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Abstract
Drawing on social exchange theory and social identity theory, we examined a sequential 
mediation process linking green human resource management practices and employees’ 
voluntary pro-environmental behavior. We also considered the aspects of green psychological 
climate and organizational pride in the relationship between green human resource management 
practices and voluntary pro-environmental behavior. Through the analysis of data from 459 
employees and their 109 respective managers working in Pakistan’s textile industry, we found 
that a green psychological climate mediates the relationship between green human resource 
management practices and organizational pride. We also found that green psychological climate 
and organizational pride sequentially mediate the relationship between green human resource 
management practices and employees’ voluntary pro-environmental behavior. The findings of 
the study provide important implications for theory and practice, as they offer insights into 
how organizations can effectively implement green human resource management practices and 
encourage their employees to engage in voluntary pro-environmental behavior.
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Introduction

In light of the significant impact sustainability has on the financial performance of organizations 
(O’Donohue & Torugsa, 2016; Sroufe & Gopalakrishna-Remani, 2019), there is a growing trend 
among businesses to move beyond the mere integration of environmental and social dimensions 
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into their operations. Instead, they are actively adopting and implementing green human resource 
management (GHRM) practices and policies (Al-Swidi et al., 2021). GHRM, a relatively new 
concept, pertains to the “parts of sustainable HR management dealing with the needs that relate 
to environmental sustainability” (Wagner, 2013, p. 444). It is also defined as the “phenomena 
relevant to understanding relationships between organizational activities that impact the natural 
environment and the design, evolution, implementation and influence of HRM systems” (Ren 
et al., 2018, p. 778).

The existing body of scholarly literature regarding GHRM has consistently demonstrated its 
positive impact on an organization’s financial performance (O’Donohue & Torugsa, 2016), posi-
tioning it as a key topic in environmental sustainability research (Garavan et al., 2023; Renwick 
et al., 2013). GHRM has also been shown to enhance environmental performance (Y. J. Kim 
et al., 2019; Roscoe et al., 2019). Yet, scholars note that the “green HRM narrative is still in its 
infancy” (Dumont et al., 2017, p. 614) and that “the emerging GHRM field is underdeveloped” 
(Ren et al., 2018, p. 792). In addition, the role of GHRM in enhancing employees’ green behav-
iors in the workplace “remains widely unexplored” (Sabokro et al., 2021, p. 2). Therefore, further 
understanding of GHRM and how this benefits the organization through its influence on employee 
behavior has emerged as a crucial issue, in terms of both theoretical understanding and practical 
implications.

The majority of existing studies on GHRM have been conducted at the organizational level. 
Dumont et al. (2017) highlighted the need to further investigate the relationships between GHRM 
practices and employee-related outcomes. Hameed et al. (2020) argued that the current research 
on how GHRM affects employee workplace outcomes is still at an early stage. Garavan et al. 
(2023, p. 4) further noted that “employee perceptions of these [GHRM] practices remain under-
investigated in the literature.” More specifically, further studies are needed to explore the inter-
vening mechanisms by which organizational policies, such as the implementation of GHRM, 
lead to employee outcomes (Ahmad et al., 2022; Chaudhary, 2020).

This study is essentially focused on the impact of GHRM on employees, recognizing their 
pivotal role in supporting the organization’s sustainability efforts (Ahmad et al., 2022; Al-Swidi 
et al., 2021; Dumont et al., 2017). We extend studies that have examined the relationship between 
GHRM and employee outcomes, with a particular emphasis on how GHRM practices can effec-
tively facilitate employees’ voluntary pro-environmental behavior (VPEB; Ababneh, 2021; 
Garavan et al., 2023). By focusing on VPEB, we extend the scope of previous studies that pri-
marily concentrated on employee green behavior (e.g., Dumont et al., 2017). This distinction is 
essential as it acknowledges that green (or pro-environmental) behaviors can be either voluntary 
or involuntary. The latter is what Norton, Parker, et al. (2015) described as “required employee 
green behavior.” VPEB in our study demonstrates employees’ discretionary behaviors that are 
carried out to support the organization’s environmental sustainability, and these actions do not 
necessarily fall within or are governed by formal organizational policies or defined as part of 
employee responsibilities (A. Kim et al., 2017). VPEB encompasses a range of activities, includ-
ing recycling, double-sided printing, energy-saving measures like turning off lights (Norton, 
Zacher, & Ashkanasy, 2015) as well as actions such as lobbying and activism (Norton, Parker, 
et al., 2015). Recognizing that research exploring the predictors of VPEB in the workplace is still 
in its infancy (Tian & Robertson, 2019), our study is significant in addressing this gap by specifi-
cally examining employees’ voluntary actions in support of green activities and exploring the 
variables that may serve as mediators in the relationship between GHRM and VPEB.

This study is essentially framed by two research questions:

Research Question 1: To what extent do contextual and individual psychological factors play 
a role in the relationship between GHRM practices and employees’ voluntary green 
behaviors?
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Research Question 2: How do GHRM practices influence employees’ voluntary green 
behaviors, as perceived by supervisors and employees?

To address the first research question, Chaudhary (2020) emphasized the need to consider dif-
ferent mediating mechanisms to understand the dynamic process of the relationships between 
GHRM and employee green behaviors. In addition, Hameed et al. (2020, p. 1062) noted that 
“further research is needed to find new social and psychological processes to connect GHRM to 
employees” outcomes.’ Thus, in framing the first research question, the study addresses the gap 
in the literature about how employee’s VPEB can be facilitated by exploring the mechanisms of 
contextual and psychological factors that motivate them to do something for the organization 
without being requested or obligated to do so (Garavan et al., 2023; Hameed et al., 2020).

The study also focuses on the contextual factor of green psychological climate and the indi-
vidual psychological factor of organizational pride. Green psychological climate refers to how 
individuals perceive an organization’s policies, procedures, and practices related to environmen-
tal sustainability (Dumont et al., 2017). The green psychological climate is of particular rele-
vance as a mediator to understanding individuals’ perceptions and sentiments toward their 
workplace, and the organization’s values, policies, and practices that foster environmental 
responsibility (Dumont et al., 2017; Sabokro et al., 2021). Building upon Norton et al.’s (2017, 
p. 1000) argument, the green psychological climate is also chosen as a more suitable “proximal 
predictor of behavior” due to its alignment with the individual-level nature of both psychological 
climate and work behavior.

In addition, in this study, we incorporated the individual psychological factor of employees’ 
organizational pride, as a mediating variable that influences their behavior in the workplace. Ng 
et al. (2019) noted that there is a lack of research exploring organizational pride in organizational 
behavior research, motivating us further to investigate the role of organizational pride in foster-
ing voluntary green initiatives. In addition, we integrate the concept of organizational pride, as 
suggested by Hameed et al. (2020) for future research, where organizational pride represents the 
emotional state experienced by employees, characterized by feelings of joy, self-respect, and a 
sense of belonging derived from their affiliation with the organization (Jones, 2010). 
Organizational pride also represents an emotional response to being associated with a socially 
and ethically responsible organization (Gouthier & Rhein, 2011). It can thus be argued that 
employees who take pride in their organization are more likely to exhibit higher levels of identi-
fication with it and actively engage in voluntary initiatives that benefit the organization (Boğan 
& Dedeoğlu, 2020; Zafar, Ho, et al., 2023).

In addressing the second research question, we consider the need to further understand the 
mediating mechanisms in the relationship between GHRM and employees’ outcomes (Ahmad 
et al., 2022; Ren et al., 2018). In this study, we focus on not only examining the direct relation-
ship between GHRM and employees’ VPEB but also investigating the indirect effects of GHRM 
and employees’ VPEB via both green psychological climate and organizational pride as the 
mediators. Prior studies have not examined how the contextual and individual psychological fac-
tors can function together in the relationship between GHRM and employees’ VPEB (Norton, 
Zacher, & Ashkanasy, 2015). The sequential mediation process that specifically considers the 
inclusion of green psychological climate and organizational pride provides a novel insight into 
offering a more comprehensive understanding of the underlying mechanisms through which 
GHRM practices influence employees’ VPEB.

Drawing on social exchange and social identity theories, we, therefore, address the two 
research questions by investigating if (a) green psychological climate mediates the relationship 
between GHRM and employees’ VPEB, (b) organizational pride mediates the relationship 
between green psychological climate and employees’ VPEB, and (c) green psychological climate 
and organizational pride sequentially mediate the relationship between GHRM and employees’ 
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VPEB. Considering that extant studies predominantly rely on cross-sectional data and gather 
responses about the extent of GHRM implementation from one party in the relationship—
whether it be supervisors or HR professionals (e.g., Rubel et al., 2021), or employees (e.g., Kim 
et al., 2019; Sabokro et al., 2021; Umrani et al., 2020)—this study takes a novel approach. Our 
objective is to investigate how GHRM practices influence employees’ voluntary green behaviors 
by considering the perspectives of both supervisors and their employees at separate time 
periods.

The study explores the context of a developing country, specifically focusing on the textile 
industry in Pakistan. The industry holds significant importance as it accounts for around 60% of 
the country’s exports, ranking it as the fourth-largest cotton-producing industry globally (Hayat 
et al., 2020). However, despite its economic significance, the textile industry, on a global scale, 
is considered the world’s second-largest contributor to pollution after the oil industry (Saha et al., 
2021; United Nations, 2019), contributing significantly to global greenhouse gas emissions and 
water pollution. Approximately 93 billion cubic meters of water, enough to meet the needs of five 
million people, are used by the fashion industry each year. In addition, about 500,000 tons of 
microfiber, equivalent to 3 million barrels of oil, are discharged into the ocean annually. The 
fashion industry also contributes to carbon emissions, with its impact surpassing the combined 
total emissions from all international aviation and maritime shipping (United Nations, 2019).

This alarming environmental impact has led Pakistan to receive a low score on sustainability 
(33.1 out of 100; Environmental Performance Index, 2020). The Global Sustainable Competitive 
Index 2021 has also ranked Pakistan 170 out of 180 countries severely affected by the environ-
ment (Solability, 2021). Nonetheless, there exists a scarcity of research focusing on critical 
industries in developing Asian countries (Cooke et al., 2020; Hameed et al., 2020), highlighting 
the need for further investigation into the development of sustainable business operations in this 
region in general. Specifically, there is a need to investigate Pakistan’s textile industry, a signifi-
cant contributor to the economy, and delve deeper into understanding how to transform this 
industry into one that is environmentally friendly, and sustainable in particular (Saha et al., 2021).

The study thus contributes to the GHRM literature in several ways. First, we add to the emerg-
ing research on GHRM behavioral literature by focusing on employees’ attitudinal and behav-
ioral changes, specifically their VPEB. Second, we build on the current knowledge of GHRM by 
testing a novel model that investigates the impact of GHRM on employees’ VPEB, taking into 
account the role of a green psychological climate (Norton et al., 2017). While prior research has 
highlighted a connection between a green work climate and employees’ proactivity in green 
behaviors (Norton et al., 2012, 2014; Zientara & Zamojska, 2018), there remains a need for fur-
ther investigation into green psychological climate as a mediator that enhances employee green 
behavior (Norton, Parker, et al., 2015). Third, our study extends the literature by investigating the 
psychological factor of organizational pride, in explaining the relationship between GHRM, 
green psychological climate, and employees’ VPEB. By doing so, we enhance the understanding 
of how the contextual condition of green psychological climate, along with employees’ psycho-
logical attachment to the organization, namely their organizational pride, influences their atti-
tudes toward GHRM and their engagement in voluntary green behaviors.

Theoretical Background and Hypotheses Development

Drawing on social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and social identity theory (Ashforth & Mael, 
1989), we explore the interplay between GHRM, the contextual condition of a green psychologi-
cal climate, and the individual psychological factor of organizational pride. Specifically, we 
examine how these factors are interconnected and influence employees’ willingness to engage in 
voluntary green behavior, as shown in Figure 1.
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Social exchange theory contends that employees and their organizations engage in a recipro-
cal exchange relationship, highlighting their distinct entities (Blau, 1964). In contrast, social 
identity theory implies a sense of unity between employees and their organizations (van 
Knippenberg et al., 2007). Despite this apparent divergence, these theories are psychologically 
interconnected (He et al., 2014) in that social exchange processes shape an employee’s identity 
with the organization, while an employee’s inclination to reciprocate in the exchange also 
depends on how much they identify with the organization (Tavares et al., 2016). Recognizing this 
interplay, we integrate these two theories in this study to explore the complex relationships 
between GHRM, green psychological climate, organizational pride, and employees’ VPEB.

Social exchange theory posits that exchanges between actors occur based on the principle of 
reciprocity, where individuals feel compelled to do something in return after receiving a favor 
from another party (Blau, 1964). This theory has been applied to explain a variety of social 
exchanges that take place between organizations and their employees (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 
2005; Gould-Williams, 2007; Karatepe et al., 2022). According to the theory, when individuals 
perceive that they are appreciated or treated well by the organization, they experience a sense of 
obligation and are more inclined to exert greater effort in the workplace (Bos-Nehles & Meijerink, 
2018; Paillé et  al., 2013). An organization establishes a social exchange relationship with its 
employees through various means, such as providing them with meaningful jobs, offering sup-
port, ensuring fair compensation, and recognizing their contributions. In response to this 
exchange, employees reciprocate by engaging in discretionary and voluntary actions that benefit 
the organization. Arguably, when an organization demonstrates support and concern for specific 
initiatives, such as green initiatives (Paillé & Valéau, 2021), employees perceive this as an expec-
tation to support and participate in these initiatives, with the anticipation of receiving benefits or 
rewards in return.

Social identity theory highlights that individuals develop an identity aligned with the group to 
which they belong (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). The theory helps explain the relationship and shared 
interests between employees and their organization. When organizations implement practices, 
such as green activities for sustainability, they convey specific cues to employees, fostering a 
sense of social identity with green values (Jones, 2010). Some scholars contend that employees 
who integrate their organization’s values are more likely to demonstrate greater engagement in 
behaviors that go beyond their formal roles or responsibilities (Blader & Tyler, 2009). Social 
identity theory further postulates that employees who identify with their organization’s values are 
more inclined to invest additional effort and engage in behaviors that align with, and advance, 
those values (Shen & Benson, 2016). Accordingly, when employees recognize the cues that 
evoke positive feelings toward their organization (Ng et al., 2019; Rubel et al., 2021), they are 
more likely to experience a sense of pride in being associated with an organization that has a 

Figure 1.  Research Framework.
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positive reputation for environmental and community service (John et al., 2019). This sense of 
pride then serves as a motivation for employees to actively participate in behaviors that contrib-
ute to the organization’s sustainable efforts (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; John et al., 2019; Zafar, Ho, 
et al., 2023).

GHRM and Employees’ Voluntary Pro-Environmental Behavior

The existing body of research on GHRM identifies a set of HR practices that organizations can 
employ to promote sustainability. These practices include strategies such as recruiting and select-
ing environmentally conscious employees, assessing employee performance based on their con-
tributions to environmental causes, and providing environmental training to enhance employees’ 
environmental awareness and skills (Hameed et al., 2020). In addition, employees may be given 
the opportunity to contribute suggestions for environmental improvement within the organiza-
tion (Umrani et al., 2020). Such GHRM practices serve as signals, indicating that the organiza-
tion is committed to investing in its employees and rewarding their environmental endeavors.

In accordance with social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), when an organization demonstrates 
its commitment to investing in and recognizing its employees’ green efforts, employees feel a 
sense of obligation to reciprocate the positive treatment they have received (Cropanzano & 
Mitchell, 2005; Paillé et al., 2013). This reciprocal response arises from the organizational sup-
port they have received, such as participating in green training (Pham et al., 2018), receiving 
green rewards, and being actively involved in environmental initiatives as part of the organiza-
tion’s GHRM practices. By implementing these practices, the organization effectively signals its 
values and priorities, thereby empowering and motivating employees to contribute toward the 
organization’s objectives (Kim et al., 2019; Sabokro et al., 2021). For instance, Kim et al. (2020) 
found that organizational environment policy can encourage employees to voluntarily take part 
in environmental initiatives and actions. Thus, we argue that when employees are supported and 
rewarded for their environmental actions, they experience a heightened sense of obligation to 
take part in voluntary green initiatives that align with the organization’s sustainability objectives 
(Hameed et al., 2020; Paillé et al., 2020). We thus hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 1a: GHRM practices are positively related to employees’ voluntary pro-environ-
mental behavior.

GHRM and Green Psychological Climate

In line with social identity theory, individuals find an emotional connection in their association 
with an organization, especially when its values align with their own (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; 
Jones, 2010). This alignment is particularly salient in the context of environmental sustainability. 
When organizations implement GHRM practices, such as providing green training sessions or 
rewarding eco-friendly behaviors, they not only demonstrate a commitment to environmental 
issues but also actively involve organizational actors in these initiatives (Dumont et al., 2017). 
This involvement serves a dual purpose: It reinforces the organization’s commitment to sustain-
ability and, at the same time, fosters a sense of collective responsibility in the organization 
(Norton et al., 2017).

Through effective GHRM practices, which facilitate such collective effort, a positive green 
organizational climate can be nurtured (Sabokro et al., 2021). Green recruitment, for instance, 
involves a focus on attracting and selecting employees who align with values related to environ-
mental sustainability (Dumont et al., 2017). As another example, employing a green performance 
appraisal process is crucial for evaluating green training needs and assessing the outcomes of 
environmentally friendly initiatives (Zafar, Malik, et al., 2023). The implementation of GHRM 
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practices is thus likely to lead organizational actors to align their actions and behaviors with the 
organization’s green policies (Dumont et al., 2017). Green psychological climate is also viewed 
as a direct consequence of GHRM practices (Sabokro et al., 2021), wherein individuals perceive 
that these practices have the potential to establish a nurturing environment that can influence 
their behavior (Sabokro et  al., 2021). With GHRM practices, individual organizational actors 
become cognizant of their organization’s policies, procedures, and practices supporting the envi-
ronment. In this regard, they are more inclined to perceive their organization’s commitment to the 
environment positively, contributing to the reinforcement of a positive green psychological cli-
mate. The following hypothesis is thus formulated:

Hypothesis 1b: GHRM practices positively affect green psychological climate.

GHRM and Organizational Pride

When an organization implements GHRM practices, it communicates a strong message of com-
mitment to environmental sustainability beyond pure economic gains (Dumont et al., 2017). In 
line with social identity theory (Ashforth & Mael, 1989), an individual’s sense of self is, in part, 
shaped by their affiliation with a group and the emotional bonds formed within it. Belonging to 
a group that aligns with one’s values and identity enhances one’s feeling of pride. Newman et al. 
(2015), for example, found that corporate social responsibility (CSR) practices in organizations 
positively influence employees’ pride in their organization. This is attributed to how CSR activi-
ties highlight key organizational attributes like prestige and fairness, thereby enhancing the orga-
nization’s external image and consequently boosting employee pride.

Likewise, the implementation of GHRM practices serves as a demonstration of an organiza-
tion’s strong environmental commitment (De Roeck et al., 2016; Ismail et al., 2022). Employees 
often take pride in being associated with sustainable organizations, perceiving them as compe-
tent, responsible, and committed to environmental stewardship (Jones et al., 2014). The signifi-
cance of organizational pride, as emphasized by Gouthier and Rhein (2011), lies in its positive 
impact on employee attitudes and behaviors. The more an individual perceives alignment with 
the organization’s environmental values, the higher the likelihood that they experience a sense of 
pride in their organization. Essentially, the organization’s commitment to implementing GHRM 
practices can intensify employees’ feelings of pride and strengthen their connection to their 
organization.

Hypothesis 1c: GHRM practices positively affect organizational pride.

GHRM, Green Psychological Climate, and Organizational Pride

In line with social identity theory, employees recognize the emotional significance associated 
with their membership in a particular group or organization (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Jones, 
2010). This theory further asserts that individuals experience a sense of belonging when they are 
affiliated with an organization whose values are aligned with their own. As previously argued, 
when an organization implements GHRM practices, such as offering green training and provid-
ing rewards for green behaviors, they send a clear signal to employees that the company cares 
about sustainability and is taking action to address environmental issues (Dumont et al., 2017). 
Managers commonly play a pivotal role in influencing an organization’s environmental policies, 
initiatives, and culture (De Smet et al., 2021). Their attitudes toward environmental sustainability 
frequently mirror the organization’s overall approach toward adopting green practices. 
Consequently, there is a heightened awareness of a positive psychological climate indicating the 
company’s commitment to sustainability efforts (Saburo et al., 2021).
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Employees are also more likely to experience a sense of pride when the climate of the organi-
zation promotes proactive environmental and societal actions (Jones, 2010). For those who value 
and prioritize environmental sustainability, a green organizational climate becomes a crucial fac-
tor that allows them to recognize and understand the organization’s commitment to green values. 
Consequently, their sense of pride in being part of the company grows (Zafar, Ho, et al., 2023), 
as individuals’ perceptions align with the organization’s values and commitment to environmen-
tal sustainability (Tian & Robertson, 2019; Zientara & Samosa, 2018). Based on these theoretical 
arguments, we contend that a green psychological climate serves as a link between GHRM and 
employees’ organizational pride.

Hypothesis 2: Green psychological climate mediates the positive relationship between 
GHRM practices and organizational pride.

GHRM, Green Psychological Climate, and Voluntary Pro-Environmental Behavior

Adopting a social exchange theory perspective (Blau, 1964), it has been established that organi-
zations’ beneficial and positive actions create an obligation for employees to reciprocate. GHRM 
practices, such as green training, play a significant role in enhancing employees’ understanding 
of green activities and their societal impact (Pham et al., 2019). Similarly, providing employees 
with opportunities to offer suggestions for improving the organization’s environmental perfor-
mance enhances employee participation (Hameed et al., 2020). Arguably, GHRM practices are 
likely to promote a green psychological climate by signaling the organization’s commitment to 
environmental responsibility and its desire to create green values (Dumont et al., 2017).

Building upon social exchange theory, we further argue that a green psychological climate 
shapes individuals’ perceptions regarding organizational policies aimed at enhancing sustain-
ability. Organizational leaders have a role in fostering support for the firm’s environmental efforts 
by cultivating a positive green organizational climate (Zientara & Zamojska, 2018). Such a cli-
mate is likely to empower members of the organization to create an environmentally responsible 
organization (Zafar, Ho, et al., 2023). Consequently, a positive green psychological climate fos-
ters a mutually beneficial exchange dynamic, where organizational actors are motivated to be 
environmentally conscious (Sabokro et al., 2021) and voluntarily engage in actions to support the 
organization’s sustainability goals (Kim et al., 2020; Norton et al., 2017; Paillé & Valéau, 2021). 
We thus hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 3: Green psychological climate mediates the relationship between GHRM prac-
tices and employees’ voluntary pro-environmental behavior.

GHRM, Organizational Pride, and Voluntary Pro-Environmental Behavior

Studies have shown that corporate social responsibility practices elicit positive emotions among 
employees (John et al., 2019; Ng et al., 2019). When an organization embraces green practices, 
it is typically viewed as an exemplary role model, both by employees and the wider public (Zafar, 
Ho, et al., 2023). In line with the tenets of social identity theory, employees believe that they, too, 
play a role in contributing to the greater good. The provision of training, opportunities for 
involvement, and rewards for engaging in green behaviors as part of GHRM practices (Zhao 
et al., 2021) further reinforces employees’ feeling of being valued, thereby enhancing their feel-
ings of pride in being part of the organization.

In addition, this positive psychological feeling of organizational pride is likely to serve as a 
motivator for employees to align their actions with the organization’s green goals (John et al., 
2019; Sabokro et al., 2021). When employees feel they are supported, trained, and rewarded for 
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contributing to environmental sustainability as part of the organization’s GHRM practices, they 
are also more inspired to engage in voluntary green actions to support the organization (Saeed 
et al., 2019; Zafar, Ho, et al., 2023). We thus contend that GHRM practices motivate employees 
to voluntarily engage in pro-environmental behavior by fostering a sense of pride among employ-
ees, as their values and actions are aligned with the organization’s sustainability commitment 
(Tian & Robertson, 2019). Thus:

Hypothesis 4: Organizational pride mediates the relationship between GHRM practices and 
employees’ voluntary pro-environmental behavior.

GHRM, Green Psychological Climate, Organizational Pride,  
and Voluntary Pro-Environmental Behavior

In this study, we emphasize the significance of the implementation of GHRM practices, encom-
passing practices such as green training, green recruitment and selection, compensation for green 
initiatives, employee involvement in green activities, and reward systems that recognize green 
behaviors. By implementing these practices, organizations not only improve employees’ work-
related abilities, empowerment, and personal development but also contribute to their health and 
well-being (Amrutha & Geetha, 2020; Francoeur & Paillé, 2022). In addition, these GHRM 
practices play a crucial role in shaping organizational actors’ perceptions of the organization’s 
green psychological climate (Sabokro et al., 2021), as such practices have the potential to culti-
vate goodwill and positive sentiments among organizational members.

Their perceptions of the organization’s green psychological climate in turn fulfill employees’ 
sense of pride. Their affiliation with the organization inspires them, as they desire to be associ-
ated with a company that positively contributes to the community (Chaudhary, 2020). Based on 
social identity theory, it is evident that individuals’ perceptions of the organization shape how 
they construct their identities. A company that encourages and supports employee involvement in 
green activities and rewards them for doing so, sends a clear signal about the activities valued by 
the company. As employees become more conscious of their roles and expectations of green 
endeavors, they are also more likely to appreciate the importance of their actions in supporting 
the organization’s long-term sustainability goals and the potential societal impact of their contri-
butions. As a result, they develop a sense of pride in their work, deriving satisfaction from their 
affiliation with the organization (Ng et al., 2019; Zafar, Ho, et al., 2023).

Organizational pride can then serve as a psychological catalyst, motivating employees to vol-
untarily participate in activities that support their organization’s endeavors (John et al., 2019). 
Consistent with social exchange theory, when individuals receive support and rewards from the 
company for their actions, they feel a sense of obligation to repay the organization (Gould-
Williams, 2007). In this way, the implementation of GHRM practices is more likely to foster 
voluntary green behavior in the workplace (Amrutha & Geetha, 2020). Therefore, we hypothe-
size that GHRM practices influence employees’ VPEB by creating a green psychological climate 
and nurturing organizational pride:

Hypothesis 5: Green psychological climate and organizational pride sequentially mediate the 
relationship between GHRM practices and employees’ voluntary pro-environmental behavior.

Method

Sample and Procedure

Data for the study were collected at the individual level as the unit of analysis. We surveyed 
employees and managers from 31 textile companies situated in the Punjab province of Pakistan. 
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The managers were approached via email, wherein they received a cover letter explaining the 
objective of the research study, and data collection procedures, together with a copy of the ques-
tionnaire. The cover letter also assured respondents of the anonymity and confidentiality of their 
responses. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, it was not feasible to conduct an on-site survey. 
Instead, we had to use the drop-and-collect method of data collection, which required leaving the 
questionnaires with the managers and arranging a later date to collect the completed question-
naires. This approach improved the response rate, as participants were able to complete the ques-
tionnaires at their convenience.

A similar cover letter was also distributed to the employees as part of the employee surveys. 
Given the diverse operations within the sector, we focused on respondents who were office work-
ers who held positions most relevant for responding to the concepts explored in the study, such 
as GHRM practices. We also took into consideration all the procedures to achieve a good response 
rate. For instance, follow-up calls were made, and follow-up letters were sent to the participants 
as reminders. In addition, as a token of appreciation, participants were given sweets. While seem-
ingly insignificant, this gesture held considerable importance in a context like Pakistan.

To minimize the threat of common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003), we employed two 
strategies. First, we utilized multisource data by administering separate surveys comprising dif-
ferent questions to different groups—that is, employees and their respective direct supervisors 
(managers). Each team was overseen by one manager. While all managers managed more than 
five employees under their direct supervision, for this study, each manager, on average, assessed 
no more than three employees under their direct supervision. This is to avoid a data nesting issue, 
with a comparable method being used in prior research (e.g., Afsar et al., 2017; Ahmad et al., 
2022). These employees had been working under the supervision of their respective managers for 
a minimum of 2 years. To ensure alignment, the questionnaires for employees and their managers 
were assigned identical identification codes, allowing for subsequent matching of responses.

Second, the data collection involved two waves (T1 and T2) after a 3-week gap (Carnevale 
et  al., 2019; Kong, 2016). At Time 1 (T1), a total of 800 questionnaires were distributed to 
employees, with 570 responses returned (71% response rate). The responses were received from 
a total of 267 teams from 31 organizations. Each employee completed a questionnaire that con-
tained demographic information as well as questions regarding GHRM practices and the size of 
the organization. The manager’s survey, on the contrary, included questions about the organiza-
tion’s green psychological climate, as they are the individuals responsible for creating such a 
climate (De Smet et al., 2021). By assessing the green psychological climate from the managers’ 
perspectives, this study seeks to capture unique insights into how GHRM practices contribute to 
an organizational climate that supports environmental sustainability. During T1, 155 question-
naires were distributed to the managers, 128 of which were returned, and 109 responses were 
valid (70% response rate).

At T2, questionnaires were given out to the 570 employees who had participated in T1. Before 
distributing the T2 questionnaires, the names of employees who had completed the T1 question-
naires were written on the T2 questionnaires by the first author, although she did not know any 
of the employees. This step was undertaken as a way to assist the companies in accurately dis-
tributing the T2 questionnaires to the employees who had participated in the T1 survey. None of 
the responses were linked to any of the respondents, ensuring the anonymity and confidentiality 
of the responses. The employees then completed the second questionnaire, with questions related 
to their organizational pride and VPEB. Questions about social desirability were also included in 
the questionnaire. A total of 490 were returned (response rate of 86%), but only 459 responses 
were valid. We tested for the potential for nonresponse bias, and this was not a concern, as non-
respondents did not differ significantly from those who responded.

From the responses received, 20% of the returned surveys were from medium-sized organiza-
tions, while the remaining 80% were from large organizations. The size of the organization was 
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determined based on the number of employees, with large organizations being defined as those 
employing more than 250 employees, while medium-sized organizations were characterized as 
those employing 50 to 250 employees. On average, the majority of the organizations included in the 
data collection were large organizations, with a range of employees employed between 251 to 500.

Measures

As the native language of the respondents is Urdu, the measurement scales were subjected to a 
double translation process to eliminate discrepancies, from English into Urdu and from Urdu to 
English, using Brislin’s (1970) back-translation procedure. A pre-test was also conducted to 
ensure the content validity of the survey in that all respondents understood the questions. A 
seven-point Likert-type scale was utilized for all the constructs in this study, ranging from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

GHRM Practices.  GHRM practices were assessed using six items (Kim et  al., 2019). Sample 
items include “my organization relates eco-friendly behavior of employees to rewards and com-
pensation,” and “my organization provides adequate training to promote environmental manage-
ment as a core organizational value.” Cronbach’s alpha of this construct was .90.

Green Psychological Climate.  This construct was assessed using a five-item scale by Chou (2014). 
The scale measured individuals’ perceptions of their organization’s environmental responsibility 
and green activities. Sample items include “my organization is interested in supporting environ-
mental policies,” and “my organization is interested in becoming more environmentally friendly.” 
Cronbach’s alpha was .86.

Organizational Pride.  Organizational pride was measured using a scale from Cable and Turban’s 
(2003) study. The three-item scale measured the extent to which employees felt a sense of pride 
for being part of the organization. Sample items include “I would be proud to be an employee of 
this organization,” and “I would be proud to tell others that I work for this organization.” Cron-
bach’s alpha of this construct was .94.

Voluntary Pro-Environmental Behavior.  Employees’ VPEB was evaluated using a six-item scale by 
Kim et al. (2017) to assess the extent to which employees engaged in voluntary green initiatives 
within the organization. Sample items include “I avoid unnecessary printing to save papers,” and 
“I recycle reusable things in the workplace.” Cronbach’s alpha of this construct was .78.

Table 1 displays the measurement items of the constructs in this study.

Control Variables.  We controlled for firm size, social desirability bias, and organizational tenure. 
The first control variable, firm size, has been shown to influence green psychological climate and 
the extent to which environmental practices are implemented (Cordano et al., 2010; Tuan, 2019). 
Larger firms typically have more resources and infrastructure, enabling them to adopt and imple-
ment environmental practices more effectively. As such, this was controlled and measured based 
on the number of employees in the organization. This is linked to green psychological climate 
and VPEB, given the existing literature supporting the potential influence of firm size on both the 
development of a green psychological climate and the extent of VPEB.

The second control variable was social desirability bias which was assessed using a 10-item 
scale by Strahan and Gerbasi (1972). Socially desirable responses can lead to a false association 
between variables (Larson, 2019), which can then influence respondents’ behavior and attitudes 
when responding to questionnaire items. We included social desirability as a control variable in 
relation to VPEB. For VPEB, this is frequently regarded as a social norm, prompting individuals 
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to exhibit socially desirable responses when questioned about environmentally friendly practices 
(Moore & Rutherfurd, 2020). This tendency therefore has the potential to skew the perceived 
relationship between variables. Hence, we specifically linked social desirability to VPEB to con-
trol for this bias, ensuring that the responses accurately reflect the behaviors rather than socially 
desirable answers.

Finally, researchers have also found a link between organizational tenure (years worked in the 
organization) and VPEB (Dumont et al., 2017; Kim et al., 2017). This is because employees with 
longer tenure in an organization are likely to develop stronger loyalty to the organization, align-
ing more closely with the company’s long-term objectives (Kim et al., 2017). This alignment 
often translates into a greater propensity to engage in VPEB. As such, this variable is controlled 
in this study.

Common Method Variance

To mitigate the possibility of common method bias, we conducted Harman’s single-factor test 
(Podsakoff et al., 2012). If the unrotated single latent factor extracted from all observed variables 
was less than 50%, common method variance (CMV) was not a concern (Podsakoff et al., 2012). 

Table 1.  Measurement Items.

Constructs Measurement items

GHRM Practices My organization provides adequate training to promote environmental 
management as a core organizational value.

My organization considers how well employee is doing at being eco-friendly 
as part of their performance appraisals.

My organization relates employees’ eco-friendly behavior to rewards and 
compensation

My organization considers personal identity-environmental management fit 
in recruitment and selection.

Employees fully understand the extent of corporate environmental policy.
My organization encourages employees to provide suggestions on 

environmental improvement.
Green Psychological  

Climate
Engaging in and supporting green and sustainable initiatives is important in 

my organization.
My organization is interested in supporting environmental policies.
My organization believes it is important to protect the environment.
My organization is concerned with becoming more environmentally friendly.
My organization emphasizes the use of less paper, energy and disposable 

products.
Organizational Pride I would be proud to be an employee of this organization.

I would be proud to tell others that I work for this organization.
I would be proud to identify myself personally with the organization.

Voluntary Pro-environmental 
Behavior

I avoid unnecessary printing to save papers.
I use personal cups instead of disposable cups.
I use stairs instead of elevators when going from floor to floor in the 

building.
I reuse papers to take notes in the office.
I recycle reusable things in the workplace.
I sort recyclable materials into their appropriate bins when other group 

members do not recycle them.
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The result of the test indicated that the unrotated single latent factor on all observed variables was 
33%, indicating that CMV was not a problem.

In this study, we also analyzed the partial least squares (PLS) model with social desirability as 
a marker variable to check for CMV (Podsakoff et al., 2003). In the PLS model, the marker vari-
able was added and linked to all the constructs, and the analysis was then run. The results indi-
cated that after removing the marker variable, there was only a marginal change in the path 
estimates, with a maximum of 0.01. This minimal change indicates that CMV did not signifi-
cantly influence the results (Chin et al., 2013). Furthermore, the nonsignificant relationship of the 
marker variable was observed with all the variables, affirming that CMV was not a major issue 
in this study (Chin et al., 2013).

In addition, the correlation analysis, adhering to Lindell and Whitney’s (2001) method and 
employing social desirability as a marker variable, reinforced the absence of significant common 
method bias in this study. This approach is also in line with the findings of Williams et al. (2010) 
and Williams and McGonagle (2016) who advocate for the use of marker variables in identifying 
and controlling for common method bias in behavioral research. Employing social desirability as 
a marker variable thus constituted an important aspect of robustness checks, providing an empiri-
cal basis to evaluate and control for the presence of CMV. The correlations between social desir-
ability and key variables—GHRM, green psychological climate, organizational pride, and 
VPEB—were notably low, all well under the 0.3 threshold (refer to Table 2). This suggests that 
the impact of CMV is minimal, supporting the validity of our research findings.

Analysis and Results

This study employed structural equation modeling (SEM) using the Smart PLS software. SEM 
enables a two-step validation process to validate the measurement and structural models. The 
measurement model was evaluated in the first stage, and the estimations were then assessed in 
the second stage by evaluating the structural model.

Measurement Model

The Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio of the correlations (HTMT) met the threshold criteria of less than 
0.90 (Table 3; Hair et al., 2017), indicating discriminant validity. The measurement model results 
thus provide sufficient robustness to test the relationships between the variables in this study.

To validate the measurement model, we checked the reliability and validity of the data (Table 
4). As shown in Table 4, all factor loadings were greater than 0.60, suggesting convergent valid-
ity (Hair et al., 2011, 2017). The composite reliability (CR) scores for all the variables were also 
greater than 0.70, indicating that all of the measurement scales had internal consistency reliabil-
ity (Hair et al., 2017). The average variance extracted of all constructs was also greater than the 
threshold value of 0.50 (Hair et al., 2017), further demonstrating convergent validity.

Table 2.  Correlations Among Latent Variables and Marker Variable.

Constructs GHRM GPC
Organizational 

pride
Social 

desirability VPEB

GHRM 1  
GPC 0.57 1  
Organizational pride 0.72 0.68 1  
Social desirability 0.01 −0.08 −0.07 1  
VPEB 0.61 0.78 0.68 −0.07 1
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Table 3.  Assessment of Discriminant Validity.

Constructs 1 2 3 4 5

1. GHRM  
2. G�reen psychological climate 0.66  
3. Organizational pride 0.89 0.77  
4. Social desirability 0.07 0.09 0.09  
5. V�oluntary pro-environmental behavior 0.73 0.89 0.80 0.09  

Table 4.  Assessment of Convergent Validity and Internal Consistency.

Constructs Items Loading CA Rho_A CR AVE

GHRM GHRM1 0.62 0.83 0.85 0.88 0.55
GHRM2 0.60  
GHRM3 0.76  
GHRM4 0.76  
GHRM5 0.89  
GHRM6 0.79  

Green 
psychological 
climate

GPC1 0.79 0.88 0.88 0.91 0.68
GPC2 0.85  
GPC3 0.80  
GPC4 0.86  
GPC5 0.81  

Organizational 
pride

OP1 0.83 0.77 0.78 0.87 0.68
OP2 0.84  
OP3 0.80  

Voluntary pro-
environmental 
behavior

VPEB1 0.75 0.84 0.85 0.88 0.55
VPEB2 0.69  
VPEB3 0.68  
VPEB4 0.76  
VPEB5 0.72  
VPEB6 0.84  

Social desirability SD1 0.69 0.91 0.94 0.92 0.53
SD2 0.75  
SD3 0.70  
SD4 0.77  
SD5 0.76  
SD6 0.75  
SD7 0.68  
SD8 0.77  
SD9 0.69  
SD10 0.71  

Note. GHRM = Green human resource management, CR = composite reliability, CA = Cronbach alpha,  
AVE = average variance extracted.
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We conducted confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using partial least squares structural equa-
tion modeling (PLS-SEM) to evaluate the adequacy of the model structure. A critical aspect of 
this assessment involved scrutinizing the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) value, 
a key indicator in determining model fit within the PLS-SEM framework. Our analysis yielded 
an SRMR value below the established threshold of 0.08 (Hair et al., 2017). This result suggests 
a strong model fit, as values below this threshold indicate minimal discrepancies between the 
observed and model-implied correlation matrices. The SRMR value in our study further indicates 
the model’s reliability and validity in representing the underlying data structure.

We also assessed the unweighted least squares value, resulting in a value of 0.97, indicating a 
small discrepancy between the observed and estimated covariances. The Geodesic Discrepancy 
value was 0.50, reflecting a favorable fit concerning covariances. The Chi-square value for this 
model was 1,167.98, suggesting an acceptable level of fit. These fit indices collectively suggest 
that the proposed final model offers a reasonable representation of the observed data.

Descriptive Statistics

In terms of the respondents’ profile, male respondents made up 90% of the employee sample. 
Although the majority of the respondents in this present study comprised males, this ratio is typi-
cal for the textile sector in Pakistan which has a high ratio of males as compared with females 
(Dad et al., 2020). The “All Pakistan Textile Mills Association” (APTMA, 2021) also acknowl-
edges that Pakistan is among the third-worst countries in global rankings for gender equality 
where women have a high unemployment rate because of gender discrimination.

Around 79% of the employees had worked for their companies for 1 to 5 years, and 21% of 
them had between 6 to 10 years of experience with their organizations. In terms of education, 
60% of employees indicated they had completed a bachelor’s degree, while 40% mentioned they 
had obtained a postgraduate degree. For the managerial sample, the majority of the managers 
(64%) had between 6 to 10 years of work experience. Approximately 82% of the managers also 
had postgraduate education.

Table 5 shows the mean, standard deviations, and correlations for all measures. The results 
showed that the mean values range from 5.11 to 5.88, and the standard deviation was between 
0.98 and 1.29 for the constructs. All the correlations were significant.

Structural Model

The structural model, as shown in Figure 2, was analyzed to test the hypotheses.

Table 5.  Descriptive Statistics and Correlations.

Variables M SD GHRM GPC OP VPEB SD

GHRM 5.11 0.98  
GPC 5.88 1.26 .56**  
OP 5.83 1.29 .69** .64**  
VPEB 5.82 1.21 .60** .76**  .64**  
SD 5.50 0.69 .00 −.08 −.06 −.07  
Firm size 2.29 0.88 −.13** −.06 −.03 −.12* −.079

Note. GHRM = Green human resource management, GPC = Green psychological climate, OP = Organizational 
pride, VPEB = Voluntary pro-environmental behavior, SD = Social Desirability.
*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). **Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
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In terms of examining the issue of multicollinearity, the variance inflation factor (VIF) values 
for all the variables were less than 5.0 (Table 6). These results indicate that there are no multicol-
linearity issues in the data (Hair et al., 2017).

The predictive accuracy (Q2) of the model was evaluated using the blindfolding procedure. All 
Q2 values for the endogenous variables were greater than zero, green psychological climate 
(GPC) = 0.21, organizational pride (OP) = 0.40, VPEB = 0.36, showing the fair predictive 
accuracy of the structural model (Hair et  al., 2017). PLS predict was also used to assess the 
sample predictive quality of the model, following the procedure by Shmueli et al. (2016). The 
values for Q² predict for all the endogenous constructs were positive (Table 7). Furthermore, the 
indicators of GPC, OP, and VPEB had smaller prediction errors (root mean squared error [RMSE] 
and mean absolute error [MAE]) when these were compared with the RMSE and MAE of the 
linear model benchmark. Therefore, the proposed research model demonstrated sufficient predic-
tive power.

The effect size (f 2) which measures the relative impact of a particular exogenous construct on 
an endogenous construct, was also assessed in the structural model (Cohen, 1988). Cohen (1988) 
defined the effect sizes of f 2 ≥ 0.02, f 2 ≥ 0.15, and f 2 ≥ 0.35 as small, moderate, and large effect 
sizes, respectively. From the results presented in Table 8, GHRM practices had a large effect on 

Table 6.  VIF Values for Collinearity Assessment.

Constructs GHRM GPC OP VPEB

GHRM 0.00 1.00 1.47 2.12
GPC 0.00 0.00 1.47 1.89
OP 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.66
VPEB 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Note: GHRM = Green human resource management, GPC = Green psychological climate, OP = Organizational 
pride, VPEB = Voluntary pro-environmental behavior.

Table 7.  Results of PLS Predict.

Indicators Q² Predict

PLS-SEM Linear-Model Benchmark

RMSE MAE RMSE MAE

GPC5 0.24 1.35 1.02 1.38 1.04
GPC4 0.21 1.33 0.97 1.34 1.01
GPC3 0.21 1.32 1.02 1.34 1.01
GPC2 0.22 1.27 0.96 1.31 0.99
GPC1 0.16 1.58 1.24 1.61 1.25
VPEB4 0.17 1.37 1.06 1.39 1.08
VPEB3 0.19 1.64 1.26 1.67 1.28
VPEB6 0.24 1.31 0.98 1.34 1
VPEB5 0.23 1.72 1.48 1.74 1.45
VPEB2 0.18 1.41 1.06 1.45 1.07
VPEB1 0.21 1.29 0.95 1.32 0.97
OP2 0.43 1.18 0.86 1.16 0.82
OP1 0.35 1.25 0.88 1.2 0.86
OP3 0.28 1.33 1.01 1.36 1.05

Note: GHRM = Green human resource management, GPC = Green psychological climate, OP = Organizational 
pride, VPEB = Voluntary pro-environmental behavior, RMSE = Root mean squared error, MAE = Mean absolute 
error.
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green psychological climate (f 2 = 0.47) and organizational pride (f 2 = 0.44), but only a small 
effect on VPEB (f 2 = 0.03). The impact of green psychological climate on organizational pride 
was moderate (f 2 = 0.29;refer to Table 8); however, its impact on VPEB was large (f ² = 0.52). 
Furthermore, organizational pride had a small effect on VPEB (f 2 = 0.03).

Table 8 also shows the coefficient of determination (R2) of all the endogenous constructs. This 
measure gauges the explanatory power of the variables, illustrating the amount of variance in 
each of the endogenous constructs that is explained by all associated exogenous constructs (Hair 
et al., 2017). The R2 value for green psychological climate was .32, indicating that GHRM prac-
tices accounted for a 32% variance of GPC. 62% of the variance in organizational pride was 
explained by GPC (R2 = .62), and 66% of the variance in VPEB was explained by OP (R2 = .66). 
Moreover, a minor change (1%) was observed in the R2 value of VPEB after adding the control 
variables. The R² values of green psychological climate and organizational pride did not change 
at all, indicating no issue of common method bias in the present study (Hair et al., 2017).

We also tested the impact of social desirability bias on VPEB. This was found to be non-sig-
nificant (β = −.03, p = .22). Firm size did not have a significant effect on green psychological 
climate (β = .02, p =.33) but had a significant effect on VPEB (β = −.06, p =.01). Hence, the 
results for responses related to VPEB should be interpreted with caution. Moreover, a non-signif-
icant impact of organizational tenure was observed for the VPEB of employees (β = .02, p =.26).

Subsequently, a model comparison was conducted using PLS-SEM (Hair et  al., 2017), as 
outlined in Table 9. This approach involves comparing various structural models to determine the 
one that best explains the data. This comparison is typically based on criteria such as the coeffi-
cient of determination (R2) for endogenous constructs, the significance of path coefficients, pre-
dictive relevance (Q²), and other model evaluation criteria, including convergent and discriminant 
validity. The analysis of five distinct models enhances our understanding of the relationships 
between GHRM, green psychological climate, organizational pride, and VPEB.

Model 1, which examines the direct effect of GHRM on VPEB, was provided as a baseline to 
compare the incremental explanatory power of the mediators. This model had a moderate explan-
atory power (R2 = 0.37). Model 2, introducing green psychological climate as a mediator, showed 
a notable increase in explanatory power for VPEB (R2 = 0.65), highlighting the mediating role 

Table 8.  Results of Direct Effects, Control Variables, Effect Size (f²), and Coefficient of Determination (R²).

Relationship β SE t value p value
CIs (5.0%-

95.0%) Results
R2 (with 

CV)
R2 (without 

CV) f²

Direct effects
GHRM→GPC 0.57 0.03 17.98 .00 (0.52; 0.62) Accepted .32 .32 0.47
GHRM→VPEB 0.15 0.04 3.50 .00 (0.08; 0.23) Accepted .00 .00 0.03
GHRM→OP 0.49 0.04 12.27 .00 (0.43; 0.56) Accepted .00 .00 0.44
GPC→VPEB 0.57 0.05 12.17 .00 (0.50; 0.65) Accepted .00 .00 0.52
GPC→OP 0.40 0.04 8.98 .00 (0.32; 0.47) Accepted .62 .62 0.29
OP→VPEB 0.18 0.06 2.88 .00 (0.07; 0.27) Accepted .67 .66 0.03
Control variables
SD→VPEB −0.03 0.04 0.77 .22 (−0.09; –0.03) NS  
FirmSize→VPEB −0.06 0.03 2.27 .01 (−0.10; –0.02) Significant  
FirmSize→GPC 0.02 0.04 0.45 .33 (−0.04; 0.08) NS  
OT→VPEB 0.02 0.03 0.63 .26 (−0.03; 0.06) NS  

Note: GHRM = Green human resource management; GPC = Green psychological climate; OP = Organizational 
pride; VPEB = Voluntary pro-environmental behavior; SD = Social desirability; CIs = Confidence intervals; SE = 
Standard error; CV = Control variable; OT = Organizational Tenure; NS = Non-significant; p value < 0.05.
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of green psychological climate. Model 3, incorporating organizational pride as the mediator, also 
demonstrated a significant mediating effect, with an R2 of .47 for VPEB. Model 4 further 
expanded the mediation chain, linking GHRM, green psychological climate, and organizational 
pride sequentially to VPEB. This model offered substantial insights with an R2 of .48 for VPEB, 
but it lacked the direct path from GHRM to VPEB.

Model 5, the proposed final model, presents a comprehensive mediation chain from GHRM 
on VPEB via green psychological climate and organizational pride. This model achieves the 
highest explanatory power (R2 = 0.66 for VPEB) among all models. The inclusion of multiple 
pathways in Model 5, both direct and mediated, thus offers a nuanced understanding of how 
GHRM influences VPEB, highlighting the roles of green psychological climate and organiza-
tional pride. Its substantial predictive relevance, as indicated by the Q² values, and the statistical 
robustness of the path coefficients further affirm the choice of the model. Overall, Model 5, with 
its complex mediation structure, effectively captures the nuanced interplay between GHRM, 
green psychological climate, and organizational pride in influencing VPEB.

Table 10 shows the results of the hypotheses testing. The results indicate that GHRM was 
found to be positively associated with VPEB (β = .15, p ≤ .05), green psychological climate (β 
= .57, p ≤ .05) and organizational pride (β = .49, p ≤ .05), supporting Hypotheses 1a, 1b and 
1c. To test the mediation and serial mediation, bootstrapping on 5,000 resamples was performed. 
The bootstrapping estimations revealed that GHRM indirectly influenced organizational pride 
through GPC (β = 0.23, p ≤ .05; see Table 7). Hypothesis 2 was thus supported. The results 
further demonstrated that green psychological climate mediated the influence of GHRM prac-
tices on VPEB (β = .33, p ≤ .05), indicating that Hypothesis 3 was supported. The indirect effect 

Table 9.  Summary of Model Comparisons for GHRM, Green Psychological Climate, Organizational 
Pride and VPEB.

Model Description Key path coefficients R² values Q² values

Model 1 GHRM→VPEB GHRM→VPEB: 0.61 VPEB: 0.37 VPEB: 0.20 to 0.24
Model 2 GHRM→Green 

Psychological 
Climate→VPEB

GHRM→Green Psychological 
Climate:0.57,

Green Psychological 
Climate→VPEB: 0.64,

GHRM→VPEB:0.25

Green Psychological 
Cliamte:0.32, 
VPEB:0.65

Green Psychological 
Climate: 0.17 to 
0.24,

VPEB: 0.17 to 0.24

Model 3 GHRM→Organizational 
Pride→VPEB

GHRM→Organizational Pride:0.72, 
Organizational Pride→VPEB: 
0.46, GHRM→VPEB:0.28

Organizational 
Pride:0.52, 
VPEB:0.47

Organizational Pride: 
0.28 to 0.43,

VPEB: 0.17 to 0.24
Model 4 GHRM→Green 

Psychological 
Climate→Organizational 
Pride→VPEB (without 
direct GHRM→VPEB)

GHRM→Green Psychological 
Climate:0.57,

Green Psychological 
Climate→Organizational 
Pride: 0.71, Organizational 
Pride→VPEB: 0.70

Green Psychological 
Climate:0.32, 
Organizational 
Pride:0.50, 
VPEB:0.48

Green Psychological 
Climate: 
0.17 to 0.24, 
Organizational 
Pride: 0.24 to 0.28,

VPEB: 0.13 to 0.17
Model 5 GHRM→Green 

Psychological 
Climate→Organizational 
Pride→VPEB (with 
complete mediation 
chain)

GHRM→Green Psychological 
Climate: 0.57,

Green Psychological 
Climate→Organizational Pride: 
0.40,

Organizational Pride→VPEB: 0.18, 
GHRM→VPEB: 0.16,

Green Psychological 
Climate→VPEB: 0.57,

GHRM→Organizational Pride: 0.49

Green Psychological 
Climate:0.32, 
Organizational 
Pride:0.62, 
VPEB:0.66

Green Psychological 
Climate: 
0.17 to 0.24, 
Organizational 
Pride: 0.28 to 0.43,

VPEB: 0.17 to 0.24
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of GHRM on VPEB through organizational pride was found to be significant (β = 0.09, p ≤ .05). 
Furthermore, the serial mediation of green psychological climate and organizational pride 
enhanced the effect of GHRM practices on VPEB (H5; β = .04 p ≤ .05). Therefore, both 
Hypotheses 4 and 5 were supported.

Discussion

In this study, we proposed and empirically tested a model on employees’ VPEB and analyzed the 
mediating mechanisms that explain the influence of GHRM practices and employees’ VPEB. In 
addressing the first research question, the results of the study provide evidence that GHRM prac-
tices exert direct (Ahmad et al., 2022; Garavan et al., 2023) and indirect effects on employees’ 
VPEB (Al-Swidi et al., 202; Chaudhary, 2020). Regarding the direct effect, GHRM exhibits a 
significant positive impact on employees’ VPEB. The study highlights that employees who per-
ceive their organization to be more supportive of sustainability initiatives and actions are more 
likely to reciprocate to engage voluntarily in environmental endeavors (Paillé et al., 2020). The 
results of our study are consistent with earlier research (Ababneh, 2021; Dumont et al., 2017; 
Sabokro et al., 2021).

Furthermore, we identified an indirect relationship between GHRM practices and employees’ 
VPEB through the influence of both contextual and individual psychological factors. Our results 
demonstrate that GHRM practices foster a green psychological climate, which subsequently 
positively affects employees’ VPEB. When an organization demonstrates a genuine concern for 
the environment, it takes measures to implement GHRM practices to recruit, train, and reward 
employees in relation to environmental sustainability. Consistent with Dumont et al.’s (2017) and 
Sabokro et al.’s (2021) studies, these practices contribute to the establishment of a green psycho-
logical climate.

Our findings also revealed that GHRM practices have an indirect effect on employees’ VPEB 
via the individual psychological factor of organizational pride. When employees perceive that 
their organization is actively committed to positive environmental actions, such as reducing 
energy costs and mitigating environmental pollution, they experience a sense of pride in being 
associated with an organization that demonstrates a genuine concern for the environment (Jones 
et al., 2014). Such organizations often enjoy favorable perceptions from society (Jones, 2010), 
further infusing employees with a sense of pride in their workplace (Ng et al., 2019). We thus 
expand prior studies by elucidating the role of individual emotions in inspiring employees to 
engage in environmental sustainability actions. Specifically, we emphasize that organizational 
pride can serve as an intervening mechanism between the green psychological climate of the 
workplace and employees’ VPEB.

Table 10.  Mediation and Serial Mediation Analysis.

Relationships β SE t-value p value
CIs [5.0%, 

95.0%] Results

Mediation analysis
GHRM→GPC→OP 0.23 0.03 7.65 .00 [0.18, 0.28] Accepted
GHRM→GPC→VPEB 0.33 0.03 9.49 .00 [0.27, 0.39] Accepted
GHRM→OP→VPEB 0.09 0.03 2.67 .00 [0.03, 0.14] Accepted
Serial mediation analysis
GHRM→GPC→OP→VPEB 0.04 0.01 2.97 .00 [0.02, 0.06] Accepted

Note. GHRM: Green human resource management; GPC: Green psychological climate; OP: Organizational pride; 
VPEB; Voluntary pro-environmental behavior, CIs: Confidence intervals; SE = Standard error; p-value < 0.05.



Zafar and Suseno	 21

In relation to the second research question, the findings of the study indicate that GHRM 
practices encourage employees’ VPEB by creating a green psychological climate and fostering 
organizational pride. Notably, this study is the first to demonstrate a serial mediation chain 
wherein the green psychological climate and organizational pride serve as mediating factors con-
necting GHRM to VPEB. In contrast, previous researchers primarily focused on examining the 
direct relationship between green psychological climate and VPEB (Dumont et al., 2017; Hameed 
et al., 2020; Sabokro et al., 2021). This research provides evidence that fostering a green psycho-
logical climate is an effective approach to nurturing employees’ pride and encouraging their 
voluntary engagement in green initiatives. The findings further reinforce the need to integrate 
sustainability within the HRM system of the organization to enhance employees’ green skills, 
knowledge, and capabilities (Saeed et al., 2019). By implementing such practices, employees 
develop a perception of the organization’s green climate and enhance their pride, consequently 
leading to their enhanced voluntary participation in green initiatives.

Theoretical Implications

The findings of the study make several theoretical contributions to the GHRM literature. First, 
the present study extends the literature on GHRM by examining the predictors of VPEB in the 
workplace (Tian & Robertson, 2019). While prior studies have predominantly focused on exam-
ining green behaviors in general (e.g., Dumont et al., 2017), they have not specifically addressed 
employees’ voluntary engagement with environmental actions and initiatives. Our results imply 
that GHRM practices reflect the organization’s commitment to achieving its green goals by 
ensuring that employees are knowledgeable, trained, and rewarded to participate in green activi-
ties (Sabokro et al., 2021). This, in turn, fosters employees’ engagement in VPEB that aligns with 
the firm’s environmental practices and goals.

Second, the study further advances the existing literature by exploring novel mediating 
mechanisms linking GHRM and VPEB (Chaudhary, 2020), specifically focusing on contex-
tual and individual psychological factors. By empirically examining the indirect effect of 
GHRM on employees’ VPEB, this study fills a significant research gap highlighted by 
researchers who have called for investigations into the underlying mechanisms through which 
GHRM practices influence employees’ voluntary green activities (e.g., Dumont et al., 2017). 
In response to this call, we investigate the indirect effect by examining two mediators, namely 
green psychological climate and organizational pride, that serve as pathways linking GHRM 
and employees’ VPEB.

The contextual condition of green psychological climate aligns with the underlying assump-
tion that organizational practices promoting environmental sustainability contribute to individu-
als’ perception of the values that really matter to the organization (Sabokro et al., 2021). This 
alignment of values motivates employees to voluntarily engage in activities that support the 
collective goals and actions of the organization (Hameed et al., 2020). Our study contributes by 
highlighting the significance of organizational pride in motivating employees to volunteer and 
participate in green activities that benefit the organization. From this perspective, employees 
experience a sense of pride in being associated with an organization that not only cares about 
environmental issues but also takes concrete actions to address them. This sense of pride fosters 
a stronger identity within the organization, prompting employees to reciprocate by voluntarily 
engaging in pro-environmental behaviors.

Finally, this present study is the first to demonstrate a serial mediation chain involving both 
green psychological climate and organizational pride, which serves as a pathway linking GHRM 
and VPEB. The findings suggest that fostering a green psychological climate serves as a means 
to build employees’ pride and motivate them to voluntarily participate in green projects. The 
identification of the mediating effects of green psychological climate and organizational pride is 
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significant as it sheds light on a crucial intervening mechanism through which GHRM influences 
employees’ VPEB.

Practical Implications

The study has several important implications for practitioners aiming to promote voluntary envi-
ronmental behavior among their employees. First, organizations should embrace and implement 
GHRM practices. Mere verbal acknowledgment of the importance of green activities is insuffi-
cient; managers must wholeheartedly champion and advocate for such activities, while also mon-
itoring the outcomes of their corporate green endeavors. Research has indicated that GHRM 
practices stimulate employees’ responsible behaviors (Hameed et al., 2020), fostering their envi-
ronmental consciousness in the workplace (Ababneh, 2021). In this sense, GHRM practices 
serve as a constant reminder to employees of the organization’s commitment to sustainability and 
environmental concerns (Renwick et al., 2013).

Another practical implication is the role of managers in cultivating a positive green psychological 
climate within the organization. Existing literature highlights the importance of aligning the organi-
zation’s HRM practices with its environmental goals (Ababneh, 2021). In the absence of such align-
ment, employees may not be motivated to participate in green initiatives, let alone be proactive in 
engaging in VPEB. It is therefore crucial to cultivate a positive green psychological climate to 
enhance the knowledge, skills, and awareness of sustainability among organizational actors for them 
to better understand the broader social impact of their behaviors (Al-Swidi et al., 2021).

Third, for employees to voluntarily engage in pro-environmental activities, it is imperative for 
managers to foster a sense of pride among employees. Employees are more likely to be attracted 
to, and identify with, a green organization that is recognized as ethically responsible (Ababneh, 
2021). Managers can further reinforce employees’ sense of pride by adopting sustainability prac-
tices that go above and beyond industry standards (Jones et al., 2014), such as obtaining recogni-
tion and awards from reputable third-party organizations and celebrating employees’ sustainability 
achievements. Investments in these activities can significantly contribute to the cultivation of 
organizational pride, rendering the company’s value proposition more appealing to attract and 
retain employees.

Research Limitations and Future Studies

Notwithstanding its contributions, the present study has some limitations. First, the data was col-
lected from Pakistan’s textile industry, which may limit the generalizability of the research find-
ings. While we ensured that common method bias was not a problem by collecting multi-data at 
separate time periods, future research could expand on these findings by investigating different 
cultural contexts or regions. Future research might, for example, examine the textile industry in 
China, especially considering its status as the world’s top textile producer and its long-term culture 
(Lee et al., 2018). Such research, including those of a longitudinal nature, could provide valuable 
insights into potential variations in the implementation and impact of GHRM practices.

At the same time, the majority of employee respondents in this study were individuals with at 
least a bachelor’s degree, with a substantial majority being male. Due to the reliance on textile 
companies for survey distribution, we were not able to specifically request certain demographics 
to complete our surveys. We intentionally targeted office workers as our sample because their 
roles were pertinent to the concepts explored in the study. Our sample was also largely drawn 
from large organizations, which could account for the higher proportion of respondents with at 
least a bachelor’s degree. While our results did not indicate a significant effect of firm size on 
VPEB, future studies may explore the generalizability of the findings in the context of small- or 
medium-sized companies.
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Future studies could also explore other organizational and individual variables. For instance, 
there is a possibility to examine employees’ performance orientation in influencing their VPEB. 
Performance orientation refers to an individual’s ability to seek positive appraisal of their abili-
ties from others (Zhao et al., 2021). Another factor that can be considered is the aspect of leader-
ship, which has been demonstrated to influence organizational and individual employee actions 
(Zhao et al., 2021). Specifically, research into a particular leadership style, such as sustainable 
leadership (Iqbal et al., 2020, has the potential to provide insights into how leaders can inspire 
employees to voluntarily engage in pro-environmental behavior. Sustainable leadership, charac-
terized by essential attributes like promoting a shared vision, nurturing employee support, and 
cultivating an ethical workplace, considers the needs and viewpoints of various organizational 
stakeholders concerning sustainability matters. In addition, there is a likelihood that non-sustain-
ability-related factors could be influencing organizational pride and subsequently, their engage-
ment in VPEB. Incorporating additional organizational and individual variables could thus 
provide deeper insights into the complex dynamics of factors influencing employees’ voluntary 
engagement in pro-environmental behaviors.

Finally, another limitation of the study is that it only gathered data on the green psychological 
climate from managers. It is important to acknowledge that the perspectives of employees are 
equally valuable, and we recognize that they may provide another dimension in evaluating the 
organization’s green psychological climate. Moreover, perceptions of green psychological cli-
mate may differ among different groups or employees reporting to different managers, which 
could influence their VPEB. Future research could thus incorporate surveys or interviews with 
employees to ensure a more comprehensive analysis of the construct of a green psychological 
climate and further enhance our understanding of the factors influencing employees’ VPEB.

Conclusion

In conclusion, our study provides empirical evidence regarding the impact of GHRM practices 
on employees’ VPEB. We demonstrate that the relationship between GHRM practices and 
employees’ VPEB is mediated by a green psychological climate. Our findings also indicate that 
organizational pride serves as a mediator between a green psychological climate and employees’ 
VPEB. In addition, both green psychological climate and organizational pride sequentially medi-
ate the relationship between GHRM practices and employees’ VPEB. It is crucial for organiza-
tions to not only implement HRM practices that support and encourage green activities but also 
foster a positive psychological climate where employees feel supported and rewarded for their 
involvement in green initiatives. Furthermore, instilling a sense of pride among employees in 
being part of an organization committed to achieving green goals is essential. These findings 
have important implications for managers seeking to motivate employees to engage in VPEB.
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