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Abstract

Purpose — This study aims to reveal whether green perceived organizational support has a mediating
role in the relationship between managers’ green transformational leadership and the green self-efficacy
beliefs of employees.

Design/methodology/approach — The textile industry is a sector with fast and cheap production and is
the second most damaging sector to the environment due to excessive consumption and rapidly
changing fashion trends. Hence, textile industry employees were selected as the research object. The
data were collected by survey method from 274 people working in businesses operating in the textile
sector in Turkiye. The collected data were analyzed in the SmartPLS 4 analysis program.

Findings — The analysis found that managers’ green transformational leadership increases employees’
green self-efficacy beliefs. Likewise, it was determined that managers’ green transformational leadership
increases employees’ green perceived organizational support. The analysis also indicated that
employees’ green perceived organizational support increases employees’ green self-efficacy beliefs.
Finally, as a result of the analysis, it was concluded that green perceived organizational support is a
complementary partial mediator variable in the relationship between managers’ green transformational
leadership and employees’ green self-efficacy beliefs.

Originality/value — The available literature has overlooked the mediating role of green perceived
organizational support in the relationship between managers’ green transformational leadership and the
green self-efficacy beliefs of employees. This work makes new contributions to the literature and practice
by revealing the significance of managers’ green transformational leadership and green perceived
organizational support in increasing employees’ green self-efficacy beliefs.

Keywords Green transformational leadership, Green self-efficacy, Green perceived organizational support,
Textile industry, Social exchange theory, SmartPLS
Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction

The deteriorating ecological environment, environmental regulations, raising social
awareness of environmental protection and cost disadvantages amid fierce competition
require enterprises to operate in a sustainable way to protect the environment and
resources (Zhou et al., 2022). Considering the damage to the environment, the textile
industry is the second sector in the world where the most chemicals are used and which
releases a large amount of chemical waste to nature (Martinez-Martinez et al., 2023).
Turkiye is the fourth largest country in the world with a share of 3.8% in the textile, ready-to-
wear and fashion design sectors. On the other hand, it is the second-largest supplier
country in Europe. In addition, Turkiye has a 4.8% share in knitted clothing exports and
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ranks fourth among exporting countries. The fashion industry, to which the products
produced in these sectors are directed, has a business volume of over $65bn. The
companies involved in the fashion sector in Turkiye are trying to adapt to international
standards in this field by making significant investments in the fields of sustainability and
recycling to reduce the environmental costs caused by fast fashion (Mangir, 2023). This
situation noticed in the textile industry pushes enterprises to adopt business methods that
can cause minimal damage to nature (Gbolarumi et al.,, 2021; Martinez-Martinez et al.,
2023). The sustainable development of enterprises is based on the participatory approach
of employees. Research has demonstrated that employees constitute an important
resource for organizational environmental practices (Buysse and Verbeke, 2003) and that
employee behavior is an essential component of the organization’s successful
environmental activities (Boiral, 2009; Wu and Pagell, 2011). It is also known that employees
with high self-efficacy are more likely to voluntarily adopt environmentally friendly goals in
the workplace (Tabernero and Hernandez, 2011; Huang, 2013; Kim et al., 2016). Therefore,
the question of how to improve employees’ green self-efficacy (GSE), which is one of the
cognitive factors shaping pro-environmental behavior, is important. Literature on GSE is a
newly developing field. Investigating how to improve the GSE of employees in the textile
industry can contribute to the literature and practice.

Different leadership styles easily impact individuals’ self-efficacy beliefs (Ren and Chadee,
2017; Fuchs et al., 2019). Likewise, it is stressed in the literature that employees’ GSE is
impacted by managers’ environmental beliefs and attitudes (Steg, 2010). Chen and Chang
(2013) defined green transformational leadership (GTL) as a leadership style that provides
followers with a clear vision, inspiration and motivation and also meets their developmental
needs to achieve the environmental goals of the enterprise. According to the social
cognitive theory, managers can positively develop employees’ GSE beliefs by exhibiting a
GTL style, setting applicable goals, clarifying standards, developing a collaborative culture,
connecting individuals’ actions to results and providing more frequent positive feedback
(Chen et al., 2014; Zhang et al., 2020). A few empirical studies have shown that GTL
positively impacts GSE beliefs (Chen et al., 2014; Nisar et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2020).
Therefore, the question:

RQ1. Doesthe GTL of managers in the textile industry affect employees’ GSE beliefs?
Is the first research question of the current study.

On the contrary, green perceived organizational support (GPOS), a specific type of
organizational support, has started to draw attention in the green management literature.
GPOS represents employees’ perceptions of the extent to which the organization values
their sustainability efforts (Zhou et al., 2022). Although some researchers in the literature
indicate a positive correlation between GTL and GPOS, empirical studies are very limited
(Khan et al., 2021; Hameed et al., 2022; Aboramadan et al., 2022; Tang et al., 2022). When
green transformational leaders make their employees feel that they trust them in
environmental issues and believe in their contributions to sustainability, employees can
perceive green organizational support. Hence, the question:

RQ1. Doesthe GTL of textile industry managers affect employees’ GPOS?
Is the second research question of this study.

As employees’ trust in the organization that their contributions to green practices are
appropriately recognized by the organization improves, in other words, as their GPOS
increases, the GSE beliefs of employees may improve (Hameed et al., 2022). According to
the reciprocity norm of the social exchange theory, GPOS, as a business resource, can
promote the development of employees’ personal resources (GSE) (Eisenberger et al.,
2020). Furthermore, according to the social cognitive theory, GPOS, which is regarded as a
fundamental antecedent of cognitive, motivational and emotional processes, can shape



employees’ GSE beliefs. However, there is no research in the green organizational behavior
literature examining the relationship between GPOS and GSE. In addition, a study by Zhou
et al. (2022) determined that the serial mediation effect of GPOS and GSE was significant in
the relationship between responsible leadership and employees’ pro-environmental
behavior. Accordingly, the question:

RQ3. Doesthe GPOS of textile industry employees affect their GSE beliefs?
Is the third research question of the present study.

Finally, based on all these discussions, the present study aimed to determine whether
textile industry employees’ GPOS has a mediating role in the correlation between managers’
GTL styles and employees’ GSE beliefs. To this end, the question:

RQ4. Does GPOS mediate the relationship between managers’ GTL and employees’
GSE?

Is the last research question of this study, integrating the social exchange theory and social
cognitive theory.

In the present study, data were collected by a survey method from employees working in
enterprises that have the ISO 14001 certificate and operate in the textile sector to test the
four research questions. The data were analyzed using the SmartPLS 4 analysis program. In
the textile industry, the second sector that pollutes the world, investigating the mediating
effect of GPOS on the relationship between the top management’'s GTL and employees’
GSE beliefs can make new, significant contributions to both theory and practice.

2. Theoretical framework and hypothesis development
2.1 Green transformational leadership and green self-efficacy

GSE is described as the belief in people’s ability to organize and execute the action plans
needed to achieve environmental goals. Empirical studies have confirmed that GSE has an
important role in the development of green creativity (Chen et al., 2015; Aeknarajindawat
and Jermsittiparsert, 2019; Khan et al., 2022; Farooq et al., 2022), green performance
(Chen et al., 2014; Nisar et al., 2017) and pro-environmental behaviors (Ahuja et al., 2023;
Mughal et al., 2022; Nisar et al., 2022). When the green organizational behavior literature is
reviewed, a lack of research on the antecedents of GSE is remarkable. In accordance with
the social cognitive theory, self-efficacy means a person’s belief in one’s ability to execute
and organize the action process (Bandura, 1991). According to the aforesaid theory, it is
assumed that when employees feel often motivated through clear goal-setting, their self-
efficacy is likely to improve (Bandura, 1989). In particular, the social cognitive theory asserts
that situational variables impact employees’ cognitive abilities (Gundlach et al., 2003). Self-
efficacy has an experiential learning characteristic that can be easily impacted by various
leadership styles during the work process of subordinates (Ren and Chadee, 2017; Fuchs
et al., 2019). As indicated by Haque et al. (2019), employees’ psychological motivation is
impacted by value-oriented leadership practices. On the other hand, Steg (2010) stressed
that employees’ GSE is impacted by managers’ environmental beliefs and attitudes.

Social cognitive theory focuses on change in behavior and the cognitive process that
affects change. It is the basic principle of social cognitive theory that people observe the
behavior of others and learn by concluding them. According to this theory, an individual can
indirectly develop many emotions, such as fear, anxiety, love and hate, by observing others.
Therefore, the individual may expect that he/she will also be successful in line with the
success of the person he/she takes as a role model (GTL). In addition, according to social
cognitive theory, an individual’s belief that he will be successful may develop if he receives
supportive influence from other individuals (e.g. GTL) that he will be successful (Bandura,
1991). In line with the assumptions of the social cognitive theory, a green transformational
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leader clearly communicates a shared vision to create a sense of partnership, explains how
to achieve the vision, expresses trust and optimism, communicates norms and beliefs to
followers and empowers followers to achieve goals. Such psychological driving force may
affect the GSE of followers. Furthermore, this leader can provide sufficient reference and
ideal points for his/her followers to help them believe that they can successfully overcome
current challenges and successfully engage in work related to their duties (Chen and
Chang, 2013). As stated by Shamir et al. (2018), a shared vision can positively impact
followers’ self-efficacy by emphasizing positive perception, expectation of excellent
performance and proof of extraordinary abilities to achieve the desired goals. Therefore, a
shared green vision of the green transformational leader can improve employees’ GSE by
communicating the organization’s common goals and providing adequate guidance to
employees (Ross and Gray, 2006; Chen et al., 2015). Ahuja et al. (2023) carried out one of
the studies conducted with this assumption, and it was found that environmental leadership
positively impacts pro-environmental behaviors, and this relationship is mediated by GSE.
Another study with similar findings was performed by Mughal et al. (2022), and it was
revealed that environmentally specific servant leadership impacts pro-environmental
behaviors and GSE plays a mediating role in this relationship. In few empirical studies, GTL
appears to positively impact GSE (Chen et al., 2014; Nisar et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2020).

Consequently, the green transformational leader can positively affect employees’” GSE by
setting applicable goals, clarifying standards, developing a collaborative culture,
connecting individuals’ actions to results and providing more frequent positive feedback
(Chen et al., 2014; Zhang et al., 2020). Hence, the following hypothesis was developed in
the current work based on the social cognitive theory, arguing that managers can improve
employees’ self-confidence in GSE through their GTL:

H1. There is a significant positive relationship between managers’ GTL and employees’
GSE.

2.2 Green transformational leadership and green perceived organizational support

GPQOS, which is described as employees’ belief or trust that the organization will value their
contributions if they contribute to sustainability activities (Lamm et al., 2015), plays an essential
role in ensuring that organizations achieve their environmental sustainability goals (Karatepe
and Aga, 2016; Imran and Aldaas, 2020; Zhao and Huang, 2022). GPOS, which is a specific
type of organizational support, has begun to draw increasing attention from many researchers
due to its direct effect on employees’ green behaviors (Hameed et al., 2022; Madani and
Najjari, 2022). Furthermore, when the literature is reviewed, it is seen that few studies have
addressed GPOS. In their study conducted with data collected from the manufacturing sector
in Malaysia, Khan et al. (2021) concluded that there is a significant direct correlation between
GTL and GPOS. Kusi et al. (2021) determined that GTL moderates the relationship between
corporate social responsibility and perceived organizational support. Likewise, in their study
carried out in Pakistan, Hameed et al. (2022) revealed that GTL moderates the relationship
between green human resources management and GPOS. The study by Aboramadan et al.
(2022) revealed that green inclusive leadership positively impacts GPOS. Tang et al. (2022)
also demonstrated in their study that sustainable transformational leadership impacts the
perceived organizational support levels of employees.

The social exchange theory asserts that employees’ perceived organizational support will
increase if they perceive positive treatment from their supervisors (Rhoades and
Eisenberger, 2002). According to Wayne et al. (1997), when leaders provide organizational
resources, which are regarded as an essential source of perceived organizational support,
employees’ perceived organizational support improves. When a green transformational
leader provides psychological support to employees to deal with “green” issues in an
innovative manner (Robertson and Barling, 2013; Kim et al., 2020), it can be stated that
employees may regard this autonomy as a supportive mechanism. In addition, the



employee can also regard the behavioral template offered by a green transformational
leader as a resource that will decrease uncertainty and bring clarity concerning green
issues (Robertson, 2018). In addition, a green transformational leader's gestures to
employees to go beyond the job’s requirements in connection with environmental issues
can also be interpreted as green organizational support (Graves and Sarkis, 2018). More
importantly, individualized concern, one of the distinguishing characteristics of a green
transformational leader, can be considered a type of organizational support for the
environment (Robertson and Barling, 2013; Robertson and Barling, 2017; Kim et al., 2020).
Therefore, the supportive behavior that the green transformational leader displays will mean
that employees feel approved by their employers. Based on all these studies and the social
change theory, the following hypothesis was developed, arguing that there is a significant
correlation between managers’ GTL and employees’ GPOS:

H2. There is a significant positive relationship between managers’ GTL and employees’
GPOS.

2.3 Green perceived organizational support and green self-efficacy

According to the reciprocity norm of the social exchange theory, GPOS originates from
employees’ belief that they will contribute to sustainability and be rewarded by the
organization. The perceived organizational support feelings of employees motivate them to
support their organizations in achieving different goals. Furthermore, organizational support
perceived by employees directs them to develop positive emotions (Shabbir et al., 2021).
Especially a socially responsible organization with environmental values provides
employees with a sense of GPOS. Employees think that if they contribute to the
environmental efficiency of their organizations, the management will positively evaluate
these contributions (Elshaer et al., 2022). As employees perceive that the organization
values their contributions and cares about their well-being, they are more likely to be
motivated to exhibit better performance and achieve more (Tang et al., 2022).

In accordance with the social exchange theory, when employees feel that green is supported,
they will act environmentally friendly and implement voluntary environmental practices (Elshaer
et al., 2022). Empirical studies have confirmed that perceived organizational support plays an
essential role and has a significant effect in increasing individuals’ self-efficacy levels (Luthans
et al., 2008; Wang et al., 2018; Nikhil and Arthi, 2018; Yang et al., 2020; Tang et al., 2022).
Nevertheless, no study investigating the relationship between GPOS and GSE has been found
in the green organizational behavior literature. Moreover, a study from China empirically
supported the serial mediating role of GPOS and GSE in the correlation between responsible
leadership and employees’ pro-environmental behaviors (Zhou et al., 2022).

GPOS can direct employees to develop GSE as they develop trust in the organization that the
green activities they have carried out are appropriately recognized by the organization (Hameed
et al., 2022). Based on the lens of the social exchange theory, employees can develop their
personal resources (GSE) to fulfill their job demands in the face of GPOS, described as an
organizational job resource (Eisenberger et al, 2020). On the other hand, this situation is even
more consistent with the social cognitive theory since GPOS can be assumed to be the
fundamental antecedent of cognitive, motivational and emotional processes to shape employees’
GSE beliefs (Bandura, 1989). Accordingly, the following hypothesis was developed in this study
in line with the assumptions of the social exchange theory and social cognitive theory:

H3. Thereis a significant positive relationship between GPOS and employees’ GSE.

2.4 The mediating role of green perceived organizational support

There is no research in the literature examining the mediating effect of perceived green
organizational support on the relationship between GTL and GSE. As discussed in hypothesis
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H1, green transformational leaders’ communication with employees and their guidance can
promote the GSE of employees (Chen et al., 2014; Nisar et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2020;
Farooq et al., 2022). On the contrary, as discussed in hypothesis H2, the help and attention
provided by green transformational leaders to employees in environmental practices may
increase the GPOS of employees (Robertson and Barling, 2013; Robertson and Barling, 2017;
Kim et al., 2020). Moreover, as discussed in hypothesis H3, GPOS may promote employees’
GSE since it increases employees’ beliefs that their organization values their achievement of
organizational goals (Suifan et al., 2018).

By communicating with employees, green transformational leaders monitor their needs and
challenges, help mobilize their potential, persuade them to overcome the current challenges
and, thus, increase their GSE. Moreover, green transformational leaders promote knowledge
sharing, provide a platform for stakeholder consultation and communication and facilitate
knowledge sharing among environmental stakeholders (Voegtlin et al, 2012; Doh and
Quigley, 2014). The above-mentioned knowledge-sharing process can allow employees to
acquire the necessary environmental knowledge, skills and abilities, which help increase
their GSE. These leaders also attach importance to coaching and training employees on
environmental protection and sustainable development, reward “pioneers of environmental
protection” and can improve GPOS, helping them develop a broader understanding of
corporate responsibility in society (Maak and Pless, 2006).

As employees accept that their organizations provide them with the GPOS and recognition
they need, along with green transformational leaders who value their contributions and care
about their well-being, this recognition creates a sense of obligation in employees to care
about their work by improving their GSE to help the organization achieve its goals in the
most creative manner (Rhoades and Eisenberger, 2002). As a result, it is assumed that as
green transformational leaders succeed in promoting GPOS, employees will tend to
improve their GSE to increase the green performance of their organizations. Hence, the
following hypothesis is proposed under the assumptions of the social exchange theory and
social cognitive theory:

H4. GPQOS partially mediates the relationship between managers’ GTL and employees’
GSE.

Figure 1 shows the research model.

3. Research
3.1 Population and sample of the study

The present study was conducted by collecting data using a survey method from
employees working in the environmental departments of small- and medium-sized
enterprises with the ISO 14001 certificate operating in the textile industry in Turkiye. There
are 4,027 textile enterprises registered with the Istanbul Chamber of Industry and
employing fewer than 250 people. In total, 500 textile enterprises were determined using a
random sampling procedure from enterprises with the ISO 14001 certificate. The research
data were collected between February 2023 and June 2023. The necessary information
about the study’s purpose was provided to these enterprises, and they were invited to take
part in the research. E-mail addresses were acquired from the enterprises that agreed to
answer the survey, and links were sent to these addresses via Google Forms. A survey form
was sent to 500 enterprises, and 292 participants answered the survey, 274 of which were
usable, representing an effective response rate of 54.8%. According to researchers, a
sample should be more than 10 times the path arrows directed toward the endogenous
constructs (Hair et al., 2019). Accordingly, this model must contain at least 30 samples;
however, the sample of the study is 274, which is much higher and meets the criteria. The
current study used procedural and statistical methods to reduce concerns about common
method bias (CMB) (Podsakoff et al., 2003). As a procedural method, participants were



Figure 1 | Research model
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assured that the data collected were confidential and would be used for research purposes
only. In this study, Harman’s single-factor test was applied primarily as a statistical
technique. As a result of the test, it was revealed that a single factor explained 34.16% of
the total variance. Secondly, a single-factor test was conducted using confirmatory factor
analysis as a statistical technique. The fit of the single-factor model is poor. Therefore, CMB
does not cause serious concern.

Data analysis was conducted on 274 usable data. Table 1 presents the distribution of the
demographic characteristics of the employees of the environmental departments who
participated in the study. As seen in Table 1, 72.26% of the participants were male, and
27.74% were female. Concerning the age range, 18.25% of the participants were in the 20-30
age range, 26.28% were in the 31-40 age range and 55.47% were in the 41-50 age range. In
addition, it can be said that 52.55% of the participants had a bachelor’'s degree. Considering

Table 1 Demographic data

Demographic Frequency %
Gender

Male 198 72.26
Female 74 27.74
Age

20-30 50 18.25
31-40 72 26.28
41-50 152 55.47
Experience

1-5 61 22.26
6-10 99 36.13
11-20 114 41.61
Education

Degree 144 52.55
Master’s degree 78 28.47
Doctorate 52 18.98
Total 274 100

Source: Table by authors
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the work experiences of the participants, 41.61% of the participants had 11-20years of
experience. Upon examining the sectors where the survey respondents work, 27% work in the
garment subindustry, 26.6% work in the yarn industry, 24.5% work in the fabric industry,
13.1% work in the knitting/weaving industry and 8.8% work in the dyeing/finishing industry.

3.2 Data collection tools

The first section of the prepared survey includes questions about the sector where the
participants work and the size of the enterprise. In the second section, a six-item GTL scale
developed by Chen and Chang (2013) by adapting it from the study by Podsakoff et al. (1996)
was used for GTL. The six-item scale developed by Chen et al. (2014) for GSE was used in the
third section. To assess GPOS in the fourth section, the four-item perceived green
organizational support scale developed by Hameed et al. (2022), by referring to the study by
Eisenberger et al. (1986), was used. The survey items in this study were measured through
“seven-point Likert scale ratings from 1 to 7,” ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly
agree.” All measurement items are listed in the Appendix.

3.3 Data analysis and findings

Partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) techniques were used to
examine the data collected in the present study with SmartPLS 4. SmartPLS represents a
nonparametric technique that uses explained variance in latent dimensions that cannot be
directly observed. Furthermore, SmartPLS is considered appropriate for the analysis of
complex research models and suggested as an estimation framework that includes relevant
theories and empirical data. The main reason for using the Smart PLS 4 analysis program in
this study is that it is possible to perform analyses with small samples using the
bootstrapping method and does not require normality (nonparametric) assumptions. In
SmartPLS, analyses are conducted with a two-stage approach. The suggested theoretical
model begins with first testing the convergent and discriminant validity of the external model
(measurement model). Second, the internal model (structural model) is evaluated for
hypothesis testing.

3.3.1 Evaluation of the measurement model. As proposed by Hair et al. (2019), the current
study used various statistics to compute the reliability and validity of the external
(measurement) model. There are “composite reliability,” “Cronbach’s alfa,” “convergent
validity” and “discriminant validity” among these statistics. The first step in reflective
measurement model assessment involves examining the indicator loadings. Loadings
above 0.708 are recommended, as they indicate that the construct explains more than 50%
of the indicator’s variance, thus providing acceptable item reliability (Hair et al., 2019). First,
upon evaluating the factor loadings of the indicators belonging to each construct, since
GSE5 indicator of the GSE variable was below 0.708, the indicator in question was
excluded from the analysis, and the analysis was repeated. Consequently, the fact that the
“factor loading” values of each of the indicators are higher than 0.708 provides evidence
that the constructs used in the research have a satisfactory level of reliability (see Table 2).
Second, as seen in Table 2, Cronbach’s alpha values vary between 0.904 and 0.962, and
composite reliability values vary between 0.929 and 0.970, which indicates that the scale
has acceptable internal reliability (Hair et al, 2019). Third, it was assessed whether
the average variance explained (AVE) values were above 0.50. This value is above the
minimum acceptability level, which is regarded as adequate convergent validity. Hence,
convergent validity was achieved.

Afterward, three main criteria were used in the current study to verify that the scale had
sufficient discriminant validity, as recommended by Leguina (2015). The above-mentioned
criteria include the “Fornell-Larcker criterion,” “heterotrait-monotrait ratio” (HTMT) and
“cross-loading criterion.” As seen in Table 3, the square root of the AVE values shown in
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Table 3 Fornell-Larcker criterion

Constructs Mean SD 1 2 8
GPOS 5,561 1,380 0.925

GTL 5,349 1,440 0.857 0.918

GSE 5,589 1,267 0.804 0.812 0.851

Note: Italic diagonal values represent the square of AVE
Source: Table by authors

bold is higher than the correlation coefficient between the variables, which is an indicator of
high discriminant validity (Hair et al., 2021).

Second, HTMT values should be below 0.90, as specified by Leguina (2015). The HTMT
values of the present study are lower than the reference value (see Table 4).

Finally, as seen in Table 5, to guarantee discriminant validity, the external loading (shown in
bold) of each latent unobserved variable should be higher than the cross-loading (together
with other measures). This satisfies the desired criterion. When considered together,
previous findings confirm and support the reliability, discriminant and convergent validity of
the scale, as confirmed in the measurement model of this study.

Afterward, the resampling method (bootstrap) was followed to test whether the indicators of
each construct were loaded significantly on the variable to which they belonged. Analysis
was conducted with 5000 resamples. The T values in Figure 2 demonstrate that the
indicators are significantly loaded on the construct they belong to. Accordingly, the
structural model should be evaluated to test the hypotheses of the study.

Table 4 Heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio

Constructs 1 2 3
GPOS

GTL 0.899

GSE 0.868 0.869

Source: Table by authors

Table 5 [Cross-loadings

Items GPOS GTL GES
GPOSH1 0.930 0.709 0.753
GPOS2 0.933 0.787 0.779
GPOS3 0.910 0.756 0.712
GPOS4 0.927 0.718 0.729
GTLA 0.799 0.910 0.745
GTL2 0.767 0916 0.741
GTL3 0.794 0.932 0.750
GTL4 0.764 0.912 0.765
GTL5 0.701 0.928 0.736
GTL6 0.792 0.907 0.733
GSE1 0.685 0.701 0.843
GSE2 0.629 0.679 0.834
GSE3 0.678 0.710 0.863
GSE4 0.772 0.754 0.910
GSE6 0.648 0.603 0.802

Source: Table by authors



Figure 2 Results of the structural model
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3.3.2 Evaluation of the structural model. Structural equation research was used to test the
hypotheses proposed in the current study. First, variance inflation factor (VIF) values are
checked to assess whether there is a collinearity problem in the proposed model. Hair et al.
(2019) suggest that the VIF value should be lower than 5. As seen in Table 6, VIF values are
lower than the desired threshold value of 5.

Specifically, the main objective is to investigate the model’s ability (F°) to explain and
predict the change in endogenous variables caused by the exogenous variable (Hair et al.,
2021). Moreover, Chin (1998) suggested that the A2 value should be at least 0.10 to ensure
a satisfactory model fit. Accordingly, the /% value of “GPOS” among the endogenous
variables is 0.734, and the R? value of “GSE” is 0.703 (see Figure 2). Both R? values exceed
the recommended threshold score, and it can be stated that the study model adequately
represents the collected data (see Table 6). Finally, to guarantee a good model fit to the
data, the standardized root mean square (SRMR) value should be below 0.08, and the
normed fit index (NFI) value should be above 0.90 (Hair et al., 2021). The SRMR and the NFI
values of this model are 0.039 and 0.909, respectively, and they exceed the recommended
threshold value.

Afterward, a bootstrapping method (5,000 resamples) was applied to determine the path
coefficient and its associated T-value for both direct and mediating relationships. The
research results demonstrate that the direct impact of GTL on GSE is positive and
significant (B8 = 0.463, t = 4.531, p = 0.000). Hence, hypothesis H71 was supported.
Furthermore, the results revealed that the direct impact of GTL on GPOS was positive and
significant (B = 0.857, T = 32.244, p = 0.000). Therefore, hypothesis H2 was supported.
The findings also show that GPOS has a significant positive impact on GSE (8 = 0.407, T=
3.777, p=0.000). According to the aforesaid result, H3 was supported.

In the current study, the mediation procedure applied in SmartPLS was followed to
determine the mediating role of GPOS (Zhao et al., 2010). According to Table 7, the
mediating role of GPOS in the correlation between GTL and GSE is significant in the positive
direction (B8 = 0.349; t = 3.656; p = 0.000), which confirms the mediating role of GPOS.
Nevertheless, when the direct impact between GTL and GSE is evaluated to identify the
type of the aforesaid mediating role, the said relationship is observed to be significant.
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Table 7 Mediation analysis

Confidence interval
bias corrected
Path COEFFICIENTS Coef (B) SD T-values  p-values Lower level  Upper lower

Conclusion

GTL — GPOS — GSE 0.349 0.095 3.656 0.000 0.162 0.526

GTL — GSE 0.463 0.102 4.531 0.000 0.273 0.673

Source: Table by authors

Therefore, GPOS has a complementary, partial mediating role. Hence, hypothesis H4 was
accepted.

4. Discussion and conclusions
4.1 Research findings

Advancing technology has brought about environmental pollution by disrupting the
ecological balance. In a world where natural resources decrease every day and pollution
rates increase, the obligation of enterprises to adopt new policies to protect the
environment gradually increases. The increased awareness of the environment and human
health has impacted the textile industry along with all branches of the industry. Previous
research on climate change and sustainability has demonstrated the essential role of GSE
in promoting active solution-seeking and positive behavioral intentions, such as pro-
environmental behaviors (Abraham et al., 2015). The subject of this study is to investigate
how to develop GSE (Chen et al., 2014), which is considered as individuals’ beliefs in their
ability to systematize and implement green plans required to achieve environmental goals.
In this respect, the current study integrated the social cognitive theory and the social
exchange theory and proposed the mediating role of GPOS in the relationship between
managers’ GTL and employees’ GSE by testing it with the data from the textile industry.

First, the findings demonstrate that managers’ GTL improves the GSE of employees. In this
case, hypothesis H1 was confirmed. The aforesaid result supports the limited number of
studies in the literature (Chen et al., 2014; Nisar et al., 2017; Tang and Peng, 2020; Zhang
et al., 2020). Hence, green transformational leaders who motivate and inspire their
employees to achieve pro-environment goals, put forward a shared green vision, set
successful environmental policies and provide positive feedback can increase the GSE of
employees. Moreover, green transformational leaders can support the development of their
employees’ GSE by setting realistic goals and creating a collaborative culture.

In line with the second finding of the research, managers’ GTL increases employees’ GPOS,
and hypothesis H2 was supported. This result contributes to the literature and practice by
empirically supporting previous studies, implying a positive correlation between GTL and
GPOS (Khan et al., 2021; Kusi et al., 2021; Hameed et al., 2022; Aboramadan et al., 2022;
Tang et al., 2022). Managers who have a GTL style represent green organizations. Thus,
employees interpret supportive behaviors as if they are approved by their manager
(Eisenberger et al., 2020; Robertson and Barling, 2015). Such managers signal to
employees that they care about the environment and provide resources to contribute to
green performance (Lamm et al., 2015).

The third finding of the research indicates a positive correlation between GPOS and GSE.
Hence, hypothesis H3 was supported. No study examining the relationship between GPOS
and GSE has been found in the green organizational behavior literature. However, the
above-mentioned finding is consistent with the results of studies confirming that perceived
organizational support plays an essential role and has a significant effect in increasing the

H4 supported complementary
partial mediation
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level of individuals’ self-efficacy (Luthans et al., 2008; Wang et al., 2018; Nikhil and Arthi,
2018; Yang et al., 2020; Tang et al., 2022). The current study, which fills this gap in the
green organizational behavior literature, contributes both to theory and practice. The
employee’s perception that his/her organization follows and supports green practices may
emerge as a factor increasing GSE.

According to the fourth finding of the study, it is understood that GPOS mediates the
relationship between GTL and GSE, and hypothesis H4 was confirmed. There is no study in
the literature addressing this relationship. Nevertheless, the mediating role of GPOS is
observed in the relationship of green elements with each other in various studies. A study
by Hameed et al. (2022) found that GPOS mediates the correlation between green human
resources management and green creativity. A study by Kusi et al. (2021) revealed that
perceived organizational support plays a competitive, partial mediating role in the
relationship between corporate social responsibility and organizational performance. With
the inspiring motivation and support of green transformational leaders provided to their
employees, the GPOS of employees increases, supporting the improvement of GSE. GPOS
in green organizations motivates employees, enabling them to develop their personal
resources (GSE) to enhance their productivity and performance.

4.2 Theoretical contributions

There are various theoretical implications in this study. First, the present study strengthens
the assumptions of the social cognitive theory by demonstrating that the green
transformational leader shapes employees’ GSE beliefs by impacting their cognitive and
motivational processes and emotional states. Second, the current study supports the
assumptions of the social exchange theory by showing that managers’ adoption of GTL
behavior, gestures to exceed job requirements in connection with environmental issues,
and positive treatments such as green-related psychological support will enhance the
GPOS of employees. Third, this study strengthens the assumptions of the reciprocity norm
of the social exchange theory by demonstrating that when employees perceive green
organizational support, described as an organizational job resource, they can improve their
GSE, which is described as a personal resource, to fulfill the job demands expected of
them. On the other hand, the above-mentioned finding supports the assumptions of the
social cognitive theory by indicating that GPOS is a key antecedent of cognitive and
motivational processes to shape the GSE beliefs of employees. Finally, the current research
integrates the social cognitive theory and the social exchange theory, thus making a new
contribution to the green organizational behavior literature by verifying the mediating role of
GPOS in the relationship between managers’ GTL and employees’ GSE.

4.3 Managerial implications

The current work has practical implications for managers of green enterprises with the 1ISO
14001 certificate. The first finding of this study shows that managers should consider using
the GTL style to motivate their employees to improve GSE. For example, leaders can
provide individualized support to create a trusting, open and supportive environment where
GSE is promoted. In line with the second finding of the study, considering the impact of GTL
on promoting GPQOS, leaders may display behaviors signaling openness and support, such
as listening to the individual needs of employees. Furthermore, it can be recommended that
enterprises train their current leaders and raise green transformational leaders. For
instance, enterprises can clarify leaders’ roles and behaviors by creating specific task rules
and organizing courses on management responsibility awareness to train and develop
green transformational leaders. Moreover, when choosing their managers, enterprises can
choose those who are more likely to become green transformational leaders by evaluating
their values, abilities, sense of responsibility and environmental awareness. The third finding
of the study stresses the significance of GPOS among employees since it encourages them



to improve GSE. Enterprises should consider that when the environmental contributions of
their employees are valued, it will create appropriate conditions to encourage them to
improve their GSE. Therefore, the current research encourages organizations to open the
door to green contributions and feedback from employees and exhibit a certain level of
appreciation for such contributions. According to the fourth finding of the study, GPOS has
a partial mediating role in the relationship between managers’ GTL and employees’ GSE.
Therefore, managers can benefit from an environmental management system providing
employees with resources, evaluation, feedback, coaching, recruitment, training and
development. Furthermore, it may be recommended to support and understand employees
through diverse human resources practices. Enterprises can enhance the GSE of
employees through green recruiting, targeted job training and team building.

4.4 Limitations and future research

This work has both strengths and limitations. Cross-sectional primary data from enterprises
that operate in the textile industry were used in this study. The results cannot be generalized
to other sectors. Hence, it may be recommended that future researchers replicate the
model in various countries and sectors to increase the generalizability of the findings. This
research used a relatively small sample, although adequate for PLS-SEM analysis. Analysis
can be conducted using larger samples in future research. The findings from the present
study are similar to other findings in the existing literature, and the importance of GTL for
meeting needs as a new leadership style should be considered, and it may be suggested
that future researchers should address GPOS, which is the subject of few studies. In
addition, future researchers can evaluate the mediating role of green mindfulness (GM) in
the relationship between GTL and GSE, as well as investigate the serial mediation effect of
GPOS and GM in the relationship between GTL and GSE. Thus, researchers can examine a
conceptual model that can offer strong theoretical and managerial implications.

References

Aboramadan, M., Crawford, J., Turkmenoglu, M.A. and Farao, C. (2022), “Green inclusive leadership and
employee green behaviors in the hotel industry: does perceived green organizational support matter?”,
International Journal of Hospitality Management, Vol. 107, p. 103330.

Abraham, J., Pane, M. and Chairiyani, R. (2015), “An investigation on cynicism and environmental self-
efficacy as predictors of pro-environmental behavior”, Psychology, Vol. 6 No. 3, pp. 234-242.

Aeknarajindawat, N. and Jermsittiparsert, K. (2019), “The mediating impact of green self-efficacy and
green mindfulness in the relationship between green shared vision and green creativity among the
manufacturing firms in Thai sports industry”, Journal of Human Sport and Exercise, Vol. 14 No. 5 proc,
pp. S2262-S2275.

Ahuja, J., Yadav, M. and Sergio, R.P. (2023), “Green leadership and pro-environmental behaviour: a
moderated mediation model with rewards, self-efficacy and training”, International Journal of Ethics and
Systems, Vol. 39 No. 2, pp. 481-501.

Bandura, A. (1989), “Human agency in social cognitive theory”, The American Psychologist, Vol. 44
No. 9, pp. 1175-1184.

Bandura, A. (1991), “Social cognitive theory of self-regulation”, Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, Vol. 50 No. 2, pp. 248-287.

Boiral, O. (2009), “Greening the corporation through organizational citizenship behaviors”, Journal of
Business Ethics, Vol. 87 No. 2, pp. 221-236.

Buysse, K. and Verbeke, A. (2003), “Proactive environmental strategies: a stakeholder management
perspective”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 24 No. 5, pp. 453-470.

Chen, Y.S. and Chang, C.H. (2013), “The determinants of green product development performance:
green dynamic capabilities, green transformational leadership, and green creativity”, Journal of Business
Ethics, Vol. 116 No. 1, pp. 107-119.

SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY JOURNAL



SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY JOURNAL

Chen, Y.S., Chang, C.H. and Lin, Y.H. (2014), “Green transformational leadership and green
performance: the mediation effects of green mindfulness and green self-efficacy”, Sustainability, Vol. 6
No. 10.

Chen, Y.S., Chang, C.H., Yeh, S.L. and Cheng, H.I. (2015), “Green shared vision and green creativity: the
mediation roles of green mindfulness and green self-efficacy”, Quality & Quantity, Vol. 49 No. 3,
pp. 1169-1184.

Chin, W.W. (1998), “The partial least squares approach for structural equation modeling”, Modern
Methods Business Research, Vol. 295, pp. 295-336.

Doh, J.P. and Quigley, N.R. (2014), “Responsible leadership and stakeholder management: influence
pathways and organizational outcomes”, Academy of Management Perspectives, Vol. 28 No. 3,
pp. 255-274.

Eisenberger, R., Rhoades Shanock, L. and Wen, X. (2020), “Perceived organizational support: why
caring about employees counts”, Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational
Behavior, Vol. 7No. 1, pp. 101-124.

Eisenberger, M., Hornedo, J., Silva, H., Donehower, R., Spaulding, M. and Van Echo, D. (1986),
“Carboplatin (NSC-241-240): an active platinum analog for the treatment of squamous-cell carcinoma of
the head and neck”, Journal of Clinical Oncology, Vol. 4 No. 10, pp. 1506-1509.

Elshaer, I.A., Abdelrahman, M.A., Azazz, AM., Alrawad, M. and Fayyad, S. (2022), “Environmental
transformational leadership and green innovation in the hotel industry: two moderated mediation
analyses”, International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, Vol. 19 No. 24, p. 16800.

Farooq, R., Zhang, Z., Talwar, S. and Dhir, A. (2022), “Do green human resource management and self-
efficacy facilitate green creativity? A study of luxury hotels and resorts”, Journal of Sustainable Tourism,
Vol. 30 No. 4, pp. 824-845.

Fuchs, C., Sting, F.J., Schlickel, M. and Alexy, O. (2019), “The ideator’s bias: how identity-induced self-
efficacy drives overestimation in employee-driven process innovation”, Academy of Management
Journal, Vol. 62 No. 5, pp. 1498-1522.

Gbolarumi, F.T., Wong, K.Y. and Olohunde, S.T. (2021), “Sustainability assessment in the textile and
apparel industry: a review of recent studies”, IOP Conference Series: Materials Science and Engineering,
Vol. 1051 No. 1, p. 105101.

Graves, L.M. and Sarkis, J. (2018), “The role of employees’ leadership perceptions, values, and
motivation in employees’ proenvironmental behaviors”, Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 196,
pp. 576-587.

Gundlach, M.J., Martinko, M.J. and Douglas, S.C. (2003), “Emotional intelligence, causal reasoning, and
the self-efficacy development process”, The International Journal of Organizational Analysis, Vol. 11
No. 3, pp. 229-246.

Hair, J.F., Risher, J.J., Sarstedt, M. and Ringle, C.M. (2019), “When to use and how to report the results of
PLS-SEM”, European Business Review, Vol. 31 No. 1, pp. 2-24.

Hair, J.,dr., Hair, J.F..Jr., Hult, G.T.M., Ringle, C.M. and Sarstedt, M. (2021), A Primer on Partial Least
Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM), Sage publications, London.

Hameed, Z., Naeem, R.M., Hassan, M., Naeem, M., Nazim, M. and Magbool, A. (2022), “How GHRM is
related to green creativity? A moderated mediation model of green transformational leadership and
green perceived organizational support”, International Journal of Manpower, Vol. 43 No. 3, pp. 595-613.

Haque, A., Fernando, M. and Caputi, P. (2019), “Responsible leadership, affective commitment and
intention to quit: an individual level analysis”, Leadership & Organization Development Journal, Vol. 40
No. 1, pp. 45-64.

Huang, H. (2013), “Media use, environmental beliefs, self-efficacy, and pro-environmental behavior”,
Journal of Business Research, Vol. 69 No. 6, pp. 2206-2212.

Imran, R. and Aldaas, R.E. (2020), “Entrepreneurial leadership: a missing link between perceived
organizational support and organizational performance”, World Journal of Entrepreneurship,
Management and Sustainable Development, Vol. 16 No. 4, pp. 377-388.

Karatepe, O.M. and Aga, M. (2016), “The effects of organization mission fulfilment and perceived
organizational support on job performance: the mediating role of work engagement”, International
Journal of Bank Marketing, Vol. 34 No. 3, pp. 368-387.



Khan, N.U., Irshad, A.-R., Saufi, R.A. and Ahmed, A. (2021), “Antecedents of organizational citizenship
behavior towards the environment in manufacturing organizations: using a structural equation modeling
approach”, Business Process Management Journal, Vol. 27 No. 4, pp. 1054-1087.

Khan, F.A., Shaukat, S.R., Ahmad, M. and Saeed, T. (2022), “Can employee’s green creativity be nurtured?
Clarifying the roles of green employee engagement and green self efficacy: proximal and distal effects of green
human resource management practices”, Pakistan Journal of Social Sciences, Vol. 42 No. 3, pp. 609-622.

Kim, S.H., Kim, M., Han, H.S. and Holland, S. (2016), “The determinants of hospitality employees’ pro-
environmental behaviors: the moderating role of generational differences”, International Journal of
Hospitality Management, Vol. 52, pp. 56-67.

Kim, W.G., McGinley, S., Choi, H.M. and Agmapisarn, C. (2020), “Hotels’ environmental leadership and
employees’ organizational citizenship behavior”, International Journal of Hospitality Management,
Vol. 87, p. 102375.

Kusi, M., Zhao, F. and Sukamani, D. (2021), “Impact of perceived organizational support and green
transformational leadership on sustainable organizational performance: a SEM approach”, Business
Process Management Journal, Vol. 27 No. 5, pp. 1373-1390.

Lamm, E., Tosti-Kharas, J. and King, C.E. (2015), “Empowering employee sustainability: perceived
organizational support toward the environment”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 128 No. 1, pp. 207-220.

Leguina, A.A. (2015), “Primer on partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM)”,
International Journal of Research & Method in Education, Vol. 38 No. 2, pp. 220-221.

Luthans, F., Norman, S.M., Avolio, B.J. and Avey, J.B. (2008), “The mediating role of psychological
capital in the supportive organizational climate-employee performance relationship”, Journal of
Organizational Behavior, Vol. 29 No. 2, pp. 219-238.

Maak, T. and Pless, N.M. (2006), “Responsible leadership in a stakeholder society—a relational
perspective”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 66 No. 1, pp. 99-115.

Madani, J. and Najjari, R. (2022), “Green organizational support: a new approach in reinforcement and
promoting green organizational behavior of employees”, Journal of Organizational Behavior Studies
Quarterly,Vol. 11 No. 4, pp. 197-216.

Mangir, A.F. (2023), “Determinants of sustainability in the textile and apparel sector within the context of
circular economy: examples from the world and Turkey”, Third Sector Social Economic Review, Vol. 58
No. 3, pp. 2323-2339.

Martinez-Martinez, A., Cegarra-Navarro, J.-G., Garcia-Perez, A. and De Valon, T. (2023), “Active listening
to customers: eco-innovation through value co-creation in the textile industry”, Journal of Knowledge
Management, Vol. 27 No. 7, pp. 1810-1829.

Mughal, M.F., Cai, S.L., Faraz, N.A. and Ahmed, F. (2022), “Environmentally specific servant leadership
and employees’ pro-environmental behavior: mediating role of green self efficacy”, Psychology Research
and Behavior Management, Vol. 15, pp. 305-316.

Nikhil, S. and Arthi, J. (2018), “Perceived organisational support and work engagement: mediation of
psychological capital-a research agenda”, Journal of Strategic Human Resource Management (JSHRM),
Vol. 7 No. 1.

Nisar, Q.A., Haider, S., Ali, F., Gill, S.S. and Wagas, A. (2022), “The role of green HRM on environmental
performance of hotels: mediating effect of green self-efficacy & employee green behaviors”, Journal of
Quality Assurance in Hospitality & Tourism, Vol. 25 No. 1, pp. 1-34.

Nisar, Q.A., Zafar, A., Shoukat, M. and lkram, M. (2017), “Green transformational leadership and green
performance: the mediating role of green mindfulness and green self-efficacy”, International Journal of
Management Excellence, Vol. 9 No. 2, pp. 1059-1066.

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B. and Bommer, W.H. (1996), “Transformational leader behaviors and
substitutes for leadership as determinants of employee satisfaction, commitment, trust, and
organizational citizen”, Journal of Management, Vol. 22 No. 2, pp. 259-298.

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Lee, J.Y. and Podsakoff, N.P. (2003), “Common method biases in
behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies”, Journal of Applied
Psychology, Vol. 88 No. 5, pp. 879-903.

Ren, S. and Chadee, D. (2017), “Ethical leadership, self-efficacy and job satisfaction in China: the
moderating role of guanxi”, Personnel Review, Vol. 46 No. 2, pp. 371-388.

SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY JOURNAL



SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY JOURNAL

Rhoades, L. and Eisenberger, R. (2002), “Perceived organizational support: a review of the literature”,
Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 87 No. 4, pp. 698-714.

Robertson, J.L. (2018), “The nature, measurement and nomological network of environmentally specific
transformational leadership”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 151 No. 4, pp. 961-975.

Robertson, J.L. and Barling, J. (2013), “Greening organizations through leaders’ influence on
employees’ pro-environmental behaviors”, Journal of Organizational Behavior, Vol. 34 No. 2,
pp. 176-194.

Robertson, J.L. and Barling, J. (2015), The Psychology of Green Organizations, Oxford University Press,
New York, NY.

Robertson, J.L. and Barling, J. (2017), “Toward a new measure of organizational environmental
citizenship behavior”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 75, pp. 57-66.

Ross, J.A. and Gray, P. (2006), “Transformational leadership and teacher commitment to organizational
values: the mediating effects of collective teacher efficacy”, School Effectiveness and School
Improvement, Vol. 17 No. 2, pp. 179-199.

Shabbir, T., Naz, K. and Trivedi, S.D. (2021), “Perceived organizational support and employee
performance”, International Journal of Educational Administration, Management, and Leadership,
pp. 35-44.

Shamir, B., House, R.J. and Arthur, M.B. (2018), “The motivational effects of charismatic leadership: a
self-concept based theory”, Leadership Now: Reflections on the Legacy of Boas Shamir, Emerald
Publishing, Bingley, pp. 9-29.

Steg, L. (2010), “Explaining prosocial intentions: testing causal relationships in the norm activation
model”, British Journal of Social Psychology, Vol. 49 No. 4, pp. 725-743.

Suifan, T.S., Abdallah, A.B. and Al Janini, M. (2018), “The impact of transformational leadership on
employees’ creativity: the mediating role of perceived organizational support”, Management Research
Review, Vol. 41 No. 1, pp. 113-132.

Tabernero, C. and Hernandez, B. (2011), “Self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation guiding environmental
behavior”, Environment and Behavior, Vol. 43 No. 5, pp. 658-675.

Tang, M.-H. and Peng, J. (2020), “Green transformational leadership and team green behavior: an
indigenous study from the perspective of social cognitive theory”, Journal of Psychological Science,
No. 6, pp. 1478-1484.

Tang, Y., Chen, Y.J., Shao, Y.F. and Cao, Q. (2022), “The impact of sustainable transformational
leadership on sustainable innovation ambidexterity: empirical evidence from green building industries of
China”, Frontiers in Public Health, Vol. 10, p. 814690.

Voegtlin, C., Patzer, M. and Scherer, A.G. (2012), “Responsible leadership in global business: a new
approach to leadership and its multi-level outcomes”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 105 No. 1, pp. 1-16.

Wang, X., Zhou, K. and Liu, W. (2018), “Value congruence: a study of green transformational leadership
and employee green behavior”, Frontiers in Psychology, Vol. 9.

Wayne, S.J., Shore, L.M. and Liden, R.C. (1997), “Perceived organizational support and leader-member
exchange: a social exchange perspective”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 40 No. 1, pp. 82-111.

Wu, Z. and Pagell, M. (2011), “Balancing priorities: decision-making in sustainable supply chain
management”, Journal of Operations Management, Vol. 29 No. 6, pp. 577-590.

Yang, L., Jiang, Y., Zhang, W., Zhang, Q. and Gong, H. (2020), “An empirical examination of individual
green policy perception and green behaviors”, International Journal of Manpower, Vol. 41 No. 7,
pp. 1021-1040.

Zhang, W., Sun, B. and Xu, F. (2020), “Promoting green product development performance via leader
green transformationality and employee green self-efficacy: the moderating role of environmental
regulation”, International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, Vol. 17 No. 18, p. 6678.

Zhao, W. and Huang, L. (2022), “The impact of green transformational leadership, green HRM, green
innovation and organizational support on the sustainable business performance: evidence from China”,
Economic Research-Ekonomska IstraZivanja, Vol. 35 No. 1, pp. 6121-6141.

Zhao, X., Lynch Jr, J.G. and Chen, Q. (2010), “Reconsidering Baron and Kenny: myths and truths about
mediation analysis”, Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 37 No. 2, pp. 197-206.



Zhou, Y., Ning, Y., He, H. and Li, D. (2022), “How and when does responsible leadership affect
employees’ pro-environmental behavior?”, Frontiers in Psychology, Vol. 13, p. 1079720.

Appendix. Measurement items

1. Green transformational leadership

®  GTL1: Our top management inspires the organization’s members with
environmental plans.

m  GTL2: Our top management provides a clear environmental vision for the
organization’s members to follow.

m  GTL3: Our top management gets the organization’s members to work together
for the same environmental goals.

m  GTL4: Our top management encourages the organization’s members to reach
environmental goals.

®  GTL5: Ourtop management acts by taking into account the environmental beliefs
of the organization’s members.

m  GTL6: Ourtop management stimulates the organization’s members to think about
green ideas.

2. Green self-efficacy

GSE1: We feel we can succeed in accomplishing environmental ideas.
GSE2: We can achieve most of the environmental goals.

GSES: We feel competent to deal effectively with environmental tasks.
GSE4: We can perform effectively on environmental missions.

GSE5: We can overcome environmental problems.
m  GSE6: We could find out creative solutions to environmental problems.
3. Green perceived organizational support

GPOS1: The organization values my contribution to environmental management.
GPOS2: The organization really cares about my environmental goals and values.
GPQOS3: The organization cares about my opinions on sustainability.

GPOS4: The organization takes pride in my accomplishments on environmental
issues at work.
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