. It is 

characterised by a high energy level, dedication, passion and full concentration on work 

(Schaufeli et al., 2002). It consists of three components: vigour, dedication to work and 

preoccupation with work. The first refers to high levels of energy, enthusiasm, perseverance 

and willingness to work even in the face of difficulties (Bakker & Schaufeli, 2008). The second 

refers to a strong identification with one's work, with a sense of meaning, significance and pride. 

The third manifests itself in concentration on one's work and difficulty in detaching from it. 

The positive - work-related - state of mind characterised by vigour, dedication and absorption 

by one's role, in order to be considered as engagement, cannot be a temporary state. Work 

engagement is constant, unfocused on any particular object, event or behaviour. 

Committed employees have high energy levels and good health. They are more willing 

to work outside of set hours. They feel greater job satisfaction (Schaufeli et al., 2008). The 

benefits of engagement relate to both the organisation (Saks, 2006) and the employees. They 

make them happier (Schaufeli et al., 2008). 

Research suggests that work engagement is one of the key outcomes of sustainable 

human resource management practices (Parakandi & Behery, 2016). 

Employee engagement is an important factor in driving growth and competitiveness. 

Researchers of this issue are interested in the result of changes in the conditions in which 

organizations function, especially concerning the labour market and employees' needs. For this 

reason, competing for human resource means actively seeking employees. Work becomes an 

environment in which individuals seek meaning and engage in various types of activities. High 

competitiveness leads to the necessity of creating conditions enabling employees to achieve 

above-average results, improve processes and adopt innovative attitudes. Employee 

engagement is a prerequisite for meeting contemporary organisational challenges 

(Lewicka, 2019). 
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1.3. Perceived employability 

Employability is meaningfully associated with career success, sustained employment, 

personal marketability, or attractiveness in the labour market (Williams, 2015). Employability 

is defined in literature in different contexts and approaches. It is emphasised that it is the ability 

of a person to make a difference in the labour market (Vanhercke et al., 2014). From the point 

of view of competence, employability is the continuous realization, acquisition and creation of 

work through the optimal use of a person's competences (Heijde & Heijden, 2006). This is an 

individual approach to employability, also developed by M. Fugate (2006), who identifies 

dispositional employability, i.e. a set of individual characteristics that build predispositions for 

proactive adaptation to work and career changes. Perceived employability, on the other hand, 

also takes into account the context of the current workplace, job availability and labour market 

conditions. This is employees' perceptions of their chance of a job in the internal and external 

labour market (Forrier & Sels, 2003). This view of employability was developed by A. Rothwell 

and J. Arnold (2007), emphasising the quality of the job as congruent with intentions. In this 

paper we take as Vanhercke et al. (2014) that perceived employability is the individual's 

perception of his or her possibilities of obtaining and maintaining employment. Perceived 

employability is a property that individuals identify and assess. Evaluation of employability is 

a result of assessment of individual characteristics, abilities, and motives, i.e., competences 

which influence suitability to perform a job. At the same time, an individual's self-assessment 

takes into account the external context, namely the previous jobs and the situation on the labour 

market, as the assessment of the chances and opportunities of keeping and finding a new job 

also depends on structural factors (Vanhercke et al., 2014). 

1.4. Impact of sustainable HRM on work engagement and perceived employability 

Sustainable development requires balancing potentially conflicting economic, social 

and environmental objectives. It implies a holistic approach to SHRM and the need for 

sustainable practices. Research suggests that achieving sustainability goals is supported by 

SHRM practices that focus on employee dignity (Arnaud & Wasieleski, 2014). In literature, 

research can be found that employee-centred interactions (e.g. empowerment and job 

enrichment) support employee self-actualisation, self-determination and dignity, and also help 

the organisation to achieve its sustainability goals (targeting the environment, customers and 

community) (Podgorodnichenko et al., 2020). 

Economic, social and environmental goals, which are the essence of sustainable 

development, are achieved through motivated, committed and dedicated employees who are 

willing to take action to achieve them. Research confirms that this is made possible by treating 

employees in a sustainable and responsible manner, in particular by incorporating a long-term 

perspective into employee relations (Becker, 2011).  

Research indicates that the HRM practices that support positive employee attitudes also 

promote 'green' behaviour. In organisations with sustainable practices, employees are more 

likely to be committed to achieving organisational environmental goals and less likely to 

sabotage them (Harvey et al., 2013). The research available in literature suggests that the green 

practices of HRM, represented by environmental training, work-life balance support, attention 

to employee health and safety, and initiatives that influence employee engagement, modify the 

relationship between environmental management and financial performance (O’Donohue & 

Torugsa, 2016). Practices that improve employee motivation and engagement have the potential 

to improve both environmental and financial performance (Bučiuniene & Kazlauskaite, 2012). 

Based on literature analysis, the following hypothesis was formulated: 
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H1. Sustainable HRM has a strong positive impact on work engagement 

 

By addressing the problem of perceived employability we fit into the initial concept of 

sustainable HRM, which assumes that one of the tree pillars is increasing the employability of 

employees. The other two pillars are aimed at SHRM activities that increase work-life balance 

and personal autonomy in professional development of workers (Zaugg et al., 2001). Also the 

third component of the ROC model (Respect-Openness-Continuity) describing sustainable 

HRM includes a long-term perspective of HR activities (De Prins et al., 2014). The long-term 

perspective corresponds to sustainable work priorities in the EU (Eurofound, 2021), focused on 

supporting workers to engage with and stay in work throughout an extended working life. 

Employability is the ability to perform not only current but also future work activities. Future-

oriented sustainable HRM translates all the more into enhancing the employability of the 

working population. 

In this article, the focus is on the variability of perceived employability depending on 

the organisational context. Perceived employability is determined by the conditions that 

employers offer in the workplace (Van der Klink et al., 2016). A job that places a physical and 

mental strain on the employee limits the ability to retain, and particularly to obtain a new job. 

While work in itself can be highly taxing, the management system and especially the HRM 

policies and practices are not insignificant. If sustainable HRM focuses on the implementation 

of sustainable development principles and uses labour resources in a way that does not limit 

their future growth potential, it has a positive impact on employability. 

HRM is aimed at achieving intra-organisational outcomes, i.e. increasing work 

productivity, customer satisfaction and organisational financial profits (Ybema et al., 2020). In 

view of sustainable development goals, HRM supports the achievement of these goals, while 

maintaining ethical values and securing social, economic and environmental benefits at the 

same time. In contrast, in their pioneering work Forrier and Seles (2003) perceived 

employability is the perception of job opportunities in the internal or external labour market, 

with the internal labour market being the current job and the external labour market being 

available jobs with other employers and the market more broadly. There is some ambiguity 

here. Sustainability policy and practice mainly targets current employees and aims to retain all 

effective employees. This may mean that sustainable HRM practices will be offered that only 

increase the internal employability of employees and thus support the achievement of intra-

organisational goals. As a result, this may undermine the overall impact on perceived 

employability. 

Taking care of perceived employability of employees is linked to the goals of 

sustainable HRM (Karman, 2020; Stankevičiūtė & Savanevičienė, 2018). Increasing 

employability is mainly the responsibility of one of the HRM functions namely employee 

development. Employees increase their employability if they have the opportunity for training 

that is also valuable on the labour market, as well as self-development that does not threaten 

the loss of the organisation's intellectual capital. It is also important to perform such work that 

increases the chances of further, more valuable work and secures conditions for employees to 

build networks and professional relationships (Stankevičiute & Savanevičiene, 2018). 

In the context of increasing perceived employability, it is particularly important to offer 

training to employees, especially those around retirement age (de Grip et al., 2020), which 

corresponds to the pillars of long term perspective of sustainable HRM. This is supported by 

the results obtained by Veld, Semeijn, and van Vuuren (2015) in a study among primary school 

employees. They indicate that organisational HR practices supporting training, development 

and mobility, as well as the preferences of employees in this respect, increase their perceived 
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employability. Also, career management as a subprocess of sustainable HRM strengthens 

health, improves job satisfaction and ensures productivity, which is closely related to 

employability (De Vos et al., 2020). 

In this article we address the issue of increasing perceived employability through 

sustainable HRM in organisations. However, HR practices are also examined as factors that 

enhance sustainable employability. HR practices affecting health, motivation, skills, and 

knowledge of employees are closely related to increasing sustainable employability. This 

impact is greater in organisations the more widely these practices are followed by employees, 

even if the number of practices is not very large (which is particularly evident in small 

organisations). Research has confirmed that sustainable HRM and the creation of sustainable 

employability takes place with the active participation of employees (Ybema et al., 2020). 

An employee's perception of their employability as high versus looking for a new job 

and specifically deciding to leave to go to another employer are two different issues. The latter 

can be problematic for an employer, especially when it concerns valuable employees. 

Nevertheless, only when the employee has a disengaged career orientation does their external 

employability prompt them to leave the current employer (Baranchenko et al., 2020). 

However, if sustainable HRM fits into the common good concept and also achieves 

social goals external to the organisation (Aust et al., 2020), then perceived employability, 

whether targeted at the internal or external labour market, will be determined by sustainable 

HRM. 

As a result, we assume that perceived employability is dependent on sustainable HRM, 

nevertheless, this influence may also depend on other factors. Based on the literature review, a 

second hypothesis is formulated: 

 

H2. Sustainable HRM has positive impact on perceived employability 

 

 The hypothesised relationships between the study constructs are shown in Figure 1. 
 

 
 

Figure 1. Impact of sustainable HRM on work engagement and perceived employability - 

research model. 

Source: own data 

2. Methodological approach 

2.1. Procedure and Sample 

To test the model of the relationship between sustainable HRM and work engagement 
and perceived employability, a quantitative study was conducted among employees. The 
sample was purposive-quantitative and involved surveying 1010 employees of organisations 

Perceived 

employability (PE) 

Work engagement 

(WE) 

Sustainable HRM  

(S_HRM) 

H1 

H2 
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with a minimum of 10 employees, including 202 in managerial positions and 808 in non-
managerial positions. The survey was conducted on a survey panel accredited by PKJPA and 
ESOMAR using the CAWI (Computer Assist Web Interview) platform in May 2021, resulting 
in a representative sample of working Polish internet users.  

There were as many women as men in the surveyed sample. More than half (54%) of 

the respondents had a university degree. The most numerous group was employed persons aged 

35-54, followed by the youngest aged 18-34, and almost every fourth person was at least 55 

years old (45.6%, 30.8%, 23.6% respectively). The sample was dominated by people with at 

least 10 years of work experience (69%). 54% worked in the SME sector and the remaining 

46% in large entities (46%). Stationary work was performed by 61.8% of the respondents, while 

the rest used took advantage of the possibility of remote work in whole or in part. 

2.2. Measures 

The study used adaptations of two research tools to assess Sustainable HRM: humanistic 

sustainability HRM practices and green HRM. Thirteen of the fourteen items included in the 

humanistic sustainability HRM practices questionnaire (Asis-Castro & Edralin, 2018) were 

considered. These included items such as: HS_HRM_2 Ethics and integrity are promoted, 

HS_HRM_9 Employer-employee relations are nurtured to improve sustainability performance, 

or HS_HRM_12 Fair recruitment practices are implemented to ensure equal opportunities for 

all job seekers with the right skills. Excluded from the analysis was an item on the promotion 

of remote working, which due to the timing of the survey (lockdown due to the pandemic) was 

widely used and was due to temporary regulations, among other things. Respondents provided 

answers on a five-point Likert scale, where 1 is 'no' and 5 is 'yes, to a very large extent'. Three 

green HRM (Dumont et al., 2017) items covering goal-setting, training and remuneration 

activities were also used for measurement. Three statements were selected from the tool to 

cover key aspects of green HRM, e.g. G_HRM_2 Training is provided to employees to promote 

green values. Responses were also based on a five-point Likert scale, where 1 is 'strongly 

disagree' and 5 is 'strongly agree'. Overall, both scales served as a latent variable to measure 

Sustainable HRM. 

In the conducted study, work engagement was measured by means of the UWES-3 

survey tool (Schaufeli et al., 2019) including the following dimensions: (1) vigour - i.e. 

declarations of feeling energetic at work, (2) devotion to work - diagnosed by declarations of 

dedication to the work performed, and (3) work preoccupation - i.e. experiencing full 

concentration on tasks during work. Based on the work of  M. Juchnowicz (2012), the 

translation of the question was modified. The item used examined the declaration of doing work 

with passion. A response system based on a six-point Likert scale was used, where 1 is 'never' 

and 6 is 'always'. 

The study used the construct of perceived employability developed by H. De Witte 

(1992), and repeatedly used in studies by N. De Cuyper et al. (2014) and others. It consists of 

four statements, examples of which are PE_3 I will easily find a job if I lose my current one.  

Respondents rated these statements on a 5-point scale, where 1 is 'strongly disagree' and 5 is 

'strongly agree'. 
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3. Conducting research and results 

3.1. Psychometric properties of the scales 

The psychometric properties of the scales of the study variables were assessed using 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) in the AMOS program. Two sustainable HRM dimensions 

were included in the measurement model: humanistic sustainability HRM practices (HS_HRM) 

and green HRM (G_HRM), work engagement (WE) and perceived employability (PE). F-L 

criteria were used to assess the psychometric properties of the scales (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). 

The fit of the measurement model is good. The chi-squared value was 946.030 (224 df), 

p<0.001. Measures of absolute fit (GFI and AGFI) exceed 0.9 (=0.924 and =0.906 respectively). 

Measures of relative fit such as NFI, IFI, TLI, CFI exceed or are close to the value of 0.95 

(0.948, 0.961; 0.956 and 0.961 respectively). The RMSEA which is equal to 0.056 and the 

upper limit of the confidence interval for the RMSEA do not exceed the value of 0.06. The 

SRMR is 0.0366 and is also within the limits for well fitted models (does not exceed 0.08). 

Estimates and standardised estimates for path charges between statements (items) and 

the whole construct are significant and exceed the value of charges of 0.5 (with lower estimates 

of charge>0.630). As a result, the psychometric properties of the scales achieve high measures 

of validity and reliability. All estimates are significant, the signs are consistent, and the 

standardised estimates exceed the 0.5 value (and most of them even the 0.7 value). All scales 

of the model are reliable, respectively CR=0.949 for the HS_HRM variable, CR=0.835 for 

G_HRM, CR=0.843 for EC and CR=0.921 for PE. The scale constructs described show 

convergent and differential validity confirming their theoretical relevance (see Table 1 for 

details). 

 

Table 1. Assessment of psychometric properties of scales 

Scale of the construct CR MSV AVE 
Correlations/elements with AVE * 

HS_HRM G_HRM WE PE 

HS_HRM 0,949 0,561 0,591 0,769    
G_HRM 0,835 0,561 0,629 0,749 0,793   
WE 0,843 0,198 0,644 0,445 0,433 0,802  
PE 0,921 0,043 0,745 0,208 0,186 0,178 0,863 

CR – Composite Reliability (ρ Jöreskoga), MSV – maximum shared variance AVE – average variance extracted,  
* On the diagonal, the root a AVE is shown in bold. 

Source: own compilation 

3.2. Hypothesis and model testing 

The model of relationships between constructs was estimated using the SEM approach. 

The confirmatory model approach was used (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1993). The fit of the 

measurement model is satisfactory. The chi-squared value was 850.344 (226 df), p<0.001. 

Measures of absolute fit like GFI=0.924) and AGFI=907 are at a decent level (above 0.9). 

SRMR=0.0384 is low, below the value of 0.08 taken as reference. Measures of relative fit are 

above or close to 0.95. RMSEA =0.052 does not exceed the value of 0.06 considered as a 

threshold for well-fitting models, and the confidence interval for RMSEA (0.049; 0.056) does 

not contain a value of 0.1 disqualifying the model. The upper limit of the confidence interval 

for RMSA is below the threshold of 0.08 taken as the limit for acceptable model fit. 

To test the associations of S_HRM with WE and PE, path coefficients were estimated 

(Figure 2). S_HRM has a strong positive effect on the work engagement variable (0.51; 

p<0.001) and explains 26% of its variability (R2= 0.26), which is consistent with H1. In 
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contrast, the effect of S_HRM on the variable perceived employability is not so clear. Although 

the effect of S_HRM on this variable is moderate (0.24; p<0.001), the variability of perceived 

employability is an effect of other variables (R2= 0.06). As a result, H2 was partially confirmed. 

Additionally, paths between the two subscales HS_HRM and G_HRM on the overall 

variable S_HRM were estimated. The results obtained (R2= 0.72) confirm that a significant 

part of their variability is explained by a common factor, which is an argument for the 

consistency of S_HRM. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Research model 

Source: own compilation 

3.3. Discussion 

Most academic publications on sustainable HRM are descriptive in nature, while 

empirical research in this area is lacking. Existing research tools are rarely validated in the 

context of sustainable HRM theory development. 

There is no consensus in literature on the interpretation of the term sustainable HRM 

itself. Authors of publications emphasize different elements of this concept. Although 

sustainable HRM is not well established, new concepts are emerging such as green HRM, 

socially responsible HRM, triple bottom line HRM, and common good HRM.  

This study aimed to identify the impact of sustainable HRM on employee engagement 

and perceived employability. the study provided significant findings that may be useful in 

developing future research and identifying the practical implications in the field of Sustainable 

HRM. 

The studied variables proved to be theoretically accurate. The research conducted 

allowed the verification of the research hypotheses set on the basis of the literature analysis. 

Hypothesis 1 was confirmed: sustainable HRM shows a strong positive impact on work 
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engagement. On the other hand, the effect of sustainable HRM on perceived employability is 

moderate, which means that hypothesis 2 is partially confirmed. 

Described in literature, few studies confirm the positive relationship between 

sustainable HRM and job engagement (Wang & Tseng, 2019; Xu et al., 2020). In this aspect, 

the results obtained are not surprising in terms of originality. In the case of working poles, 

sustainable HRM practices such as promoting ethics and diversity, flexibility at work, avoiding 

discrimination in remuneration and fostering pro-environmental attitudes, had a positive effect 

on work engagement, i.e. a state of mind positively related to work, resulting in performing 

tasks with energy, dedication and passion. In practice, this means recommending that employers 

design work environments that support sustainable development. 

The authors found no direct research in literature on the relationship between sustainable 

HRM and perceived employability. The conducted research should be considered as pioneering. 

The research results partially confirmed hypothesis 2 verifying the impact of sustainable HRM 

on employability. In justifying the research results, it is important to refer to the determinants 

affecting perceived employability.  

Perceived employability develops in a person due to individual and situational factors 

(McQuaid & Lindsay, 2005). Individual factors include employee competencies (knowledge, 

skills, attitudes), work experience, education (Wittekind, Raeder, Grote, 2010) or health status. 

Situational factors, on the other hand, are independent of the individual and are expressed 

primarily in the multiplicity of labour supply and demand, state policy, and the structure of the 

labour market (Nimmi & Zakkariya, 2021). Employability should therefore be treated as an 

effect of the interaction of multiple factors of a dynamic nature. In view of the above, partial 

confirmation of hypothesis 2 seems justified. 

This study has some limitations that should be noted in the planned work on this issue. 

The most important limitations include: (1) the limitation of the research sample to Polish 

employees, (2) the study of relationships in a static perspective (the constructs studied may be 

time-dependent and may be variable in nature), (3) the protean orientation of the research (self-

orientation). The results of the study may have been influenced by the changing conditions 

associated with the COVID 19 pandemic. 

Considering the topicality and importance of the issues raised in this article, further 

research is necessary, taking into account a longer time frame and including a more diverse 

research sample (employees from different countries and regions). Further research should 

delve deeper into the impact of specific sustainable HRM practices on work engagement and 

perceived employability. It would be worth extending the research to include other types of 

commitment, e.g. organisational attachment and the inclusion of determinants in the analysis 

of perceived employability. 

Conclusion 

As far as the authors are aware, the research findings presented in this paper are one 

study simultaneously encompassing sustainable human resource management, work 

engagement and perceived employability. The results of the conducted research extend the 

knowledge regarding the impact of Sustainable HRM on work engagement and perceived 

employability. They confirm the validity of verifying the relationship between the studied 

variables. The research conducted among employees enabled testing of the model of the 

relationship between sustainable HRM and work engagement and perceived employability. The 

results of the study confirm a strong influence of sustainable HRM and a moderate influence of 

sustainable HRM on perceived employability.  
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The findings of the study can be of significant value to organisational practitioners and 

policy makers when developing sustainable HRM policies and practices. For practitioners 

interested in increasing employee engagement, this will entail focusing on providing flexible 

working conditions that promote ethics and diversity, avoiding discrimination in remuneration, 

and using practices to promote mindfulness in goal setting, training and employee appraisal. In 

turn, employability will be influenced primarily by supply and demand factors in the labour 

market, as well as individual factors such as workers' competences, experience and education. 
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