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Abstract 

This study investigates the structural relationships between corporate social 
responsibility (CSR), environmental, governance, quality of work life (QWL), job satisfaction, 
trust, and employee engagement within a Bangkok-based logistics & transportation 
multinational company. This research is a quantitative research. The sample consists of 1 90 
employees from logistics and transportation companies that have been employed for more 
than one year. They were purposively selected. The research instrument was a questionnaire. 
The statistics used for data analysis were partial least squares structural equation modeling 
(PLS-SEM).  

The findings highlight that CSR and strong governance frameworks positively influence 
QWL, which in turn enhances job satisfaction, trust, and employee engagement. Trust is 
identified as a critical mediator, fostering both employee commitment and a deeper 
connection to organizational goals. Furthermore, environmental responsibility aligns employee 
values with organizational ethics, enhancing overall job satisfaction. The study underscores 
the importance of integrated CSR and governance strategies to support a sustainable, engaged, 
and highly motivated workforce. These insights provide a comprehensive framework for 
organizations aiming to achieve long-term success through a holistic approach to employee 
well-being and organizational ethics. 
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Introduction 

In today’s dynamic business environment, corporate social responsibility (CSR), 
environment, and governance are no longer peripheral elements but central to organizational 
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strategy and Employee Engagement. As companies strive to achieve sustainable growth, the 
alignment of CSR practices with robust governance frameworks has become a critical factor in 
shaping organizational culture and enhancing employee satisfaction. Research demonstrates 
that organizations committed to CSR not only benefit society but also cultivate a more 
supportive and engaging work environment, positively impacting employee trust and retention 
(Carroll & Shabana, 2010). These strategic CSR initiatives also resonate with the modern 
workforce, which increasingly values ethical practices and transparency in their employers. 

Governance plays an essential role in building a transparent and accountable 
organizational structure. By fostering trust through ethical decision-making and consistent 
policies, effective governance enhances employee commitment and contributes to a high 
Quality of Work Life (QWL). A strong QWL is linked to employee job satisfaction, engagement, 
and organizational loyalty, positioning organizations that prioritize these elements for better 
performance outcomes (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Mayer et al., 1995). Additionally, the focus 
on environmental responsibility as part of CSR further deepens employees' sense of purpose 
and connection to their workplace, as it aligns organizational values with employee beliefs, 
enhancing both motivation and satisfaction (Elkington, 1997). 

This study examines the structural relationships between CSR, governance, QWL, job 
satisfaction, trust, and employee engagement in a logistics & transportation multinational 
company based in Bangkok, Thailand. By analyzing data from 190 employees, given the 
environmental impact and regulatory challenges faced by this industry, a deeper 
understanding of CSR and governance's role in employee engagement is crucial. Insights from 
this research can guide industry-specific strategies that align business goals with social and 
environmental responsibilities, enhancing the company’s reputation and competitive edge. 
Understanding how these factors are interrelated allows organizations to create a "virtuous 
cycle" where CSR and governance initiatives lead to higher employee engagement, which in 
turn reinforces CSR efforts. This sustainable approach benefits both employees and the 
organization, contributing to long-term success and resilience in the competitive global 
logistics and transportation market (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). 

 
Research Objective  

This research is to investigate the structural relationships among corporate social 
responsibility (CSR), environment, governance, quality of work life (QWL), job satisfaction, trust, 
and employee engagement within a logistics & transportation multinational corporation in 
Bangkok, Thailand 
 
Literature Review 

This section explores the theoretical foundations surrounding corporate social 
responsibility (CSR), environment, governance, quality of work life (QWL), job satisfaction, trust, 
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and employee engagement. Each component represents a critical aspect of modern 
organizational management, influencing not only workplace dynamics but also contributing to 
the sustainable development of the organization. Understanding the theoretical interplay 
between these factors provides a framework for analyzing how integrated CSR and governance 
practices can lead to higher employee engagement and organizational commitment. 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and Environment 
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has evolved beyond philanthropy, now 

encompassing ethical, environmental, and social dimensions embedded in business 
operations. CSR seeks to balance organizational profit with a commitment to societal welfare 
and environmental stewardship (Carroll, 1991). It serves as a strategic tool for differentiating 
companies in competitive markets, enhancing corporate reputation, and promoting employee 
loyalty (McWilliams & Siegel, 2001). CSR practices, particularly those involving environment, 
demonstrate an organization’s commitment to reducing its ecological footprint and fostering 
a sustainable future (Elkington, 1997). The "Triple Bottom Line" approach advocates for 
companies to consider social and environmental impacts alongside financial performance, 
emphasizing that environmental responsibility is both a risk management strategy and a driver 
of long-term value (Hart & Milstein, 2003). Studies indicate that CSR and environment initiatives 
can positively impact employee satisfaction and engagement, as employees tend to feel more 
aligned with an organization that shares their values of social responsibility (Orlitzky et al., 
2011). The integration of environmental initiatives within CSR has become increasingly 
important, with research showing that organizations committed to sustainability are more 
resilient, adaptable, and better able to meet stakeholder expectations in a changing global 
environment (Porter & Kramer, 2006). 

Governance and Quality of Work Life (QWL) 
Governance encompasses the systems, policies, and structures that direct an 

organization towards ethical conduct, transparency, and accountability. Effective governance 
is essential for embedding CSR and sustainability practices within organizational frameworks, 
ensuring these practices are not merely symbolic but are genuinely impactful (Aguilera et al., 
2007). Good governance creates a culture of trust, which is vital for employee motivation and 
organizational commitment (Mayer et al., 1995). Transparent and ethical decision-making 
processes strengthen employee confidence in organizational leadership, promoting higher 
levels of employee engagement and job satisfaction. The concept of Quality of Work Life 
(QWL) is closely related to governance practices, as it reflects the degree to which employees 
feel their work environment supports their well-being, security, and professional growth. A 
high QWL is associated with increased job satisfaction, reduced turnover, and greater 
organizational commitment (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). Research demonstrates that 
organizations with strong governance are better able to create a supportive work environment 
by implementing policies such as fair compensation, career development opportunities, and 
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work-life balance initiatives (Pfeffer, 2018). These factors not only improve employee morale 
but also contribute to a sustainable, engaged workforce. 

Job Satisfaction, Trust, and Employee Engagement 
Job satisfaction and employee engagement are critical components of organizational 

success. Job satisfaction reflects employees' overall attitudes towards their jobs, 
encompassing intrinsic elements like meaningful work and extrinsic factors such as pay and 
job security (Locke, 1976). High job satisfaction is strongly linked to employee engagement, a 
broader construct that includes the emotional and cognitive involvement employees have 
with their organization and work (Kahn, 1990). Engaged employees demonstrate higher 
productivity, commitment, and willingness to contribute to organizational goals, making 
engagement a significant predictor of business performance (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Trust 
within an organization plays a vital role in fostering employee engagement. Employees who 
trust their leaders and feel secure in the organization are more likely to be engaged, motivated, 
and committed (Robinson, 1996). Trust is both a consequence and a driver of high QWL, as 
employees who perceive their work environment as fair and supportive are more likely to 
have high levels of trust in their organization (Podsakoff et al., 1996). Studies show that when 
organizations prioritize employee well-being through strong QWL practices and transparent 
governance, trust flourishes, leading to enhanced employee engagement and lower turnover 
(Laschinger et al., 2001). 

Interrelationships and Holistic Organizational Impact 
The interconnectedness of CSR, governance, QWL, job satisfaction, trust, and employee 

engagement forms a cyclical and mutually reinforcing system that impacts organizational 
effectiveness. CSR initiatives, particularly those related to environment, align employee values 
with organizational practices, fostering a sense of pride and commitment (Schaufeli & Bakker, 
2004). Effective governance structures ensure these initiatives are rooted in accountability and 
transparency, creating a work environment conducive to high QWL, which subsequently leads 
to increased job satisfaction, trust, and engagement. This holistic approach to organizational 
management underscores the need for integrated strategies that simultaneously address 
ethical, environmental, and employee-centric goals. 

In summary, the theoretical relationships between CSR, Governance, QWL, Job 
Satisfaction, Trust, and Employee Engagement emphasize the importance of a cohesive and 
responsible management approach. By adopting strategies that consider these factors in 
unison, organizations can cultivate a sustainable and engaged workforce, ultimately achieving 
long-term organizational success. 
 
Hypothesis 

 Therefore, another hypothesis of the current study is follows: 
H1: Governance positively influences the environment.  
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H2:  Governance positively influences the quality of work life.  
H3:  Governance positively influences the corporate social responsibility.    
H4: Environment positively influences the corporate social responsibility.     
H5: Quality of work life positively influences the job satisfaction.   
H6: Quality of work life positively influences the employee engagement.  
H7: Quality of work life positively influences the trust.   
H8: Job satisfaction positively influences the trust.  
H9: Job satisfaction positively influences the employee engagement.  
H10: Trust positively influences the employee engagement.   

 
Methodology 

Sample and Data Collection 
The study sample consists of 190 employees from a logistics & transportation 

multinational company with over one year of employment. To determine sample size, the 
“10-times rule” was applied (Hair et al., 2011; Peng & Lai, 2012). A purposive probability 
sampling method with cluster random sampling was used to select companies that align with 
research objectives, ensuring a diverse representation across job roles. Following this, simple 
random sampling or convenience sampling was employed within each cluster to obtain a 
complete sample.  

Measurement Instrument 
Data was collected through a 52-item questionnaire designed to measure Quality of 

Work Life (QWL), Job Satisfaction, Trust, and Employee Engagement. For QWL, 42 items were 
adopted from previous studies (Chaiprasit & Santidhirakul, 2011; Klein et al., 2019), covering 
six dimensions: organizational transparency, living standards, education, time use, health, and 
work environment. Job Satisfaction, Trust, and Employee Engagement were measured with 3, 
2, and 5 items respectively, adapted from validated sources (Klein et al., 2019; Nyhan & 
Marlow, 1997; Osborne & Hammoud, 2017). Responses were rated on a 5-point Likert scale 
from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). 

Data Analysis 
Data was analyzed using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) 

with Smart PLS version 4 . 1 . 0 . 8  to validate the model’s measurement and structural 
components (Henseler, 2017; Hair et al., 2017). 
 
Results and Findings 

The majority of respondents in this study are male (66.3%) and from Generation Y 
(52.1%). Most hold a Bachelor’s degree (57.9%), with 27.4% earning over 60,000 Baht. A large 
portion are in executive positions (75.8%) and have more than 10 years of work experience 
(33.2%). Additionally, 46.8% are married with children. 
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Evaluation of Measurement Model  
The evaluation included tests for convergent validity (CV), internal reliability, and 

discriminant validity (DV) (Hair et al., 2016). Item reliability was assessed using factor loadings, 
with all reflective indicators above 0.70 (Hair et al., 2017). Composite reliability (CR) and 
Average Variance Extracted (AVE) further confirmed reliability and consistency of the 
constructs. As shown in Table 1, CR values for all constructs exceeded the 0.8 threshold (Hair 
et al., 2016), with scores for CSR (0.9681), ENV (0.9694), GGV (0.9419), QWL (0.9315), JST 
(0.8946), TRT (0.9141), and EEG (0.9110), indicating high internal consistency. Additionally, AVE 
scores were above 0.50, supporting the CV of the measures (Hair et al., 2017). 

 
Table 1 Results of items loading, AVE, and CR (n=190) 
Construct Items Loading Cronbach's alpha Rho_A CR AVE 
CSR CSR1 0.9699 0.9341 0.9352 0.9681 0.9382 
 CSR2 0.9673     
ENV ENV1 0.9479 0.9578 0.9598 0.9694 0.8881 
 ENV2 0.9393     
 ENV3 0.9684     
 ENV4 0.9131     
GGV GGV1 0.8271 0.9171 0.9238 0.9419 0.8025 
 GGV2 0.8842     
 GGV3 0.9436     
 GGV4 0.9239     
QWL QWL1 0.8588 0.9082 0.9127 0.9315 0.7313  

QWL2 0.8949 
    

 
QWL3 0.8397 

    
 

QWL4 0.8241 
    

 
QWL5 0.8566 

    

JST JS1 0.8996 0.8221 0.8228 0.8946 0.7394  
JS2 0.8797 

    
 

JS3 0.7969 
    

TRT TR1 0.9124 0.8122 0.8142 0.9141 0.8418  
TR2 0.9225 

    

EEG EE1 0.7503 0.8776 0.8807 0.9110 0.6724  
EE2 0.8422 

    
 

EE3 0.8436 
    

 
EE4 0.8527 

    
 

EE5 0.8067 
    

 
Notes: CSR – Corporate Social Responsibility; ENV – Environment; GGV – Governance; QWL – 
Quality of Work Life; JST – Job Satisfaction; TRT – Trust; EEG – Employee Engagement 
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Discriminant validity is checked through the Fornell-Larker criterion (1981), cross 
loading of the observed variables shown in table 2, further, the variance inflation factor (VIF) 
as 1.000 – 2.2903; so VIF < 3 no multicollinearity (Hair et al., 2016). 
 
Table 2 Fornell-Larker criterion 
Construct CSR ENV EEG GGV JST QWL TRT 
CSR 0.9686             
ENV 0.8512 0.9424           
EEG 0.5644 0.5683 0.8200         
GGV 0.6995 0.6579 0.6977 0.8958       
JST 0.3914 0.3889 0.7023 0.5215 0.8599     
QWL 0.6568 0.6629 0.8044 0.8482 0.6397 0.8552   
TRT 0.4461 0.4494 0.7035 0.5445 0.5517 0.6804 0.9175 

Notes: M - Mean; S - SD; CSR – Corporate Social Responsibility; ENV – Environment; GGV – Governance; 
QWL – Quality of Work Life; JST – Job Satisfaction; TRT – Trust;  
          EEG – Employee Engagement 

Structural Model and Hypothesis Testing  
The structural model examines the constructs' predictive capabilities and causal 

relationships (Hair et al., 2017). The bootstrapping method was employed to estimate the 
statistical implication of the hypothesized form (Carrión et al., 2017). Hair et al. (2016) propose 
that besides portraying significant connections, researchers report R2, and effect size (f2). 

In Table 3, the result of Model found that R2 values were 0.7589, 0.7343, 0.7194, 
0.4859, 0.4329, and 0.4092 for CSR, EEG, QWL, TRT, ENV, and JST respectively. All R2 were 
above 0.25 confirming the validity of the models.  

The six R2 values could be implied as follows; (1) ENV and GGV could explain the 
variance of CSR by 75.89%; (2) TRT and JST could explain the variance of EEG by 73.43%;  (3) 
GGV could explain the variance of QWL by 71.94%; (4) JS and QWL could explain the variance 
of TRT by 48.59%; (5) GGV could explain the variance of ENV by 43.29%; and (6) QWL could 
explain the variance of JST by 40.92%. 

Following, f2 indicates effect size 0.35, 0.15, and 0.02 respectively. It stated that large, 
medium, and small effect (Cohen, 1988). The results of f2 demonstrate that GGV large effect 
on QWL (f2 = 2.5638), and ENV (f2 = 0.7633), ENV large effect on CSR (f2 = 1.1177), QWL large 
effect on JST (f2 = 0.6927), EEG (f2 = 0. 3671), and TRT (f2 = 0. 3530).  In contrast, JST medium 
effect on EEG (f2 = 0.1574), whereas GGV effect on CSR (f2 = 0.1423), TRT effect on EEG (f2 = 
0.1041), and JST effect on TRT (f2 = 0.0446) to small effect.  
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Table 3 Results of R2 and f2 

Construct R2 
 

CSR 
 

ENV 
 

EEG 
f2 

JST 
 

QWL 
 

TRT 
CSR 0.7589       
ENV 0.4329 1.1177      
GGV  0.1423 0.7633   2.5638  
JST 0.4092   0.1574   0.0446 
QWL 0.7194   0.3671 0.6927  0.3530 
TRT 0.4859   0.1041    
EEG 0.7343       

The SRMR is defined as the difference between the observed correlation and the 
model implied correlation matrix. Thus, it allows assessing the average magnitude of the 
discrepancies between observed and expected correlations as an absolute measure of 
(model) fit criterion. A value less than 0.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999) are considered a good fit. 
Henseler et al. (2014) introduce the SRMR as a goodness of fit measure for PLS-SEM that can 
be used to avoid model misspecification. The goodness of fit model using the SRMR criteria 
meets the less than 0.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The results SRMR value of 0.0655 that indicated 
this model is good fit. 

Overall fit of measurement was measured by Goodness of fit index (GoF), which 
indicated the reliability of the measurement model (Henseler & Sarstedt, 2013). The 
calculation shown in Table 4; presented the GoF value of 0.6879, which indicated the high 
level of well fit of the overall model (Tenenhaus et al., 2004; Wetzels et al.  2009). 

 
Table 4 Goodness of Fit Index (GoF) 
Construct AVE R2 
CSR 0.9382 0.7589 
ENV 0.8881 0.4329 
EEG 0.6724 0.7343 
GGV 0.8025 

 

JST 0.7394 0.4092 
QWL 0.7313 0.7194 
TRT 0.8418 0.4859 
GoF 0.6879 

Remark: *Goodness of Fit (GoF) = √((Average AVE) x (Average R2)) 
 



International Journal of Development Administration Research 
 

162 
Vol. 7 No.2 July - December 2024 

 
Figure 1 Structural Model Assessment 

The results of structural model assessment shown in Figure 1 and table 5. All ten 
hypotheses are supported by the data. The stronger the path coefficient number is closer to 
1, meaning that the influence of the independent variable is the stronger it affects the 
dependent variable (Ghozali & Latan, 2015). Values of 0.67, 0.33, and 0.19 indicate a strong, 
moderate, and weak model (Jogiyanto, 2011). The results show that GGV has strong significant 
impact on QWL (β = 0.8482***), ENV has strong significant impact on CSR (β = 0.6894***),
 GGV has moderate significant impact on ENV (β = 0.6579***), QWL has moderate 
significant impact on JST (β = 0.6397***), TRT (β = 0.5543***), EEG (β = 0.4726***), GGV has 
weak significant impact on CSR (β = 0.2459***), JST has weak significant impact on EEG (β = 
0.2720**), TRT has weak significant impact on EEG  (β = 0.2320**), JST has weak significant 
impact on TRT (β = 0.1971*). Furthermore, GGV has indirect effect to CSR (β = 0.4536***) and 
QWL has indirect effect to EEG (β = 0.3318***), and QWL has indirect effect to TRT (β = 
0.1261*). 
 
Table 5 The results of structural model assessment 

Hypothesis Path Relationship Effect Path Coefficient SD T statistics P values Result 
H1 GGV -> ENV DE 0.6579 0.0650 10.1179 0.0000 Supported 
  IE - - - -  
  TE 0.6579 0.0650 10.1179 0.0000  

H2 GGV -> QWL DE 0.8482 0.0282 30.1137 0.0000 Supported 
  IE - - - -  
  TE 0.8482 0.0282 30.1137 0.0000  

H3 GGV -> CSR DE 0.2459 0.0647 3.8036 0.0001 Supported 
  IE 0.4536 0.0553 8.2002 0.0000  
  TE 0.6995 0.0561 12.4768 0.0000  

H4 ENV -> CSR DE 0.6894 0.0618 11.1468 0.0000 Supported 
  IE - - - -  
  TE 0.6894 0.0618 11.1468 0.0000  

H5 QWL -> JS DE 0.6397 0.0559 11.4476 0.0000 Supported   
IE - - - -  
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Hypothesis Path Relationship Effect Path Coefficient SD T statistics P values Result   
TE 0.6397 0.0559 11.4476 0.0000  

H6 QWL -> EEG DE 0.4726 0.0871 5.4242 0.0000 Supported   
IE 0.3318 0.0730 4.5432 0.0000    
TE 0.8044 0.0355 22.6658 0.0000  

H7 QWL -> TRT DE 0.5543 0.0688 8.0615 0.0000 Supported   
IE 0.1261 0.0593 2.1247 0.0337    
TE 0.6804 0.0406 16.7693 0.0000  

H8 JST -> TRT DE 0.1971 0.0873 2.2570 0.0241 Supported   
IE - - - -    
TE 0.1971 0.0873 2.2570 0.0241  

H9 JST -> EEG DE 0.2720 0.1041 2.6124 0.0090 Supported   
IE 0.0457 0.0267 1.7107 0.0872    
TE 0.3177 0.1052 3.0206 0.0025  

H10 TRT -> EEG DE 0.2320 0.0801 2.8948 0.0038 Supported   
IE - - - -    
TE 0.2320 0.0801 2.8948 0.0038  

 
 
Discussion 

The relationship between corporate social responsibility (CSR), environment, 
governance, quality of work life (QWL), job satisfaction, trust, and employee engagement is 
consistent with the research of Carroll and Shabana (2010), found that subject of increasing 
relevance in organizational behavior studies. CSR initiatives positively affect the work 
environment, enhancing employee morale, building trust, and fostering a sense of pride and 
commitment among employees (Carroll & Shabana, 2010). Environmental responsibility: 
Companies that prioritize sustainability and ethical environmental practices often see 
increased job satisfaction and engagement among employees who value these qualities 
(Elkington, 1997). Role of Governance, effective governance ensures CSR and environmental 
actions are implemented transparently, which builds trust. This trust encourages employees 
to align with organizational goals, improving engagement (Mayer et al., 1995). QWL, strong CSR 
and governance focus contributes to a high QWL, where employees experience well-being, 
work-life balance, and job security. This positively correlates with job satisfaction, trust, and 
engagement (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). Interconnectedness factors are mutually reinforcing. 
CSR and governance foster QWL, job satisfaction, and engagement, and, in turn, engaged 
employees strengthen CSR efforts, creating a virtuous cycle that benefits both the organization 
and its stakeholders (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). 

In summary, the interplay between CSR, environmental responsibility, governance, 
QWL, job satisfaction, trust, and employee engagement is complex and multifaceted. These 
elements are interconnected, with each influencing the others in ways that can either enhance 
or undermine organizational effectiveness. Companies that recognize and actively manage 
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these relationships are better positioned to create a sustainable, ethical, and highly engaged 
workforce. Additionally, the logistics & transportation multinational company should consider 
evaluating and assessing managerial success based on its ability to build a community with 
high levels of CSR environment, governance, QWL, job satisfaction, trust, and employee 
engagement underscores the holistic nature of modern organizational success. 
 
Conclusion 

The interconnectedness of corporate social responsibility (CSR), environment, 
governance, quality of work life (QWL), job satisfaction, trust, and employee engagement are 
fundamental to modern organizational success. Companies that embed CSR and sustainable 
practices contribute positively to society while building a more engaged and satisfied 
workforce. Effective governance enhances transparency, fostering trust, which is crucial for 
maintaining high job satisfaction and employee engagement. This alignment creates a 
supportive work environment where employees feel valued and aligned with organizational 
values, increasing their commitment and boosting overall performance. A comprehensive 
approach to managing these relationships enables organizations to create a sustainable, 
ethical workplace that benefits both employees and the community. 
 
Recommendations for Future Research 

Further research could explore these dynamics across different industries and cultural 
contexts to enhance generalizability. Future studies could also examine how varying levels of 
CSR commitment affect employee engagement and satisfaction across different employee 
demographics and career stages. Moreover, longitudinal studies may help capture the long-
term effects of CSR and governance practices on organizational outcomes, including adding 
variables to the study, such as employee loyalty, etc. 
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