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Abstract 
Purpose – The objective of this study is to explore the green behaviour of employees towards GHRM practices through 
green work engagementin higher education institutions in South India. 
Design/Methodology/Approach: A quantitative approach was employed in this study. Data were collected from 
210 employees from 6 universities in Chennai, India, through a questionnaire survey. To measure the employees’ 
green behaviour on GHRM initiatives, structural equation modeling was employedto gain a deeper understanding of 
how the green HRM framework is integrated within the higher education institutions. 
This study finds that the incorporation of GHRM initiatives positively influences GWE and employees’ green 
behaviour (Actual green behaviour, additional green behaviour, and green: innovative work behaviour) of higher 
education institutions.  
FINDINGSThe findings of the study contribute to the existing literature body of GHRM, specifically in the context 
of higher education. 
Originality/Value: The outcomes of this study ensure a valuable contribution in the GHRM realm by enhancing 
the employees’ participation in the development of sustainable environment with higher education institutions.  
Keywords: GHRM, Green work engagement, Actual green behaviour, Additional green behaviour, Green Innovative 
behaviour, Higher education institutions, India,  
 
INTRODUCTION 
Businesses are under more pressure than ever to reduce the harmful environmental effects of their 
operations due to the devastation of the natural environment, widespread pollution, irreversible 
environmental changes, and the implementation of environmental laws (Satchapappichit et al., 2023; 
Tanveer et al., 2023). The literature on green management is presently giving a lot of attention to human 
resource management (HRM) as a function of management. GHRM, a notion that emerged in response 
to the requirement that businesses include sustainability into their company's operations plans, is 
currently a crucial instrument that businesses use to carry out green management initiatives (Ren et al., 
2018). The term “green human resource management (GHRM)” was first used by (Renwick et al., 2013) 
to describe how an organization's environmental goals are integrated into its HRM practices (Jabbour, 
2013). GHRM offers a strong foundation for companies to cultivate workers who are aware of their 
company's environmental performance and sustainability(Álvarez Jaramillo et al., 2018; Siebenhüner 
andArnold, 2007;Wolf, 2013;Wong, 2018). 
Academicians generally agree that green human resource management (GHRM) is an essential tool for 
successfully integrating sustainable practices into eco-policy domains (Farrukh et al., 2023). The 
environmental side of HRM is represented by GHRM, which covers green hiring, training, and pay 
(Farrukh et al., 2022). GHRM as a study topic has lately drawn more attention due to its benefits for 
businesses and people (Patwary et al., 2022). The relationship between GHRM beliefs and people's green 
behaviour is still unclear despite mounting research. Although there is a strong correlation between 
GHRM attitudes and employee behaviours, it is unclear which specific factors influence this relationship. 
Human resources management (HRM) experts must reassess their mission and broaden the scope of their 
practices by incorporating green management practices, as entities are presently reorienting their 
approaches and objectives towards more environmentally conscious agendas. This will help them perform 
the core HRM functions more effectively (Ángel del Brío et al., 2008). According to (Pham et al., 2019), 
HRM can measure and affect employees' motivation, awareness, and behaviours connected to 
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sustainability. As a result, businesses may effectively create and promote environmentally friendly policies 
through HRM (Renwick et al., 2013). 
An increasing number of global higher education institutions have attempted in recent years to integrate 
green practices and environmental management into their core offerings. Higher education institutions 
are expected to take a leading role in implementing strategies and alternatives to address current 
environmental concerns because they are research and teaching organisations (Benayas et al., 2002; 
Disterheft et al., 2012; Leon-Fernandez and Domínguez-Vilches, 2015). In addition, they must provide a 
precedent for reviving environmental management issues and acknowledging their changing 
requirements and problems (Finlay and Massey, 2012). Therefore, higher education institutions should 
adopt the "Go Green" mentality in order to promote an ecologically friendly work environment (Gilal et 
al., 2019). Higher education personnel, including those engaged in teaching, research, and 
administration, would have to include eco-friendly and sustainable practices into their daily workdays 
(Benayas et al., 2002). 
Green behaviours are often defined as employee actions that support environmental management 
strategies in the workplace (Dumont et al., 2017). Green workplace strategies are seen to be most 
successfully implemented when employees exhibit certain green behaviours. Additionally, research has 
shown that including staff members into green practices is essential for initiatives related to 
environmental management (Jabbour et al., 2008; Mazzi et al., 2016), since this will improve 
environmental performance and provide a competitive edge (Kim et al., 2019). Green human resources 
management (GHRM) techniques are regarded as a crucial HRM tactic to increase workers' 
environmental awareness at work and encourage green employee behaviours. Green hiring, green 
training, green rewarding, and green performance assessment are just a few of the GHRM activities that 
support environmental management (Dumont et al., 2017; Jabbour et al., 2008; Renwick et al., 2013; 
Tang et al., 2018). 
Studies across a variety of industries, including the hospitality and tourism sectors (Luu, 2017), 
technological industries (Ojo and Raman, 2019), and the automotive sector (Chaudhary, 2019), have 
contributed to the recent boom in GHRM research. However, there is little study on GHRM in higher 
education (Fawehinmi et al., 2020; Gilal et al., 2019). (Pham et al., 2019) recent literature review, which 
emphasized the need for further research in a variety of service industries, supported this. (Gilal et al., 
2019) discovered that integrating employee green behaviours into higher education organisations' 
management doctrine is essential to improving organizational monetary and environmental sustainability 
as well as winning over employees. (Fawehinmi et al., 2020) observed that GHRM increases academic 
employees’ green behaviours through the mediating role of environmental knowledge. 
In order to further the field of green HRM in general and higher education in especially, the present 
research set out to develop a model of how GHRM practices affect three types of green behaviour among 
employees: actual green behaviour, additional green behaviour (voluntary), and green innovative work 
behaviour. It was proposed that one of the relationships indicated above would be mediated by green 
work engagement, or GWE. The following are the contributions that this study makes: As the link 
between GHRM and employees' outcomes connected to green work is still in its early stages, it first adds 
to the body of literature on general GHRM (Pham et al., 2019). In addition, it adds to the scant corpus 
of research on HRM at higher education institutions (Aboramadan et al., 2020b) and green HRM 
(Fawehinmi et al., 2020). Thirdly, this study is unique because it examines a model that adds new variables 
- green innovative behaviour and GWE - to the body of GHRM literature. Fourthly, it enhances our 
comprehension of the processes that highlight the connection between GHRM and workers' green 
workplace practices (Ren et al., 2018). 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
GHRM and Green results 
A number of researchers (Dumont et al., 2017; Tang et al., 2018; Pham et al., 2019) have defined and 
conceptualised GHRM practices as practices that include green hiring and selecting workers with green 
awareness and knowledge; green training to enhance workers' green skills, competencies, and knowledge; 
green performance appraisal using established green standards to evaluate workers' performance; and 
green rewards to offer incentives based on the accomplishment of the organization's green goals. Green 
behaviour by employees is a reflection of their own environmental consciousness (Norton et al., 2015). 
This covers both (voluntary) additional behaviours and actual green behaviour.Green formal activities 
that are an essential component of an employee assessment of performance define actual green behaviour. 
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On the other hand, additional green behaviour refers to voluntary green actions that an employee takes 
outside of their officially assigned responsibilities and is not recorded in their performance review (Paillé 
and Boiral, 2013). Empirical research generally indicates that green job crafting, green empowerment of 
staff members, green task behaviour, and organisational citizenship towards the environment are all 
positively correlated with green human resource management (Chaudhary, 2019; Dumont et al., 2017; 
Fawehinmi et al., 2020; Hameed et al., 2020; Renwick et al., 2013; Luu, 2019).  
The association between GHRM and employees' green behaviours (both task-related and voluntary 
behaviours) may be explained by the social exchange theory's norm of reciprocity (Blau, 1964). Employees 
are expected to return the favour when their employers demonstrate their commitment to 
environmentally friendly management practices by modelling green behaviours. This can be done by 
offering obvious green objectives, green training and development, efficient green performance appraisal, 
and green reward systems. Consequently, it is possible to propose the following two theories: 
H1. GHRM has a positive impact on employees’ actual green behaviour. 
H2. GHRM has a positive impact on additional green actions taken by employees. 
According to (Scott and Bruce, 1994), innovative work behaviour is defined as employee behaviour that 
consists of idea generation, promotion, and realisation. It has often been believed that inventive work 
practices are necessary to maintain a company's competitive edge (Bos-Nehles and Veenendaal, 2019; 
West and Farr, 1989). Moreover, it has been suggested that HRM procedures are crucial to achieving 
innovative results within the company (Bos-Nehles and Veenendaal, 2019; Seeck and Diehl, 2017; Zhou 
et al., 2013). Green innovative work behaviour (GIWB), which is derived from the application of 
environmental leadership to creative work behaviour, may be defined as the actions of employees that are 
focused on the creation, dissemination, and implementation of green ideas. 
Regarding the association among GHRM and GIWB, it may be maintained that GHRM benefits GIWB 
for the reasons listed below. Initially, employees with greater environmental awareness and expertise will 
provide more creative and useful environmental management ideas, which will advance the organization's 
green innovation (Renwick et al., 2013). According to (Chang and Chen, 2013), the implementation of 
green education and mentoring methods provides employees with opportunities to enhance their creative 
practices by gaining the necessary skills and experience. Furthermore, the implementation of incentive 
strategies and green performance assessments will align employee behaviours with the organization's 
environmental goals (Guerci et al., 2016). This is because green performance assessments are essential 
tools for fostering employee environmental commitment, which in turn promotes green innovation 
behaviours(Renwick et al., 2013). Finally, earlier studies (Wright and Nishii, 2013; McClean and Collins, 
2011) shown that workers often give back to their employers by exhibiting creative work practices in 
return for the latter's dedication to human resource management. According to the social exchange 
theory, employees are more inclined to respond with higher levels of discretionary behaviour, like GIWB, 
when they perceive the organization's commitment to environmental management. Lastly, studies 
indicate that green innovation at the organisational level is positively impacted by GHRM practices (Song 
et al., 2020). It follows that the way in which workers view GHRM in relation to the environment will 
have a significant impact on how they innovate in the green space. On the basis of the above justifications, 
the following theory may be put forth: 
H3. GIWB of employees is positively impacted by GHRM. 
Green human resources management and green work engagement 
Work engagement is defined as “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by 
vigor, dedication and absorption” (Schaufeli et al., 2002, p. 74). Employee engagement may be defined 
as the degree to which they are psychologically, emotionally, and physically engaged in their work. Adding 
to this, GWE may be characterised as the vigour with which a worker approaches activities linked to green 
work, as well as the degree of absorption that occurs in green work and the willingness to work at a green 
level. Work engagement was shown to have similar antecedents in the form of job features (Christian et 
al., 2011), leadership (Aboramadan et al., 2020), and HRM practices (Karatepe and Olugbade, 2016). 
The traditional body of HRM literature looked at how HR policies and procedures affected employee 
engagement at work from the top down. For example, a model comprised of job, motivational, 
organisational, and individual aspects might lead to increased degrees of work engagement (Albrecht et 
al., 2015). Additional research (Aboramadan et al., 2020b; Karatepe, 2012; Schaufeli et al., 2006) has 
shown that job resources and work engagement are positively correlated.A basis for understanding the 
link between GHRM and GWE is provided by the job demand-resources (JD-R) concept. Organisational 
and job resources, such as HRM practices, may trigger a motivational process that connects these assets 
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to work engagement, according to (Demerouti et al., 2001). From this angle, GHRM at work may be seen 
as a motivating element and is, consequently, positively correlated with workers' job engagement 
(Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004). Employees may be motivated in both intrinsic and extrinsic ways by 
resources like GHRM, which support their professional growth and help them achieve their goals. 
Therefore, they are thought to encourage employees' commitment to their task (Bakker and Demerouti, 
2008), especially GWE. In light of this conversation, the following theory is put forth: 
H4. GHRM has a positive impact on employees' GWE. 
Green work engagement and green outcomes 
According to GHRM practices, it seems that workers who are more engaged have a higher likelihood of 
having a safe and high-quality connection with their organisations. Positive job-related results follow from 
this (Saks, 2006). Consequently, these expressions will enable employees to engage in extracurricular 
activities outside of their professional duties in addition to motivating them to complete their obligations 
(Kahn, 1990). Past studies on GHRM (Aboramadan et al., 2020; Agarwal et al., 2012; Alfes et al., 2013; 
Haynie et al., 2016; Rich et al., 2010; Rodwell et al., 2017) suggest that “work engagement was found to 
be a significant predictor of work performance and extra-role behaviors, such as innovative and citizenship 
behaviors”.Regarding the relationship between GWE and green outcomes, one may contend that staff 
members with higher GWE scores are more inclined to interact favourably with the company. In these 
situations, GWE could have a favourable impact on various outcomes connected to green work. In order 
to promote organisational and community sustainability, GWE may inspire staff members to engage in 
green practices as well as pledge to green projects and help other staff members understand the meaning 
of green behaviours (Luu, 2019). 
In light of the conversation above, the following hypotheses are put forth: 
H5. The actual green behaviours of employees are positively influenced by GWE.  
H6. Additional green behaviours by employees are positively influenced by GWE. 
H7. GIWB of employees is positively impacted by GWE. 
The mediating role of green work engagement 
Numerous research (Aboramadan et al., 2020b; Aboramadan et al., 2019; Agarwal et al., 2012; Karatepe 
and Olugbade, 2016; Rich et al., 2010; Sulea et al., 2012) have generally demonstrated that work 
involvement is a significant mediator. Most people believe that work engagement is a motivating factor 
that affects performance results (Karatepe et al., 2014). As a result, GWE will instill a sense of incentive 
to improve staff members' capacity to exhibit pro-environmental behaviours (both required and optional), 
as well as to motivate individuals to try and invent new things that may develop into novel concepts and 
green alternatives. According to the GHRM practice, workers who exhibit higher levels of engagement - 
GWE in this example - are more likely to participate in positive social interactions with their employers. 
Employees will consequently exhibit good results, including green outcomes (Saks, 2006). Therefore, 
positive attitudes towards GHRM would raise employees' GWE and, eventually, their results associated 
to sustainability.  
 
METHODS 
Research model 
The goal of the study is to develop a model that explains how GHRM in higher education affects 
individual outcomes linked to green work, such as GIWB, extra-role green behaviour, and in-role green 
behaviour. It was proposed that GWE would act as a mediating mechanism between the previously 
indicated linkages, as seen in Figure 1. 
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Source: Aboramadan, 2020 
Figure 1: Conceptual Model 
Participants and procedures 
Employees of six higher education institutes in Tamil Nadu, India, provided the data. These comprised 
administrative and academic staff members. Out of the 360 questionnaires that were issued, 238 were 
returned; of those, 24 were eliminated for having incomplete responses, and 4 were eliminated for having 
multiple outliers. A total of 210 surveys, or 66.11% of the total, could be used for statistical analysis. 
English-language questionnaires were issued. The technique of drop-off and pick-up was employed to 
boost the response rate. The questionnaire was accompanied by cover letters outlining the primary goal 
of the study and guaranteeing the privacy of the respondents' personal data. In only fifteen minutes, the 
brief, straightforward questionnaire may be completed. Men made up 72.1% of the responses, while 
women made up 27%. In terms of age, 45.7% of the population was between the ages of 25 and 30, 6% 
was between the ages of 31 and 35, 22.7% was between the ages of 36 and 40, and 28.4% was older than 
the age of 40. In terms of experience, 54.2% had been in the field for one to five years, 15.6% for six to 
ten years, 31.3% for eleven to fifteen years, and just 1% for more than fifteen years. Thirty percent worked 
in academic jobs and seventy percent held administrative posts under full-time contracts. 
Multi-collinearity and common method bias remedies 
Utilising the Variance Inflation Factors for every item, multi-collinearity was examined. (Hair et al., 2018) 
state that if the VIF values are less than 5, the data are not multi-collinear. The VIF values in this study 
varied from 1.061 to 3.304. This suggests that there was no multi-collinearity in the data. The proportion 
of variation explained was determined using the Harman single factor test, which was used to look for 
common technique bias. The findings imply that only 31.495 percent of the variation was explained by a 
single factor. The fact that the variance described was less than the 50% cut-off limit (Podsakoff et al., 
2003) suggests that there was no common method bias (CMB) taint in the data. 
Analysis 
With SPSS v.24, descriptive statistics, reliability metrics, and correlations were examined. Further the 
study utilized partial least squares – structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) to assess the study 
hypotheses (Hair et al., 2018). PLS-SEM was employed since it is often utilized in many scientific fields, 
including marketing, strategic management, human resource management, and hospitality (Hair et al., 
2012; Ringle et al., 2018). Using conventional least squares, the PLS-SEM approach calculates the route 
coefficients (Rigdon, 2012). Additionally, PLS-SEM handles ordinal measurements (Schuberth et al., 
2018) and correlated measurement errors (Rademaker et al., 2019). 
 
 
Measures 
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Green human resources management (GHRM) -   The six-item scale (Dumont et al., 2017) was used to 
measure this in order to determine how workers felt about GHRM being implemented in their 
companies. Such item was "the university sets sustainable objectives for its employees.” For this build, the 
Cronbach's alpha was 0.879. 
Engagement in green work - This was assessed using six questions that were taken from Schaufeli et al. 
(2006). The six items on this scale were changed to evaluate green employee engagement because it was 
initially designed to measure job engagement. "I am enthusiastic about my environmental tasks at my job" 
was one example of an item. For this build, the Cronbach alpha was 0.849. 
Actual green behaviour - Actual green behaviour was assessed with the three-item measure created by 
(Bissing-Olson et al., 2013). "I adequately complete the assigned duties in an environmentally friendly 
way" was one example of a sample item. For this build, Cronbach's alpha was 0.669. 
Additional green behaviour - This was assessed using the three-item test designed to evaluate voluntary 
green behaviours by Bissing-Olson et al. (2013). "I take initiatives to act in environmentally friendly ways 
at work" was one example of a sample item. For this build, the Cronbach's alpha was 0.669. 
Green innovative work behaviour (GIWB) - To measure inventive work behaviour, the six-item scale 
created by Scott and Bruce (1994) was utilised. To better fit the study's objectives, this scale was updated 
and given additional terms relevant to the green movement. "I investigate and secure funds needed to 
implement new green ideas" was one such item. For this build, the Cronbach's alpha was 0.856 
Measurement model assessment 
The loadings from factor analyses were verified for the research scale items. The values of the standardised 
factor loading varied from 0.658 to 0.866, as seen in Table 1. Significant loadings were seen at the 0.001 
level for each. To assess convergent validity and internal consistency,"the average variance extracted (AVE) 
and composite reliability (CR)" were calculated (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). According to the findings, 
all of the research variables had AVE values greater than 0.5 and CR values greater than 0.70, 
demonstrating the internal consistency and convergence validity of the data. 
 
 
Construct Item S.loadin

g 
t-
statistic 

CR AV
E 

GHRM The University has green objectives 
for its employees 

0.773** 21.52 0.91
3 

0.63
4 

      
 For green value promotion, green 

training is provided by the 
University 

0.840** 27.34   

      
 To develop employees’ green skills 

and knowledge, the University 
provides required green training 

0.814** 25.23   

     
 Myuniversityconsidersemployees’ 0.866** 32.82   
 workplacegreenbehaviorinperforman

ce 
    

 Appraisals 
 

    

 Myuniversityrelatestoemployees’ 0.804** 17.25   
 workplacegreenbehaviorstorewardsan

d 
    

 Compensation 
 

    

 Myuniversityconsidersemployees’ 0.666** 14.67   
 workplacegreenbehaviorsinapromoti

on 
 

    

GWE Myenvironmental-
relatedtasksinspireme 

0.709** 14.86 0.89
0 

0.57
7 
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 Iamproudoftheenvironmentalwork
thatI 

0.820** 25.25   

 Do 
 

    

 Iamimmersedinmyenvironmentalw
ork 

0.806** 24.99   

 Iamenthusiasticaboutmyenvironme
ntal 

0.802** 20.56   

 tasksatmyjob 
 

    

 IfeelhappywhenIamworkingintense
ly 

0.748** 17.82   

 onenvironmentaltasks 
 

    

 Withenvironmentaltasksatmyjob, 
Ifeel 

0.658** 10.88   

 burstingwith energy 
 

    

Actualgreenbehavior Iadequatelycompletetheassigneddut
iesin 

0.807** 13.64 0.81
4 

0.59
5 

 anenvironmentallyfriendlyway 
 

    

 Ifulfilltheresponsibilitiesspecifiedin
my 

0.795** 12.14   

 jobdescriptioninenvironmentally-
friendly 

    

 Ways 
 

    

 Iperformtasksthatareexpectedofmei
n 

0.707** 9.30   

 environmentally-friendlyways 
 

    

Additionalgreenbeha
vior 

Itakeinitiativestoactinenvironmenta
lly 

0.755** 10.89 0.78
5 

0.54
9 

 friendly ways at work 
 

    

 Itake achance toget activelyinvolved 
in 

0.714** 8.20   

 environmentalprotectionatwork 
 

    

 Idomorefortheenvironmentatworkth
an 

0.753** 10.61   

 Iamexpectedto 
 

    

GIWB Isearchoutnewenvironmentally-
related 

0.727** 16.73 0.89
9 

0.59
9 

 technologies,processes,techniquesand
/or 

    

 productideas 
 

    

 Igenerategreencreativeideas 0.807** 30.08   
 Ipromoteandchampiongreenideaswit

h 
0.806** 27.58   

 Others 
 

    

 IInvestigateandsecurethefundsneed 0.698** 12.95   



International Journal of Environmental Sciences 
ISSN: 2229-7359 
Vol. 11 No. 23s, 2025 
https://theaspd.com/index.php 

3392 

edto 
 implementnewgreenideas 

 
    

 Idevelopadequateplansandschedule
sfor 

0.824** 26.19   

 theimplementationofnewgreenideas 
 

    

 Iamenvironmentallyinnovative 0.775** 27.65 
 

  

Notes:**Significantat0.001level.Allscalesweremeasuredonafive-
pointLikertscalerangingfrom1(stronglydisagree)to5(stronglyagree) 
Table 1: Factor Loadings 
Using two tests, discriminant validity was examined. The first is the rule of Fornell and Larcker (1981), 
which contrasts the intercorrelations between the variables and the square root of AVE. The findings 
shown in Table 2 demonstrate that the square root of AVE exceeded the inter-correlation, hence 
signifying the fulfilment of the discriminant validity requirement. On the other hand, "the heterotrait-
monotrait ratio (HTMT)" was used to further support the existence of discriminant validity. According 
to Hulland's (1999) suggestion, all ratios in Table 3 appear to be below 0.85, indicating that the 
components were validly discriminant. 
Structural Model 
The structural model of this study was assessed by using several computations. To begin with, the R square 
(R2) for the variables used in this study which include: green work engagement (0.103), actual green 
behaviour (0.163), additional green behaviour (0.197), and green innovative work behaviour (GIWB) 
(0.431). The values obtained for these variables are acceptable, as recommended by (Chin, 1998). In 
addition, the f square (f2) for the variables of this study include: mediation effect of GHRM on GWE 
(0.112), GHRM on actual green behaviour (0.025), GHRM on additional green behaviour (0.036). The 
impact of GHRM on GIWB is found to be string (0.507). Whereas, the impact of GWE on actual green 
behaviour (0.115), GWE on additional green behaviour (0.141), and GWE on GWIB (0.061). Hence the 
mediation effect of GHRM and GWE were found to be medium.  
 
FINDINGS AND RESULTS 
The following Table 2 represents “descriptive figures, means, standard deviations and correlations 
between the research variables of this study”. The study’s correlation results found to be significant and 
positive among the variables. Therefore, the calculated correlation of these variables include: “GHRM 
and GWE (r = 0.327, p = 0.000), GHRM and actual green behavior (r = 0.254, p = 0.000), GHRM and 
additional green behavior (r= 0.265, p = 0.000) and GHRM and GIWB (r = 0.613, p = 0.000). Significant 
correlations can be found between green work engagement (GWE) and actual green behaviour (r = 0.362, 
p = 0.000)”. 
 
Constructs Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 

GHRM 
GWE 

5.61 
5.41 

0.931 
1.27 

(0.799) 
0.327** 

 
(0.756) 

 
 

Actualgreenbehavior 5.53 0.961 0.254** 0.360** (0.772)    
Additional 
greenbehavior 

5.11 1.19 0.265** 0.389** 0.315** (0.743)   

GIWB 5.67 0.911 0.613** 0.362** 0.283** 0.357** (0.776)  
Table 2: Descriptive statistics, correlation and square root of AVE 
 
Constructs GHRM GWE In-rolegreenbehavior EXtra-
rolegreenbehavior GIWB 
 

GHRM   
GWE 0.361 
Actualgreenbehavior 0.329 0.478  
Additional 
greenbehavior 

0.379 0.554 0.510  
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GIWB 0.703 0.431 0.365 0.504 
Table 3: Path Analysis 
 

 
Note: “*Significant at 0.05 level, **Significant at 0.01 level, ***Significant at 0.001 level” 
Figure 2: Model Estimation 
Hypotheses testing 
Figure 2 presents the results for the direct path analysis and mediation analysis. The results suggest that 
GHRM was positively associated with in-role green behavior (ß = 0.153, t = 2.39, p = 0.015), with extra-
role green behavior (ß = 0.181, t = 2.41, p = 0.017) and with GIWB (ß = 0.564, t = 10.32, p = 0.000). The 
results lend support for H1, H2 and H3. Furthermore, the results provided support for H4, in which it 
was indicated that GHRM showed to exert a positive effect on GWE (ß = 0.317, t = 4.91 p = 0.000). 
GWE demonstrated to have a significant effect on in role-green behavior (ß = 0.327, t = 4.62 p = 0.000), 
on extra-role green behavior (ß = 0.351, t = 4.82 p = 0.000) and on GIWB (ß = 0.196, t = 3.43 p = 0.001), 
suggesting that H5, H6, H7 were supported.  
 
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
Through the mediating function of GWE, the study looked at the relationships between GHRM and 
additional green behaviour, actual green behaviour, and GIWB. The findings show that GHRM 
substantially predicted green behaviour that was both in-role and outside of it. The outcomes 
corroborated the findings of Dumont et al. (2017), who discovered that GHRM had a favourable impact 
on green behaviour both inside and outside of roles. These outcomes also aligned with the Social 
Exchange Theory (SET) standard of reciprocity, which requires employees to trade related to the task and 
voluntary green behaviours for the organization's green management efforts. The findings also imply that 
GHRM had a favourable and noteworthy impact on workers' GIWB. This suggests that characteristics of 
HRM procedures influence workers' creative work habits (Wright and Nishii, 2013). 
According to the findings, GHRM and GWE had a favourable relationship. The findings are consistent 
with the JD-R framework (Demerouti et al., 2001) discussion, which emphasises that workplace resources 
act as a motivating factor to boost employees' engagement at work. Additionally, it was discovered that 
GWE had a beneficial impact on GIWB, extra-role green behaviour, and in-role green behaviour. This 
suggests that workers who score higher on GWE are more likely to interact with their company in a 
trustworthy and high-quality manner, which will eventually motivate workers to demonstrate good results 
like green outcomes.Ultimately, the findings imply that GWE proved to be a noteworthy mediating 
mechanism in the connections under investigation. The relationships between GHRM and GIWB, 
GHRM and additional green behaviour, and GHRM and actual green behaviour were all significantly 
mediated by GWE. This suggests that there may be more than one way for GHRM and green outcomes 
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to interact, i.e., that GHRM in this instance influences workplace outcomes (green outcomes) via a 
specific mechanism like GWE (Karatepe&Olugbade, 2016). 
This investigation adds in a number of ways to the body of knowledge on GHRM in general and green 
management in higher education specifically. The field of GHRM research is constantly changing, and 
further study is required (Pham et al., 2019), particularly in connection with the higher education industry 
(Gilal et al., 2019). In response, the study put up a hypothesis and conducted an empirical investigation 
into a novel mechanism that explains the connection among GHRM and its effects. This is the first 
research of its sort to employ the GWE concept as an intervention mechanism and study variable. 
Limitations and future research 
The limitations of this study provide prospects for other research endeavours. First, information gathered 
from a single source (workers) at a single moment in time was used to examine the suggested model. 
While it was shown that Common Method Bias (CMB) was not an issue for this investigation, CMB 
would be reduced if data were gathered from other sources and at various times. This involves having 
managers assess how environmentally conscious their staff members are. Second, the fact that the data 
originate from five different higher education institutions may restrict how broadly the findings may be 
applied. Therefore, utilising bigger sample sizes, the study model may be replicated in further research. 
Third, the cross-sectional character of this study limits the inferences that can be made about causes and 
effects. In order to analyse the model over time, future study may take into account a longitudinal research 
approach.In addition, the study looked at one mediator (GWE) out of the relationships that were looked 
into. Future research may take into account additional mediating factors as organisational identity, 
perceived organisational support for sustainability, and atmosphere of green participation. In order to 
look for variations across other service sectors, such as higher education, nonprofits, healthcare, and 
hospitality, future study may look into examining the model in these and other areas. 
Conclusion 
Through the mediating impacts of GWE, the study examined the influence of GHRM techniques on 
green outcomes, including "actual green behaviour, additional green behaviour, and GIWBs". Using 
information gathered from Tamil Nadu, India's higher education sector, the findings indicated that 
GHRM positively correlated with the previously listed outcome factors. It was discovered that GWE was 
a key mediating factor between the relationships that were looked at. The paper makes recommendations 
for future research to add to the body of knowledge on GHRM by delving further into the specific 
processes regulating the interaction among GHRM and its effects. 
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