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Abstract: Organizational sustainability is the reality which is considered essential for the success of
all kind of organizations. Researchers and academicians struggle to conceptualize this phenomenon
while practitioners endeavor to achieve it on the ground. Much has been done in resource-affluent
countries of the world, whereas in the least developed countries, social sustainability is now becoming
a new normal. The purpose of this research was to understand the social perspective of organizational
sustainability and the roles of electronic performance appraisal and transformational leadership in
shaping it. Data were collected from the healthcare sector through the administration of close-ended
questionnaires to a randomly selected sample; 320 out of 400 questionnaires with an acceptable degree
of accuracy were selected for statistical treatment. Inferential statistics were applied using structural
equation modeling (SEM). Results confirmed the existence of definite contributions of the electronic
performance appraisal system and transformational leadership towards organizational sustainability.
However, our findings surprisingly ruled out the moderating role of transformational leadership on
the cause and effect relationship between electronic performance appraisal and organizational social
sustainability. In the face of a scarcity of related literature in the given context and due to the partial
novelty of the model, the findings of this study add significantly to the existing bank of literature in
the field. It will also be handy for the guidance of practitioners who are engaged in sustainability
management.

Keywords: electronic performance appraisal; organizational social sustainability; transformational
leadership

1. Introduction

The phenomenon of sustainability came into play when a decline was noticed in the
natural environment, alongside the adverse impacts on public health, national economies,
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and societal harmony. Recently, it has been associated with a wider set of concerns, a
complex outcome with economic, environmental, and social elements [1]. Sustainability
has been a popular subject over the last decade and brought organizations under tremen-
dous pressure to make their strategies aligned with organizational sustainability [2]. The
concept of organizational success has expanded beyond outputs, production, profitability,
or satisfaction of few stakeholders. Organizational success is usually anchored around
its sustainability, which encompasses the economic, environmental, and social aspects of
the organization. The environmental deterioration and the consequences arising thereof
led to the emergence of sustainability in order to revert the environment to normalcy. The
idea of sustainability gradually penetrated to organizational systems, and a balance among
social, economic, and environmental matters was emphasized to build organizational
success. Sustainable organizations have the competence to satisfy the needs of the present
stakeholders, predict future happenings, and create strategies to manage future events in
some purposive manners.

The construct of organizational sustainability has been linked to the Triple Bottom
Line (TBL) that segments organizational sustainability into economic, environmental, and
social pillars [3]. The social sustainability of an organization is related to the cordiality of
the relationship of organizations and their stakeholders, particularly the employees. In the
present era, technological advancements have made access to resources equally possible
for most organizations [4]. The resource which is not easily accessible in the market is a
knowledgeable, skilled, and motivated employee. This is the reason modern organizations
seek sustainable competitive advances through sustainable human resources. Thus, social
sustainability is realized through human development, including education, training, a
conducive work environment, reasonable compensation, and strong corporate culture.

The penetration of the Internet and information technology has made the Internet the
most volatile place where organizations operate. This environmental change has, in return,
compelled organizations to redesign their entire internal configurations. The transforma-
tion of traditional HR practices into computer-based (e-HR) is one of the examples. This
change has produced diverse kinds of responses from employees. Job dissatisfaction and
resistance to change occurred as the result of computer illiteracy, fear of loss of job, and
preference of known over unknown. However, it has been indispensable for organizations
to adopt digital technologies to deal with the multitudes of challenges and as a vital element
for survival in a turbulent and competitive environment. Thus, the digitalization of HR
practices has improved organizational performance at large and young strata of employees
can well manage it. The electronic performance appraisal (e-PA) is one of the digitalized
HR practices that has had a profound and diverse effect on employees as well as orga-
nizational performance [5]. The correct portrayal of performance, constructive feedback,
fairness in the appraisal, and performance-based organizational treatment usually enhance
an employee’s attitude towards his organization [6].

On the other hand, transformational leadership has key roles in organizational survival
and effectiveness. Such leaders concentrate on employees rather than tasks or targets
and provide a conducive and friendly environment to them [7]. Literature indicates the
positive influences of transformational leadership on individual, group, and organizational
level outcomes, including employee job satisfaction, organizational citizenship behaviors,
cooperation, commitment, performance information use, perceived work quality, and
mission valence [8–13].

We believe that committed, motivated, and loyal employees erect the social sustain-
ability of an organization. The premise that we have constructed for this study is that fair
and true performance appraisals will positively affect employees, ultimately creating a
sense of affiliation with the organization. Transformational leadership, on the other hand,
may play a positive role in the formation of social sustainability. We further believe in the
researches which indicate that technological interventions and the digitalization of perfor-
mance appraisal systems enhance the accuracy of performance appraisal. Thus, electronic
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performance appraisals (e-PA) could contribute to the formation of social sustainability in
an organization.

2. Literature Review

Sustainability has become a prominent theme in academia, the corporate world,
political platforms, and research settings [14–17]. Debates and discussions on what it is, why
is it important, and how to achieve it are pervasive [18]. Evaluations of organizations have
moved beyond efficiency and effectiveness which are directed towards profitability, and
in the present era, better organizations are sustainable organizations. Sustainability is the
integration of economic, social, and environmental elements into the organization [19,20]. A
sustainable organization is not that necessarily successful in maintaining itself, for example,
profitability, but rather to effectively balancing people, prosperity, and the planet by
ensuring a dynamic equilibrium between these three Ps [21]. Organizational sustainability
represents an ongoing process rather than a state of perfection. It is like a tree: it grows
and prospers when watered and cared for, but fades rapidly if it is not [22].

The literature on sustainability typically approaches sustainability as either a meso-
level organizational concept or a macro-level societal concept. Although precise definitions
of sustainability are not agreed upon, most scholars identify three interrelated dimensions
of sustainability, i.e., environmental, economic, and social [23–28]. However, it is domi-
nated by the two dimensions, including environmental and economic concerns [25,29,30],
the least concern being given to the social aspect. The norm of reciprocity builds social
sustainability by increasing trust and cooperation in any group of people and explains
this complex relationship. Macro-level sustainability scholars are now paying increasing
attention to the social dimension of sustainability [29–31]. Human and social sustainability
in organizations is the ability of employees individually and collectively to work under
any situation faced. Hence, a significant aspect of the practical capacity and sustainability
of an organization is the integration among its workforce [32]. Any organization cannot
grow complex and sustainable if its workforce develops individuality without any inte-
gration [33]. Likewise, any attempt at integration within an organization without any
development in the individual employee does not ensure sustainability but instead creates
an odd way of collaboration between people who have nothing new to share [34]. Firstly,
for organizational sustainability, its members should grow complex in their ideas and ac-
tions and make their efforts significant and worth the struggle. Secondly, these employees
should be able to learn together and become well integrated into groups, departments, and
an organization with shared, complex mental models and action patterns [35]. To develop
such social sustainability there should be a network of interacting individual employees
and groups whose development goes together [36].

Performance management has direct bearings on organizational sustainability [5]. It
includes strategic plans and actions aimed at meeting the needs of the organizations and
their stakeholders, while sustaining, accumulating, and preserving the financial and human
resources they may be needed in the future [6,37]. Digitalization and the use of technology
are the ways forward towards environmental and organizational sustainability. One of the
major challenges for contemporary managers is developing sustainability practices that
outline strategic decision making and ensure the strengthening of desired behaviors [38,39].
Moreover, the adoption of technology, particularly IT, and the digitalization of practices,
promise overall organizational success [40]. The use of computers and IT in human resource
practices guarantees unbiasedness, authenticity, timeliness, and justice, thereby developing
social sustainability organizations [5]. The application of electronic human resources
management (e-HRM) to performance management has empowered organizations to give
performance feedback on a regular and frequent basis, to enhance employees’ positive
participation and sense of accountability, to engage peers in the performance feedback
process, and to augment the social outcomes of performance appraisal and feedback [41,42].
Determining the goals is often incorporated into an e-HRM system with a clear connection
between individual and organizational goals [43]. For the effectiveness of performance



Sustainability 2021, 13, 5611 4 of 14

management, it should be aligned with the human resource management system of the
organization [44,45]. Certainly, for the last four decades, organizations have been gradually
adopting e-HRM practices (including e-performance management and e-compensation
systems) for gaining strategic and managerial improvements, such as reducing cost and
enhancing the quality of services [46]. Song et al. [47] suggested that an accurate and
authentic performance appraisal needs to be relevant, all-encompassing, and free of all
kinds of contamination.

Burns (1978) published his seminal work 43 years ago presenting the concepts of both
transactional and transformational leadership [48]. Prior researches have confirmed the
positive effects of transformational leadership on performance outcomes of employees,
including creativity, innovative attitudes, job performance, and organizational citizenship
behaviors [49,50]. Employees believe that the transformational leadership qualities of their
supervisor in regard to improving employees’ cognitive process and emotional stability
would positively affect organizational identification and continuous improvement efforts
of the employees [51]. Transformational leadership, among other leadership behaviors, is
usually associated with administrative efficiency throughout organizational change [52,53].
Transformational leaders emphasize the importance of change, develop and share their
persuasive vision with other stakeholders, including employees, lead them towards adap-
tations, and inspire them to achieve the exciting goal of organizational change [52]. The
phenomenon of “transforming leadership” was first presented by Burns [48], yet it was
taken forward by Bass [54], who recognized that in a changing environment, transfor-
mational leadership is effective at widening and uplifting the interests and well-being of
workers, creating awareness and recognition of the vision and goals of the organization,
and stimulating the workers to think beyond their own self-interests for the betterment of
the entire organization [55].

Transformational leadership is the charisma and the capability of transforming the
employees’ values and characteristics, enhancing their willingness to pursue the organiza-
tion’s overall goals [56]. These leaders produce a harmonious and conducive environment
to establish a trustworthy relationship, wherein a collective vision is shared in this enabling
climate of trust [57]. Gillespie and Mann [58], while conducting a study on R&D teams,
found that transformational leadership practices correlated with the trust of team members
in their leaders.

Digitalization of organizational activities is being realized as indispensable to remain
in the competitive market place, and this kind of change is being honored with vary-
ing levels of adoption. Technological and IT-based interventions in managing human
resources are frequent in developed countries, and in developing countries they are in
their embryonic stages [5,59]. Research on overall e-HRM is extensive, but the literature
on investigating electronic or IT-based HR practices, e.g., e-recruitment, e-training, and
e-performance appraisals, is relatively scant [60]. Managers are realizing the importance
of social sustainability within organizations and researchers are yet to pay attention to
this phenomenon in developing countries [61], and the given context is one such country.
Transformational leadership has been extensively investigated by researchers but its role
concerning social sustainability has not been documented [62]. Hence, the present literature
is silent regarding the relationship between e-PA and organizational social sustainability
and the moderating role of transformational leadership. Thus, this study is a seminal work
and the model presents a perfect novelty.

We attempted to study the social aspect of organizational sustainability which is
reflected by their human capital. The collective competence of employees and the intensity
of their association with the organization determine social sustainability. HR practice could
directly influence the construction of sustainability. Any change in HR practice, including
digitalization, is expected to affect social sustainability. Apart from that, leadership styles
will play a role in shaping social sustainability. Relationships and decision making affects
employees, and leaders design relationships and do decision making. Thus, the study
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was conducted with the premise that e-PA positively affects social sustainability within
organizations and that this relationship is moderated by transformational leadership.

3. Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses

The social sustainability of an organization refers to employees’ integration and rela-
tively long-term affiliation with the organization. This kind of relationship is the outcome
of certain organizational traits that employees at large perceive to be positive or favorable
to them. The norm of reciprocity [63] requires that people repay in kind what others
do for them. The norm of reciprocity builds social sustainability by increasing trust and
cooperation in any group of people and explains this complex relationship. In addition
to the empirical evidence supporting the norm of reciprocity, there are good theoretical
reasons why our behavior should be regulated by such a norm [64]. Equity theory also
provides a theoretical basis for this kind of study. It explains that employees look for
justice and the prevalence of justice in an organization deeply influences the behavior of
employees. The overall perception of employees elucidates a positive evaluation towards
procedural, interpersonal, and distributive justice in performance appraisal. Organiza-
tional life plays a vital role in developing exchange relationships between the leader and
followers; therefore, social exchange theory (SET) [65,66] can be used as a theoretical lens
to understand the impacts of transformational leadership and organizational justice on
employees’ identification with their organization and social sustainability.

3.1. Definitions of Variables

Organizational social sustainability (SOS): Organizational social sustainability works as
a criterion variable. Social sustainability is one of the three dimensions of sustainability [67].
The overall influence of employees on sustainability and their role in forming it is simply
referred to as social sustainability [67,68]. It is a reciprocal function as and when an
organization provides a conducive work environment by meeting the expectations of
employees and employees in return meet organizational expectations on a long-term
basis [69]. Thus the term social organizational sustainability is defined as the cordiality of
the relationship between an organization and its employees on a relatively long-term basis.

Electronic performance appraisal (e-PA): Performance appraisal is the process through
with the overall work of an employee is portrayed and his/her contribution to the organi-
zation is reviewed [70]. It is the big picture feedback provided to each employee on their
work and many strategic decisions are made accordingly. Electronic performance appraisal
refers to the digitalization and computerization of the performance appraisal process [71].
Thus, e-PA is the use of IT and computers to measure employee performance [5].

Transformational leadership (TL): Transformational leadership is a theory of leadership
which states that this particular type of leader inspires, motivates, encourages, and enables
employees to bring positive change [48]. Transformational leaders uplift the morals,
motivation, inspiration, and morale of the employees [72]. They emphasize what you
can contribute to your organization. Such leaders possess the likeliness of a role model
and followers obey unconditionally [73]. In short, transformational leadership is a system
where the leader and the employees go beyond self-interest for the betterment of the
organization and employees become transformed into motivated, inspired, and committed
ones and work with a complete sense of ownership.

3.2. Hypotheses

Performance appraisal is a key HR practice that is a competency-based management
mechanism for the evaluation of employee performance in relation to goal achievement and
the explanation of the competencies needed to perform the task [74]. Performance appraisal
is the multi-purpose HR practice aimed at measuring the achievement of goals, guiding
training programs, structuring and restructuring compensation and benefits packages, job
analysis and design, promotions and job rotations, and HR planning [6]. Performance
appraisal also has profound influences on employee job satisfaction, turnover intentions,
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and self-assessment [75]. It promotes accountability, transparency and fairness, and justice
across the organization. The introduction of IT and computers to the PA aims at making
it more accurate, objective, timely, unbiased, and fair [5]. These objectives have been
achieved to the great extent with the intervention of technology in PA [5,43]. Researchers
have extensively investigated the impact of PA on various organizational dimensions as
well as on employees’ attitudes and behavior, but to the best of our knowledge, PA have
not been studied in relation to organizational social sustainability. Since the e-PA is the
more effective version of the PA and has direct bearing on employees, we assume that PA
has a role in the formation of organizational social sustainability. The connection of the
variables has been shown scemeticalliy in Figure 1.Thus we formulated this hypothesis

Hypothesis 1. An electronic performance appraisal system will have a positive impact on organi-
zational social sustainability.

Transformational leaders pay considerable attention to their employees while distin-
guishing them as per individual performance level, which motivates them and creates
loyalty toward conquering their specified objectives in the organization; consequently,
they do not intend to switch organizations [58]. Transformational leadership, unlike other
leadership styles, is employee-oriented rather than task-oriented. Studies confirm the sig-
nificant impacts of transformational leadership on organizational performance, employee
creativity, employee retention, service quality, burnout and other negative psychological
states, job performance, organizational citizenship behavior, motivation and other pos-
itive psychological states, and project success [52,57,60]. We believe, and some studies
found, that some employees fear technology and thus may not be comfortable with e-PA.
Employees may have certain reservations regarding e-PA that eventually cause negative
attitudes or behavior. We assume that transformational leadership can play an effective
role in convincing employees regarding the uses and benefits of e-PA. Based on all these
facts we developed the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2. Transformational leadership improves the relationship between electronic perfor-
mance appraisal and organizational social sustainability.
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4. Methodology

This research work, by nature, is explanatory, quantitative, and cross-sectional. The
survey method has been used for data collection. Data were gathered from four tertiary
hospitals situated in Lahore city of Pakistan. We chose these hospitals because they
provided us the lists of their employees to randomly select a sample for the study. These
hospitals used electronic performance assessments for more than five years. Employees of
each hospital were well aware of the e-PA systems prevailing in their respective hospitals.

The administrator of each hospital was contacted to obtain permission for data collec-
tion and a written declaration was submitted to ethical bodies of each hospital to observe
ethical standards while collecting data. Additionally, informed consent was obtained
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from each respondent for participation in the survey willingly and voluntarily. Hospital
administrators were kind enough to instruct their HR departments to administer question-
naires to their selected employees on behalf of researchers. In this way, we did not need
to stay in hospitals for long hours and contact employees in person, so the observance of
SOPs for protection against the COVID-19 pandemic was upheld. For this purpose, each
hospital nominated 5 persons from their respective HR departments to collect data. We
provided the necessary training to these persons on how to administer and fill out the
questionnaires. Data collection was conducted in line with ethical guidelines provided
Helsinki Declaration [76]. Approval was obtained from the ethical committee of Lahore
Leads University Pakistan.

4.1. Sample and Respondents’ Demographics

The population of the study consisted of staff in tertiary hospitals working in the
metropolitan city of Lahore Pakistan. Since HR structures in all the tertiary hospitals are
similar, little variation in the respondents was expected. The inclusion of four hospitals was
to increase the sample size. We provided 100 close-ended questionnaires to each hospital
to administer to the randomly selected sample. Out of the total of 400 questionnaires,
351 were collected back; 320 questionnaires with an acceptable degree of accuracy were
selected for analysis. It took two months to collect data, which started in the first week
of January and ended in the first week of March 2021. The sample was drawn using
a simple random sampling technique by selecting 100 subjects from each hospital on a
random basis. This sampling method was used to achieve the representativeness of the
sample. Data collection was carried out through the HR department of each hospital.
In summary: 46.82% of respondents were male and 53.2% were female. According to
occupation, 112 respondents were physicians and surgeons, 98 were nurses, 48 were
paramedics, and 62 were administrative staff, including HR personnel. According to age
details, 8% were less than 23, 40% were 24–30 years of age, 36% were 31–40 years of age,
and 24% were 41–59 years of age. As per length of experience, 25% of respondents had
1–2 years’ experience, 18% between 2 and 6 years’ experience, 11% between 8 and 20 years’
experience, and 46% between 20 and 34 years’ experience.

4.2. Measurement Instrument

The scale (questionnaire) had forty items (questions) that were responded to on a
five-point Likert-type scale: 18 items for electronic performance appraisal, 12 items for
organizational sustainability, and 10 items for transformational leadership were in the
questionnaire. The questionnaire for e-PA was adopted from Ullah, Z. et al. [5] and organi-
zational social sustainability was taken from Cella-De-Oliveira [3] and transformational
leadership adopted from MLQ [77]. Since standard instruments were adopted with already
determined reliability co-efficient, the instruments were presumed to be reliable. For the
sake of this study, and to be on the safe side, internal reliability analysis tests and validity
tests were run again to establish the reliability and validity of instruments.

4.3. Analysis of Data

Inferential statistics were applied to analyze the data. Partial least square (PLS)
analysis was used for structural equation modeling (SEM). This method allows researchers
to analyze structural components (path model) and measurement components (factor
model) in one model simultaneously [78]. Hence, structural equation modeling (SEM)
draws an all-inclusive picture of the validity, reliability, and causality [79].

5. Results
5.1. Reliability

Prior to testing our hypotheses, we conducted confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
to establish convergent and discriminant validity. All the three variables of the study,
electronic performance appraisal, transformational leadership, and organizational social
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sustainability, were constructs and needed operationalization. Thus, confirmation of
reliability and validity was needed prior to applying inferential statistics.

All the three variables were found reliable, as Cronbach’s alpha values for all the
variables (organizational social sustainability 0.903, transformational leadership 0.871, and
re-performance appraisal 0.887) were much higher than the cut-off value of 0.7 [80]. In the
same way, the composite reliability of each variable was above 0.90, which is higher than
the threshold value of 0.70 [81].

5.2. Validity

The average variance extracted (AVE) values for all three variables were above 0.50,
which is the threshold value (see in Table 1), thereby establishing convergent validity
for each construct. Discriminant validity was assessed using the Fornell and Larcker
criterion [82] and Heterotrait–Monotrait (HTMT) ratio, as suggested by Henseler et al. [83].
According to [83] the Fornell–Larcker criterion, a concept or construct would explain
the variance of its indicators better than the variance of other constructs of a model [82].
Therefore, in this study, each construct has a greater value than the correlations of other
constructs, establishing high discriminant validity (Table 2). Using the (HTMT) criterion,
the values above 0.9 showed a lack of discriminant validity [83], which was not the case for
the values in Table 3.

Table 1. Construct reliability and validity.

Cronbach’s Alpha rho_A Composite Reliability (AVE)

SOS 0.903 0.904 0.920 0.562

TL 0.871 0.874 0.903 0.609

e-PA 0.887 0.888 0.909 0.525

Table 2. Discriminant validity (Fornell–Larcker).

SOS TL ePA

SOS 0.750
TL 0.666 0.781

ePA 0.731 0.669 0.735

Table 3. Discriminant validity (HTMT).

SOS TL ePA

SOS 0.793
TL 0.746 0.812

ePA 0.812 0.761 0.796

5.3. Structural Equation Modeling (Hypothesis Testing)

The correlation matrix indicates positive relationships among variables. Organi-
zational social sustainability (SOS) and the other variables are significantly associated
(Table 4). Since no value in the correlation matrix is above 0.8, so we can rule out the
possibility of autocorrelation.

Table 4. Correlation coefficients.

SOS TL ePA

SOS 1
TL 0.666 1

ePA 0.731 0.669 1
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As far as a coefficient of determination explains the cause and effect relationship, a
59% variation in the criterion variable (organizational social sustainability) is explained by
the given independent variables (electronic performance appraisal system and transforma-
tional leadership) as shown in Table 5.

Table 5. R square.

R Square R Square Adjusted

SOS 0.591 0.587

For hypothesis testing, we performed two types of structural analysis using SmartPLS
(Table 6). Firstly, direct effects of electronic performance appraisal (e-PA) and transfor-
mational leadership on organizational social sustainability (SOS) were tested. The direct
effect of e-PA on SOS: β = 0.514, t = 7.629 and p = 0.000; and TL on SOS: β = 0.327, t = 5.127
and p = 0.000. The relationships were positive and significant. Furthermore, the results
showed a good fit for data. As far as e-PA and SOS are concerned, the relationship is
significant at p = 0.000, positive, and quite strong at path coefficient 0.514; and t statistics
(7.629) also confirm that the value is much larger than 1.645, indicating greater evidence
against the null hypothesis. The relationship between TL and SOS is also significant at
p = 0.000, positive, and strong at β = 0.327; and the t statistic of 5.127 shows sufficient
evidence against the null hypothesis.

Table 6. Path coefficient.

Original
Sample (O)

Sample
Mean (M) (STDEV) T Statistics p Values

Moderating Effect 1
-> SOS 0.016 0.027 0.09 0.175 0.861

TL -> SOS 0.327 0.326 0.064 5.127 0.000
e-PA -> SOS 0.514 0.502 0.067 7.629 0.000

Secondly, the authors introduced TL as a moderator between the relationship of e-PA
and SOS. The bootstrapping option was used to test the moderating effect. After evaluation
using beta (0.016), p-value (0.861), and t statistics (0.175) we arrived at the conclusion that
TL did not moderate the relationship between e-PA and SOS. The relationship is too weak
to accept (β = 0.016) and insignificant at p = >0.05 (0.861), and the t statistics show greater
evidence in favor of null hypothesis at 0.175, which is much lower than the threshold value.

6. Discussion

Performance appraisal is one of the key HR practices, and many strategic decisions
are taken in light of performance appraisal reports [70]. Performance appraisal has direct
bearings on organizational outcomes. Ultimately the failure and success of an organization
are partly contingent upon the accuracy of performance appraisal systems. HR managers
keep on endeavoring to bring accuracy, justice, timeliness, and objectivity; and one of their
endeavors is the digitalization of the performance appraisal system [5]. The introduction of
information technology and computer systems in PA has made it relatively more effective
and efficient. In addition to precisely measuring performance, the e–PA system has mini-
mized rater error and biasness to a great extent [5], so it is likely to augment employees’
positive attitudes towards the organization.

Organizational social sustainability is one of the key elements of organizational effec-
tiveness. Social sustainability is the source that could enable organizations to grow and
gain sustainable competitive advantages in highly volatile and uncertain environments [69].
Organizations think at strategic levels about how to achieve social sustainability with the
organization. E-PA and SOS have a certain history in the literature of developed countries;
however, these are becoming the new normal in developing countries and are yet to be
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documented extensively. Keeping the scarcity of literature in mind, we proposed a quite
simple though novel model to test in this study. The study produced some interesting
results. Firstly as per our assumption, the findings revealed an influence of e-PA on SOS,
but the relationship was stronger than what could be expected. There are many factors
within and outside the organizations that affect the formation of social sustainability. For
example, a conducive work environment, remuneration, career growth opportunities,
the market, and overall employment conditions may have direct or indirect bearings on
social sustainability in organizations. In the face of such diverse and complex conditions,
identification of this huge role of e-PA in developing social sustainability is a significant
development for managers and researchers. It is evident from the results that employees
are very conscious regarding the fairness, objectivity, and accuracy of performance ap-
praisals, and any discrepancy in this matter will dissatisfy them and provoke their turnover
intentions. Therefore, managers who are mindful of social sustainability should strengthen
their PA through the application of digital technology.

Transformational leadership is supposed to be an exhaustive and extensive phe-
nomenon that encompasses and affects the attitude of employees at all levels [50]. We
supposed that the element of transformation leadership will positively moderate the rela-
tionship between e-PA and SOS, but surprisingly our results did not support our hypothesis.
However, our data verified a positive and significant direct effect of transformational lead-
ership on organizational social sustainability. It is evident from the findings that followers
depend on leaders when the situation is subjective and beyond their understanding and
interpretations. However, when employees can understand on their own, they keep them-
selves independent of leaders. Thus, if the digitally generated PA report is perceived to
be objective, unbiased, accurate, self-explanatory, and easy to understand, employees feel
no need for any guidance to understand it. This kind of PA is possible with the help of
information and computer technology.

6.1. Implications of the Study

The study findings have both theoretical and managerial implications. To some
extent, the study could create awareness regarding the importance of social sustainability
in organizations. It also emphasizes that technological intervention and digitalization
of organizational practices, particularly e-PA, produce greater outputs for organizations.
Apart from other benefits of the e-PA, it shapes employees’ perceptions positively and plays
a greater role in the formation of social sustainability in organizations. Transformational
leadership also plays a role in the formation of social sustainability, but its contribution,
as per our findings, is less significant than that of the e-PA. The study also revealed that
technological interventions neutralize the role of leadership. The digitally conducted
performance appraisal is more objective, detailed, fair, and easy to understand than the
traditional PA, so this enables employees to understand their strengths and weaknesses
without the help of a leader. Thus this clarity of understanding reduces their dependence on
leaders. Based on the findings of the study, we can extend the following recommendations
for practitioners:

• In the face of changing environments, acute competition, and volatile market condi-
tions, social sustainability is the most important weapon to combat these kinds of
challenges. As the concept of social sustainability is naïve in the given organizational
environment and usually given the least importance, it is imperative for managers to
take it up at strategic levels.

• Transformation of the PA from traditional to digital yields many positive outcomes.
The e-PA is not a common practice in Pakistani organizations, so it is the call of the day
to accept, welcome, and adopt this technological intervention to acquire its multiple
benefits, including improving social sustainability.

• It looks important to strengthen PA through IT and computers before one thinks of
bringing social sustainability to an organization.
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• Transformational leadership is an important factor that influences social sustainability,
while where technology comes into play, the role of transformational leader dimin-
ishes.

6.2. Conclusions

The study revolves around the phenomenon of organizational social sustainability.
In the context of developing countries, particularly Pakistan, this term is relatively new.
It is important to make managers realize the importance of social sustainability in the
overall growth and success of an organization. Likewise, electronic performance appraisal
is also a new adventure within organizations in developing countries. By keeping in
view the multiple benefits of e-PA, organizations are transforming their practices from
traditional ways to digital and technology-based modes. Since both the phenomena are
newly born in this context, we attempted to see the role of e-PA in SOS and any possible
moderating role of TL on the relationship between e-PA and SOS. We chose the healthcare
sector for data collection because it is a service and labor-intensive industry, and social
sustainability is more relevant to this sector. Since e-PA is not commonly practiced in
hospitals, we hardly found four hospitals practicing e-PA for the last five or more than
five years. Using the survey method, data were collected through the administration of
questionnaires. The results were quite surprising. Our first hypothesis concerning the effect
of e-PA on SOS was supported and the relationship was stronger than one could expect.
In the presence of many other factors that reportedly influence SOS, such a considerable
amount of influence is unexpected. Our second hypothesis regarding the moderating effect
of TL on the relationship between e-PA and SOS was not accepted and the understanding
we got out of it is that technology neutralizes leadership’s influence. When technology
explains things, people do not use leadership services per se. Our findings have theoretical
and practical importance, as they address many important variables that have profound
implications on organizational outcomes.
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