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Abstract: This study investigates the influence of employee fitness programs on organizational
sustainability performance from the perspective of organizational support as perceived by employees.
Organizational sustainability performance was specified as a second-order factor, which was
affected by three first-order factors: financial performance, social performance, and environmental
performance. A snowball sampling method was employed to conduct an online survey of working
adults in Shanghai to test the proposed hypotheses. Results show that perceived organizational
support toward employee fitness has a positive and significant effect on organizational sustainability
performance, and the positive effect is mediated by job satisfaction and organizational commitment.
This study also provides theoretical and managerial implications.

Keywords: employee fitness programs; perceived organizational support toward employee fitness;
organizational sustainability performance; job satisfaction; organizational commitment

1. Introduction

Today, fitness is no longer about the pursuit of a fashionable appearance; rather, its importance lies
in an individual’s desire to become healthy, comprising a vital part of many people’s lives. According to
national commercial information, the U.S. had 30,500 fitness clubs at the end of January 2012.
Similarly, the fitness industry in developing countries has experienced a period of development
over the past decade. For example, the number of commercial fitness clubs in China reached 5749 in
2012, a significant change from the 1434 recorded in 2004 [1].

As such, more companies have paid increasing attention to employee fitness programs,
which range from providing in-house facilities for employees to providing company-paid memberships
at professional fitness clubs. One underlying motivation for developing employee fitness programs
was that “improved employee’s health would stem rapidly rising health-care costs” [2] (p. 153).
Assessment of such employee fitness programs has demonstrated several positive effects on employees’
health-related and work-related outcomes. For example, employee fitness programs are associated
with lower health risks and increased productivity [3].

Although it is important to study the relationships between employee fitness programs and
employees’ health and work performance, it is also worth examining the possible influence of employee
fitness programs on an organization’s overall sustainability performance through enhancing employees’
perceived support toward their fitness. The assumption is that, as more individuals become dedicated
to fitness, it is important to be able to exercise during the workday. Moreover, employee fitness
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programs represent organizations’ concern for and support toward employee benefit programs
such as health and fitness. Such organizational support, as perceived by employees, improves their
organizational commitment and job satisfaction [4]. Therefore, employee fitness programs can be
useful in attracting and retaining competent employees, which is important to improve organizational
sustainability performance [5]. On the basis of these assumptions, we aim to examine the effect of
employees’ perceived organizational support toward their fitness on organizational sustainability
performance as well as the mediating effect of job satisfaction and organizational commitment.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Perceived Organizational Support toward Employee Fitness

In 1986, Eisenberger and colleagues [4] first proposed the construct of perceived organizational
support in their research on social psychology and organizational behavior. Since then, the construct
has captured widespread attention. According to the Social Exchange Theory, relationships between
organizations and employees are usually described as reciprocal interdependent relationships [6].
Reciprocal exchanges are defined by the understanding that one party depends on the other.
According to Cropanzano and Mitchell [7], the process of reciprocal exchanges begins when one
party (usually the organization) makes a move; then, the other party (employees) reciprocates.
Employees rely on organizations to achieve their objectives, and organizations depend on employees
to carry out their work processes and attain their goals.

Perceived organizational support represents an employee’s concerns in terms of how much the
organization cares about his/her well-being [4]. According to this model, when employees perceive
support from the organization, they repay their organization. As part of this repayment process,
employees become emotionally attached to the organization and are increasingly dedicated to help
the organization achieve its goals. That is, employees’ perceived support from their organization
encourages them to increase affective attachment and pro-social acts on behalf of the organization [4,8].

We define perceived organizational support toward employee fitness in the following way:
employees’ specific concerns about how much an organization cares about their fitness and
overall well-being. The construct shares some characteristics of perceived organizational support.
Specifically, if employees feel that an organization cares about their fitness through a variety of policies
to reward their work, their social-emotional needs can be met from such organizational support,
leading to a willingness to work harder to make contributions to the organization.

Extant studies on employee fitness programs have indicated the positive effects of employee
fitness programs on different types of firm performance, such as work performance [9–17],
productivity [13,14,18–23], sales [23,24], mental performance [25–28], absenteeism [18,21,22,29–33],
as well as social performance [34]. However, studies on employee fitness programs have mostly
focused on the financial performance of an organization; they largely have not considered the
effects of employee fitness programs on social and environmental perspectives of organizational
sustainability performance with one exception [34]. Thus, we aim to explore the effect of employee
fitness programs on organizational sustainability performance from the perspective of employees’
perceived organizational support.

2.2. Perceived Organizational Support toward Employee Fitness and Organizational Sustainability Performance

Many organizations are under pressure to adopt strategies and activities to meet their financial
needs while sustaining the social and environmental resources that are needed in the future [35].
Organizational sustainability performance measures the degree to which an organization integrates
environmental, social, and economic prosperity into their operations [36]. This can similarly be viewed
as a process whereby organizations achieve their long-term performance of goals, including financial,
social, and environmental performance [37].
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The first dimension of organizational sustainability performance is financial performance,
which comprises an organization’s general financial health within a given period [38]. The second
dimension of organizational sustainability performance is social performance. Chen and Delmas [39]
define social performance as an organization’s responsibilities to its stakeholders (e.g., employees,
shareholders, etc.). The third dimension is environmental performance, which represents an
organization’s overall behavior toward the natural environment [40].

The social exchange theory indicates that, in reciprocal interdependent relationships, one party’s
voluntary behavior is motivated by the other party’s expected returns [6]. As evidenced by the norm
of reciprocity, in the reciprocal interdependent relationships between organizations and employees [6],
employees rely on the organization to achieve their objectives and, conversely, an organization depends
on its employees to improve its overall performance. Thus, employees who have perceived a high
level of support from an organization are willing to repay said organization with increased efforts [4].

Perceived organizational support toward employee fitness can be viewed as an assurance that an
organization will offer assistance with work, acting as an incentive for an employee’s work performance.
Employees who perceive an organization supports their fitness might feel an emotional connection with
the organization and, consequently, may be more dedicated to their job [41]. As a result, employees will
work hard to support their organization towards accomplishing both organizational standards
and goals, ultimately increasing organizational sustainability performance (see the theoretical
framework in Figure 1). Specifically, perceived organizational support can provide organizations
with financial benefits, such as improving work performance [42]. Byrne and Hochwarter [43]
have argued that perceived organizational support may facilitate social responsibility by reducing
stressors and encouraging commitment, which measures organizational social performance.
Furthermore, perceived organizational support leads to improvements in organizational internal
processes, which are associated with organizational environmental performance [44]. On the contrary,
if employees perceive that organizations are unsupportive, they might be dissatisfied with their
job [45] and carry out tasks ineffectively [42]. Such a lack of organizational support can result in low
organizational sustainability performance. Thus, we propose that:

H1. Perceived organizational support toward employee fitness is positively associated with perceived
organizational sustainability performance.
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2.3. The Mediator: Job Satisfaction

Vroom [46] defines job satisfaction as an employee’s positive orientation to his or her current job
role. Price [47] proposes that job satisfaction is a sentimental orientation, which is caused by one’s
role in the system. If an employee has a positive sentimental orientation, he or she will feel satisfied;
otherwise, he or she will not be satisfied. Porter and Lawler [48] pointed out that an employee’s job
satisfaction depends on the gap between what employees think they should receive from their employer
and what they actually receive. Thus, employees who perceive a smaller gap between their remuneration
and the actual reward would have a higher degree of job satisfaction. Similarly, Robbins [49] defines job
satisfaction as an employee’s overall attitude towards work, pointing out that job satisfaction depends
on the difference between the compensation that employees believe they should receive from the job
and the actual compensation they receive.

Prior literature has indicated that perceived organizational support can meet employees’
socio-emotional needs and increase their performance-reward expectancies, contributing to overall
job satisfaction [42]. For example, Burke [50] investigated nurses engaged in medical work and
found that perceived organizational support was crucial in affecting job satisfaction among nurses.
Harris and colleagues [51] conducted a study on 418 selected research subjects and found that perceived
organizational support increased employee job satisfaction.

In return, job satisfaction is central to improving organizational sustainability performance [52].
Past research has indicated the positive influence of job satisfaction on organizational sustainability
performance. For example, Brooks [53] has suggested that an employee who is satisfied with his or
her job would not leave an organization. As a result, organizations with a low turnover rate have
larger profits. This explains why employees improve the bottom line of organizations’ sustainability
performance. Choo and Bowley [54] also found that employee satisfaction and organizational
performance are interrelated. As a result of the theoretical similarity between perceived organizational
support toward employee fitness and perceived organizational support, the same effects are expected.
Hence, we hypothesize:

H2. Perceived organizational support toward employee fitness is positively associated with job satisfaction.

H3. Job satisfaction is positively associated with perceived organizational sustainability performance.

H4. Job satisfaction mediates the influence of perceived organizational support toward employee fitness on
perceived organizational sustainability performance.

2.4. The Mediator: Organizational Commitment

Researchers have defined organizational commitment in a variety of ways [55]. For example,
Bartlett [56] defines organizational commitment as an employee’s attachment toward his or her
organization. Meyer and Allen [57] define an employee’s organizational commitment as his or her
dedication and loyalty to their organization.

Meyer and Allen [58] propose three dimensions of organizational commitment. The first
dimension is affective commitment, which is defined as “an employee sentimental attachment, sense of
belonging and participation in the organization” [58]. Employees stay with an organization because
they believe in and recognize themselves with the organization. Affective commitment captures
employees’ degree of attachment to their organizations [59]. The second dimension is continuance
commitment, which is an employee’s perceived expense for leaving his or her organization [58],
which is “a consciousness of the expenditure linked with parting the organization” [60]. The third
is normative commitment, a type of moral commitment. It is defined as an employee’s feelings of
obligation to stay with his or her organization [58,59]. Therefore, employees remain with organizations,
as they feel grateful to maintain employment.

Using reciprocity norms and the social exchange theory, Eisenberger and colleagues [4] proposed
that the key to organizational commitment is an employee’s perceived support from his or her
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organization. Once employees feel support from an organization, they will perceive a sense of
obligation. Similarly, Eisenberger et al. [61] and Rhoades and Eisenberger [62] found that when
employees perceive support from an organization, they will increase their organizational commitment
and, at the same time, decrease their turnover intention, rewarding the organization with more
innovative solutions and work execution force. Thus, we argue that perceived organizational support
toward employee fitness increases organizational commitment.

In addition, strong organizational commitment is required to capture new business opportunities
and generally exert positive effects on organizational sustainability performance [63]. Using commitment
theories, organizational commitment leads to organizational growth [64] and organizational
sustainability [65]. Thus, strong organizational commitment can create a conductive environment
and reinforces sustainable values in the workplace, which leads to the implementation of sustained
practices in an organization [66]. Therefore, we predict the following hypotheses:

H5. Perceived organizational support toward employee fitness is positively associated with organizational commitment.

H6. Organizational commitment is positively associated with perceived organizational sustainability performance.

H7. Organizational commitment mediates the influence of perceived organizational support toward employee
fitness on perceived organizational sustainability performance.

3. Methods

3.1. Participants and Procedures

The original questionnaires were developed in English. Before administering this study, to ensure
that the questions were translated properly, we first translated the survey into Chinese and then
back-translated it into English [67,68]. We employed a snowball sampling method to conduct an online
survey of working adults to test the proposed hypotheses. Specifically, we first sent out invitations
through WeChat messages to faculties at a university in Shanghai to recruit first-round participants.
We then encouraged them to forward the online survey to their friends and relatives through WeChat
to obtain more participants.

From the invitations, this study distributed 320 questionnaires and received 276 valid responses.
The response rate was 86.25%. Table 1 displays the descriptive statistics of the 276 usable responses.
A majority of the survey participants were male (52.17%), aged 25–34 (55.80%), single (49.28%), and had
a bachelor’s degree (40.94%). One hundred and five participants (38.04%) reported tenure in their
companies of 2–5 years and 38.77% of the participants reported having a non-management role.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of sample characteristics (n = 276).

Characteristics Categories N %

Gender
Male 144 52.17

Female 132 47.83

Age

18–24 66 23.91
25–34 154 55.8
35–44 41 14.86
45–54 11 3.99

55 or older 4 1.45

Marital status
Single 136 49.28

Married 131 47.46
Divorced/Widowed 9 3.26

Education

High school or below 64 23.19
Diploma 74 26.81
Bachelor 113 40.94

Masters/Doctoral 25 9.06
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Table 1. Cont.

Characteristics Categories N %

Organizational tenure

One year or less 24 8.7
2–5 years 105 38.04
6–10 years 96 34.78

11–15 years 29 10.51
16 years or more 22 7.96

Managerial level

Non-management 107 38.77
Lower 63 22.83
Middle 74 26.81
Upper 32 11.59

Nature of organization
State-owned 63 22.83

Foreign-funded 165 59.78
Private 48 17.39

3.2. Measures

To assess perceived organizational support toward employee fitness, we borrowed and modified
the five-item perceived organizational support toward the environment (POS-E) scale developed by
Lamm, Tosti-Kharas, and King [68]. The sample items included “I feel that I am able to keep fit as I
want to at the company where I currently work,” “My company cares about whether I can keep fit”,
and “My company provides an incentive for me to keep me fit”. All items, unless otherwise noted,
were rated on seven-point Likert scales. Coefficient alpha was 0.95.

To measure job satisfaction, we employed the scale developed by Cammann et al. [69]. The sample
items included “All in all, I am satisfied with my job”, and “In general, I don’t like my job”.
Coefficient alpha was 0.90.

To measure organizational commitment, we used the three-dimensional, 12-item scale developed
by Pan et al. [70]. It included three dimensions: affective, continuance, and normative commitment.
The sample items of affective commitment included “Problems faced by my company are likely
to my problems” and “I feel a strong sense of belongingness toward my company”. The sample
items of continuance commitment included “If I do not support my company, I may never be able
to find a company to support” and “To me, the cost of not supporting my company is far higher
than the benefits”. The sample items of normative commitment included “I feel obligated to continue
supporting my company” and “Even if there is a better company to choose, I will still support my
company”. Coefficient alphas of the three dimensions were 0.94, 0.89, and 0.92, respectively.

To measure perceived organizational sustainability performance, we used the three-dimensional,
eight-item scale developed by Lee and Ha-Brookshire [38]. The items of financial social performance
included “I am aware that my company has competitive advantages in its sales and profit growth”,
“I am aware that our company has a competitive advantage in cost saving and efficiency”, and “I am
aware that our company has a competitive advantage in its brand value”. The items of social
performance included “I am aware that my company has a policy to strive to be a good corporate
citizen” and “I am aware that my company has a policy to respect business ethics”. The items of
environmental performance included “I am aware that my company has an initiative to reduce,
reuse, and recycle”, “I am aware that my company has an initiative to reduce the negative
environmental impact of its products”, and “My company has a policy to improve its energy efficiency”.
Coefficient alphas of financial performance, social performance, and environmental performance were
0.90, 0.91, and 0.92, respectively.

4. Analyses and Results

Table 2 displays the descriptive statistics of the constructs in the study. Before the hypotheses
testing, we assessed their reliability and validity.
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Table 2. Mean, standard deviations, factor loading, CR, and AVE.

Constructs Mean Standard
Deviations

Factor
Loading CR AVE

Perceived Organizational Support
toward Employee Fitness 4.59 1.24 0.96 0.83

POS1 0.92
POS2 0.91
POS3 0.91
POS5 0.90
POS1 0.92

Job Satisfaction 4.30 1.17 0.94 0.83
JS1 0.89
JS2 0.93
JS3 0.91

Organizational Commitment 4.29 0.83 0.97 0.79

Affective Commitment 4.67 1.02 0.95 0.80
AC1 0.91
AC2 0.91
AC3 0.89
AC4 0.90
AC5 0.86

Continuance Commitment 4.06 1.01 0.92 0.74
CC1 0.92
CC2 0.86
CC3 0.94
CC4 0.71

Normative Commitment 3.94 1.08 0.95 0.87
NC1 0.93
NC2 0.94
NC3 0.92

Perceived Organizational
Sustainability Performance 4.42 0.98 0.98 0.86

Financial Performance 4.48 1.08 0.94 0.83
FP1 0.93
FP2 0.92
FP3 0.88

Social Performance 4.33 1.33 0.96 0.92
SP1 0.96
SP2 0.96

Environmental Performance 4.43 1.21 0.95 0.87
EP1 0.93
EP2 0.94
EP3 0.92

Note: CR represents composite reliability and AVE represents average variance extracted.

4.1. Reliability and Validity Analysis

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to access the discriminant validity. For all
constructs, the factor loadings were larger than 0.70 and the composition reliability (CR) was higher
than 0.90. Additionally, the average variances extracted (AVE) was higher than 0.70. Thus, the scales
had acceptable reliability and convergent validity. Further, we compared each construct’s AVE
estimates with its correlation matrix in Table 3. The results showed that all constructs in this study had
accepted discriminant validity [71,72].
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Table 3. Discriminant validity.

Mean 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. POSEF 0.83
2. JS 0.68 *** 0.83

3. AC 0.59 *** 0.56 *** 0.80
4. CC 0.33 *** 0.18 *** 0.47 *** 0.74
5. NC 0.64 *** 0.62 *** 0.57 *** 0.26 *** 0.87
6. FP 0.67 *** 0.67 *** 0.77 *** 0.34 *** 0.61 *** 0.83
7. SP 0.35 *** 0.39 *** 0.38 *** 0.02 0.35 *** 0.41 *** 0.92
8. EP 0.74 *** 0.67 *** 0.65 *** 0.25 *** 0.59 *** 0.65 *** 0.41 *** 0.87

Note: POSEF = Perceived Organizational Support toward Employee Fitness; JS = Job Satisfaction; AC = Affective
Commitment; CC = Continuance Commitment; NC = Normative Commitment; FP = Financial Performance;
SF = Social Performance; EF = Environmental Performance; The diagonal values are the AVE, and the other elements
are the correlation estimates; *** p < 0.001.

4.2. Test of H1

To test Hypothesis 1, we conducted structural equation models to examine whether
perceived organizational support toward employee fitness was positively associated with perceived
organizational sustainability performance. The model shows accepted model fit (χ2/df = 1.98,
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = 0.96, Non-normed Fit Index (NNFI) = 0.96, Goodness of Fit Index
(GFI) = 0.89, and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) = 0.06). Figure 2 shows that
perceived organizational support toward employee fitness had a significantly positive direct effect on
perceived organizational sustainability performance (b = 0.89, p < 0.001). Thus, H1 was supported.
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Figure 2. The influence of perceived organizational support toward employee fitness on perceived
organizational sustainability performance. Note: *** p < 0.001.

4.3. Test of H2 and H3

Figure 3 shows the mediating model of job satisfaction. The model shows accepted model fit
(χ2/df = 1.73, CFI = 0.97, NNFI = 0.97, GFI = 0.91, and RMSEA = 0.05). The structural equation
modeling (SEM) results show that perceived organizational support toward employee fitness had a
significantly positive direct effect on job satisfaction (b = 0.74, p < 0.001) and job satisfaction had a
significantly positive direct effect on perceived organizational sustainability performance (b = 0.43,
p < 0.001). Hence, H2 and H3 were supported.
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4.4. Test of H5 and H6

We also investigated the mediating model of organizational commitment (see Figure 4). The model
shows accepted model fit (χ2/df = 2.29, CFI = 0.93, NNFI = 0.93, GFI = 0.85, and RMSEA = 0.07).
The results show that perceived organizational support toward employee fitness had a significantly
positive direct effect on organizational commitment (b = 0.78, p < 0.001) and organizational commitment
had a significantly positive direct effect on perceived organizational sustainability performance
(b = 0.87, p < 0.001). Hence, H5 and H6 were supported.
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4.5. Test of H4 and H7

Figure 2 shows that perceived organizational support toward employee fitness had a significantly
positive direct effect on perceived organizational sustainability performance (b = 0.89, p < 0.001).
When we included “job satisfaction” in the model, perceived organizational support toward employee
fitness continued to have a positive but weak direct effect of 0.57 on perceived organizational
sustainability performance (Figure 3). Thus, perceived organizational support toward employee fitness
indirectly affected perceived organizational sustainability performance through job satisfaction where
the indirect effect was 0.32 (0.74 × 0.43). Therefore, job satisfaction partially mediated the positive effect
of perceived organizational support toward employee fitness on perceived organizational sustainability
performance. Thus, H4 was supported.

When we included “organizational commitment” in the model, perceived organizational support
toward employee fitness continued to have a positive but weak direct effect of 0.20 on perceived
organizational sustainability performance (Figure 4). Thus, organizational commitment partially
mediated the positive influence of perceived organizational support toward employee fitness on
perceived organizational sustainability performance, where the indirect effect was 0.68 (0.78 × 0.87).
Thus, H7 was supported.

Finally, we included both mediators in the model (see Figure 5). The model shows accepted
model fit (χ2/df = 2.18, CFI = 0.93, NNFI = 0.93, GFI = 0.84, and RMSEA = 0.07). The influence of
perceived organizational support toward employee fitness on perceived organizational sustainability
performance was not significant (b = 0.08, p = 0.39). This suggests that the influence of
perceived organizational support toward employee fitness on perceived organizational sustainability
performance was fully mediated by organizational commitment and job satisfaction, which further
supports H4 and H7.
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5. Conclusions, Implications, and Limitations

5.1. Conclusions and Discussion

First, the main purpose of the research was to examine the influence of perceived organizational
support toward employee fitness on organizational sustainability performance. The results show
that perceived organizational support toward employee fitness exerted a significantly positive
effect on organizational sustainability performance. Organizational sustainability performance was
specified as a second-order factor, which was affected by three first-order factors, including financial,
social, and environmental performance. All three types of performance had crucial implications for
organizational sustainability performance. However, as can be seen from our results, the relative
importance of the three types of performance was quite different. Specifically, social performance was
found to be the least important dimension of organizational sustainability performance. The results
are comparable to those in previous studies, which demonstrate that social performance is a “soft”
indicator of organizational performance [39]. For example, some studies have suggested that social
performance is less influential than environmental performance [73,74].

Second, job satisfaction mediated the positive influence between perceived organizational
support toward employee fitness and organizational sustainability performance. In other words,
when employees perceived greater organizational support toward their fitness through employee
fitness programs, they had higher job satisfaction. In return, when employees felt satisfied with their
jobs, organizational sustainability performance was likely to increase.

Third, organizational commitment mediated the positive influence between perceived organizational
support toward employee fitness and organizational sustainability performance. That is, the greater
perceived organizational support toward employee fitness, the more committed employees were to their
organization. Thus, when employees were dedicated to their organization, organizational sustainability
performance was affected.

Organizational commitment takes three distinct forms. Our findings show that affective
commitment is the most important dimension and continuance commitment is the least influential
dimension. The results are consistent with previous studies [75,76]. In comparison to financial and
normative commitment, continuance commitment is a negative type of organizational commitment [76]
which measures how employees are forced into relationships with the organizations [77].
Hence, it is reasonable to find that continuance commitment was the least influential dimension
of organizational commitment.

Additionally, participants in our study came from different types of organizations, including
state-owned, foreign-funded, and private organizations. Examining the nature of organizations as a
moderator in the model might provide an interesting way to look at the variables of interest in this
study. Thus, we estimated the moderating effect of the nature of organizations. We divided the whole
sample into state-owned (N = 63), foreign-funded (N = 165), and private organization (N = 48) groups
and conducted a multiple group analysis to estimate the difference among the three groups. If the
variation of the x2 statistic of the constraint model and the unconstraint model was more than 3.84,
there was a significant difference between the two models. The results in Table 4 show that only the
effect of job satisfaction and organizational sustainable performance in the foreign-funded organization
group was significantly stronger than the effect for the state-owned organization group (p < 0.05).
There were no significant differences among the three groups on the other path coefficients. It is notable
that, although the path coefficients from commitment to organizational sustainable performance and
from commitment to continuance commitment were not significant for the private organization group,
the multiple group analysis results show that they were not significantly weaker than those in the
other two groups (ps > 0.05).
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Table 4. The moderating effect of the nature of organization.

State-Owned
(N = 63)

Foreign-Funded
(N = 165)

Private
(N = 48) Difference btw Groups

POSEF-COM 0.695 *** 0.825 *** 0.814 *** NS
POSEF-JS 0.779 *** 0.749 *** 0.696 *** NS

POSEF-PER 0.271 0.075 0.016 NS

JS-PER 0.041 0.362 *** 0.457 * Significant difference between
state-owned and foreign-funded

COM-PER 0.776 *** 0.732 *** 0.620 NS
COM-AC 0.862 *** 0.852 *** 0.812 *** NS
COM-CC 0.443 *** 0.483 *** 0.072 NS
COM-NC 0.731 *** 0.754 *** 0.687 *** NS
PER-FP 0.894 *** 0.864 *** 0.757 *** NS
PER-SP 0.523 *** 0.446 *** 0.408 *** NS
PER-EP 0.852 *** 0.818 *** 0.807 *** NS

Note: POSEF = Perceived Organizational Support toward Employee Fitness; COM = Commitment; JS = Job Satisfaction;
PER = Organizational Sustainable Performance; AC = Affective Commitment; CC = Continuance Commitment;
NC = Normative Commitment; FP = Financial Performance; SF = Social Performance; EF = Environmental Performance;
NS = No Significant Difference; * p < 0.05, *** p < 0.001.

5.2. Implications

The study makes several theoretical contributions. First, we have contributed to the literature
related to employee fitness programs. Although numerous studies have investigated the influence
of employee fitness programs on firm performance, the majority have focused on an organization’s
financial performance, such as work performance [9–17], productivity [13,14,18–23], or sales [23,24].
Therefore, the current study, to the best of our knowledge, is the first to investigate the
effect of employee fitness programs on an organization’s overall sustainability performance.
From the perspective of organizational support, this study finds that organizations experience
benefits (i.e., improving organizational sustainability performance) when supporting employee
fitness programs.

Second, the effects of perceived organizational support have been investigated in a variety
of contexts, such as electronics and appliance salesmen [62,78], state agency employees [79],
brokerage firm clerks [61], mail-processing clerks [62] and coaches in colleges and universities [80].
This study has extended current research on perceived organizational support by introducing a novel
contextual construct, perceived organizational support toward employee fitness, which relates to
employee fitness programs.

Third, this study discovered the psychological mechanism of perceived organizational support
toward employee fitness on sustainability performance. Specifically, we found that organizational
commitment and job satisfaction fully mediate the effect of perceived organizational support toward
employee fitness on organizational sustainability performance. Although other research has examined
the influences of organizational commitment and job satisfaction on perceived organizational support
in general, this current study’s findings indicate that job satisfaction and organizational commitment
also are related to perceived organizational support toward employee fitness.

This study also provides some managerial implications. As more companies begin to develop
employee fitness programs, our findings show that employees who feel organizational support from
their organization’s employee fitness programs are more satisfied with their jobs and committed
to their organization. As a result, organizational sustainability performance is likely to increase.
Thus, our findings support the instituting and maintaining of employee fitness programs. Practically,
companies could utilize equipped in-house facilities, which should be fully staffed and have
well-developed programming [81]. For those companies that cannot launch in-house programs,
they can turn to outside sources, such as professional fitness clubs. Also, the personal physical test
could be a major element of employee fitness programs that educate employees as to the importance
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of program commitment [81]. Notably, although employee fitness programs require an investment,
they are beneficial to the organization’s financial performance, such as increasing employees’ physical
work capacity, reducing absenteeism, and decreasing labor turnover. In fact, Clutterbuck [82] has
shown that an employee fitness program of an organization with 1400 employees could save the
organization $200,000 each year in salary costs.

Second, because organizations benefit from perceived organizational support toward employee
fitness, they should consider how to enhance employees’ perception about their organization’s
support for their fitness and health development, perhaps through open communication. Studies
have demonstrated the importance of open communications to employees’ perceived organizational
support [83]. Thus, open communications between employees and managers could be a key HR policy
to improve employees’ perception that organizations care about them. For example, managers could
encourage employees to proactively provide feedback on the effect of employee fitness programs
to signal organizational support for their employees. Managers could also encourage employees to
discuss how to strengthen employee fitness levels.

5.3. Limitations and Further Research Directions

Our research had several limitations. First, we used a snowball sampling method to collect data.
Although this method is often used in related research and has been widely accepted by academics,
the method can be subject to certain biases. One concern is that participants might have forwarded the
questionnaire to friends and relatives who have similar beliefs about fitness.

Second, the collected data in this research were taken at a single point in time. Future research
could collect experimental or longitudinal data to investigate the precise relationships between the
variables. Additionally, all variables were self-reported and measured by employees’ responses in the
survey. Future studies could use industrial data to examine whether the results are still valid.

Moreover, this research has found that perceived organizational support toward employee fitness
could increase organizational sustainability performance. It has been noted that exercise in the
workplace might distract employees away from their job responsibilities and thus decrease their work
performance. We could examine the boundary conditions of the effect of perceived organizational
support toward employee fitness in future studies. Lastly, perceived organizational support toward
employee fitness could be related to other variables that have not been investigated in this study.
Thus, we could test additional related variables to further develop this construct.
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