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Abstract: Environmental sustainability is a relevant challenge for companies, and employees’ per-
ceptions of the advantages of ecological innovation, or eco-innovation, introduced by the company
represent an important driver of organizational change adoption. This study examines if employees’
environmental concerns, considered as a general attitude and a value orientation, are related to the
perception of the advantages of eco-innovation. Building on climate literature, it also investigates
if the climate of support for innovation moderates that relationship. A cross-sectional study was
conducted with 130 Italian workers. A confirmatory factor analysis and a moderation model were
tested. Results show a significant positive relationship between employees’ environmental concern
and perceived benefits of eco-innovation. Intriguingly, the climate of support for innovation nega-
tively, instead of positively, moderated this relationship. Results suggest that in order to increase
the perception of the benefits of the introduced eco-innovations, organizations should consider the
whole set of innovations undertaken and address, especially to very concerned and value oriented
employees, the unique environmental benefits of those innovations.

Keywords: employees’ environmental concern; ecological innovation; climate of support for
innovation; environmental sustainability; environmental attitudes

1. Introduction

Organizations have increased their attention to environmental sustainability due to
the escalating concerns about climate change and the collective recognition of the critical
role that businesses play in mitigating environmental challenges and fostering a more
sustainable future [1,2]. National governments and international agencies, such as the
European Union, are currently implementing policies to encourage organizations to adopt
sustainable practices [3,4]. As a result, organizations are paying close attention to the
guidance on environmental sustainability provided by these bodies and are cultivating
a heightened awareness of eco-innovations to meet established policy and consumption
standards [5].

Innovations that have an environmental impact, and for this reason are named ecolog-
ical innovations, or eco-innovations, encompass a wide range of initiatives. These include
the development of environmentally friendly products, often called eco-products, and
transformative ecological processes, known as eco-processes. Also, eco-innovations extend
to the implementation of organizational changes and policies to promote environmental
sustainability [1].

Eco-innovations represent a substantial advantage for organizations as they facilitate
economic savings by reducing resource consumption, foster a circular economy via waste
minimization, and increasingly resonate with consumer interests [6,7]. These factors create
a competitive advantage and contribute to receiving state funding and incentives during
the eco-innovation implementation [8].
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Adopting eco-friendly organizational practices may bring advantages, but it also
requires employees that are not passive recipients of the implemented changes. Workers
play a crucial role in making organizational change happen and drive alongside organiza-
tional leaders the implementation of ecological practices [9]. In the workplace, they can
either promote or oppose a new practice [10]. Moreover, they provide feedback on eco-
innovations [11] and can even initiate eco-innovations through a bottom-up approach [12].

In short, employee contribution matters. For this reason, organizations focused on
implementing eco-innovations should consider employees’ beliefs and experiences about
sustainability, contributing to their understanding of organizational practices on sustain-
ability [13]. When employees feel that their contributions and attitudes about sustainability
are valued and integrated into organizational practices, they are more likely to engage
actively in sustainability efforts [14]. Furthermore, this effort can help organizations to
develop strategies that enhance the likelihood of successful adoption and integration of
eco-friendly practices within the organizational culture.

However, measuring individuals’ attitudes and beliefs toward environmental sustain-
ability and assessing how these attitudes influence individuals’ actions and perceptions [15–18]
is a complex endeavor that requires substantial research efforts. Previous research has estab-
lished that a robust indicator of employees’ attention to the environment is reflected in their
environmental concerns [19]. Employees’ environmental Concern (EEC) has been shown
to forecast individual engagement in sustainable behaviors, such as recycling [20], even
in workplace settings [21,22]. Despite the importance of this topic for the prediction of
sustainable actions, psychological processes through which environmental concern affects
employees’ perceptions of the benefits of organizational investments in eco-innovation are
still unclear and deserve research attention.

One of the factors that might explain when employees’ environmental concern leads to
the positive perception of organizational eco-innovation practices, is psychological climate.
Psychological climate refers to the perception that employees have about the attention,
interest, and support that the organization devotes to some specific goal, procedure, or
aspect of its functioning. This applies also to innovation processes related to sustainability
because employees that perceive that the organization is interested in and is promoting and
supporting innovations concerning environmental sustainability are more likely to consider
eco-innovation and related practices as things that are important for the organization. For
this reason, we consider in our research model Climate of Support for Innovation (CSI) as
a variable that measures employees’ perception of how much leaders and organizations
promote and support innovations [23].

Hence, the present study has two research objectives that, as shown in Figure 1
corresponds to the two study hypotheses. The first goal is to empirically investigate the
relationship between employees’ environmental concern (EEC) that they may experience as
individuals and their perception of the advantages associated with adopting sustainable eco-
innovation within the organization. The second goal is to explore the potential moderating
role of the CSI in the relationship between employees’ environmental concern and their
perception of the advantages of eco-innovation.
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From a theoretical standpoint, this study examines how, in an organizational setting,
a personal and general attitude such as environmental concern is related to an attitude
toward corporate choices regarding sustainable practices. This is distinct from most studies
on environmental concern, which primarily measure how this attitude leads to behavior
or, alternatively, focus only on the individual level without considering if this attitude
modifies, or is related to, the way workers perceive organizational-level choices. Secondly,
focusing on the moderating role of CSI, this study contributes to understanding if this
organizational factor can either amplify or mitigate the impact of individual employees’
environmental concerns on attitudes towards corporate sustainability practices. In other
words, exploring the influence of this climate on employees’ attitudes reveals the signifi-
cance of the work context, and the perceptions acquired therein, in shaping how employees
view the organization.

Finally, on a practical level, this study offers compelling cues for designing organiza-
tion initiatives concerning eco-innovations. By considering employees’ attitudes, organi-
zations can better integrate sustainable practices within their context, developing tailored
strategies to enhance the likelihood of successful adoption and integration of eco-friendly
practices. Furthermore, this study can represent first-hand knowledge in helping man-
agers grasp the importance of climate of support for innovation, showing its relevance in
improving the vision of eco-innovation practices as an added value for their organizations.

2. Theoretical Framework
2.1. Employees’ Environmental Concern and Eco-Innovation

An eco-innovation is a product, organizational process, service, or business method
“novel to the organization . . . which results, throughout its life cycle, in a reduction of envi-
ronmental risk, of pollution and other negative impacts of resources use (including energy
use) compared to relevant alternatives” [24]. Innovations that have an ecological impact
have been categorized into three main areas: (i) eco-products, such as eco-innovative goods
or services; (ii) eco-processes, such as process innovations that carry on environmental
benefits, and (iii) eco-organizations, consisting of organizational changes that generate envi-
ronmental benefits [1]. Innovations that address the environmental impact of the company
include, for instance, eco-processes that reduce air emissions, improve water efficiency, op-
timize energy use, effectively manage waste, and increase material efficiency [24]. Changes
in the organization system, or eco-organizations, are, for example, the introduction of an
environmental management system [25], the involvement of employees in eco-compatible
practices [26], or the implementation of a green human resource management [27].

The adoption of eco-innovations has significant implications for organizational per-
formance, especially when employees are involved in the implementation and usage of
these innovations. For instance, the implementation of clean production technologies, such
as the use of renewable energy, requires creating a knowledge system that, if properly
implemented, builds a competitive advantage for the organization over time [28].

When assimilated by employees, these innovations may lead to other innovations,
such as waste recycling, efficient water management, or energy efficiency, contributing
to greater ecological efficiency [29]. Therefore, employees who adopt, implement, and
develop innovations represent human capital that can play a crucial role in the adoption
and implementation of eco-innovations [9]. Specialized skills and employees’ willingness
to innovate are invaluable resources that further amplify the competitive advantages of
eco-innovation [30,31]. They contribute to the intellectual capital of enterprises, which
influences the effectiveness of the environmental organizational initiatives [32].

Not by chance, international political bodies such as the European Commission and
the United Nations [3,33] incentivize policies for organizations implementing change
involving the human side of organizations [3,4]. This call has led companies to focus on
communicating the environmental impact of their products [34]. Moreover, maintaining
transparent communication with stakeholders, including employees, has become crucial
for attaining a competitive edge in the market [6,7].
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Scientific literature underlines that individuals express concern over environmental
issues [16]. The causes and the modality in which employees’ environmental concern
manifests in individuals are still being studied and have great intraindividual variability.
Causes of such concern have been identified in the awareness of the consequences of
climate change for oneself, others, and nature [35] or the degeneration of the natural
environment [36]. The same definition of this construct has also been the subject of a
prolonged debate. From one perspective, EEC is considered by some scholars as a specific
attitude towards environmentally relevant behaviors. Alternatively, other scholars have
framed it as a general attitude and value orientation, for instance, concerning humanity’s
role and preservation in the environment or post-materialistic values [18]. This study
adopts the latter conceptualization of employees’ environmental concern. Numerous
studies have investigated the capacity of employees’ environmental concern to generate
relevant outcomes. For instance, individuals’ environmental concerns have been shown to
be an important precursor of environmentally sustainable behaviors, such as recycling or
energy saving [37,38].

A concern for the environment evidently pays off in everyday life. In this line of
research, we applied the role of employees’ environmental concern in an organizational
context, specifically by hypothesizing that this personal attitude relates positively to the
evaluation that individuals make about specific organizational eco-innovations, thus play-
ing a role in enhancing the outcomes of such organizational sustainable benefits.

The interplay between individual environmental consciousness and the evaluation of
specific organizational practices on environmental sustainability can be explained through
the lens of cognitive dissonance theory [39]. This theory, postulated by Festinger [39], sug-
gests that individuals are inherently motivated to maintain internal cognitive consistency
and experience discomfort or dissonance when faced with conflicting beliefs or attitudes.
In the context of employees’ environmental concerns, an individual with a strong ecological
ethos is inclined to actively seek out and support organizational practices that align with
his or her deeply held values. This psychological process makes people feel good because,
according to cognitive dissonance theory, it decreases the tension that may arise when an
employee encounters discrepancies between his/her personal environmental stance and
the sustainability efforts of the organization. This alignment promotes a sort of consonance
between individuals and the environment where they work, thus improving the so-called
fit between the person and the organization [40].

The improved person-organization fit constitutes an added value toward sustainabil-
ity in organizations: when employees concerned for the environment find and evaluate
positively organizational eco-innovations, it is possible that they will further sustain sus-
tainability initiatives within the organization. This increased proactivity can lead to a
virtuous cycle. Based on the above, we posit that:

Hypothesis 1 (H1): Employees’ environmental concern is positively related to perception of the
advantage of eco-innovations.

2.2. The Role of Climate of Support for Innovation

The alignment of individuals’ environmental concern and perception of organiza-
tional eco-innovations as an advantage serves not only to avoid psychological conflict in
the employees but also contributes to making employees involved actors of sustainable
change. For this reason, it is crucial to investigate in what conditions an individual, gen-
eral concern is related to the recognition of eco-innovation practices as an advantage in a
specific organization.

Organizational psychology identifies psychological and organizational climates as
intriguing variables capable of elucidating how the thoughts of individual members become
intertwined with the collective mindset within organizations. Psychological climate, used to
describe how single individuals perceive the organization, was the basis of developing the
construct of the organizational climate, used to describe how teammates, or staff of entire
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departments, perceive the organization. Organizational climate allows us to comprehend
how organizational contexts influence how workers perceive changes and the introduction
of new practices [41], assimilate information [42], and value certain factors over others [43].
When climate concerns innovation, it is defined as employees’ perception of working in an
environment that provides time, cooperation, practical support, and resources to implement
new ideas and proposals [23]. Organizations that provide support for innovation tend to
create a context in which ideas can be discussed, tested, and implemented. We argue that
climate of support for innovation may create conditions in which employees’ environmental
concern is related to the perception of eco-innovations as an advantage for the organization.

Despite the fact that the climate of support for innovation has received massive schol-
arly attention [44], to the best of our knowledge, its role as a moderator in the relationship
between a personal attitude and the evaluation of organizational practices has received
limited attention. Trying to fill this gap, in this study we examine if a climate of support
for innovation can boost the relationship between employees’ environmental concern and
their perception of the advantage of eco-innovation.

Building upon the theoretical mechanisms used in the previous hypothesis, we ar-
gue that working in an environment that fosters idea generation, stimulates innovative
problem-solving, and encourages adaptability to change serves to align personal attitudes
related to the environment with the changes implemented in the organization to pursue
environmental sustainability. This creates fertile ground for reinforcing the relationship
between personal employees’ environmental concern and the perception of eco-innovation
as an advantage. In other words, climate enhances the alignment between a concern for
the broader environment and the specific advantages resulting from eco-innovation which
addresses employees’ individual concern.

This observation aligns with prior research, which suggests that employees tend to
favor work environments that minimize cognitive dissonance between their own attitudes
and those prevalent within their professional context [41]. Furthermore, it is confirmed
by the potential activation of the cognitive process of selective exposure described by
Freedman and Sears [45], which implies that a climate that supports innovation prompts
employees to seek out information that aligns with their existing beliefs, consequently
leading them to perceive the related practices as advantageous.

For these reasons, we hypothesize that CSI positively moderates the relationship
between employees’ environmental concern and their perception of the advantage of
eco-innovations. Specifically, it is expected that a high CSI strengthens this relationship,
whereas a perceived low CSI weakens it. So, we posit that:

Hypothesis 2 (H2): The CSI has a positive moderation effect on the relation between EEC and the
perception of the advantages of eco-innovations.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Participants and Procedure

General managers, or managers with environmental responsibility, in companies that
had an interest in environmental practices and that were expressing this interest on their
company sites, were contacted via email and invited to participate in the study. The em-
ployees of these companies were then invited to participate in the study. A paper and pencil
questionnaire was delivered to employees who returned their completed questionnaires
by putting it into a box from which it was later collected by a member of the research
staff. The survey was designed and administered following established ethical standards,
ensuring confidentiality and voluntary participation. The study adhered to the social
research guidelines and was conducted following the Helsinki declaration.

A total of 130 employees working in eight different organizations of three industry
sectors (energy, plastic sector, and chemical sector) participated in the study. The sample
was predominantly young, with 62% of the participants aged between 19 and 38. Most



Sustainability 2023, 15, 16718 6 of 12

workers were male (76%); the majority had a high school diploma (63%) and had permanent
employment contracts (79%).

3.2. Measures

Employees’ environmental concern was measured using three items of the New
Environmental Paradigm (NEP) scale [46]. The scale measures individuals’ perceptions of
global environmental issues. The items focused on the negative consequences of climate
change and a pessimistic view of the earth’s future. They were “If things continue on their
present course, we will soon experience a major ecological catastrophe”, “When humans
interfere with nature, it often results in disastrous consequences” and “Plants and animals
have the same right as humans to exist”. Participants rated their dis/agreement with these
statements using a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly
agree. The omega index of reliability in this study was 0.61.

Perception of advantage of eco-innovation was evaluated using three questions con-
structed explicitly for this study. Participants had to assess on a 5-point Likert scale
(1 = “Not at all”; 5 = “Very much”) how much “reduction of consumption (energy, raw
materials)”, “waste and scrap reduction”, and “economic and financial incentives, as well as
ease of access to credit” were an advantage for the company. The omega index of reliability
in this study was 0.93.

Climate of support for innovation was measured using the eight items of the climate
of support for innovation subscale of the Team Climate Inventory (TCI) by Anderson and
West [23]. The items measure the perception of working in an environment that provides
time, cooperation, practical support and resources to implement new ideas and proposals.
An example of an item is: “The company is constantly oriented towards developing new
solutions”. It was possible to answer using a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 = “Strongly
disagree” to 5 = “Strongly agree”. The omega index of reliability was 0.81.

3.3. Data Analysis

To assess the dimensionality of the scales, a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was
conducted using the JAMOVI software (version 2.3.21) [47]. A model with the expected
three-factor structure was compared with a model on which all the items were loaded
in a single factor. Descriptive statistics and correlations were then calculated. Lastly,
after centering the variables involved in moderation, the research model was tested using
regression techniques. All the analyses of this study were performed using JAMOVI v 2.3.

4. Results

To evaluate the dimensionality of the scales, two CFAs were conducted. A three-factor
model, reflecting the three underlying constructs of the measured items, was compared
with a single-factor model in which all the items were loaded into a singular factor. The
three-factor model (minimum item saturation = 0.44) demonstrated an acceptable fit to
the data, in accordance to the standard cut-offs suggested by Hair and colleagues [48]:
chi-square (74) = 193.37; chi-square/df = 2.61; Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = 0.90; TLI
(Tucker-Lewis Index) = 0.88; Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) = 0.10;
and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) = 0.06. Conversely, the one-factor
model showed a poorer fit: chi-square (65) = 268.10; chi-square/df = 4.12; CFI = 0.81;
TLI = 0.77; RMSEA = 0.14; and SRMR = 0.09.

In addition to the three-factor model without covariances, another three-factor model
in which two coupled items of the climate of support for innovation scale were related
among them was tested, showing an excellent fit: chi-square (72) = 134.66;
chi-square/df = 1.87; CFI = 0.95; TLI = 0.93; RMSEA = 0.07; and SRMR = 0.05. This
further test made even more evident that a three-factor model gives sufficient evidence of
the structural validity of our research model.

Table 1 shows the study’s descriptive statistics, highlighting relatively high employee
environmental concern and perception of the advantage of eco-innovation, which were
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also positively and significantly correlated (r = 0.17, p < 0.05). In contrast, no significant
relationship was observed between CSI and perception of the advantage of eco-innovation.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics, correlations between variables, and Cronbach’s alphas.

Mean Stand.Dev. 1 2 3

1. Employee’s environmental concern 4.16 0.79 (0.60)

2. Climate of support for innovation 3.45 0.81 −0.20 * (0.93)

3. Perception of advantage of Eco-innovation 3.91 0.73 0.17 * 0.02 (0.78)
Note: n = 130; * p < 0.05. Cronbach’s alphas in the diagonal, within parentheses.

Table 2 and Figure 2 report the results related to the test of our hypotheses. In
particular, the direct relationship between employees’ environmental concern and climate
of support for innovation was positive and significant (B = 0.17, p < 0.05), thus confirming
Hypothesis 1. Furthermore, the moderating effect of CSI in the relationship between
employees’ environmental concern and perception of advantage of eco-innovation was
also significant, although with an unexpected negative sign (B = −0.31, p < 0.01), which
only partially supports Hypothesis 2.

Table 2. Results of the moderating effect of CSI on the relationship between EEC and perception of
advantages of eco-innovation.

Variables B SE z p

Employees’ environmental concern 0.17 0.08 2.29 0.02

Climate of Support for Innovation (CSI) 0.04 0.11 0.54 0.59

Environmental concern × CSI −0.31 0.11 −3.01 <0.01
Note: n = 130; B = Unstandardized regression coefficient; SE = Standard Error.
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As depicted in Table 3 and Figure 3, the moderating effect was higher at lower levels of
CSI (B = 0.41, p < 0.001), and moderate at an intermediate level (B = 0.16, p < 0.05), whereas
it was non-significant at high levels of CSI (B = −0.08, p = 0.47).

Table 3. Conditional effects of the indirect relationship between EEC and perception of advantage of
eco-innovation at different values of CSI.

Moderator Values B BootSE z p

Low CSI (−1 SD) 0.41 0.11 3.60 <0.001

Average CSI (M) 0.16 0.08 2.08 0.04

High CSI (+1 SD) −0.08 0.11 −0.72 0.47
B = Unstandardized regression coefficient; BootSE= Bootstrapp Standard Error. Z = z-score is a statistics, M =
mean and both of them should not be clarified.
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5. Discussion

The present study, based on cognitive dissonance theory [39], aimed to investigate the
association between employees’ environmental concern (EEC) and the perception of the
advantages of eco-innovation, as well as the moderating role of climate of support for inno-
vation (CSI) in this relationship. Results only partially confirmed the proposed hypotheses.

In particular, findings show a positive correlation between employees’ environmental
concern (EEC) and perception of advantages of eco-innovation, confirming Hypothesis 1.
On the contrary, the data do not support Hypothesis 2, since they indicate that the climate of
support for innovation (CSI) exerted a negative moderating effect, contrary to the expected
positive moderation, on the relationship between EEC and the perceived advantages of
eco-innovation.

Considering the direct relationship between EEC and perception of advantages of
eco-innovation, this study underlines the coherence between the private, personal feeling
of concern toward the environment and the recognition of the benefits associated with
eco-friendly innovations in the workplace. In practical terms, this correlation suggests
that fostering and acknowledging employees’ environmental concerns could potentially
contribute to a more favorable perception of eco-innovations in the organizational context,
with relevant consequences in terms of change acceptance and, in general, in terms of
positive reception of organizational choices related to environmental initiatives. Since
employees can become more sensible to environmental concerns, this study suggests that
positive attitudes toward environmental-related innovations can be supported through
specific training or educational interventions. On the other hand, the buffering effect of the
CSI in the relationship between EEC and perception of advantages of eco-innovation needs
more attention.

Our results show that the climate of support for innovation changes the perception
of eco-innovations in employees, making the contribution of employees’ environmental
concern relevant in the case of a low CSI, while nullifying the relationship in higher CSI
cases. The reasons why this unexpected result occurs may be numerous. For instance,
in contexts with higher CSI, it may be likely that a variety of innovations, including eco-
innovations, are already in place, and so these innovations may be perceived as a component
of a broader innovation culture, thus making the specific influence of environmental
concern less relevant. Another possibility lies in the fact that, as shown in a recent study [49],
organizations’ actions promoting environmental-oriented changes can generate rigidity in
workers, and thus lead them, as in this case, to perceive fewer benefits of eco-innovation
or, as in the study cited above, to perform worse. Alternatively, a high CSI may shift the
focus of attention from an individual responsibility to a collective responsibility, making
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the role of individual concern less salient in determining how much eco-innovation is
needed and useful within and outside the organization. Finally, high CSI values may also
suggest the existence of multiple organizational priorities and concerns, among which the
environmental ones may represent only a part of them and may contrast with the others.

5.1. Theoretical and Practical Implications

The findings of this study offer significant theoretical implications for scholars and
practitioners interested in work and organizational psychology and environmental sus-
tainability. The identified interaction between employees’ environmental concern and
support for innovation introduces an additional understanding of the factors influencing
employee perceptions of eco-innovation advantages. Furthermore, it emphasizes the role of
climate of support for innovation in giving rise to the intricate interplay between individual
environmental attitudes and organizational strategies, suggesting the need to integrate
both psychological and organizational perspectives. Hence, this study enriches theoretical
discussions by emphasizing the intertwined role of employees’ environmental attitudes
and organizational strategies in shaping perceptions of eco-innovations.

On a practical side, the study emphasizes the coherence between employees’ personal
environmental concerns and their perceptions of the advantages of eco-innovations in the
workplace. Proper attitudes and perceptions of both managers and employees facilitate the
acceptance of green innovation [50]. Hence, in practical terms, organizations can benefit
from fostering and acknowledging these concerns by implementing strategic sensitization
programs on environmental issues with the aim to create a more environmentally conscious
workforce, potentially leading to a more positive reception of eco-friendly initiatives. At
the same time, the unexpected result highlighting the nullification of the relationship be-
tween environmental concern and eco-innovation perception in higher CSI cases suggests
the importance of context-specific communication strategies. Communication facilitates
organization-wide acceptance of sustainability initiatives [51]. In contexts with established
innovation climates, communication efforts should be tailored to highlight the unique
benefits of eco-innovations. Organizations may need to emphasize how environmental
concerns align with broader innovative cultures or showcase the distinct advantages of
eco-friendly initiatives within the existing innovative framework. Finally, this study sug-
gests that in contexts with higher CSI values, where multiple priorities and concerns exist,
including environmental ones, organizations may need to carefully balance and prioritize
their initiatives. Understanding that eco-innovations might be perceived as routine or less
relevant in such environments, organizations should consider integrating environmental
initiatives into broader strategic narratives that align with employees’ collective respon-
sibilities. This requires a thoughtful approach to ensure that environmental concerns are
not overshadowed by competing organizational priorities, fostering a more balanced and
supportive organizational environment.

5.2. Study Limitations

While this study offers valuable preliminary insights into the interplay between em-
ployees’ environmental concern and their perception of the advantages of eco-innovation, it
is relevant to recognize and address several inherent limitations. First, respondents belong
to organizations already committed to environmental sustainability. In some sense, they
were exposed to positive environmental initiatives, hence requiring that the generalizability
of the results be verified in future studies. Second, a generic scale of climate of support for
innovation was used instead of a specific scale of climate of support for eco-innovations, as
recommended in the existing literature [52]. Furthermore, considering the scales adopted in
this paper, the reliability of the employees’ environmental concern scale is only acceptable,
and thus results should be considered cautiously and, hopefully, tested in future studies.
Third, the study has a cross-sectional design, preventing us from making causal inferences.
Fourth, we focused on individual and subjective determinants of the positive attitudes of
employees towards organizational environmental initiatives; the next step would be to test
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if employees who perceive the benefits of eco-initiatives actually support and adopt those
initiatives, allowing the companies to fully realize their contribution to environmental sus-
tainability. Finally, we acknowledge that we did not consider potentially influential control
variables, such as the organizational sector or employees’ role within the organizations,
which may have led to a loss of significant insights in terms of differences in results among
different groups of workers. We recognize this as a significant limitation of this research,
which, in turn, is contingent upon the relatively small sample size of participants in this
study. We believe that acknowledging and tracking these factors constitute important
points for future studies of employees’ perception of eco-innovation. In addition, looking
ahead to future studies, we suggest that they consider the relationship between other types
of employee concerns—such as health and safety or the maintenance of occupational roles—
and the perceived organizational benefits arising from eco-innovation. This represents a
promising avenue for research, particularly within the broader context of organizational
change, albeit with a sustainability-oriented focus.

6. Conclusions

This study explored and found a direct and positive relationship between employees’
environmental concern (EEC) and the perception of advantages of eco-innovation. Fur-
thermore, it was observed that this relationship is moderated by the climate of support for
innovation, indicating that the correlation between EEC and the perception of advantage
is lower in the presence of stronger support for innovation. These findings highlight the
interconnectedness of individual attitudes with employees’ perceptions of organizational
choices and underscore the importance of considering both individual attitudes and organi-
zational support when examining the dynamics of corporate environmental initiatives and
their perceived benefits. While we acknowledge that the discourse addressed in this paper
is only in its nascent stages, we hope to have provided a meaningful contribution to the
understanding of the perception of eco-innovation within organizations and useful initial
suggestions for organizations dealing with eco-innovation, offering at least a foundation
for further exploration and practical guidance in this evolving field.
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