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Abstract

Purpose — The study reviews the recent conceptualizations and theorizing of green human resource
management (GHRM) and explores GHRM’s interconnections with the sustainability literature. The research
findings have implications affecting GHRM measurement and design of future studies in the sparsely
investigated human resource management (HRM)-environment-sustainability-responsibility spectrum.
Design/methodology/approach — The study uses a narrative style based on a review of quantitative field
evidence from 38 recent empirical papers to provide an analytical framework on how the GHRM research
agenda has broadened to include aspects of corporate sustainability (CS) and corporate social
responsibility (CSR).

Findings — The study finds support from the literature on the impact of environment-related HR initiatives on
building long-term capabilities and enhancing firm-specific social outcomes. Further, the study finds that
different perspectives used in the conceptualization of GHRM reveal GHRM’s differential impact on
organization and environmental sustainability underlying GHRM’s growing recognition as an important tool
for organizations to demonstrate their commitment to being a responsible stakeholder of the socio-economic
system.

Originality/value — GHRM scholars would find the review useful as the review provides a detailed
explanation of how GHRM problems are defined and measured. The understanding of the process of
conceptualization has been identified as a research gap in previous reviews; thus, one of the aims of this paper is
to aid further knowledge development by understanding how research has progressed previously. The other
benefit of the review is that management practitioners would find the insights useful to align HRM initiatives
with organization CS/CSR objectives.

Keywords Environment impact and organizational performance, Green HRM, Environment and human
resources, Sustainable human resource management, Corporate social responsibility, HRM

Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction- role of environment in shaping organization discourse
Environmental responsibility has gained significant attention over the past few decades in
response to the increase in incidents of environmental harm caused by adverse organizational
actions (Paulet et al, 2021). There is growing pressure on businesses to demonstrate
transparency on their impact on the environment prompting many to adopt sophisticated
environmental management systems (Jabbour and Santos, 2008) or pursue other green
strategies to minimize any environmental risks that may arise from their operations.
However, there is still a lack of consensus on environmental performance being considered a
legitimate indicator of organizational performance (Jackson et al, 2011). Despite concerns,
larger companies around the world feel the need to share strong signals about their
commitment to act socially responsible on account of rising regulatory and legal
requirements, shareholder and customer pressures, UN initiatives, etc. requiring greater
disclosures on their governance and decision making (Paulet ef al, 2021, p. 161; Ehnert ef al.,
2016). Organizations are making gradual progress with the emergence of clean technologies;
however, the “soft and human” side of organizations remains the main challenge while
implementing environment-sustainability initiatives (Jabbour and Renwick, 2018, p. 623).
Human resource management (HRM) can influence a company’s relationship with its
external environment in terms of firm’s effect on society and ecology (Saifulina et al., 2020).


https://doi.org/10.1108/IJM-06-2021-0376

Addressing environmental challenges will require a revaluation of a firm’s measures for its
organizational effectiveness, and therefore, there is a need for HRM scholars to build an
understanding of the alternative strategic paths that environmentally sustainable businesses
can pursue (Jackson and Seo, 2010). The relationship between environment and human
outcomes with organizational sustainability and performance (Kramar, 2014, p. 1,079) is a
knowledge gap that this paper attempts to address by evaluating recent published empirical
papers on HRM and environment sustainability.

2. Emergence of sustainability as the new operating paradigm

Sustainability has been identified as a critical factor for organizational success (Dubois and
Dubois, 2012). The shift to sustainability is due to the need to adopt a long-term orientation
toward organizational success and growth as companies constitute 60% of the global
economy (Stahl et al, 2020, p. 2), making them key actors in the prevailing socio-economic
systems.

Traditionally, organizations have demonstrated their commitment to societal progress
through their corporate sustainability (CS)/corporate social responsibility (CSR) initiatives
(Stahl et al., 2020). CS and CSR, terms are interchangeably used by researchers and refer to
“company activities that ave voluntary in nature demonstrating the inclusion of social and
environmental concerns in business operations and interaction with stakeholders” (van
Marrewijk, 2003, p. 8). However, CS/CSR initiatives have sometimes been criticized in the
literature as being used by businesses for symbolic value and lacking substantive effect
(Wright and Nyberg, 2017).

Scholarly efforts have been made to investigate how incorporating a human resource
focus can support the organization CS/CSR mandate (Boudreau and Ramstad, 2005; Dubois
and Dubois, 2012; Jackson and Seo, 2010; Lopez-Cabrales and Valle-Cabrera, 2020). The
human resource management (HRM) role toward CS and CSR goals can be fulfilled by either
fostering commitment and engagement or embedding existing CS/CSR principles in
prevalent HRM processes and creating stakeholder alignment. However, scholars working on
the integration between CS/CSR and HRM have rarely explained their understanding of the
connection between these concepts or their assumptions when exploring this relation.
Therefore, research efforts are needed to understand the mutually complex
interdependencies and the interactive nature involved between CS/CSR objectives and
HRM actions required to attain them.

Sustainable HRM provides organizations with a lens to explain the positive change
potential of purpose-driven HRM policies and practices on firms’ responsibilities and their
effect on a broad set of stakeholders, including society and the community (Stahl ef @/, 2020,
p. 2). Sustainable HRM offers an alternative approach to the traditional way of viewing how
HRM divisions have historically functioned (Ehnert, 2009). The rapidly changing social,
economic, and ecological landscapes have forced organizations to review the role of HRM on
how it can make a meaningful contribution to firms’ sustainability goals (O'Donohue and
Torugsa, 2016). Therefore, it needs to consider alternative approaches beyond traditional
service delivery models to truly make an impact (Boudreau and Ramstad, 2005).

Sustainability has been conceptualized as a form of institutional change that requires new
behaviors, values, norms, and routines to alter daily employee behavior in and around
organizations. HRM is, therefore, tasked to create a balanced approach to managing social,
environmental, and economic performance (Ren and Jackson, 2019).

Green human resource management (GHRM), often related to sustainability in HRM
discourse (Jarlstorm et al,, 2016, p. 704), is viewed as a management subfield that is concerned
with the alignment of the organization’s employees and its environment management
objectives (Jabbour and Renwick, 2018). While sustainable HRM aims to fulfill broader
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Table 1.

Differences between
sustainability, CSR/CS,
and sustainable/

green HRM

organizational goals, GHRM research has so far focused on understanding how to support
environmental management or build organizational culture towards environment
management targets by implementing a range of environmentally responsible practices
(Jarlstorm et al., 2016, p. 705).

Diverse interpretations consider GHRM part of sustainable HRM literature due to its focus
on environmental sustainability (Hughes and Semeijn, 2017). In his article on sustainable
HRWM, Kramar (2014) finds that the topic has not yet been developed as a coherent body of
literature and indicates GHRM literature as a separate knowledge domain but with
interconnections with sustainable HRM objectives concerning environmental and human
outcomes that affect organizational sustainability and performance. The following Table 1
further clarifies the differences between sustainability, CSR (CSR/CS), and sustainable/green
HRM and how they impact organization actions as reported in the literature.

The interconnections between GHRM and sustainable HRM need further explanations
through empirical investigations. GHRM literature reviews covering the period 2007-2019
(Amrutha and Geetha, 2019; Ren et al, 2018; Yong et al, 2019) have explained the field’s
development by listing the various types of antecedents, determinants, and outcomes that
constitute the theoretical frameworks. However, the manner in which these variables affect
the HRM, environment sustainability, and organization performance has not been examined
in-depth.

Therefore, this paper proposes the following research questions (RQs) identified as
knowledge gaps not addressed by past literature reviews.

RQI1. Inwhat ways has GHRM as a construct been operationalized in empirical literature
in the period 2015-2020?

RQ2 What mediator-moderator—antecedent—outcome relationships have been analyzed
in different GHRM studies?

RQ3. What does the empirical evidence suggest about the progress of GHRM research?

To address the above questions, the study divides the findings into three sections each
addressing one of the research questions posed above. Section 4 which is subdivided into two
parts presents the results from the analysis. Section 4a maps how extant theorizing and
conceptualization have taken place which answers RQ1. Section 4b explains how different
GHRM relationships and outcomes have been investigated which address RQ2. RQ3 is
answered in Section 5 and Section 6 which discusses in detail the different areas of
organization performance impacted by use of diverse conceptualizations as identified from
the results of the review and scope for future contributions. Overall insights from the analysis

Sustainability CSR/CS Sustainable/Green HRM
“Sustainability attempts to drivea  “The sum of voluntary actions “Set of HR tools to help embed
business model that seeks to fulfill —taken by a company to addressthe sustainability strategy in the
ecological, financial, and social economic, social, and organization and the creation of
goals while simultaneously environmental impacts of its an HR system that contributes to
delivering on shareholder value. It  business operations and the the sustainable performance of
requires identification of strategies  concerns of its principal the firm” (Cohen et al, 2012, p. 3)
and practices that address issues  stakeholders” (Jones-Christensen

deeply embedded in business et al., 2007). This approach does

operations and are integral to how  not require any changes to how

the business functions” (Cohen businesses operate

etal, 2012, p. 3)




are expected to help understand how GHRM literature has progressed in recent times and
specifically about examining linkages with sustainable outcomes.

The inquiry approach adopted is unique and provides original contributions that would
allow further expansion of the knowledge of this domain using empirical evidence in the
following manner.

(1) Address the importance of environment goal achievement to organizational strategy

(2) Highlight the wide-ranging implications of following an environment led Corporate
Social Responsibility strategy approach

Finally, based on the review, the paper provides insights on the role of theoretical
frameworks; the identification process for antecedent, moderator, mediator, and outcome
variables; and recent developments in the GHRM systems/strategic GHRM/green behavior
knowledge domain. These are highlighted as research gaps, where further explication is
required to guide future research (Jabbour and Renwick, 2018).

3. Research methodology

A narrative review is adopted as the methodology to research information on the RQs identified
above. Narrative reviews, along with systematic reviews, have been used predominantly to
understand and explain the intellectual content of the HRM field (Panayiota ef al, 2017). A
narrative review or a semi-systematic review enables research synthesis from compiled
information in a systematic, transparent, and reproducible manner (Tranfield ef al, 2003). In
addition, Narrative reviews help in presenting conclusions of a scope where the published
literature provides a database from which the author(s) can draw interpretations on the merits of
existing conceptualizations (Snyder, 2019). The intent is to develop novel insights or inferences
that advance theory development. Narrative reviews have been criticized for being too
impressionistic or using research questions that are eventually addressed through quantitative
scholarship (Panayiota ef al, 2017). The narrative review method is valuable when linking
different topics for reinterpretation or interconnection (Baumeister and Leary, 1997).

In this review, the authors used a narrative style by collecting articles from high-quality
peer-reviewed journals, sourced from different online databases, including ScienceDirect,
Emerald Insight, SpringerLink, Wiley, Ebsco, Proquest, and Google Scholar. The process was
done according to ABDC and Scopus categorizations to ensure diversity, rigor, and quality of
publications, thus allowing the authors to draw comprehensive conclusions from the broad
array of evidence collected. Based on the research criteria, the focus was on including all
empirical papers published in the period 2015-2020 obtained from the above-identified
databases. This period coincides with spikes in publications on GHRM, thus providing an
ideal opportunity to refine the investigation scope and leverage the article buildup, with the
intent of providing richer explanations about the progress of GHRM as a research domain
(Pham et al, 2020c, p. 852; Paulet et al., 2021, p. 59). This approach finds precedence in prior
academic investigations, which focused on generating more explanatory knowledge
(Podgorodnichenko et al., 2020).

The following search strings have been used by previous researchers while conducting
literature reviews on GHRM trends and emerging areas of inquiry:

{“green human resource”, “green HRM”, “environmental HRM”, “green training”, and
“environmental training” (Yong ef al, 2019, p. 3)}, {“green human resource management”,
“sustainability”, and “sustainable development” (Amrutha and Geetha, 2019, p. 3)}. Thus, so
far it can be inferred that literature reviews have focused on GHRM's relationship with either
environment management or with the macro goal of sustainability.
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The present study uses the conceptualization of “sustainable HRM” based on the
objectives of the review. Thus, the combination of keywords (“green human resource
management,” “sustainable human resource management,” “green HR,” “green HRM,” etc.)
used in the research paper helped in optimizing the search results and identifying those
articles that investigate the linkage between GHRM and sustainable HRM and how this is
expected to progress further in the future. Additionally, evidence from a content mapping of
the HRM field indicates that the literature on the mechanisms that link HR practices to desired
organizational outcomes has witnessed the fastest growth during the period 1992-2015
(Panayiota et al, 2017), making the current inquiry both topical and relevant to prevalent
academic interests.

Since previous reviews already mapped the trends in GHRM literature from 1995 to 2019,
in the current study, the authors use a narrative review as a research strategy to delve deeper
into the formation of different relations reported in the GHRM literature and how they
connect back to the broader organizational context of sustainability and CS/CSR objectives.

After applying the exclusion criteria, where all conceptual papers, thought articles,
bibliometric analyses, discussion papers, and qualitative studies were not considered
according to the pre-specified research objectives, the authors identified 38 empirical papers
for detailed analysis from a total of 118 articles on GHRM-sustainable HRM topics published
in the identified time frame.

4. Results

4.1 Operationalization of GHRM in academic literature (2015-2020)

The operationalization of GHRM as a construct needs to be understood better to comprehend
how more generalizable insights can be drawn as there are multiple assumptions regarding
its concept, usage, and points of agreement and argument (Amrutha and Geetha, 2019). This
investigation has so far not been done in previous literature reviews; therefore, a knowledge
gap exists, as outlined in the research objectives presented above.

Early researchers of GHRM literature wrote about the role of HRM practices in fostering
the organizational goal of sustainability, realized through the implementation of
environment-supportive activities (Jackson et al, 2011). Table Al captures the different
approaches (behavioral, functional, capability, and employee perception of GHRM) identified
to understand how GHRM has been investigated in recently published empirical studies.

GHRM as a research domain has formally been recognized as an area for inquiry since
2011 (Paulet et al, 2021, p. 167). Quantitative evidence is still emerging and there is a need to
recognize new perspectives beyond the functional and behavioral approaches usually
adopted by most researchers while conceptualizing and consequently operationalizing
research constructs (Pham et al,, 2020a—c; Ren et al,, 2018, p. 776). In the current study, the
authors examine, suitable evidence, and propose a common basis for how GHRM research
problems are formulated. The understanding behind the logic of how evidence is gathered for
evaluating GHRM effectiveness is expected to not only enable the refinement of its
measurement but also enhance conceptual clarity and aid in further theorizing. While a few
papers included in the review have explicitly stated the logic, in many papers, the approach
remains tacit. Although these perspectives have been proposed in previous research articles
(Kramar, 2014; Ones and Dilchert, 2012; Renwick and Robertson, 2008; Renwick et al., 2013;
Jackson and Seo, 2010) as guiding approaches to designing GHRM studies, scholars would
find the aggregated view useful in understanding the application of these perspectives.

The research paper suggests that by focusing on how the GHRM problems are used for
developing different conceptualizations instead of solely analyzing the study findings, the
phenomenon can be understood better. A brief review of the questions reveals that GHRM
studies aim is to investigate its differential impact on organizational and environmental



sustainability. Furthermore, to overcome the problem of generalization, which many of the
researchers have mentioned as a limitation (Ren ef /., 2018), the validation of the results of the
model in the context where it was developed would be more meaningful, thus underlying the
importance of context embeddedness in developing GHRM constructs. The four approaches
as listed in Table A1 provided in Appendix would aid researchers to determine the direction
in which they would want to advance their inquiry.

4.2 Findings: causes, effects, and associations tested in the literature

Table A1 presents the guiding approaches used by scholars to define the investigation logic
that has shaped the GHRM construct development. It is further important to analyze the
interlinkages among the different variables for future theoretical modeling.

Theoretical testing of the conceptual frameworks has enabled GHRM scholars to advance
their knowledge about the growing field and contribute to the knowledge creation process.
The following subsections present a summary of the relations that have been quantitatively
tested in the recent period (2015-2020), which gives an indication of the evolution of the
GHRM field and how it has affected organization sustainability.

4.2.1 GHRM practices. As described in Table Al, GHRM practices have functioned as
determinants of sustainability-related outcomes or as links that support or strengthen the
realization of these outcomes. In their study, O'Donohue and Torugsa (2016) have tested the
moderating effect of GHRM on small- and medium-sized enterprises’ (SMES’) financial
performance and proactive environmental management. Their study provides important
evidence on the role of GHRM practices as an alternative route to technological investment for
the greening strategy of SME firms. In the study by Guerci et al (2016), GHRM practices are
considered mediators between stakeholder pressure and environmental performance. Their
study provides insights into role of complex network of actors and their influence on
organizational processes, which in turn affects environmental performance. GHRM practices
were further found to mediate the relation between leadership support, employee behaviors,
and attitudes toward green innovation and creativity (Jia ef al, 2018; Singh et al., 2020).

GHRM practices have shown a positive association with green supply chain management
(GSCM) practices (Nejati et al., 2017; Zaid et al., 2018), indicating their multidisciplinary nature
in influencing organizational green outcomes. Further, GHRM practices have also been
observed as important antecedents/causes to behavioral outcomes at the individual, group,
and organizational levels, indicating a multilevel impact (Ogbeibu et al, 2020; Pham et al.,
2020a; Pinzone et al., 2016, 2019; Ren ef al., 2020; Saeed et al., 2019; Song et al., 2020). Yu et al.
(2020) have reported a positive association between GHRM practices and environmental
cooperation—a type of stakeholder behavior. GHRM practices have also been identified as a
cause of environmental performance (Lee, 2020) and sustainable performance (Jeronimo et al,
2020; Mousa and Othman, 2020; Yong et al., 2020). The evidence reviewed in the study reflects
how GHRM practices act as an important tool for driving environmental and organizational
performance. Future studies can further explore how GHRM practices can impact sustainable
performance through interaction with other functions as suggested below.

Proposition 1. Explore how GHRM practices interact with other functions (Marketing,
R&D, IT, and so on) to support organization greening and sustainability
efforts. Identify outcomes (organizational or individual) that are likely to
occur as a result of multi-disciplinary approach adopted.

4.2.2 GHRM behaviors. This perspective attempts to understand how individual behaviors
and attitudes play a role in sustainability. The data from the review of the above empirical
studies show that sustainability outcomes are determined by social and cognitive processes
that affect employees’ motivation to perform green tasks. The studies have explored different

Green human
resource
management

867




™M
433

868

socio-psychological processes to achieve green behavioral outcomes at the employee and
organizational levels (Benn et al, 2015; Bhatnagar and Aggarwal, 2020; Davis et al,, 2019; Kim
et al., 2017; Xing et al., 2019; Zoogah, 2016). The role of leadership in the GHRM behavioral
literature has been one of the emerging areas of inquiry in the selected period, with
researchers trying to understand the association between different leadership styles and
behaviors with the subsequent adoption of GHRM systems and practices impacting
sustainability goals. A study on the impact of the CEO’s ethical leadership style (Ren ef al,
2020) has tested the relationship between formal GHRM systems and the informal cues on
environmental performance, as signaled by the top management. Similarly, other studies
show the linkage between green transformational leadership and green innovation and
creativity (Jia ef al, 2018; Singh et al., 2020). Hence the following proposition is suggested to
guide future research to understand the behavioral mechanisms that are involved as part of
GHRM implementation.

Proposition 2. How do leadership style and behavior impact organizational
sustainability?

4.2.3 GHRM perceptions. Employees’ perceptions about GHRM implementation have gained
academic attention, with researchers trying to understand how such perceptions will affect
behaviors and attitudes at the workplace, which subsequently impacts company’s
environmental performance and other organizational and employee outcomes. Studies
have reported a positive association between perceived GHRM and employees’ green
performance and behaviors (Dumont et al, 2017; Hameed et al, 2020). Spillover effects of
perceived GHRM on employees’ non-green task performance and other workplace outcomes
have been identified (Shafaei ef al, 2020; Shen et al, 2018). Linkages to environmental
performance have been explored through individual actions arising from self-beliefs, values,
and attitudes (Kim et al, 2019; Umrani ef al., 2020). The role of perceived organizational
actions that are environmentally supportive has been investigated as well (Paillé et al, 2020).
Perceived GHRM has also been found to be positively associated with the leadership style
and approach to achieving desired employee outcomes (Ahmad and Umrani, 2019). The role
of attribution literature in understanding the impact of environmental initiatives on
organizational sustainability has been growing and hence, the following proposition is
provided below to guide future inquiry in this area.

Proposition 3. How does employee perception of organization’s green initiatives affect
the three pillars of sustainable performance-environmental, economic, and
social?

4.2.4 GHRM capabilities. This perspective involves how GHRM practices, processes, and
behaviors are combined with organizational tools and resources to create capabilities for
achieving sustainability. The core argument of this perspective is that organizations have
different abilities in terms of implementing sustainability, and the underlying mechanisms
through which they are realized need to be understood. Some aspects that have been explored
here are the role of green intellectual capital (Yong et al.,, 2019; Yusliza et al., 2020), ecological
routines (Zoogah, 2018), and big data technologies (Singh and El-Kassar, 2019). The following
proposition is suggested to further build knowledge on how GHRM capabilities will impact
organizational performance.

Proposition 4. What organizational and individual factors explain the differences in firm
sustainability performance?

4.2.5 Contextual variables. In their review, Ren ef al. (2018) have mentioned the need to
incorporate the context in the research design to highlight the differential impact of a
firm’s sustainability efforts due to the GHRM design being influenced by external factors.



The extant literature on organizational sustainability and sustainable use of resources has
focused on large firms rather than SMEs, whereas SMEs that together produce a large
portion of the environmental impacts from commercial activities remain under-researched in
the academic literature (Singh and El-Kassar, 2019). External pressures from outside
stakeholders that shape GHRM processes and strategies have also been subjects of intense
exploration (Guerci et al., 2016; Yu et al.,, 2020). The industry type can affect the orientation of
the GHRM practices. Most manufacturing companies have aimed to eliminate the waste
generated during the production and disposal of their products and have, therefore, improved
their corporate performance. Regarding service industries such as hotels, their green efforts
include reducing waste, conserving energy and water in their operations, and educating
customers and employees (Kim ef al, 2019). Thus, scholars will need to consider how the
choice of industry affects environmental performance and the configuration of people’s green
practices as part of their studies. Technological turbulence and environmental dynamic
capability (Ogbeibu et al,, 2020) are other external stimuli factors that influence GHRM and
environment sustainability (ES) relations. From the behavioral and capability perspective,
individual values (Dumont et al, 2017) and organizational processes (Davis et al, 2019;
Zoogah, 2018) moderate the association between green behavior, antecedents, and outcomes.
Employees’ values, attitudes, and perceptions of organizational support for the environment
have been found to moderate the association between perceived GHRM and green behavior
and environmental performance outcomes (Hameed et al., 2020; Paillé et al., 2020; Shen et al.,
2018; Umrani et al., 2020). GHRM researchers as listed above have outlined the importance of
outside factors and surrounding situations that impact environmental performance and the
approach adopted towards achieving organization sustainability. As a result, the following
proposition is provided to ensure future theoretical frameworks consider the inclusion of
these external factors and their role in influencing organization sustainability.

Proposition 5. What role do outside factors play in explaining the differential impact of
GHRM implementation and how does it affect firm sustainability efforts?

5. Discussion of the findings

5.1 GHRM and environment performance

The review finds the use of different theoretical lenses as listed in Table Al to explain the
diverse GHRM conceptualizations empirically investigated. These theoretical lenses have
explained the interlinkages through which GHRM outcomes are realized, which can be
categorized under three main streams of literature related to environment management,
strategic HRM, and sustainable HRM. While the discussion on the role of GHRM in
environment management has been in focus since the 1990s, strategic HRM and its role in
explaining the GHRM connection with corporate environmental performance and its
implications on firm financial performance emerged as a new direction for GHRM research
that has gained traction from 2010 onwards (Jackson and Seo, 2010). Furthermore, there has
been a recent call among scholars to understand GHRM'’s role in fostering organizational
sustainability, which continues to be an under-researched stream despite gaining significant
academic attention as a result of the ongoing climate change discourse. So far, the studies that
have examined the GHRM—-environment management dynamics have tried to specify the
effects of GHRM practices and behaviors and the intermediating mechanisms through which
they influence corporate environmental performance. Guerci ef al. (2016) uses Paauwe’s (2004)
theory on context-based HRM to explain how economic and regulatory factors impact the
influence of GHRM practices on environmental performance. The theory has been further
used to explain the importance of contextual factors in influencing employee green behaviors
and attitudes (Saeed ef al, 2019). The stakeholder theory (Freeman, 1984) has been used to
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explain the differential impact of stakeholder pressures and requirements on corporate
environment performance (Guerci et al, 2016; Yasir ef al.,, 2020). The resource-based view
(RBV) theory (Barney, 1991) shows how GHRM practices can support environmental
outcomes (Ren et al, 2020) and has been used to explain the integration effect of GHRM
practices with GSCM, which has a positive influence on organization ecological performance
(Zaid et al,, 2018; Nejati ef al., 2017). The natural resource-based view (NRBV) theory (Hart,
1995) further supports the link between GHRM practices and GSCM to improve energy
efficiency and environmental performance (Lee, 2020). The supplier—values fit theory
(Edwards, 1996) explains the role of individual values as a contextual factor influencing
employee environment-friendly behaviors (Dumont et al, 2017; Hameed et al., 2020). The
social identity theory (Tajfel and Turner, 1979) and the social exchange theory (Blau, 1964)
explains the effect of perceived GHRM practices on individual employee green performance
(Kim et al., 2019; Paillé et al., 2020).

Ability-motivation-opportunity (AMO) theory (Appelbaum et al, 2000) and the
contingency theory (Schoonhoven, 1981) together have been used to explain how GHRM
practices can influence stakeholder cooperation for eco-initiatives (Yu et al, 2020). AMO
theory has been used by researchers to explain how GHRM practices affect environmental
performance and its influence on employee green behavior and attitudes (Pinzone et al., 2016,
2019; Saeed et al., 2019). Finally, behavioral theories have explained the link between green
practices, employee behaviors, and environmental performance (Benn et al, 2015; Pinzone
et al.,, 2016, 2019; Zoogah, 2016; Kim et al., 2017; Davis et al., 2019; Xing et al., 2019; Umrani
et al, 2020; Jerénimo et al, 2020). Thus, the theoretical lenses applied by researchers as
summarized above reveal the improvement of employee participation in eco-initiatives,
integration with other functions for supporting firm environment goals, and better corporate
environmental performance as the key areas through which GHRM studies have contributed
to environment management literature.

5.2 GHRM and organization performance

The studies that have tried to locate GHRM research in the strategic HRM literature have
attempted to explain its role in supporting firms’ strategic goals that exhibit linkage to
organizational financial performance. High-performance work practices (Huselid, 1995) have
been used to explain the synergistic and performance-enhancing effects of GHRM practices to
achieve strategically important business-related objectives (O'Donohue and Torugsa, 2016).
Evolutionary Economics (Schumpeter, 1934; Alchian, 1950) has been used as a lens to
examine how organizational processes impact employee green behaviors and their
subsequent effect on organization performance (Zoogah, 2018). AMO theory (Appelbaum
et al, 2000) has been used for explaining how GHRM practices impact organization
performance by influencing employee green behaviors, green creativity, and
transformational leadership (Jia et al, 2018; Pham et al., 2020b).

Thus, the review of the above-listed strategic HRM-focused papers shows how the
implementation of GHRM practices, its integration with other management functions and
connection with leadership behavior led to enhanced financial and environmental outcomes
for organizations through effective channeling and monitoring of organizational resources
(Chams and Garcia-Blandoén, 2019).

5.3 GHRM and sustainable performance

The sustainable HRM literature is at a nascent stage, with researchers trying to understand how
GHRM implementation affects each of the three dimensions of organizational performance. The
RBV theory (Barney, 1991) has been used to understand how GHRM practices differentially
affect economic, environmental, and social firm performance (Yong ef al, 2020). It has been



further used along with Dynamic Capabilities Theory (Teece et al, 1997) to explain the link
between GHRM practices, firm’s resources, and green behaviors and their impact on green
innovation performance and environment performance (Singh and El-Kassar, 2019). Another
application of RBV Theory (Barney, 1991) in conjunction with AMO (Appelbaum et al, 2000) is
for explaining the impact of GHRM practices on organization innovation and environment
performance (Singh et al, 2020). AMO has been additionally used to examine the impact of
GHRM practices on sustainability performance (Mousa and Othman, 2020). The human capital
theory (Lepak and Snell, 1999) explains how the implementation of GHRM practices affects
green innovation and green human capital. The Intellectual Capital View (Edvinsson and
Malone, 1997; Sveiby, 1997) explains how green human, relation, and structural capital impact
the firm environment and economic performance (Yusliza et al, 2020).

Social theories, such as the social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and the social identity
theory (Tajfel and Turner, 1979) have been used to explain the linkage between the perception
of GHRM implementation and employee well-being-related outcomes to gauge firms’ social
performance (Ahmad and Umrani, 2019; Bhatnagar and Aggarwal, 2020; Shen et al., 2018).
Other psychological theories such as the Job Characteristics Model (Hackman and Oldham,
1976) and Supplies/values fit theory (Edwards, 1996) explain the impact on job-related
attitudes based on employee perception of GHRM implementation, leadership behavior, and
values (Ahmad and Umrani., 2019; Shafaei et al, 2020). Stakeholder theory (Freeman, 1984)
explains how GHRM can support stakeholder organization goals on innovation performance
(Ogbeibu et al., 2020). Thus, so far GHRM studies conceptualized using a sustainability focus
have helped in identifying the different dimensions of firm performance beyond the
traditional financial and environmental perspective.

A summary of the different theories used to explain the impact of various GHRM
constructs on different organization and individual outcomes is provided in Table 2.

6. Future conceptualization-impact of GHRM constructs

The measurement perspectives outlined in Table A1 show the use of different theoretical
frameworks being applied for designing GHRM studies. The functional perspective shows
the adoption of ability, motivation, opportunity (Appelbaum ef al., 2000) model suggested
by Renwick and Robertson (2008) as the most frequently used framework for the
conceptualization and measurement of GHRM practices, its applications have increased to
study a wide range of individual and firm-level ecological goals by using GHRM bundles
rather than focusing on individual GHRM practices (Mousa and Othman, 2020; Ogbeibu
et al., 2020; Pham et al., 2020b; Pinzone et al., 2016; Singh et al., 2020). Furthermore, there is
an attempt to expand knowledge by understanding the indirect and interactive influences
of these practices on corporate environmental performance (Pham et al, 2020b). The
perception of environmental performance and GHRM implementation has emerged as an
important lens through which researchers have tried to understand its multilevel effects
and intermediating mechanisms through which it affects employee environment and
workplace outcomes (Ahmad and Umrani, 2019; Shafaei et al, 2020; Shen et al., 2018;
Hameed et al., 2020). In addition, studies (Dumont ef al., 2017; Hameed et al., 2020) using
employee perception of GHRM as a measurement perspective have examined the role of
contextual influences on GHRM practices addressing the recommendations made by
Renwick and Robertson (2008), Renwick et al. (2013). The differential effect of stakeholder
pressures on GHRM practices that have an impact on environmental performance and
sustainability has been investigated using the functional and behavioral perspective
(Guerci et al., 2016; Ogbeibu et al., 2020; Yasir et al., 2020). The role of organizational actors
in the adoption of GHRM practices has been taken up as a research subject as well (Ren
et al., 2020) and the impact of its implementation on stakeholder behavior (Yu et al., 2020).
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Table 2.

Role of theories in
explaining the
application of GHRM
constructs (2015-2020)

Theory

Explanation of GHRM construct impact

Literature stream

Context-based HRM (Paauwe, 2004)

High-performance work practices (Huselid,
1995)

Stakeholder theory (Freeman, 1984)

Resource-based view (Barney, 1991)

Supplies/values fit theory (Edwards, 1996)

Natural resource-based view (Hart, 1995)

Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964)

Social identity theory (Tajfel and Turner,
1979)

Contingency theory (Schoonhoven, 1981)

Intellectual capital view (Edvinsson and
Malone, 1997; Sveiby, 1997)

Human capital theory (Lepak and Snell, 1999)

Dynamic capability theory (Teece et al., 1997)

Role of GHRM in developing environment performance in
response to economic and regulatory pressures (Guerci ef al.,
2016)

Importance of contextual factors in influencing employee green
behaviors and attitudes (Saeed et al,, 2019)

HRM practices to be considered synergistic and performance-
enhancing to achieve strategically important business-related
objectives (O’'Donohue and Torugsa, 2016)

Differential impact of stakeholder pressures on firms’
environmental performance (Guerci ef al, 2016)

How perceived organization support affects the relationship
between perceived green HRM and employee organization
identification and its subsequent impact on employee
workplace attitudes (Shen et al, 2018)

Impact of stakeholder requirements on environment
performance (Yasir et al., 2020)

Explain how GHRM practices support stakeholder
organization goals (Ogbeibu et al., 2020)

Integration between GHRM and GSCM that supports
environment performance (Zaid et al, 2018)

How GHRM practices affect green innovation performance and
environment performance (Singh and El-Kassar, 2019)

Shows the link between GHRM practices and sustainability
(Yong et al., 2020)

Effect of GHRM practices on organizational performance for
creating sustained competitive advantage (Singh ef al, 2020)
Explains how effective integration of GHRM with supply chain
management process can be achieved (Nejati ef al,, 2017)
Explains how GHRM can support better environment
performance outcomes (Ren et al., 2020)

Moderating the role of individual values on employee green
behavior (Dumont et al, 2017)

Relation between employee perception of leadership behavior
and green values and how it affects job-related attitudes
(Ahmad and Umrani, 2019)

Explains the role of values as a contextual factor influencing
green behavior (Hameed ef al., 2020)

How GHRM links GSCM with energy efficiency and
environmental performance (Lee, 2020)

Relation between POS-E, eco-initiatives, and employee job
attitudes (Bhatnagar and Aggarwal, 2020)

The indirect effect of GHRM on individual environmental
performance through POS-E (Paillé ef al., 2020)

Links GHRM practices with employees’ green behavior (Pham
et al., 2020a)

Relation between employee perception of leadership behavior,
and job satisfaction (Ahmad and Umrani, 2019)

Relation between environmental commitment and eco-friendly
behaviors (Kim et al, 2019)

Relationship between perceived green HRM and non-green
employee task performance, organization citizenship behavior,
and intention to quit (Shen ef al., 2018)

GHRM'’s relation to stakeholder behavior (Yu ef al., 2020)

Role of intellectual capital in predicting economic and
environmental performance (Yusliza ef al., 2020)

Role of intellectual capital in GHRM implementation (Yong

et al, 2019)

GHRM practices impact on green innovation and green human
capital (Song et al., 2020)

Interactions between a firm’s resources and green practices and
behaviors create sustainable capabilities (Singh and El-Kassar,
2019)

Environment
management

Environment
management
Strategic HRM

Environment
management
Sustainable HRM

Environment
management
Sustainable HRM

Environment
management
Sustainable HRM

Sustainable HRM
Sustainable HRM

Environment
Management
Environment
management
Environment
management
Sustainable HRM

Environment
management
Environment
management
Sustainable HRM

Environment
management
Environment
management
Sustainable HRM

Environment
management
Sustainable HRM

Environment
management
Sustainable HRM

Environment
management

Sustainable HRM

Sustainable HRM

(continued)




Theory

Explanation of GHRM construct impact

Green human

Literature stream

Self-determination theory (Deci and Ryan,
1985) and goal setting theory (Locke et al.,
1981)

Positive organization scholarship (Cameron
et al, 2003)

Work engagement (Kahn, 1990)

Organizational identity theory (Albert and
Whetten, 1985)

Organizational citizenship behavior
(Bateman and Organ, 1983; Smith ef al., 1983)

Evolutionary economics (Schumpeter, 1934;
Alchian, 1950)

Job characteristics model (Hackman and
Oldham, 1976)

Organization culture (Schein, 1992)

Ability-motivation-opportunity theory
(Appelbaum et al., 2000)

Effect of environmental motivation on green behavior and its
consequent impact on environmental performance (Davis et al,
2019)

Influence of non-linear dynamics of ecological behavior based
on positive organizational scholarship paradigm and its
implications for environmental sustainability efforts made by
organizations (Zoogah, 2016)

Impact of environmental initiatives on employee attitudes and
response towards participation in such programs (Benn ef al.,
2015)

Effects of organizational and behavioral determinants on
corporate environmental performance (Xing et al., 2019)
Explain the antecedents of voluntary green behavior in the
workplace (Kim et al,, 2017)

Understand the perceived impact of GHRM implementation on
environmental performance and identify the intermediating
mechanisms that affect this relationship (Umrani ef al, 2020)
Explains how GHRM practices are connected with
organization-level green behaviors (Pinzone et al., 2016)
Examine the role of organizational processes on environment-
friendly behaviors and their impact on organizational
performance (Zoogah, 2018)

Explains the mechanisms through which employees view the
impact of GHRM implementation and its effects on job-related
attitudes (Shafaei ef al, 2020)

Explains the role of culture as an antecedent to green HRM
implementation and its impact on environmental performance
(Shafaei ef al., 2020)

Impact of GHRM practices on perceived firm sustainable
performance (Jerénimo et al., 2020)

Influence of GHRM practices on employee green behaviors and
attitudes (Pinzone ef al, 2016, 2019; Saeed et al., 2019)

Impact of GHRM practices on organization innovation
outcomes (Singh et al., 2020)

Impact of GHRM practices on organization performance and
employee green behavior outcomes (Pham et al, 2020b)
TImpact of GHRM practices on creativity and leadership

(ia et al,, 2018)

Impact of GHRM practices on sustainability performance
(Mousa and Othman, 2020)

resource
management

Environment
management

Environment
management
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Environment
management

Environment
management
Environment
management
Environment
management

Environment
management
Strategic HRM

Sustainable HRM
Environment
management
Environment
management
Environment
management
Sustainable HRM
Strategic HRM
Strategic HRM

Sustainable HRM
Table 2.

Jabbour and Santos (2008) and Jabbour and De Sousa Jabbour (2016) have pointed out the
need to test the interconnections of GHRM with GSCM to ensure the effective implementation
of environment supportive measures across the supply chain. Evidence from research
suggests that both internal and external-focused operations link GHRM bundles to
sustainable operative practices using the functional and capability lens (Lee, 2020; Zaid et al.,
2018), indicating that GHRM practices act as integrators within the firm and externally
impact the environment and organization performance.

The research studies from the review that have employed a behavioral or capability lens
have attempted to identify and explain the impact of GHRM implementation on
organizational dynamics and internal processes that influence environment and
organization performance outcomes (Benn et al, 2015; Bhatnagar and Aggarwal, 2020;
Davis et al., 2019; Kim et al., 2017; Singh and El-Kassar, 2019; Umrani et al, 2020; Xing et al.,
2019; Yasir et al.,, 2020; Yong et al.,, 2020; Yusliza et al., 2020; Zoogah, 2016, 2018).

The examination of the various published papers in this period reveals that different
lenses have been adopted to analyze GHRM implementation and adoption success.
Additionally, the review points out how the purpose has shifted from environmental
management to the broader theme of sustainability. One of the aspects underscored earlier is
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Figure 1.

Represents GHRM-
sustainability—-CS/CSR
linkage

the need to understand how GHRM connects with the broader literature on sustainable HRM.
GHRM and sustainable HRM are at times used interchangeably although they support
different objectives. Alternatively, there is a need to investigate how these two concepts relate
to the CS/CSR agenda. As outlined earlier, organizations look at ways to embed sustainability
as a core component of their daily functioning. Thus, there is a need to examine new ways to
operate, modify behaviors, add capabilities, and develop new routines. An organized
approach to how GHRM and sustainable HRM can together or separately contribute to these
goals would help organizations realize their sustainability agenda. Figure 1 explains the
interconnections among GHRM, sustainability, and CS/CSR goals.

The GHRM knowledge domain has been referred to while trying to understand the HRM-
CS/CSR linkage, but a deep dive into the outcomes have not been done (Podgorodnichenko
et al,, 2020). With evidence obtained through quantitative testing, the model explains how
GHRM, when evaluated with a sustainability focus, is more closely aligned with CSR/CS
objectives as opposed to applying only the environment management perspective. When
used to achieve sustainability-related outcomes, as shown in the research studies included in
the review, GHRM reflects a multiplicity of foci corresponding to the triple bottom line,
continuity, and stakeholder expectations, which is a core understanding stemming from the
CSR/CS literature (De Prins ef al., 2014). The data from the systematic literature review by
Podgorodnichenko et al. (2020) show that the articles have primarily explored CSR-HRM
interconnections from the ethics and responsibility perspectives. Few articles have studied
the direct connection between environmental performance and CSR, while the intersection of
CSR, environmental goals, and sustainability remains the least studied aspect. Thus, the
evidence from the above review is expected to help address this knowledge gap. Furthermore,
the model shows how implementing environmental initiatives addresses the macro-
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objectives of preserving competitive strength and social support over a longer period through
the outcomes they generate, more so when done with a sustainability focus. HRM activities
help embed CS/CSR principles in organizations. Organizations face the pressure of
demonstrating long-term value to active shareholders, which requires them to differentiate
themselves as employers of choice from the HRM perspective (Ehnert, 2009). GHRM can act
as one of the ways in which organizations can demonstrate their CSR/CS commitment (Stahl
et al, 2020). Green issues are at the forefront of all current discussions on addressing
sustainability (Hughes and Semeijn, 2017). Organizations look for ways to address their
sustainable development goals, and implementing environmental initiatives is one of the
ways in which this can be achieved. The results from the above review show that when linked
with a sustainability focus, GHRM has a wide-ranging effect on organizations than when it is
used only for environmental management. This finding is further validated by the viewpoints
expressed in the sustainable HRM literature, which states its primary goals as developing an
innovative place with internal and external social involvement, increasing awareness of and
responsibility toward environmental preservation, and improving the distribution and
consumption of resources to promote organizational success in a competitive environment
(Chams and Garcia-Blandén, 2019). Kramar (2014) has argued that environmental and
human/social outcomes are interrelated and contribute to organizational sustainability. The
development and the implementation of advanced environmental policies and capabilities
depend on the location of the HRM policies that create trust among the employees, the
management, and the communities where the organizations operate. For organizations to
provide positive ecological/environmental outcomes, there is a need to manage their staff in
particular ways as well. Thus, based on the evidence gathered, this study proposes that
GHRM can offer pathways through which organizational sustainability can be enhanced
through effective implementation and management of environment-supportive initiatives.

The diversity of perspectives emerging from the GHRM literature suggests that scholars
wanting to pursue research in this area should avoid generic adaptation of constructs (Ren
et al, 2018). Instead, the constructs that have been used show how organizational processes
are interlinked with sustainable outcomes and the role of contextual factors as boundary
conditions for the associations identified. Based on the academic evidence generated in this
period, it can be concluded that the conceptual frameworks have not only laid down an exo-
structure for investigation but have also laid the groundwork for researchers to identify
questions that probe the deeper layers of organizational dynamics that are affected when
GHRM practices are implemented.

7. Conclusion

Based on this review, it can be concluded that while the focus so far has been on theory
application, theory development will likely occur as more data emerges from the field.
Therefore, it can be inferred that conceptualizing different relations would play an important
role in generating more insights about the phenomenon unfolding in the field offering
researchers an opportunity to discover newer explanations. Thus, this research paper offers
scholars not only a comprehensive list of existing theories and variables but also
explanations of their applications.

Additionally, the review provides a categorical basis by identifying different
conceptualization perspectives to enable future researchers to develop or adopt more
comprehensible measures for GHRM assessment (Pham et al, 2020a; Umrani ef al., 2020).

The necessity to update GHRM conceptualization on an ongoing basis has also been
recognized as an academic need (Ren et al, 2018). The evidence shows the broadening of the
GHRM school of thought from the function and behavioral perspectives to include
perceptions and capabilities (Jackson and Seo, 2010; Kramar, 2014). An advantage of this
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review is that it describes how in-depth GHRM theorizing has been done in recent research.
Previously, this was only briefly covered, and it was acknowledged that more scholarly effort
would be required to understand the same (Ren et al,, 2018). Previous reviews as listed earlier
in the methodology section also identified themes and trends of GHRM research, leaving the
process of theorizing an unexplored area. Future studies can explore the different
configurations of how GHRM has been implemented to conceptualize multiple pathways
for achieving organizations’ environmental and sustainability goals.

Comparative studies on GHRM implementation will contribute to understanding the
contextual and cultural implications, helping researchers to systematically understand and
define the boundary conditions that strengthen the real-time foundations of the theoretical
models. Evidence from the review points out that most GHRM theoretical models have tried
to incorporate context in the research design, which has been identified as a need for
advancing the GHRM scholarship (Ren et al., 2018).

While GHRM has been traditionally linked to environmental management goals and more
recently, to organizational performance, the evidence from the review shows a trend toward
understanding its linkage to sustainability, which has been scarcely discussed in the
literature (Chams and Garcia-Blandon, 2019). The studies (Bhatnagar and Aggarwal, 2020;
Song et al., 2020; Singh and El-Kassar, 2019; Shen ef al,, 2018) so far have found evidence of
GHRM connections to employee well-being, organizational performance, and environmental
performance, thus addressing all three pillars of organizational sustainability. However, more
scholarly efforts are needed to further identify and classify the human, organizational, and
environmental dimensions that are shaped by green practices, behaviors, perceptions, and
capabilities, leaving a rich scope of knowledge contribution in this area. Therefore, the future
focus for sustainability researchers would be to catalog the effects of all environmental
initiatives and their consequent impact on organizational sustainability.

References
(The *mentioned papers compose the data set for the review).

*Ahmad, 1. and Umrani, W.A. (2019), “The impact of ethical leadership style on job satisfaction:
mediating role of perception of green HRM and psychological safety”, Leadership and
Organization Development Journal, Vol. 40 No. 5, pp. 534-547, doi: 10.1108/L.ODJ-12-2018-0461.

Albert, S. and Whetten, D.A. (1985), “Organizational identity”, in Cummings, L.L. and Staw, B.M.
(Eds), Research in Organizational Behavior. An Annual Series of Analytical Essays and Critical
Reviews, JAI Press, Greenwich, pp. 263-295.

Alchian, A. (1950), “Uncertainty, evolution and economic theory”, Journal of Political Economy, Vol. 58,
pp. 211-222.

Amrutha, V.N. and Geetha, S.N. (2019), “A systematic review on green human resource management:
implications for social sustainability”, Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 247, doi: 10.1016/].
jclepro.2019.119131.

Appelbaum, E., Bailey, T., Berg, P. and Kalleberg, A. (2000), Manufacturing Advantage: Why High-
Performance Work Systems Pay off, Cornell University Press, Ithaca, NY.

Barney, ].B. (1991), “Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage”, Advances in Strategic
Management, Vol. 17 No. 1, pp. 3-10, doi: 10.1177/014920639101700108.

Bateman, T.S. and Organ, D.W. (1983), “Job satisfaction and the good soldier: the relationship between
affect and employee citizenship”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 26, pp. 587-595.

Baumeister, R.F. and Leary, M.R. (1997), “Writing narrative literature reviews”, Review of General
Psychology, Vol. 1, pp. 311-320, doi: 10.1037/1089-2680.1.3.311.

*Benn, S., Teo, S.T.T. and Martin, A. (2015), “Employee participation and engagement in working for
the environment”, Personnel Review, Vol. 44 No. 4, pp. 492-510, doi: 10.1108/PR-10-2013-0179.


https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-12-2018-0461
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.119131
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.119131
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700108
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.1.3.311
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-10-2013-0179

*Bhatnagar, J. and Aggarwal, P. (2020), “Meaningful work as a mediator between perceived
organizational support for environment and psychological capital and alienation”, Employee
Relations: The International Journal, pp. 0142-5455, doi: 10.1108/ER-04-2019-0187.

Blau, P.M. (1964), Exchange and Power in Social Life, Routledge, New York, 9780887386282.

Boudreau, J.W. and Ramstad, P.M. (2005), “Talentship, talent segmentation, and sustainability: a new
HR decision science paradigm for a new strategy definition”, Human Resource Management,
Vol. 44 No. 2, pp. 129-136, doi: 10.1002/hrm.20054.

Cameron, K.S.,, Dutton, JE. and Quinn, RE. (Eds) (2003), Positive Organizational Scholarship:
Foundations of A New Discipline, Berrett-Koehler, San Francisco, CA, pp. 176-193.

Chams, N. and Garcia-Blandén, J. (2019), “On the importance of sustainable human resource
management for the adoption of sustainable development goals”, Resources, Conservation and
Recycling, Vol. 141, pp. 109-122, doi: 10.1016/j.resconrec.2018.10.006.

Cohen, E., Taylor, S. and Muller-Camen, M. (2012), “HRMSs role in corporate social and environmental
sustainability”, VA: SHRM Foundation’s Effective Practice Guideline Series, available at: https:/
www.shrm.org/hr-today/trends-and-forecasting/special-reports-and-expert-views/Documents/
Corporate-Social-Environmental-Sustainability.pdf.

*Davis, M., Unsworth, K., Russell, S. and Galvan, J. (2019), “Can green behaviors really be increased
for all employees? Trade-offs for ‘deep greens’ in a goal-oriented green HRM intervention”,
Business Strategy and the Environment, Vol. 29 No. 4, pp. 1-12, doi: 10.1002/bse.2367.

De Prins, P., Van Beirendonck, L., De Vos, A. and Segers, J. (2014), “Sustainable HRM: bridging theory
and practice through the ‘respect openness continuity (ROC) model”, Management Revue,
Vol. 25 No. 4, pp. 263-284.

Deci, E.L. and Ryan, RM. (1985), Intrinsic Motivation and Self-Determination in Human Behavior,
Plenum, New York, doi: 10.1007/978-1-4899-2271-7.

Dubois, CL.Z. and Dubois, D.A. (2012), “Strategic HRM as social design for environmental
sustainability in organization”, Human Resource Management, Vol. 51 No. 6, pp. 799-826,
doi: 10.1002/hrm.21504.

*Dumont, J., Shen, J. and Deng, X. (2017), “Effects of green HRM practices on employee workplace
green behavior: the role of psychological green climate and employee green values”, Human
Resource Management, Vol. 56 No. 4, pp. 613-627, doi: 10.1002/hrm.21792.

Edvinsson, L. and Malone, M.S. (1997), Intellectual Capital: Realizing Your Company’s True Value by
Finding its Hidden Brainpower, Harper Business, New York, NY.

Edwards, J.R. (1996), “An examination of competing versions of the person-environment fit approach
to stress”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 39 No. 2, pp. 292-339.

Ehnert, 1. (2009), Sustainable Human Resource Management: A Conceptual and Exploratory Analysis
from a Paradox Perspective (Contributions to Management Science), Physica-Verlag, Heidelberg.

Ehnert, I, Parsa, S., Roper, 1., Wagner, M. and Muller-Camen, M. (2016), “Reporting on sustainability
and HRM: a comparative study of sustainability reporting practices by the world’s largest

companies”, International Journal of Human Resource Management, Vol. 27 No. 1, pp. 88-108,
doi: 10.1080/09585192.2015.1024157.

Freeman, RE. (1984), Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach, Pitman, Boston, MA.

*Guerci, M., Longoni, A. and Luzzini, D. (2016), “Translating stakeholder pressures into environmental
performance — the mediating role of green HRM practices”, International Journal of Human
Resource Management, Vol. 27 No. 2, pp. 262-289, doi: 10.1080/09585192.2015.1065431.

Hackman, J.R. and Oldham, GR. (1976), “Motivation through the design of work: test of a theory”,
Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, Vol. 16 No. 2, pp. 250-279.
*Hameed, Z., Khan, LU, Islam, T., Sheikh, Z. and Naeem, R.M. (2020), “Do green HRM practices

influence employees’ environmental performance?”, International Journal of Manpower, Vol. 41
No. 7, pp. 1061-1079, doi: 10.1108/1JM-08-2019-0407.

Green human
resource
management

877



https://doi.org/10.1108/ER-04-2019-0187
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.20054
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2018.10.006
https://www.shrm.org/hr-today/trends-and-forecasting/special-reports-and-expert-views/Documents/Corporate-Social-Environmental-Sustainability.pdf
https://www.shrm.org/hr-today/trends-and-forecasting/special-reports-and-expert-views/Documents/Corporate-Social-Environmental-Sustainability.pdf
https://www.shrm.org/hr-today/trends-and-forecasting/special-reports-and-expert-views/Documents/Corporate-Social-Environmental-Sustainability.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2367
https://doi.org/10.1007/978�1�4899�2271�7
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21504
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21792
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1024157
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1065431
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJM-08-2019-0407

™M
433

878

Hart, SLL. (1995), “A natural-resource based view of the firm”, Academy of Management Review,
Vol. 20 No. 4, pp. 986-1014.

Hughes, C.P. and Semeijn, J. (2017), “The sustainability skew”, Current Opinion in Environmental
Sustainability, Vol. 28, pp. 58-63, doi: 10.1016/j.cosust.2017.08.004.

Huselid, M.A. (1995), “The impact of human resources management practices on turnover,
productivity, and corporate financial performance”, Academy of Management Journal,
Vol. 38, pp. 635-672, doi: 10.2307/256741.

Jabbour, CJ.C. and De Sousa Jabbour, A.B.L. (2016), “Green human resource management and green
supply chain management: linking two emerging agendas”, Journal of Cleaner Production,
Vol. 112, pp. 1824-1833, doi: 10.1016/jjclepro.2015.01.052.

Jabbour, CJ.C. and Renwick, D.W.S. (2018), “The soft side of environmentally-sustainable
organizations”, RAUSP Management Journal, Vol. 53 No. 4, pp. 622-627, doi: 10.1108/
RAUSP-07-2018-0044.

Jabbour, CJ.C. and Santos, F.C.A. (2008), “Relationships between human resource dimensions and
environmental management in companies: proposal of a model”, Journal of Cleaner Production,
Vol. 16 No. 1, pp. 51-58, doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2006.07.025.

Jackson, SE. and Seo, ]. (2010), “The greening of strategic HRM scholarship”, Organization
Management Journal, Vol. 7 No. 4, pp. 278-290, doi: 10.1057/0m;.2010.37.

Jackson, SE. Renwick, D.W.S,, Jabbour, CJ.C. and Muller-Camen, M. (2011), “State-of-the-art and
future directions for green human resource management: introduction to the special issue”,
German Journal of Research in Human Resource Management, Vol. 25 No. 2, pp. 99-116.

Jarlstorm, M., Saru, E. and Vanhala, S. (2016), “Sustainable human resource management with salience
of stakeholders: a top management perspective”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 152,
pp. 703-724, doi: 10.1007/s10551-016-3310-8.

*Jerénimo, H.M., Henriques, P.L., Lacerda, T.C.de, da Silva, F.P. and Vieira, P.R. (2020), “Going green
and sustainable: the influence of green HR practices on the organizational rationale for
sustainability”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 112, pp. 413-421, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.
11.036.

*Jia, J., Liu, H., Chin, T. and Hu, D. (2018), “The continuous mediating effects of GHRM on employees’
green passion via transformational leadership and green creativity”, Sustainability, Vol. 10
No. 9, doi: 10.3390/su10093237.

Jones-Christensen, L., Pierce, E., Hartman, L.P., Hoffman, WM. and Carrier, ]. (2007), “CSR, and
sustainability education in the Financial Times top 50 global business schools: baseline data
and future research directions”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 73 No. 4, pp. 347-368.

Kahn, W. (1990), “Psychological conditions of personal engagement and disengagement at work”,
Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 33 No. 4, pp. 692-724.

*Kim, A., Kim, Y., Han, K., Jackson, S.E. and Ployhart, R.E. (2017), “Multilevel influences on voluntary
workplace green behavior: individual differences, leader behavior, and coworker advocacy”,
Journal of Management, Vol. 43 No. 5, pp. 1335-1358, doi: 10.1177/0149206314547386.

*Kim, YJ., Kim, W.G., Choi, HM. and Phetvaroon, K. (2019), “The effect of green human resource
management on hotel employees’ eco-friendly behavior and environmental performance”,
International Journal of Hospitality Management, Vol. 76, pp. 83-93, doi: 10.1016/7.jhm.2018.
04.007.

Kramar, R. (2014), “Beyond strategic human resource management: is sustainable human resource
management the next approach?”, International Journal of Human Resource Management,
Vol. 25, pp. 1069-1089.

Lee, H. (2020), “The role of environmental uncertainty, green HRM and green SCM in influencing
organization’s energy efficacy and environmental performance”, International Journal of Energy
Economics and Policy, Vol. 10 No. 3, pp. 332-339, doi: 10.32479/ijeep.9221.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2017.08.004
https://doi.org/10.2307/256741
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.01.052
https://doi.org/10.1108/RAUSP-07-2018-0044
https://doi.org/10.1108/RAUSP-07-2018-0044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2006.07.025
https://doi.org/10.1057/omj.2010.37
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3310-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.11.036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.11.036
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10093237
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314547386
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2018.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2018.04.007
https://doi.org/10.32479/ijeep.9221

Lepak, D.P. and Snell, S.A. (1999), “The human resource architecture: toward a theory of human
capital allocation and development”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 24 No. 1,
pp. 31-48.

Locke, E.A., Shaw, KN,, Saari, LM. and Latham, G.P. (1981), “Goal-setting and task performance:
1969-1980”, Psychological Bulletin, Vol. 90 No. 1, pp. 125-152, doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.90.1.125.

Lopez-Cabrales, A. and Valle-Cabrera, R. (2020), “Sustainable HRM strategies and employment
relationships as drivers of the triple bottom line”, Human Resource Management Review, Vol. 30
No. 3, 100689, doi: 10.1016/j.hrmr.2019.100689.

Mousa, SK. and Othman, M. (2020), “The impact of green human resource management practices on
sustainable performance in healthcare organisations: a conceptual framework”, Journal of
Cleaner Production, Vol. 243, 118595, doi: 10.1016/].jclepro.2019.118595.

*Nejati, M., Rabiei, S. and Chiappetta Jabbour, CJ. (2017), “Envisioning the invisible: understanding
the synergy between green human resource management and green supply chain management
in manufacturing firms in Iran in light of the moderating effect of employees’ resistance to
change”, Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 168, pp. 163-172, doi: 10.1016/].jclepro.2017.08.213.

*Qgbeibu, S., Emelifeonwu, J.,, Senadjki, A. Gaskin, J. and Kaivo-oja, J. (2020), “Technological
turbulence and greening of team creativity, product innovation, and human resource
management: implications for sustainability”, Journal of Cleaner Production, p. 244, doi: 10.
1016/].jclepro.2019.118703.

Ones, D.S. and Dilchert, S. (2012), “Employee green behaviors”, in Jackson, DSSE. (Ed.), Managing
Human Resource for Environmental Sustainability, Jossey-Bass, pp. 85-116.

*(O’Donohue, W. and Torugsa, N.A. (2016), “The moderating effect of ‘green’ HRM on the association
between proactive environmental management and financial performance in small firms”,
International Journal of Human Resource Management, Vol. 27 No. 2, pp. 239-261, doi: 10.1080/
09585192.2015.1063078.

Paauwe, J. (2004), HRM and Performance: Achieving Long-Term Viability, Oxford University Press,
New York.

*Paillé, P., Valéau, P. and Renwick, D.W. (2020), “Leveraging green human resource practices to
achieve environmental sustainability”, Journal of Cleaner Production, p. 260, doi: 10.1016/.
jclepro.2020.121137.

Panayiota, M., Lee, CIS.G., Byington, E. and Felps, W.A. (2017), “Mapping human resource
management: reviewing the field and charting future directions”, Human Resource
Management Review, Vol. 27 No. 3, pp. 367-396, doi: 10.1016/3.hrmr.2016.10.001.

Paulet, R., Holland, P. and Morgan, D. (2021), “A meta-review of 10 years of green human resource
management: is Green HRM headed towards a roadblock or a revitalization?”, Asia Pacific
Journal of Human Resources, Vol. 59, pp. 159-183, doi: 10.1111/1744-7941.12285.

Pham, N.T., Vo Thanh, T., Shahbaz, M., Huynh, T.L.D. and Usman, M. (2020a), “Managing
environmental challenges: training as a solution to improve employee green performance”,
Journal of Environmental Management, Vol. 269, 110781, doi: 10.1016/j.jenvman.2020.
110781.

*Pham, N.T., Vo Thanh, T., Tuckovd, Z. and Thuy, V.T.N. (2020b), “The role of green human resource
management in driving hotel's environmental performance: interaction and mediation
analysis”, International Journal of Hospitality Management, Vol. 88, doi: 10.1016/).ijhm.2019.
102392.

Pham, N.T., Hoang, HT. and Phan, QP.T. (2020c), “Green human resource management: a
comprehensive review and future research agenda”, International Journal of Manpower, Vol. 41
No. 7, pp. 845-878, doi: 10.1108/IJM-07-2019-035.

*Pinzone, M., Guerci, M., Lettieri, E. and Redman, T. (2016), “Progressing in the change journey
towards sustainability in healthcare: the role of “green” HRM”, Journal of Cleaner Production,
Vol. 122, pp. 201-211, doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.02.031.

Green human
resource
management

879



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2019.100689
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118595
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.08.213
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118703
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118703
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1063078
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1063078
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.121137
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.121137
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2016.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/1744-7941.12285
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2020.110781
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2020.110781
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2019.102392
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2019.102392
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJM-07-2019-035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.02.031

™M
433

880

*Pinzone, M., Guerci, M., Lettieri, E. and Huisingh, D. (2019), “Effects of ‘green’ training on pro-
environmental behaviors and job satisfaction: evidence from the Italian healthcare sector”,
Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 226, pp. 221-232, doi: 10.1016/].jclepro.2019.04.048.

Podgorodnichenko, N., Edgar, F. and Mcandrew, 1. (2020), “The role of HRM in developing sustainable
organizations: contemporary challenges and contradictions”, Human Resource Management
Review, Vol. 30 No. 3, 100685, doi: 10.1016/j.hrmr.2019.04.001.

Ren, S. and Jackson, SE. (2019), “HRM institutional entrepreneurship for sustainable business
organizations”, Human Resource Management Review, Vol. 30 No. 3, doi: 10.1016/.hrmr.2019.
100691.

Ren, S, Tang, G. and Jackson, SE. (2018), “Green human resource management research in
emergence: a review and future directions”, Asia Pacific Journal of Management, Vol. 35 No. 3,
pp. 769-803, doi: 10.1007/s10490-017-9532-1.

*Ren, S., Tang, G. and Jackson, S.E. (2020), “Effects of green HRM and CEO ethical leadership on
organizations’ environmental performance”, International Journal of Manpower, Vol. 42 No. 6,
doi: 10.1108/[JM-09-2019-0414.

Renwick, D. and Robertson, M. (2008), “Green HRM: a review, process model, and research agenda”,
University of Sheffield Management School Discussion Paper, Vol. 1, pp. 1-46, available at:
https://www.sheffield.ac.uk/polopoly_fs/1.120337!/file/Green-HRM.pdf.

Renwick, D.W.S,, Redman, T. and Maguire, S. (2013), “Green human resource management: a review
and research agenda”, International Journal of Management Reviews, Vol. 15 No. 1, pp. 1-14,
doi: 10.1111/5.1468-2370.2011.00328.

Renwick, D.W.S., Jabbour, CJ.C., Muller-Camen, M., Redman, T. and Wilkinson, A. (2016),
“Contemporary developments in green (environmental) HRM scholarship”, International
Jouwrnal of Human Resource Management, Vol. 27 No. 2, pp. 114-128, doi: 10.1080/09585192.
2015.1105844.

*Saeed, B.B., Afsar, B, Hafeez, S., Khan, I, Tahir, M. and Afridi, M.A. (2019), “Promoting employee’s
proenvironmental behavior through green human resource management practices”, Corporate
Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, Vol. 26 No. 2, pp. 424-438, doi: 10.1002/
csr.1694.

Saifulina, N., Carballo-Penela, A. and Ruzo-Sanmartin, E. (2020), “Sustainable HRM and green HRM:
the role of green HRM in influencing employee pro-environmental behavior at work”, Journal of
Sustainability Research. doi: 10.20900/jsr20200026.

Schein, EH. (1992), Organizational Culture and Leadership, Jossey-Bass, San Francisco, CA.

Schoonhoven, C. (1981), “Problems with contingency theory: testing assumptions hidden within the
language of contingency theory”, Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 26 No. 3, pp. 349-377.

Schumpeter, J.A. (1934), The Theory of Economic Development, Harvard University Press,
Cambridge, MA.

*Shafaei, A., Nejati, M. and Mohd Yusoff, Y. (2020), “Green human resource management: a two-study
investigation of antecedents and outcomes”, International Journal of Manpower, Vol. 41 No. 7,
pp. 1041-1060, doi: 10.1108/7JM-08-2019-0406.

*Shen, J., Dumont, J. and Deng, X. (2018), “Employees’ perceptions of green HRM and non-green
employee work outcomes: the social identity and stakeholder perspectives”, Group and
Orgamization Management, Vol. 43 No. 4, pp. 594-622, doi: 10.1177/1059601116664610.

*Singh, SK. and El-Kassar, AN. (2019), “Role of big data analytics in developing sustainable
capabilities”, Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 213, pp. 1264-1273, doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.
12.199.

*Singh, SK., Giudice, M., Del, Chierici, R. and Graziano, D. (2020), “Green innovation and
environmental performance: the role of green transformational leadership and green human
resource management”, Technological Forecasting and Social Change, Vol. 150, doi: 10.1016/).
techfore.2019.119762.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.04.048
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2019.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2019.100691
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2019.100691
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-017-9532-1
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJM-09-2019-0414
https://www.sheffield.ac.uk/polopoly_fs/1.120337!/file/Green-HRM.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2011.00328
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1105844
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1105844
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1694
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1694
https://doi.org/10.20900/jsr20200026
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJM-08-2019-0406
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601116664610
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.12.199
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.12.199
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2019.119762
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2019.119762

Smith, C.A., Organ, D.W. and Near, J.P. (1983), “Organizational citizenship behavior: its nature and
antecedents”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 68, pp. 655-663.

Snyder, H. (2019), “Literature review as a research methodology: an overview and guidelines”, Journal
of Business Research, Vol. 104, August, pp. 333-339, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.07.039.

*Song, W., Yu, H. and Xu, H. (2020), “Effects of green human resource management and managerial
environmental concern on green innovation”, European Journal of Innovation Management,
Vol. 24 No. 3, pp. 951-967, doi: 10.1108/EJIM-11-2019-0315.

Stahl, GK., Brewster, C]J., Collings, D.G. and Hajro, A. (2020), “Enhancing the role of human resource
management in corporate sustainability and social responsibility: a multi-stakeholder,
multidimensional approach to HRM”, Human Resource Management Review, Vol. 30 No. 3,
100708, doi: 10.1016/.hrmr.2019.100708.

Sveiby, EK. (1997), “The intangible assets monitor”, Journal of Human Resource Cost Accounting,
Vol. 2 No. 1, pp. 73-97.

Tajfel, H. and Turner, ].C. (1979), “An integrative theory of intergroup conflict”, The Social Psychology
of Intergroup Relations, Vol. 81, pp. 33-47.

Teece, DJ., Pisano, G. and Shuen, A. (1997), “Dynamic capabilities and strategic management”,
Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 18 No. 7, pp. 509-533.

Tranfield, D., Denyer, D. and Smart, P. (2003), “Towards a methodology for developing evidence-
informed management knowledge by means of systematic review”, British Journal of
Management, Vol. 14, pp. 207-222, doi: 10.1111/1467-8551.00375.

*Umrani, W.A., Channa, N.A., Yousaf, A., Ahmed, U., Pahi, M.H. and Ramayah, T. (2020), “Greening
the workforce to achieve environmental performance in hotel industry: a serial mediation
model”, Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management, Vol. 44, pp. 50-60, doi: 10.1016/j.jhtm.
2020.05.007.

van Marrewijk, M. (2003), “Concepts and definitions of CSR and corporate sustainability: between
agency and communion”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 44, pp. 95-105, doi: 10.1023/A:
1023331212247

Wright, C. and Nyberg, D. (2017), “An inconvenient truth: how organizations translate climate change
into business as usual”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 60 No. 5, pp. 1633-1661.

*Xing, X., Wang, J. and Tou, L. (2019), “The relationship between green organization identity and
corporate environmental performance: the mediating role of sustainability exploration and
exploitation innovation”, International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health,
Vol. 16 No. 6, doi: 10.3390/ijerph16060921.

*Yasir, M., Majid, A., Yasir, M. and Qudratullah, H. (2020), “Promoting environmental performance in
manufacturing industry of developing countries through environmental orientation and green
business strategies”, Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 275, 123003, doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.
123003.

Yong, ].Y., Yusliza, M.Y., Ramayah, T. and Fawehinmi, O. (2019), “Nexus between green intellectual
capital and green human resource management”, Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 215,
pp. 364-374, doi: 10.1016/).jclepro.2018.12.306.

*Yong, J.Y., Yusliza, M.Y., Ramayah, T., Chiappetta Jabbour, CJ., Sehnem, S. and Mani, V. (2020),
“Pathways towards sustainability in manufacturing organizations: empirical evidence on the
role of green human resource management”, Business Strategy and the Environment, Vol. 29
No. 1, pp. 212-228, doi: 10.1002/bse.2359.

Yong, J.Y., Yusliza, M.Y. and Fawehinmi, O. (2020), “Green human resource management: a systematic
literature review from 2007 to 2019, Benchmarking: An International Journal, Vol. 27 No. 7,
pp. 1463-5771, doi: 10.1108/BIJ-12-2018-0438.

Yu, W., Chavez, R., Feng, M., Wong, C.Y. and Fynes, B. (2020), “Green human resource management
and environmental cooperation: an ability-motivation-opportunity and contingency

Green human
resource
management

881



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.07.039
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-11-2019-0315
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2019.100708
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00375
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2020.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2020.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023331212247
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023331212247
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16060921
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.123003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.123003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.12.306
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2359
https://doi.org/10.1108/BIJ-12-2018-0438

™M
433

882

perspective”, International Journal of Production Economics, Vol. 219, pp. 224-235, doi: 10.1016/.
iipe.2019.06.013.

*Yusliza, M.Y., Yong, ].Y., Tanveer, M., Ramayah, T., Noor Faezah, J. and Muhammad, Z. (2020), “A
structural model of the impact of green intellectual capital on sustainable performance”, Journal
of Cleaner Production, Vol. 249, 119334, doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.119334.

*Zaid, A.A., Jaaron, A AM. and Talib Bon, A. (2018), “The impact of green human resource
management and green supply chain management practices on sustainable performance: an
empirical study”, Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 204, pp. 965-979, doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.
09.062.

*Zoogah, D.B. (2016), “Ecological transcendence and ecological behavior: a test of the S-curve
hypothesis”, Management Research Review, Vol. 39 No. 9, pp. 1034-1055, doi: 10.1108/MRR-12-
2015-0298.

*Zoogah, D.B. (2018), “High-performance organizing, environmental management, and organizational
performance: an evolutionary economics perspective”, Human Resource Management, Vol. 57
No. 1, pp. 159-175, doi: 10.1002/hrm.21869.

Corresponding author
Anuradha Mukherji can be contacted at: mukherji.anuradha@gmail.com


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2019.06.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2019.06.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.119334
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.09.062
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.09.062
https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-12-2015-0298
https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-12-2015-0298
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21869
mailto:mukherji.anuradha@gmail.com

g 8a ™ g8
SE 5 ® <258
E3¢& %) @587
59 E558
o @ D] < @ W =
O o0 = § s
o =S =
5] =
o] ]
i :
2 5
(panurguoo)
(VAIN) Ssouateme
[BIURWUONAUD JuowaSeuew doy,  (f) $¢@oURULIOLIRd [EJUSWIUOATS UO SSOUDIEME [BJUSUIUOIAUD
SOI59)BIS SSUISN UIRID)  (€) €0082T s JuouaSeuewr doy JO 901 Ay STIBYA ¢UI[ ST} AJBIpAU
90uBWLIONRd [BJUSWIUONAUY  (7) ‘LG UOYINPOL] 4oUD]) f0 [DULNOf  SWSIURYIIW [BUISIUL JRYM ‘S J] (AOURULIOLIDA [B)USWUOIAUD
UONBIUSLIO [RIUSWIUONAUF  (T) (P61 ‘UBWSAL]) A109Y) JOP[OYPYRIS (0202) 1w 12 ISeA PUER UOBJUSLIO [BUSWUOIAUS U9MI9( UI| AUB 319} S|
A9e00ApR URIS dnois op  (f)
stpquatt dnoxs pue s1opes] 10§ MGOA  (€) (€861 8GE'T MIDA) d9e[dsI0M AT} UL IOTABYI]
SSOUATIORPI [BIOIN () ‘7272 NWS ‘€A ‘URSI() pue uewaRy) —GeeT (Q)ep JuamasSvuvpy fo punof U913 ATJUN[OA JO SJUSPIIBIUR SE JOB JBY) SOIUBUAD Y}
SSAUSNONUAISUO) (1) Jotaeyaq drysuazii uoneziuesio (L107) 77 2 W3]  PUE SI0JOBJ [ENJXAJUOD PUE [ENPIAIPUI JO SA[OI A} IB JRYA\
1as)
uoneAouur uoneyo[dxa Ayiqeurelsng - (y) ¢aouruLIopRd uonRAOUUL FULRNSI
) ur Ae[d SI1010€J [BUIRIXS OP S[01 JRYA\ dourULIOfDd
uoneaouur uonelo[dxs Apiqeurelsng  (g) 991 ‘Yiwap] 2gng puv yoanasayy [eIUSWUOIAUS JoRdwl A9y} Op MOY pUR aSejuRApR
uewofpd [BjuswuonAud sjeiodio)  (7) (G861 ‘USNPYM pue vy, Q2aus] J0 unof [puoymugu] 2ANNRdWOd a3 pue ‘YouruLIod uoneAOUUL ‘AIUSPL
ANuspt [RUONRZIURSIO UL (1)  1aq[y) A1094) £1UspI [RUOHRZIURSI() 6102) v 12 Sury [eUONRZIURSIO U913 SUOWR SUOHR[DLIDIUL 9} IR JRUA
(uonezIuesIo
Jmb o) uonuauy  (G) 9} SPIBMO) 9pNIIE PUR JUSWRSESUD 1Y) Jordut
uonoeysnes qof  (f) 11 S90P PuE AdULULIO}IRd [EJUSTIUONATS [RUONRZIURSI0
Juowegesus sekoidwy  (g) Jo uondaorad 1Y) JO9JJR SOATIBIIUI [RJUSIUUOIAUS UL
SOATIENIUT [RJUSIIUONAUD Ul Uonedone]  (7) uonjedmnred s0£0]dwd S90P MO (SIATRIIUI [B)USUIUOIATD
soueuIofRd 01S-267 ‘Wpp ‘maady] jpunosiaq Jo uonejuswodu o) Jo Jnsal e se seafo[dwa s uoneziesio
[EIUDWUONAUD s uoneziuesi) (1) (0661 ‘Uyes]) JuWLSeSUd JIOM (ST0Z) 77 12 uudg  Ue JO SHPprIIIE 9y Uo sdnoeId AH JO 10rdWl 9] St 1By
SS0'T-E0'T
Jo1ARY9( [BAIB0[00Y  (2) (2007 ‘v 12 woIRWR))  (R)6E MINY YI4DISAY JUNUMUISOUDAT ¢loraeyaq
ouIpUdSURY [BIS0[007] (1) diysIe[oyos uonezIuesIo JANISO] (9107) yesooz [eI150[009 199JJ8 90USPUSISUR) [BILS0[009 S0P MOH
UOLBATIOW [BJUSWUOIIAUS SnOWouomy  (f)
yorgpas]  (§) (1861 ‘v 12 9¥007]) A109y) Sur)s [ROD) 211 ‘(6 Juawmonausy (SUOTIUDAINUL (JARIHD)) JUSWDSRURW 90IN0S.L
JUBUYIIWOD [OD)  (7) (G861 ‘urAy ) pup (5248 SSauIsng uewNY UdIS Ul 93eSu9 SeaL0[dws Y} YOIyM 0} JUIIX
J01ARYDq U913 d9kojduwy () Pue 199(]) £109Y) UOLBUIULINOP-J[9 (6107) 7v 12 SIAR(] DY) DUIN[JUI UOHBATIOW [RJUSWUOIAUS SNOWOUOINE S0
$S[PPOU [BJUSL IO STOIARYD|
uonewry (9 9ako[duwp Jo wLIof 3y} ur sxpoeqAed [EUIRIUL A{E1IBPUN
J1om ySuruesy  (f) PUE 9A19091 OS[E SUOTRZIURSIO 991} Op ‘symsind djqeureisns
rended eatSojoyassg  (€) GGP'C—Zi10 uanof  A[[ejustiuonAus 1oddns pue ayelI9puUN SISSAIUISN( S[IYM
v seAnenIu 00 RLofdwy  (7) [puoyvULUT Y ], Suoyjay sakodutsy ¢saw00ino safojdud pue 110ddns [RIUBUINONAUD
rm Ts0d (D (F961 Me[g) A1097) 293ULYIX [0S (0Z02) [emIe33Yy pue IeSeweyg $,UONBZIUBSIO UB UIMII( ISIXD UOLRIIOSSE U S90(] [e1o1ARydYg
=
m uonezijeuoneedo 1oN1Nsu0) SISeq [BONRI03Y ], dureu [euImof pue (s)Ioymy suonsanb YoIreasay 2anadsiad
=y JUSWDNSEIN
<




(panuruoo)

seoneid NSO [BUIIXD pue [euBIu]  (G)
uewofpd [B10S  (f)
doueuLiofRd onuouody  (g) 616-596
souewIofRd [RIUSWUONATY  (7) FOG UOYINPOLT 4ouDa]) J0 [DULROf ¢ooueuLIofIad T, aur wooq adin ay) uo
soonpeid WHO (1) (T66T “Aoureg) MI1A PISE]-20MOSNY (810¢) 77 42 prez. oedwl oY) pUE WISD PUe NYHD UM qUI[ 9 S1IRYA
oueULIOfIRd UOTIBAOUUI URID) (/)
uoneaouur npoid Ul  (9)
uoneaouur $s9001d 1)  (G)
sonmunioddo usai) () ¢éooueuLIOrRd pue uoneAouUl Usais - NS
UONBANOW UL (€) (0007 ‘v 2 wneqpddy) 061 ‘28upy) 101 s301RId JARIH U918 JO 9sn 9y} pue JueAd[aI diysispes|
Aqe usern)  (z)  A109y) Ajunioddo-uoneANOW-AN[IY  [DI0S PUD SULSDIIL0 [DANS0j0UYIA ], [BUOLBULIOJSURT} U938 S90(] ¢SHINS JO 2ouewioRd
TILO (D (1661 ‘AoUtRg]) MIIA PISB(-90IN0SIY (0Z02) 77 12 ysuis UONRAOUUL U913 9} 1091J JARIH U99.3 S90p MOH
ouewojed [euoneziuesioy  (01)
uewLojed [BJusWuonAuy  (6) ¢ouRULIONRd [BJUSWUONAUS puk [euoneIedo
soonorId A\RIHO () SULIT 90UBYUD ‘INDSH Pue ‘sadnoeld AR[HY) ‘setSojouyda)
uoneaouur Jonpoid ) (1) BJEp 51 JO UONBIZNUI 9y} WO} SUNMSII PUR JUSWHIWIIOD
uoneaouur $s9001d usdIL)  (9) 91e10d100 Aq UIALIP ‘sanjiqeded S[qruIRISnS Op MO
uoneloqeod ureyo Addns usarr)  (6) ¢ouBWLIONRd S[RUIRISNS 20UaN[JUl S90ndeId
uone[IuIsse ejep Jig ) 9891 Op MOY ‘W uf ¢saonoeid (NDSH) JustaSeuRw
uonezIunnol eyep sig (1661 ‘Aoureg]) MIIA PIsSL]-90IN0SIY €27 T19Z'T  weyd A[ddns u991S [RUISIXD PUR [BULIDIUI Us9MI9( SUOLB[IL

doueydaooe eep Sig
JUBUIIUIIOD d)e1odIo))

(L661
“Ip 129393 ,) £109) Aiqeded onueuA

‘CIZ UOYIMPOL] 42uD)) J0 [puInof
(610) Tessey[-1d pue ysuig

Y} JusWINE 01 $388900.1d [RUONLZIURSIO UL SALF0[0Uyda)
ejep S1q Jo uoLeLSaUL 3y} duaN[FuI Sa01RId ARIHS Op MO

M

P N N e N N N o e P e P P N
SEC=ZTIRE

SIOIARYI(] USDIE)
SUOISIODP UIIIN) GLT-6CT ‘(1)LS TuouasSvuvpy
douewwiofpd [euoneziuesi) ) 2041052y uUDWNE] “d9ANIAsIod
$9011081d JUSWIDFRURW [RIUSWIUOLAUY () (0S61 ‘URIYOTY FE6T SOIWOU0I9 ATRUOTINOAD Uy ¢ooueuLIoLRd [RUONRZIURSIO 109)J8 Saunnol SuiZiuesio
Suiziuesio souewioppd-ysiy (1) “1RdWnyog) SOIUOUu0ds ATRUONN[OAY (8107) yesooz 18I130]009 PUB ‘SIOIARYS( UL ‘SUOISIINP UILIS OP MOH
soonoed HO (/)
[eyded [empnns st (g) VLETVIE JAIHO
Tendes [euonepI UsIL)  (7) (L66T ‘AqQIOAS {2661 ‘QUOBIA puB ‘CIZ UONINPOL 42U JO [DULNOf jo1paad (1endes euonefar usaIs pue ‘qejded [emonns
Tended uewmy unI) (1) UOSSUIAPY) MIIA [eIIdBD [eNnJI9[[aIu] (6107) 712 8uox  U9a13 Teded uewmy usa1s) [eded [BnIdA[RIUI UAIS SA0(]
Teided euone[pI uPIS)  (9)
[ended [eIONDS Ui  (G)
Tended uewny Ui (%)
oueworpd [eog  (g) PEC6TT éé(eoueuniornd
douewwiofed Jruouody  (g) (L661 ‘AqAS {2661 ‘QUO[BIA pue ‘6 UONIMPOL] 42uDa)) J0 [pumnof [BIO0S PUB SOIUOUODI ‘[BIUSWUOIIAUS) SoURULIOLIRd
uewofed [ejuswuonAuy (1) UOSSUIADF]) MIIA [RIIdRD [enJdd[[u] (0Z02) 17 12 eziSng dqeure)sns 101paid [eyided [Bnjos[[PIul UsaIS Sa0(] Anpqede)
uoyezireuonendo 1onnsuo) SISB( [BO12I0dY ], duIeU [RUIMO[ PUR (S)I0yINy suonsanb YoIeasay aanoadsiad
JUSLIDMSEBIN]

433
884
Table Al.




- .
&% % =
- Q
E3¢& %) 2
- 9 1<) el
< & o <
o] =
[ BRI
5] =
o] ]
G
(panuruoo)
Jmb oy uonuauy  (9)
(0900) uoyezIUL3IQ) Sy preMmo}
Jotaeyag diysuazn) [euoneziuesiy  (G)
uewopad ysel, (%)
UOHEIHUAPI [BUOLLZIUESI)  (€) 229165 ‘(V)er
TS0d @ (6261 U],  JUIUISVUDIA] UOUDZIUDSL() PUD JRO4L) ¢0e]d3I0M JY) UL SIOIARYS( PUR SIpNIIIIE
TNHO poARdIRd (1) pue pyle]) £109y) AINULPI [BIOS (8102) 712 uayS  udRI8-uou sdvLojdwe duLN[JUL \RIHL) PaARdIRd 0p MOH
uewojad [RluswuonAuy  (f)
J01ARYR(] A[puaLy-009 seofordwy  (g) 6-€8 9/ ‘uawmasSuvpy ¢Io1ARyaq A[pUSLY-009
JUBUIWIWOD [euOnezIuRS10 sokoidwy  (7) (6261 ‘oumg, Quvndsog] fo uanof [puoyvitdpu]  PUR JUSWIIUIIOD SIVA0[AWS BIA 0URWLIOLIS [BIUSWUOIAUD
JAHO paawoRd (1) pue [j(e]) A109Y) AJIULpI [B100S (6102) v 1o wry]  ddueyud $d10RId ARHD) JO uoneiuswadwt 9y} S90p MOH
¢POURULIOLIDA [RIUSWUOLIAUD
uewLiofed [RluswuonAuy  (§) PUR ARIHY) Usemiaq diysuoniefar oy joedur Arjiqisuodsat
Aqisuodsal [pyuswuonAuy  (g) (€861 09-0G Fp JuowaSouvpy [BJUSIIUIOIAUD PUE SUIUOD [BJUSIUOIAUD SI0P
SUIPOUOD [RIUSWUOMAUF  (Z) ‘772 YNWS ‘£RET ‘ULSI() pue UL Re) wisLno J, puv §uupdsogy fo puinof MO ¢UONBZIUBSIO UR JO 90UBUWLIONAd [BJUSWUOTAUS 3}
TARHD poARdIg (1) Jo1aeyaq diysuazni uoneziuesio (0Z07) 7v 72 eI 2dURYUL sa0ndRId ARIHS) JO uoneiuswL[du ay) S90p MOH
uonogses qof  (Q)
sI0m ySnoxy) ssounySuruesy  (j) J[PA9] TENPIATPUI 97} 1B SAW0)N0 dAnsod
uewiojad [BjuswuonAuy  (g) 090 T-TVO'T (L)1 S9aL0[duwa 0) SPea] ARJH U998 YIIyM [SNOIY) SWSIURYIIUW
9IN[ND [BJUSWUOIIAUD S UoNeZIULS1)  (7) (9261 ‘weyp|O pue P Juo] fo [puinof puoyiutapuy Y] 2B JBYA (S[OAI] (9940]dw "I'T) [ENPIAIPUL PUB
JARHO PPAIORJ  (T)  UBWINIBH) [9POW SOUSLINJORIEYD qof (0207) 77 42 PeJRUS  [BUONEZIUESIO & SAW0N0 2A1Isod 0} Ped] ARTHE) S20p MO
uonoegsnes qof  (§) ¢Uone[aI SIy}
TNYHD PPAIRdIR]  (£) (F961 Me[g) £109Y) 95URYIXD [BDOS  LHS—HES Q)0 ounof juautdojpasg — S19IR NYHD YOIYM YSNnoy) SWSIUBYOISW SUNRIPIUWLIDIUL
£)978S [RILS0[0YIAS]  (2) (9661 UoYDZIMDEA() puD GUiSLPYIT A} 2IB JRYA\ ¢SIUWO00INO [9A3]-9940[dwd pue diysIopes|
91As diysmopes] [eo)y] (1) ‘Spremps]) £109y) 31 sanjes/sarddng (6107) ueIu) pue peuyy UIMII( UOLIBIOOSSE I} 20USN[JUl AR[HY) SP0p MOH
JOIARYI( U913 9[o1-eNxXy]  (G)
IOIARYDq U993 9[01-u] ()
SON[EA U923 [enprarpu]  (g) L29-€19 RHD
9B UIIIF [BIFO[OYIAS] () (9661 ‘(7)9G puawtaSounpyr 224n0823] uvuingy ¢90B[A3I0M 9} UL J0IARYI(] U9IF Jo uondaorad
ARIHO oA (T)  ‘sprempy) A10ay) 1f sanfea/senddng (L107) 77 12 yuown(y TenpIAIpur 10977e $a019RId JA\RTHE) [BUonezIueSIo op MOF] 9aAoyduy
UONBAOUUL UL (F)
Tended uewmy uNI)  (g) 196-166 "dd ‘g "ou 7 'O ‘1uauasSvuvy
UIBOUOD [BIUSWUOIIAUS [ELIDSRUR  (7) (6661 ‘TIPUS uoyvaouu] o [puinof uvagoinsy
soomoeld WHO (D) pue yeds) £109y) [eided uewny 0Z02) v 12 Suog <UOIIBAOUUL U398 10917 JARIHY) S0P MOH
(N6 ‘Wamuonausy
Apqeureisng  (g) Y} puv (514G SSUISNg Aiqeurejsns
soonoeld WYHO (D) (1661 ‘AoUIRg]) MIIA PISBQ-90IN0SIY (0Z02) 7v 12 Buox pue saonoeld ARJHD) Usemiaq UL 3y ST IRy
uoyezireuonendo Jonnsuo) SISB( [BO1I0dY ], JuIeu [RUIMO[ pUR (S)I0yINy suonsanb YoIeasay Qanoadsiad

JUSWISINSBIA




M

(panurguoo)

soueIoyiad [RyuswuoNAUY  (F)
diys1opes] [eoe 0F) - (€)
JUSUI)ILILIOD
9213 wea I, yuswseuey dog,  (7) quopy Jo uinof uoyvuidguy ¢ouruLIofRd
soonoead \IHO (1) (1661 ‘AoUIBg) MIIA PISBY-90IN0SIY 0202) v 12 uay [BIUSWIUOIAUS IR} DUBYUD SUOHRZIURSIO OP MOH]
uewojad [eoueul]  (€) 192682 ‘@Q)LE ‘TuowdSvunpy 224n082] £1X9IU0D WLIL-[[BLUS 9} UL 9dUBULIOLId [RLURUL]
JUSWRSBUBW [BJUSWIUOIAUD 9ATIOROL]  (7) (G661 ‘PUPSNH) UDUNE] JO [DULNO[ [DUOYDULINU] PUE JUSWSSBUBL [RIUSWUOIIAUS 0} yoroidde sandeold
soonoeid \IHO (1) soonoead y1om soueIofRd-ySiH (9T07) BSSNIOT, puB ANYOUO(] ) B USIMII( UOHRIDOSSE 3} d)eIapow saonoed ARHL) Op MOH
Apqeuteisng ()
uorjesuadwod usaln) () ¥4
Sururen usai)  (7) 000g ‘v 10 wmeqRddy)  —¢1H ZIT Yo40asa] SSausng Jo punof JANIqRUIRISNS 10 S[RUOLRI
Suuny uear) (1) Axoayy Aunioddo-uoneAnow-ANqy 0207 ‘7?0 j2 owruoIs[  [RUOLRZIURSIO PIAROIRd 9y} 109)Je saonoeld JARHL) Op MOH
WosH
28Uy 0} OUBISISTY  (9)
Testexdde
pue JuswaSeuRw souRLIofRd UNIY ()
pIemarpue Aed uni)  (j)
JusuLomoduwo 99£0[dwe URI)  (g) ZLT-€91
Sumuren pue JuswdoPAdp UL  (7) ‘ST UOYINPOL] 42uD3]) JO [PULNOf Gagueyd 0] 0ULISISAT $I9A0[dWD A¢| PIIBIIPOW UOLIL[AI
UONII[PS PUB JUIUNINIDI URI)  (]) (1661 ‘Aoureg]) MIIA PISB]-90IN0SIY (L102) v 72 nefoN Sy ST INDSH) JO uoneuswa[dul 9y} S0usn[jut ARH) S90(
INOSO [eusayu] — (f)
SIDWOISNO {uoneRA00d [RIUSWUUOIAUD PUR
m uonedood [eyusuonAuy]  (€) ONV GEZF2g 61 ‘Somutouodsy  INYHD U99MID( UOHR[AI 3} 91BIDPOU [\DSE) [BUISIUL SI0(]
sm1ddns yym uonesdood [BJUSWUONAUY  (g) (1861 UOYINPOL J0 [pusnof uoyvulduy $SIWO0ISND pue
soonoed \RHO (1) ‘U9AOYU00YIG) £109) AOURSULIU0)) 0Z02) 72 nx  swddns yym uoneIddood [JUSIUONAUD 11T AR[HD) SP0(] Jeuonoun,|
JUWDSLIUD [RIUSWUUOIIAUD
S,uoneZIuRSIo Ay} YIIM UondRISHeS ()
ueuLI0jIed [BJUSWIUONAUD [BNPIAIPU]  (£)
(H-SOJ) JUSWUOIIAUD ¢ooueuLIograd
a1y J10j 310ddns [euOERZIURSIO PIAIRIIR]  (7) 092 ‘UOYIMPOL] 42uva)) JO [punof [EIUSTIUONATS [ENPIAIPUI JOIJJE JueaSeSua [RUOneZIuES10
INJHD paaRond (1) (96T e[g) A1091]) 9FULYIXD [L100S (0602) w72 e yiss uonoegsies 9a40[dwa pue ‘HY-S0d ‘TRIHS S0P MOH
SON[EA U993 [ENpIAIPU]  (F) (9661
AGDO JUPWUOTATS ) PIEMO) ‘sprempy]) £1091) 31y sanfea/sanddng
Joraeyaq diysudznio [euoneziuesio - (g) (€861 6L0T-190'T ‘W1¥
JuauLMOdw 9940[dWws UsaI)  (Z) ‘72 12 YIWS ‘£8AT ‘UBSi() PUuR UeWales) P quopy fo pumof uoyvuiauy £S9W00IN0 I9L0[dwd
JNYHO pARdIRd (1) Jo1aeyaq diysuszni uoneziuesioy (0Z02) 72 12 poswey 0} JARYHY) 109Uu00 $355900.1d [eI130[0ydAsd pue [BID0S JRYA
uoyezireuonendo 1onnsuo) SISB( [BO12I0dY ], duIeU [RUIMO[ PUR (S)I0yINy suonsanb YoIeasay aanoadsiad
JUSLIDMSEBIN]
-
<
¢ © =
o3 @R S
< ® =




- .
§8% % =
- Q
E3¢& %) 2
s Q 1<) =}
< & o <
5} =
[ BRI
5] =
o] ]
G
(panunuod)
JUSUIIWWOO DATODIFE DABII[O)  (S) (€861 ‘77 12 g
AGDO 2A09[[0)  (F) ‘6861 ‘uesi() pue uewaey) 410941
JUIWDAJOAUL 92 A0[dWDd UdvIL)  (€) Joraryaq diysuazni uoneziuesioy 112-102 ¢ogexul] SIy) oping SWSIURYOSW
JuaweSeURW dUBWLIONRd UdI)  (7) (0002 ‘77 12 wneqpaddyy) CTT UOYIMPOL] 42U JO [PULnOf YPIIYAM SHEDO Ul JudadeSus 9A1II[[0d s9ako[dwd
Surpying souayedwiod useIs) () Atoayy Ayunjioddo-uoneAnow-ANqy 9107) v 12 duozUI] pue sa010e1d ARJHY) JUSIRJJIP UMISq yUl[ 94} SI IBYA
Aiqeded orweuAp [RlUSWUONAUY (1)
uoneaouur onpoid usei)  (9)
KA WeD) USRI (6)
DuaNgmy [eAaSojouyRy,  (f)
JustudoPAdp ¢saSesur] aAoqe o) Ut Aiqeded
PUE ‘JUSWDAJOAUL ‘SUIUIRT] UNI)  (g) JIUBUAP [BJUSWIUOIAUD PUB 30US[NCIN] [BILO[0UId) JO
uonesuadwod pue soueuLIord Ul (7) Vg UonIMposdg 4ouvay) fo [puanof  S9[01Y) dIe JBYA suoneaouur 10npoid usais pue ‘ANANeaId
UONOI[AS PUB JUSUIIILIOII UL () (F861 ‘UBWIA1]) A1094) I9p[OYaY RIS (0202) 7v 12 nqA3Q) wed) U998 ‘sa[punq JARIHL Suowre Aefdioyul 9y} St IRYA
aanssaid £1018Nn89y
2.nssaid Jowoisny)
s2Inssaud Bp[oyRYRIS  (€) 682292 ‘@)L MouaSvuvpy SUOIBIOOSSE ST} 109738 s9onoeld ARHY) op MOH
uewLIofpd [RJUSWUOIAUY  (7) (F861 ‘UBWAL]) A109Y) IOP[OYY RIS 2041052 UDWNE] O [puanof  POURULIOLIR [RJUSWUOIAUS UO (ISWOISND puR AI101R[N3al)
soonoetd A\RIHO (1) (#00Z ‘omneeq) JNYH Pseg-1Xa1uo) (9102) 77 12 LINL) S9anssald IOPOYRYRIS [BUIDIXD JO Jorduul 9y} ST JRYA
uorssed usa19)  (f)
digsiopes] [eUOnRUWLIOJSURL],  (£)
Ayanesd w1 - (7) (0005 ‘72 72 wmeqaddy) )1 Spquuwisng ¢pajeppLvur £atyy
soonoeid \IHH (1) £1091) Ayrunyioddo-uoneanow-ANpqy (8107) 77 12 €1 oI MOY puR ‘ANIAIIBII) UAIS S99A0[dWS JO9J. S10J0B] JRY A\
soueuIofRd [ejusUONAUD ajeI0dio])  (9)
(AFD() YUSWUOIAUD 3Y) SPIEMO)
Joiaeyaq diysuazno [euoneziuesi) ()
JUUI)IUIIOD [RJUSIIUOTIAUS sdfofdwy  (F) 4SUONIAUUOD YIS UT DO
JUIWDAJOAUL 9940[dWD UsaIs)  (g) 88 JuoutdSpuvpy 0} JUSUHIIIOD [EJUSWUOIAUS S9A0[AUI JO 01 3Y} ST IRYA
JuaweSeURW URWLIOLRd URI)  (7) 000z ‘77 12 wneqpddy) YDIGSOE] 0 [uanof puoypuidpu]  OURWLIONIS [BJUSWUOIAUD 91e10d100 o saonoeid \HO
Suiuren usai) (1) A109y) Aruniioddo-uoneAnow-ANIqy (90Z02) 77 12 Wweyq  JO SSDUSN[JUL SATORIUL PUB OSIIPUL 10011 Y} 918 JRYA\
(-ag00)
J0IARYR( dIYSURZIIO Pasnooy J3I0m-0)  (9)
O-HgD0) WUSWUOTAUG] SPIRMO) éS[e03
Jotaeyaq dIysuazno pasnooj-uoneziuesiy () ANIQRUIRISNS [B)USWIUOTAUS S Uoneziuesio 19y} urepe dpy
uonoegsnes qof () 03 seafordum Aq SFGD() Y} 1097F8 SUIUIRT) Usa.LS S90P MOH
Anoyyp (208 U (g) 28C-12C ¢uoneziuesIo
T-SOd URI1)  (3) 000z ‘77 12 wmeqpddyy) ‘97 UOYINPOLT 4ouna]) Jo [puinof ) Jo AICRUTEISNS [BIDOS [BUIDIUI A1) JO J0JRoTpUI Jurelioduur
Suruien weax) (1) £109y) Ayrunyioddo-uoneAnow-ANQqy (6102) 72 12 duozulJ Ue ‘uonoeysnes ol douan(ur Sururel) usaLs saop MO
uonezijeuoneredo 1oN1su0) SIseq [BONRI0dY ], Jureu [euimnol pue (s)roymy suonsanb YoIeasay Qandadsiad

JUSWR.INSEI[A!




KHuayge A3wpuy () ¢AoupYIe 319U Sutaoidurt ur N)SY) pue ‘Ajurensoun
soueuIofRd [RjUsWIUONAUY  (F) TBIUIIUOTATD ‘S30139RId JARTHE) JO SI[0I Y} dI. JRYA\
saonoeId WOSH  (8) 6£8-28¢ ()01 “Crog puv souounodsy ¢oueuLiorRd
Ajureyreoun [eyuRwUONAUY  (7) (G661 ASuausy Jo ppusnof puoyvuiduy [BIUAWIUONAUD Furaodul Ul N)SH) pue ‘Ajurelssoun
soonoetd WYHO (D) ‘LIRH) MIIA PISBQ-90IN0S3I [RINTeN (0202) 91 [BIUSWUONAUS ‘S9010RId JARYHY) JO S9[01 31 I8 TRy A\
I0IARYD(| [BJUSWIUOTAUR-01]  (f) ey
93papmouy [RIUSWUONAUY  (€) (#00Z ‘omneed) NYH Paseg-1Xauo) @9z ‘mawmaSouvpy wiudumonausy
Teded [ea18ojoydAsd [RIUSWUONAUS-01]  (2) 000z v 12 wneqpddy) pup §qIsuodsay] [0S w4040 ¢SIOTARYD( [RIUSWUOMAUS-01d
soonoeid ARIHO (1) £109y) Aruniioddo-uoneAnow-Aiqy (6102) 72 12 pooes  s9akojdwe Suuryus W $9010vId JARIHL) JO 9[04 9} ST JRYM
quanfyut [eIym)  (f)
QoueuLiopad u9a1g sjor-ur seakordwy  (g) T8L011 ‘69¢ ‘Juowasvunyy (UOTIRID0SSE SIY)
JUUI)ILILIOD [BJUSWIUONAUD sdhofdwy]  (7) [ppuduo.nausT fo [puinof DUIN[FUI 2INI[ND S0P MO ¢dUBULIOfIRd U9aIS B[01-UT
Jururen RyueWUONATY (1) (796T ‘Nerg) A1091) AFURYDIXD [BI0G (B0Z07) 77 12 WeyJ Seaforduws pue SuruTer) U918 UsamIaq NUl[ Ay} ST JRYA
ouewwiofad B0 (9)
douewiofed oruouody  (G)
uewiofad [eluswuonAuy (%)
uonesuadwod
pue JusweSeurW souLULIOLRd Ul () 68T
JUSWUDA[OAUL PUB SUIUIRT) URID)  (7) 000z ‘77 12 wneqpddy) ‘CPC UONIMPOL] 42U J0 [pULMOf ¢ooueuLIorRd
Suny ussin) (1) Aroayy Ayuniioddo-uoneAnow-AN[iqy (0Z07) uewylO) pue BSNOJ\  d[qeurelsns pue ssonoeid JARIHL) UsemIaq Ul 93 St JBYA
uoyezireuonendo 1onnsuo) SISB( [BO12I0dY ], duIeU [RUIMO[ PUR (S)I0yINy suonsanb YoIeasay aanoadsiad

JUIWISINSEBIA

M

433

888
Table Al.



	Conceptualizing and theorizing green human resource management: a narrative review
	Introduction- role of environment in shaping organization discourse
	Emergence of sustainability as the new operating paradigm
	Research methodology
	Results
	Operationalization of GHRM in academic literature (2015–2020)
	Findings: causes, effects, and associations tested in the literature
	GHRM practices
	GHRM behaviors
	GHRM perceptions
	GHRM capabilities
	Contextual variables


	Discussion of the findings
	GHRM and environment performance
	GHRM and organization performance
	GHRM and sustainable performance

	Future conceptualization-impact of GHRM constructs
	Conclusion
	References
	Appendix
	Appendix




