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Vo Hien Chau Nguyen (Vietnam), Thi Thao Hien Bui (Vietnam)

LINKING GREEN MINDFUL
LEADERSHIP TO EMPLOYEE

PRO-ENVIRONMENTAL BEHAVIORS:

THE ROLES OF GREEN HRM
PRACTICES AND EMPLOYEE
GREEN SELF-EFFICACY

Abstract

Understanding factors associated with employee pro-environmental behavior is cru-
cial in manufacturing. This study examines relationships among green mindful lead-
ership, green human resource management practices, employee green self-efficacy,
and employee pro-environmental behavior. Data from 680 full-time employees of
Vietnamese manufacturing firms were collected using purposive and snowball sam-
pling and analyzed using PLS-SEM. Green mindful leadership positively relates to
green competence-building practices (p = 0.253; p < 0.001), green motivation-en-
hancing practices ( =0.279; p < 0.001), and green employee involvement practices (p
=0.187; p < 0.001). These practices positively relate to employee green self-efficacy (p
=0.249, 0.294, and 0.170, respectively; all p < 0.001), which relates to employee pro-
environmental behavior (B = 0.314; p < 0.001). All three dimensions directly relate
to employee pro-environmental behavior: green employee involvement practices (p
=0.353; p < 0.001), green competence-building practices (f = 0.194; p < 0.001), and
green motivation-enhancing practices (p = 0.096; p = 0.033). Sequential mediation
analyses confirm significant indirect pathways through green competence-building
practices and employee green self-efficacy (f = 0.020; p = 0.001), green employee
involvement practices and employee green self-efficacy (f = 0.010; p = 0.012), and
green motivation-enhancing practices and employee green self-efficacy (p = 0.026;
p = 0.002). These findings highlight the role of leadership-driven green human re-
source management systems and employee green self-efficacy in fostering employee
pro-environmental behavior.

Keywords GHRM, leadership, mindfulness, self-efficacy,
pro-environmental
JEL Classification M12, M14, Q56

INTRODUCTION

Environmental degradation remains a critical global challenge, particu-
larly in developing economies that serve as the primary hubs for global
production and industrialization. Within these regions, the manufactur-
ing sector remains a major source of environmental pressure, as indus-
trial production is highly resource-intensive and generates substantial
emissions, waste, water use, and material consumption. Recent evidence
shows that cleaner and more resource-efficient manufacturing processes
are essential because manufacturing activities continue to impose signifi-
cant environmental burdens at the production-site level (Lema, 2026).

Vietnam’s rapid manufacturing-led growth has been accompanied

by escalating environmental strain, including urban air pollu-
tion, industrial waste, and mounting public health concerns, while
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deepening integration into global supply chains and international climate commitments has in-
tensified pressure on factories to demonstrate environmental responsibility in their daily opera-
tions (World Bank, 2025). Technical solutions and government rules help, yet employee behavior
remains a deciding factor because daily actions on the factory floor directly shape environmental
outcomes (Chiarini & Bag, 2024). Encouraging workers to adopt eco-friendly habits is challenging
because these actions are voluntary and depend on personal motivation, which formal rules cannot
create on their own (Yuan et al., 2024).

Green human resource management (GHRM) and leadership, acting as a strong alignment with
management support to drive green workforce changes, are closely associated with employee pro-
environmental behavior, but most research examines green HR practices as a single, combined con-
cept. This leaves a gap in understanding how specific actions like skill-building, motivation boosts,
and employee involvement spark different behaviors (Amrutha & Geetha, 2020). Additionally, re-
searchers have rarely explored the psychological factors, such as green self-efficacy, that connect
leadership and HR practices to real environmental actions. Existing studies focus heavily on the
hospitality sector, leaving the manufacturing context largely unexamined (Faraz et al., 2021; Kim

et al., 2019; Nisar et al., 2024).

1. LITERATURE REVIEW
AND HYPOTHESES

Achieving organizational environmental sus-
tainability ultimately depends on whether green
intentions at the managerial level translate into
consistent employee action on the factory floor, a
translation process that involves organizational
practices, leadership behavior, and individual psy-
chological readiness working in concert (Paillé et
al., 2014; Renwick et al., 2013). Each of these el-
ements has attracted substantial scholarly atten-
tion in isolation, yet how they interact as a sys-
tem to produce pro-environmental behavior re-
mains incompletely understood, particularly in
manufacturing contexts where environmental
stakes are highest (Yuan et al., 2024; Graves et al.,
2013; Faraz et al., 2021). Most studies still treat
GHRM as a unitary construct, leaving a critical
gap in exploring how various types of practices
lead to employee behavior via different pathways
(Amrutha & Geetha, 2020). Additionally, while
green self-efficacy is known to connect with pro-
environmental behavior, its role in linking specific
GHRM practices to actual employee behavior has
received little attention (Faraz et al., 2021). Finally,
although GHRM practices and leadership can in-
dependently affect environmental outcomes, there
is inadequate research on how leadership influenc-
es employee behavior through the implementation
of differentiated GHRM practices and subsequent
psychological mechanisms (Dumont et al., 2017;

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.24(4).2026.11

Graves et al., 2013; Robertson & Barling, 2013).
To address these gaps, the Ability-Motivation—
Opportunity (AMO) model provides a structured
framework to explain the impact of HR practices
on employee behavior by specifying three condi-
tions: employees must possess the required abili-
ties, be motivated to act, and have the opportunity
to act (Appelbaum et al., 2000). Collectively, these
dimensions explain the impact of organizational
actions on employees’ willingness to act pro-envi-
ronmentally by aligning specific HR practices.

Employee pro-environmental behavior (EPRO)
refers to the actions employees take at work to pro-
tect the environment and support organizational
sustainability (Boiral et al., 2015). These behaviors
are generally divided into two types: tasks required
by a formal job description and voluntary actions
where employees choose to engage in eco-friendly
practices on their own, such as conserving energy,
recycling, or proposing green initiatives (Zacher
et al,, 2023). When employees actively work to
reduce waste and save resources, their collective
efforts lower operational costs and reduce the
overall carbon footprint of the firm. Furthermore,
when employees consistently engage in conser-
vation-oriented behaviors, they contribute to or-
ganizational sustainability efforts by reducing
resource waste and supporting environmentally
responsible workplace practices (Fawehinmi et
al., 2024). However, since these EPROs are often
self-initiated and not strictly mandatory, pro-
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moting them regularly among the workforce re-
mains a significant managerial challenge (Yuan et
al., 2024; Kim et al., 2017). Consequently, GHRM
has emerged as an important strategic tool to en-
courage employees to voluntarily adopt these eco-
friendly practices by aligning daily HR activities
with broader environmental objectives (Pham et
al., 2019; Renwick et al., 2013).

Leadership acts as an important factor in shaping
these environmental outcomes, as leaders directly
determine the attention, priorities, and behavior-
al responses of employees toward corporate sus-
tainability efforts (Graves et al., 2013; Robertson
& Barling, 2013). Among the various leadership
approaches that have been examined in organiza-
tional research, increasing attention has recently
been directed toward mindful leadership due
to its emphasis on awareness, attentiveness, and
conscious decision-making in complex work en-
vironments (Reb et al., 2015; Doornich & Lynch,
2024). Leaders who remain attentive to environ-
mental concerns, carefully consider the ecological
consequences of workplace activities, and encour-
age employees to reflect on sustainability-related
issues are more likely to foster environmentally
responsible behaviors among their followers (Reb
et al., 2015; Sun & Xi, 2024). Through active lis-
tening, thoughtful decision-making, and continu-
ous awareness of environmental challenges, these
leaders create a work environment in which em-
ployees become more conscious of environmental
issues and more willing to participate in sustain-
ability initiatives (Faraz et al., 2021).

Although a growing body of evidence links mind-
ful and environmentally oriented leadership to
employee green behavior, existing studies have
concentrated predominantly on individual psy-
chological mechanisms, while the organizational
mechanisms through which green mindful lead-
ership shapes pro-environmental behavior, par-
ticularly the activation of formal HR systems,
remain largely unexplored. The impact of green
mindful leadership on employee green behavior
has similarly been explored through team green
mindfulness and green self-efficacy via scenario-
based experiments and two-wave survey designs
(Wang et al., 2025). Related evidence further con-
firms this individual-level focus, with self-efficacy
and intrinsic motivation as mediators of green
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servant leadership on pro-environmental behav-
ior (Mughal et al., 2024), green creative self-effi-
cacy as the mechanism linking environmentally
specific empowering leadership to green creativ-
ity (Meirun et al.,, 2024), and moral reflective-
ness and environmental passion as mediators of
mindful leadership on green creativity (Sun & Xi,
2024). Additionally, most evidence also derives
from Chinese service contexts, leaving develop-
ing manufacturing economies substantially un-
derrepresented. Given that the effective deploy-
ment of formal HR practices depends heavily on
a leader’s environmental commitment, directly
examining the relationship between green mind-
ful leadership and differentiated GHRM practices
is essential for understanding how leaders actively
shape sustainability-oriented HR systems within
organizations.

Mindful leadership as an organizational con-
struct draws from three converging intellectual
traditions. The first is the socio-cognitive tradi-
tion, which introduced mindfulness into orga-
nizational research as a state of active cognitive
engagement characterized by openness to novelty,
sensitivity to context, and the continuous creation
of new distinctions, in contrast to the rigid, auto-
matic processing termed “mindlessness” (Langer,
1989). A mindful leader attends to the present
situation as genuinely new rather than assimi-
lating it to past categories, enabling more adap-
tive and context-sensitive judgment. The second
stream originates in high-reliability organization
research, which conceptualized mindfulness as a
collective organizational capacity, encompassing
sustained attentiveness to weak signals, resistance
to oversimplification, and readiness for the unex-
pected, positioning mindful organizing as a lead-
ership-level function that shapes how organiza-
tions process ambiguous information before fail-
ures escalate (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2001). The third
and most empirically developed stream adapts
present-moment awareness into supervisor-level
research, defining supervisor trait mindfulness as
a stable disposition toward non-judgmental atten-
tion and demonstrating that leaders high in this
trait generate significantly higher employee job
satisfaction, need satisfaction, and in-role perfor-
mance while reducing emotional exhaustion (Reb
etal., 2014). Leader mindfulness operates through
leader-member exchange quality and interper-
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sonal justice, reinforcing its fundamentally rela-
tional character as a leadership construct (Reb et
al., 2019).

Building on these three foundations, recent schol-
arship has extended mindful leadership into the
environmental domain by integrating sustainabil-
ity orientation into the construct. Green mind-
ful leadership can be conceptualized as a leader-
ship approach characterized by present-moment
awareness, contextual sensitivity, and attentive-
ness to the environmental implications of orga-
nizational decisions, with green mindful leaders
distinguished by heightened sensitivity to envi-
ronmental information, openness to employees’
sustainability-related inputs, and the capacity to
process complex environmental challenges with
composure (Sun & Xi, 2024; Yang et al., 2024).
Empirical evidence further confirms that this
leadership approach influences environmentally
relevant employee outcomes through both direct
and indirect psychological pathways. Thus, mind-
ful leadership has been shown to promote em-
ployee green behavior through the sequential me-
diation of green organizational identity and green
self-efficacy (Yang et al., 2024), and to enhance
green creativity through the serial mediation of
moral reflectiveness and environmental passion
(Sun & Xi, 2024).

Within the broader HRM literature, leadership
has been consistently identified as a key deter-
minant of how HR practices are designed and
implemented, with front-line managers’ behav-
ior shown to strongly shape the enactment of
HR practices in everyday organizational settings
(Purcell & Hutchinson, 2007). At the conceptual
level, enactment has been identified as the central
mechanism through which leadership and HRM
interact (Leroy et al., 2018). Despite extensive
scholarly attention to this relationship, existing re-
search has concentrated predominantly on trans-
formational, ethical, and servant leadership styles,
leaving empirical evidence on how green mindful
leadership specifically shapes GHRM practices
sparse (Asfahani, 2025; Chen & Yan, 2022; Miah
et al., 2024; Singh et al., 2020). Critically, limited
research has examined how mindful leadership
may differentially influence the three AMO-based
dimensions of GHRM as distinct mechanisms
through which leadership shapes organizational
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environmental initiatives. Leadership and cul-
ture have been identified as recurring antecedents
of effective GHRM implementation across the
literature, and transformational leadership has
been empirically shown to enhance GHRM adop-
tion, which in turn positively influences employee
green behavior (Asfahani, 2025). Green mindful
leadership, combining environmental orientation
with present-moment attentiveness, is therefore
expected to promote the adoption of green com-
petence-building, motivation-enhancing, and em-
ployee involvement practices.

Rooted in early arguments that employees are cen-
tral to organizational environmental performance
(Wehrmeyer, 1996), GHRM was formally con-
ceptualized by Renwick et al. (2013) as the HRM
dimensions of environmental management, or-
ganized around the AMO framework into three
practice categories. These categories aim to de-
velop green abilities, motivate green behavior, and
enable employee participation, a classification that
has since been widely adopted (Pham et al., 2019;
Tang et al.,, 2018). Tang et al. (2018) subsequently
validated a comprehensive GHRM measurement
instrument confirming five empirically distinct
dimensions, while Ren et al. (2018) proposed an
integrated model linking GHRM antecedents,
consequences, and contingencies and called for
stronger empirical grounding. Recent studies and
systematic reviews confirm that GHRM practic-
es consistently and positively influence employee
pro-environmental behavior and organizational
environmental performance, with leadership be-
havior identified as a primary antecedent of ef-
fective GHRM adoption (Marrucci et al., 2021).
However, as Bos-Nehles et al. (2023) emphasized,
mainstream HRM research frequently treats these
three dimensions as a single combined index or
overlooks the specific psychological mechanisms
through which they interact. In environmental
management contexts, this conceptual aggrega-
tion leaves a critical gap in understanding how
competence-building, motivation-enhancing, and
involvement practices distinctively and collective-
ly drive employee behaviors through underlying
psychological pathways.

Green competence-building practices expose em-

ployees to environmental knowledge, technical
skills, and sustainability learning that equip them

163



Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 24, Issue 4, 2026

to engage meaningfully with ecological challeng-
es; as employees accumulate mastery experiences
through this process, their belief in their capacity
to act effectively in sustainability contexts grows
correspondingly (Pham et al., 2019; Renwick et al.,
2013; Yang et al., 2024). Green motivation-enhanc-
ing practices reinforce this trajectory by linking
performance appraisals, rewards, and recognition
mechanisms to environmental outcomes, signal-
ing the organizational value of sustainability con-
tributions and validating employees’” environmen-
tal efforts in ways that strengthen their confidence
in performing green tasks (Mousa & Othman,
2020; Paillé et al., 2023; Pham et al., 2019). Green
employee involvement practices complete this
picture by providing structured opportunities to
participate in environmental decision-making
and sustainability programs, converting abstract
environmental knowledge into direct experiential
evidence that employees can contribute effective-
ly to organizational sustainability goals (Paillé &
Francoeur, 2022). Collectively, these three GHRM
dimensions converge on green self-efficacy, de-
fined as an employee’s belief in their own capac-
ity to perform environmentally responsible tasks
(Bandura, 2012), cultivated through the comple-
mentary mechanisms of capability development,
organizational reinforcement, and active experi-
ential engagement.

Self-efficacy, originally conceptualized as an in-
dividual’s belief in their capacity to organize and
execute actions required to achieve specific out-
comes (Bandura, 1997), has been extended into
the environmental domain as green self-effica-
cy, defined as employees’ belief in their ability to
perform actions conducive to achieving environ-
mental goals (Chen et al., 2015). This construct
captures the subjective sense of environmental
competence that enables employees to translate
awareness into action, carrying stronger predic-
tive power over behavior by reflecting readiness
to act on sustainability-related tasks (Chen et al.,
2015; Faraz et al., 2021). When GHRM practices
build environmental capabilities, reinforce sus-
tainability motivation, and provide participation
opportunities, the resulting sense of environ-
mental self-belief subsequently drives employees’
willingness to initiate voluntary sustainability
actions, overcome workplace challenges, and en-
gage in discretionary behaviors beyond formal
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job requirements (Mughal et al., 2024; Zhang &
Rafiq, 2025). Within this framework, employees
with stronger green self-efficacy are more will-
ing to initiate discretionary sustainability actions,
persist through environmental challenges, and
extend their efforts beyond what is formally re-
quired (Faraz et al., 2021), since their confidence
reduces the perceived difficulty of self-initiated
environmental engagement (Mughal et al., 2024).
Green self-efficacy, therefore, serves as the psycho-
logical conduit through which each dimension of
GHRM reaches employee behavior, mediating the
relationship between green competence-building,
motivation-enhancing, and involvement prac-
tices and employee pro-environmental behavior.
Backed by recent scholarship, a positive relation-
ship between each dimension of GHRM and em-
ployee green self-efficacy, a mediating role of green
self-efficacy, and a positive relationship between
green self-efficacy and employee pro-environmen-
tal behavior are expected. Because green mind-
ful leadership shapes the enactment of formal HR
systems (Purcell & Hutchinson, 2007; Leroy et al.,
2018; Asfahani, 2025) and those systems in turn
strengthen employees’ environmental self-belief,
the leadership effect on pro-environmental be-
havior is expected to travel through a two-stage
chain rather than a single mediator. Comparable
sequential structures have been documented for
mindful leadership operating through green or-
ganizational identity and green self-efficacy (Yang
etal., 2024), for green transformational leadership
operating through green mindfulness and green
self-efficacy (Chen et al., 2014), for GHRM operat-
ing through perceived behavioral control and at-
titude (Fawehinmi et al., 2024), and, in manufac-
turing specifically, for green leadership operating
through a well-being pathway terminating in self-
efficacy (Barik et al., 2026).

Despite growing scholarly attention, the literature
on GHRM, green self-efficacy, and employee out-
comes remains fragmented by inconsistent con-
ceptual models and a predominant focus on non-
manufacturing contexts. Green self-efficacy has
been framed as a mediator between green leader-
ship and pro-environmental behavior in Pakistan’s
energy sector (Mughal et al., 2022), yet repositioned
as a moderator within the same context (Faraz etal.,
2021). A similar divergence exists in the hospital-
ity sector, where green self-efficacy has been treated
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as a mediating mechanism linking GHRM to em-
ployee green behavior (Nisar et al., 2024) and alter-
natively as a boundary condition moderating the
GHRM-pro-environmental behavior relationship.
This inconsistency indicates that the theoretical role
of green self-efficacy within GHRM frameworks
remains unresolved. Treating green self-efficacy as
a mediator more accurately reflects the theoretical
logic of social cognitive theory, whereby organiza-
tional practices shape employees’™ self-belief, and
it is that self-belief that determines behavioral en-
gagement (Bandura, 1997). The manufacturing sec-
tor, where environmental responsibilities are more
direct, regulatory pressures are more stringent, and
the operational stakes of employee environmental
behavior are considerably higher, remains large-
ly unexamined in this regard (Guerci et al., 2016;
Jabbour & Santos, 2008).

In summary, while existing literature extensively
links environmentally-oriented leadership to green
behaviors through individual psychological traits,
the specific organizational mechanisms bridg-
ing this relationship remain largely overlooked.
Addressing this gap requires a comprehensive
model explaining how green mindful leadership
drives actual pro-environmental actions through
the AMO framework, specifically by implementing
green competence-building, motivation-enhancing,
and employee involvement practices, and the sub-
sequent development of employee green self-effi-
cacy within the manufacturing context. Therefore,
the following hypotheses are formulated:

HI: Green mindful leadership positively influ-
ences green competence-building practices.
H2: Green mindful leadership positively influ-
ences green motivation-enhancing practices.
H3: Green mindful leadership positively influ-
ences green employee involvement practices.
H4: Green competence-building practices posi-
tively influence employee green self-efficacy.
H5:  Green motivation-enhancing practices posi-
tively influence employee green self-efficacy.
H6: Green employee involvement practices posi-

tively influence employee green self-efficacy.
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H7:  Green competence-building practices posi-
tively influence employee pro-environmental
behaviors.
HS8: Green motivation-enhancing practices posi-
tively influence employee pro-environmental
behaviors.
H9:  Green employee involvement practices posi-
tively influence employee pro-environmental
behaviors.

HI0a: Employee green self-efficacy mediates the re-
lationship between green competence-build-
ing practices and employee pro-environmen-
tal behaviors.

HI10b: Employee green self-efficacy mediates the
relationship between green motivation-en-
hancing practices and employee pro-envi-
ronmental behaviors.

HI10c: Employee green self-efficacy mediates the re-
lationship between green employee involve-
ment practices and employee pro-environ-
mental behaviors.

HI11: Employee green self-efficacy positively influ-

encesemployeepro-environmentalbehaviors.

HI12a: Green motivation-enhancing practices and
employee green self-efficacy sequentially me-
diate the relationship between green mindful
leadership and employee pro-environmental
behavior.

HI12b: Green motivation-enhancing practices and
employee green self-efficacy sequentially me-
diate the relationship between green mindful
leadership and employee pro-environmental
behavior.

HI12c: Green motivation-enhancing practices and
employee green self-efficacy sequentially me-
diate the relationship between green mindful
leadership and employee pro-environmental
behavior.

Figure 1 represents the integrated framework.
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2. METHODS

Using a quantitative research design, this study
employed partial least squares structural equa-
tion modeling (PLS-SEM) to examine the rela-
tionships among green mindful leadership, green
motivation-enhancing practices, green employee
involvement practices, employee green self-effica-
cy, and employee pro-environmental behavior. A
total of 77 out of 155 manufacturing companies
listed in the 2025 “Green Enterprise of Ho Chi
Minh City” program were considered as the initial
sampling frame, based on the official public list of
awarded enterprises. Notably, during the data col-
lection period, Ho Chi Minh City, Binh Duong,
and Ba Ria-Vung Tau were undergoing adminis-
trative integration into an expanded Ho Chi Minh
City, further reinforcing the industrial centrality
of this southern economic region as an appropri-
ate research context. Respondents were recruited
through purposive and snowball sampling be-
tween November 2025 and May 2026. Eligible
employees were approached directly and invited
to complete the questionnaire through both face-
to-face distribution and online survey links; ini-
tial respondents were subsequently asked to share
the survey link with colleagues employed in simi-
lar manufacturing firms, thereby extending the
sample through referral chains. Respondents were
required to meet the following criteria:
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(i) currently employed full-time in a manufac-
turing company;

(i) possessing at least one year of work experi-
ence in their current organization;

(iii) demonstrating sufficient familiarity with the
company’s GHRM practices; and

(iv) voluntarily agreeing to participate in the study.

Of 819 distributed questionnaires, 680 were returned,
yielding an 83% response rate. All constructs were
measured using a five-point Likert scale (1 = strong-
ly disagree; 5 = strongly agree), with items adapted
from previously validated scales and revised to fit
the manufacturing context. Green motivation-en-
hancing and employee involvement practices were
adapted from Tang et al. (2018), employee pro-en-
vironmental behavior from Graves et al. (2013) and
Kim et al. (2016), green self-efficacy from Chen et al.
(2015), and green mindful leadership from Walach
et al. (2006). Items were reviewed for clarity, con-
textual relevance, and alignment with the proposed
constructs prior to administration, and only those
directly related to the study model were retained. A
pilot test with 30 employees helped identify poten-
tial weaknesses and assess wording clarity before the
main survey (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). The full mea-
surement scales are presented in Table Al.

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.24(4).2026.11



As shown in Table 1, the sample was relatively
gender-balanced (47.0% male, 53.0% female),
predominantly aged 31-45 (49.3%), and largely
educated to bachelor’s degree level. Work expe-
rience was concentrated in the 1 to 5 years range
(46.1%), reflecting an early- to mid-career work-
force. Income was distributed mainly across the
VND 10 to 20 million (36.5%) and VND 21 to 30
million (34.4%). Large firms accounted for the
largest share of respondents (36.7%), suggesting
that medium- and large-sized manufacturing
firms constitute the primary context in which
GHRM practices are being implemented.

The present study employed a minimal-risk,
anonymous survey design and adhered to es-
tablished ethical principles for human partici-
pant research. The project received research
funding from Vietnam National University
Ho Chi Minh City (VNU-HCM) and was sub-
ject to the institution’s required appraisal and
review procedures for funded research. Before
completing the questionnaire, participants were
informed of the study objectives, the intended
use of the data, the voluntary basis of partici-
pation, the anonymous treatment of responses,
and their right to withdraw at any point prior to
submission.

Table 1. Demographic data

Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 24, Issue 4, 2026

3. RESULTS

3.1. Common method bias results

To assess potential common method bias, both
procedural and statistical remedies were employed.
Procedurally, respondent anonymity and confiden-
tiality were ensured, participation was voluntary,
and the questionnaire was pre-tested to improve
clarity and minimize evaluation apprehension.
Statistically, Harman’s single-factor test showed
that the first unrotated factor accounted for 32.37%
of the total variance, below the conventional 50%
threshold. According to Kock’s (2015), the full col-
linearity VIF values ranged from 1.102 to 2.708,
with EPRO = 2.708, ESE = 1.906, GCBP = 2.032,
GEIP =2.208, GMEP = 2.315,and GML = 1.102. All
values were below the conservative threshold of 3.3,
providing no indication of pathological collinearity
or substantial common method bias.

3.2. Measurement model

According to the current findings, the measure-
ment model demonstrates acceptable indicator reli-
ability, with outer loadings ranging from 0.572 to
0.880 across the study constructs. Specifically, item
loadings ranged from 0.606 to 0.713 for GML; 0.677

Item : Categories Response Percentage
‘Male 320 47.0%
Female : 360 53.0%
£20-30 years old 320 47.0%
Age £31-45 years old : 335 : 49.3%
{ Above 45 years old 25 3.7%
om 1to 5 years 313 : 46.1%
Work experience From 5 to 10 years 277 ; 40.7%
{ Above 10 years 90 13.1%
151 ‘ 22.2%
{ University 293 43.1%
: Master 188 : 27.6%
48 7.0%
i Below 10 million VND ; 198 ‘ 29.1%
Income * From 10-20 million VND ; 248 36.5%
om 21-30 million VND 234 ; 34.4%
: Below 100 employees 0 0.0%
: 234 :
Company size
: 196
Above 300 employees 250
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to 0.799 for GCBP; 0.674 to 0.796 for GEIP; 0.750 to
0.804 for GMEP; 0.879 to 0.881 for ESE; and 0.572
to 0.725 for EPRO. These values have shown that
the majority of the indicators loaded sufficiently on
their corresponding latent constructs. The findings
suggest that convergent validity was mostly sup-
ported throughout the measurement model. The
AVE values for GCBP (0.556), GEIP (0.589), GMEP

(0.601), and ESE (0.774) exceeded the recommended
threshold of 0.50, confirming adequate convergent
validity for all constructs. In comparison, EPRO
(0.432) and GML (0.438) did not satisfy this re-
quirement. However, the two constructs displayed
acceptable internal consistency, with composite re-
liabilities of over 0.80 and acceptable Cronbach’s
alpha and rhoA. Based on Chin’s (1998) recom-

Table 2. Measurement model: Convergent validity and reliability

Indicator Loading Cronbach’s alpha

Composite reliability

Average variance extracted (AVE)

Employee pro-environmental behaviors

0.836 0.872 0.432
Employee self-efficacy
0.708 0.873 0.774
Green competence building practices
0.840 0.882 0.556
Green employee involvement practices
0.825 0.877 0.589
Green motivation enhancing practices
GMEP3 0.759 0.834 0.883 0.601
GMEP4 0.793
GMEPS 0.804 :
Green mindful leadership
.................................................................. 0767 0823 0438
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mendation, items ESE3 and GML7-GML9 were re-
moved because their outer loadings were below the
0.50 threshold. Table 2 indicated the results of the
measurement model.

Two criteria were used to assess discriminant va-
lidity. Heterotrait-monotrait ratio (HTMT) val-
ues are less than the conservative estimate of 0.85,
with the highest being 0.823 between EPRO and
ESE (Henseler et al., 2015). Even though this re-
sult is close to the cut-off, it is inside the permit-
ted range, indicating discriminant validity. The
Fornell-Larcker criterion was also met, since the
square root of the average variance extracted (AVE)
for each construct, shown diagonally, exceeded all
significant inter-construct correlations. These find-
ings support acceptable construct distinctiveness
across measurement modes. Tables 3 and 4 repre-
sent the HTMT results and Fornell-Larcker results.

Table 3. HTMT results

Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 24, Issue 4, 2026

0.085), with the relationship between ESE and
EPRO having a relatively high effect (f = 0.161).
GCBP showed a small effect on EPRO (f* = 0.051),
GMEP had a negligible effect (f* = 0.011), whereas
GEIP demonstrated a moderate effect (f = 0.181),
suggesting that green employee involvement prac-
tices make the strongest substantive contribution
to employee pro-environmental behavior among
the three GHRM dimensions. In terms of explana-
tory power, the model accounted for 6.4% of the
variance in GCBP, 3.5% in GEIP, 7.8% in GMEP,
38.3% in ESE, and 62.1% in EPRO, with adjusted
R? values of 0.063, 0.034, 0.077, 0.381, and 0.619,
respectively. These results suggest that the model
possesses low explanatory power on the three di-
mensions of GHRM practices, moderate explana-
tory power on ESE, and strong explanatory power
on EPRO. The results are shown in Table 5.

Table 5. Results of inner VIF, f2, R2, R2 adjusted,
and Q2

Variable | EPRO | ESE : GCBP :
EPRO : : :
Gesp
GEIP
GMEP
GML

GEIP | GMEP | GML

{0285 i 0364 i 0278 i 0.216

0.282 i

Note: EPRO = employee pro-environmental behavior; ESE
= employee green self-efficacy; GCBP = green competence-
building practices; GEIP = green employee involvement prac-
tices; GMEP = green motivation-enhancing practices; GML =
green mindful leadership.

Table 4. Fornell-Larcker results

Variable | EPRO
EPRO 10685 ¢
ESE
e
GEP
GMEP

e

GML

ESE  GCBP : GEIP | GMEP |

0.662

£ 0225 { 0.236 | 0.253 {0279

Note: EPRO = employee pro-environmental behavior; ESE
= employee green self-efficacy; GCBP = green competence-
building practices; GEIP = green employee involvement prac-
tices; GMEP = green motivation-enhancing practices; GML =
green mindful leadership.

3.3. Structural model
The estimates of the effect sizes (f°) have shown

that most of the relationships that were hypoth-
esized to exist had a smaller effect size (0.011-

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.24(4).2026.11

Inner R?
Paths VIF F R® adjusted @
GML - GCBP 1.000 0.069
owisome 1o ooss
GML - GEIP 1.000 0.036
B B B S S
owpsest 2u6 oo
GEIP - ESE 1.766 0.027
s 1ess oot
GEIP - EPRO 1.813 0.181
SEDEPRO 1622 0161
GCBP 10064 0063 10058
SR 0035 003410030
SMEP b 0078 0077 10071
EPRO 100621 061910050
ESE ¢ 0.383 0.381 ¢ 0.042

Note: EPRO = employee pro-environmental behavior; ESE
= employee green self-efficacy; GCBP = green competence-
building practices; GEIP = green employee involvement prac-
tices; GMEP = green motivation-enhancing practices; GML =
green mindful leadership.

The predictive relevance test also indicates the suf-
ficiency of the model. The results of all the endoge-
nous constructs produced positive values of (%, with
the values being 0.058, 0.030, 0.071, 0.050, and 0.042,
respectively, which implies that the model has pre-
dictive relevance to all the endogenous variables.

The results of the hypothesis testing in Table 6

show that all direct relationships in the model are
positive and significant. First, GML shows sig-
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nificant positive effects on all three dimensions
of green human resource management practices,
including GCBP (B = 0.253, p < 0.001), GEIP (B =
0.187, p < 0.001), and GMEP (B = 0.279, p < 0.001),
so HI, H2, and H3 are supported. Secondly, these
three GHRM dimensions, in turn, significantly
and positively influence ESE, with effects observed
for GCBP (B = 0.249, p < 0.001), GMEP (B = 0.294,
p < 0.001), and GEIP (B = 0.170, p = 0.002), so H4,
Hb5, and H6 are supported. All three GHRM di-
mensions proved significant positive effects on
EPRO, with effects observed for GCBP (B = 0.194,
p <0.001), GMEP (B = 0.096, p = 0.033), and GEIP
(B = 0.353, p < 0.001). Thus, H7, H8, and H9 are
supported, with GEIP showing the strongest di-
rect association with employee pro-environmen-
tal behavior. ESE has a significant positive effect
on EPRO (B =0.314, p < 0.001), indicating that H11
is accepted. Overall, the results confirm that green
mindful leadership positively affects GHRM prac-
tices, which in turn is positively associated with
employee green self-efficacy, while employee green

Table 6. Direct effects results

self-efficacy significantly promotes employee pro-
environmental behavior. The results are presented
in Figure 2.

The indirect effects analysis in Table 7 proved that
ESE plays a significant role in mediating the rela-
tionships between GCBP, GEIP, GMEP, and EPRO.
The indirect effect of GCBP > ESE > EPRO was
significant (f = 0.078, p < 0.001), as was the indi-
rect effect of GEIP > ESE > EPRO (B =0.054, p =
0.002) and GMEP - ESE > EPRO (f = 0.092, p <
0.001). As the respective direct effects on the EPRO
were also still significant, the results suggest par-
tial mediation. Hence, HI0a, H10b, and HI10c are
supported. This suggests that, in manufacturing
firms, GHRM practices are more effective when
they do more than establish formal green poli-
cies and systems; they also need to help employ-
ees feel capable of contributing meaningfully to
environmental objectives in their routine tasks.
The sequential mediation effects were statistically
significant across all three pathways. Specifically,

. . Confidence Intervals Original Standard T statistics P
Relationship .. Support
[2.5%] [97.5%] Sample deviation (STDEV) ;| (|O/STDEV|) : values
H1:GML>GCBP 0.178 0.334 0.253 0.040 6368 N H\'(.qs“ o
H2:GML->GMEP 0.210 0.360 0.279 0.039 7.213 Yes
H3:GML>GEP - 0114 0.267 0.187 0.039 4858 LYes
H4: GCBP - ESE 0.152 0.352 0.249 0.050 4.997 Yes
HS:GMEP S ESE | 0177 0.411 0.294 0.059 4990 LYes
H6: GEIP > ESE 0.064 0.275 0.170 0.054 3149 ~ Yes
H7:GCBP - EPRO 0.111 0.278 0.194 0.043 4.545 Yes
HEGMEP > EPRO 0,003 0.185 0.09% 0.047 2030 LYes
H9: GEIP - EPRO 0.270 0.440 0.353 0.043 8.147 Yes
H1LESE > EPRO 0.237 0.394 0.314 0.041 7755 T Ves

Note: EPRO = employee pro-environmental behavior; ESE = employee green self-efficacy; GCBP = green competence-building
practices; GEIP = green employee involvement practices; GMEP = green motivation-enhancing practices; GML = green mindful

leadership.

Table 7. Indirect effects results

Original ;Standard deviation Tstatistics . P

Confidence Intervals ;
Relationshi : : : : : : Results
P [2.5%] ~ [97.5%] Sample  (STDEV) (|O/STDEV|) values
H102: GCBPESEEPRQ....... 0044, o118 0078 0.019 L...A4164 0000 Yes
0050 C 0.092 0.025 3779 0000 : Yes
H10¢c: GEIPZESEZEPRO .. 0020, 0.089 ..0024, 0.018 3102 0002 | Yes
H12a:GML->GCBP—>ESE->EPRO 0.010 0.033 0.020 0.006 3.416 0.001 Yes
H12b:GML->GMEP—->ESE—>EPRO 0.013 0.045 0.026 0.008 3.097 0.002 Yes
H12c:GML->GEIP>ESE->EPRO 0.004 0.019 0.010 0.004 2.500 i 0.012 Yes

Note: EPRO = employee pro-environmental behavior; ESE = employee green self-efficacy; GCBP = green competence-building
practices; GEIP = green employee involvement practices; GMEP = green motivation-enhancing practices; GML = green mindful

leadership.
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; : > R'=0.621
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» [ Involvement Practices|
: (GEIP) .
| P=0.035 :

Figure 2. Structural model with standardized path coefficients

the indirect effects of GML through GCBP and
ESE (B = 0.020, p = 0.001), GEIP and ESE (B =
0.010, p = 0.013), and GMEP and ESE (p = 0.026,
p = 0.002) on EPRO were significant. These find-
ings support HI12a to H12c and indicate that green
mindful leadership is associated with employee
pro-environmental behavior through a sequential
process involving GHRM practices and employee
green self-efficacy. Importantly, the results suggest
that leadership-related environmental signals are
translated into employee behavior not through a
single mechanism, but through a staged process in
which green HRM practices first create support-
ive organizational conditions and subsequently
strengthen employees’” perceived capability to act
environmentally responsibly. Among the three
pathways, the GMEP-based sequence shows the
strongest indirect effect, indicating that motiva-
tion-enhancing practices may play a particularly
important role in converting green mindful lead-
ership into pro-environmental behavioral out-
comes through self-efficacy.

4. DISCUSSION

This study examines how green mindful leader-
ship shapes employee pro-environmental behav-
ior through the roles of differentiated GHRM

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.24(4).2026.11

practices and employee green self-efficacy in the
manufacturing context. Drawing on the prem-
ise that the operational success of green policies
hinges on employees’ routine environmental be-
haviors, this study responds to calls for more inte-
grative models linking leadership and human re-
source management mechanisms in sustainability
research (Yuan et al., 2024). This study theorizes
that green mindful leadership activates a bundle
of green HRM practices, which collectively cul-
tivate employees’ self-efficacy in performing en-
vironmentally responsible actions, thereby driv-
ing pro-environmental behavior. This theoretical
pathway is expected to be particularly consequen-
tial in manufacturing industries, where environ-
mental commitments must be embedded within
daily production routines.

The findings show that employee pro-environ-
mental behavior is shaped by both direct and indi-
rect effects associated with green mindful leader-
ship, green human resource management practic-
es, and employee green self-efficacy. Among these
factors, green employee involvement practices
appear to be the most important organizational
driver of environmental performance outcomes,
while employee green self-efficacy also plays a
significant role in strengthening such outcomes.
This result suggests that employee green behav-
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ior is influenced not only by the formal presence
of green organizational practices, but also by how
employees interpret and internalize those prac-
tices in their daily work. In this respect, the re-
sults support the view that green mindful leader-
ship is an important antecedent of employee green
behavior. Consistent with Yang et al. (2024) and
Wang et al. (2025), the findings indicate that green
mindful leadership helps employees make sense of
environmental priorities and translate them into
workplace action, especially when such leadership
is reflected in green-oriented development and in-
volvement practices.

The results also confirmed that all of the green
HRM practice dimensions had significant positive
effects on employee pro-environmental behav-
iors. This paper suggests that the dimensions of
green human resource management practices do
not contribute equally to employee pro-environ-
mental behavior. Although green motivation-en-
hancing practices remain significant, their effect
is weaker than that of green employee involve-
ment and green self-efficacy, suggesting that the
effectiveness of green human resource manage-
ment extends beyond formal incentives or organi-
zational signaling. Employees appear to respond
more strongly when green practices foster partici-
pation, capability development, and perceived be-
havioral capacity. This pattern is consistent with
prior evidence that reward-based mechanisms
typically exert less influence on employee green
behavior than capability-building practices such
as green training, selection, and job design (Rubel
etal., 2021).

The mediating role of employee green self-effica-
cy offers additional insight into the mechanism
through which green human resource manage-
ment practices influence employee pro-envi-
ronmental behavior. The results show that green
competence-building practices, green employee
involvement practices, and green motivation-
enhancing practices all have positive effects on
employee green self-efficacy, thereby supporting
HI0a, HI0b, and HI10c. In turn, employee green
self-efficacy has a significant positive effect on
employee pro-environmental behavior, providing
support for H11. These findings suggest that green
human resource management practices contrib-
ute to environmental outcomes not only by es-
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tablishing green-oriented organizational systems,
but also by strengthening employees’ confidence
in their ability to perform environmentally re-
sponsible actions. In this respect, employee green
self-efficacy functions as a meaningful transmis-
sion mechanism linking organizational practices
to individual behavior. This interpretation is con-
sistent with Farooq et al. (2022), who likewise em-
phasized the importance of self-efficacy-related
processes in explaining how green organizational
practices are translated into employee behavior.
Because the direct effects remained significant
alongside the indirect effects through employee
green self-efficacy, the results indicate partial me-
diation. This pattern is broadly in line with pri-
or research showing that green human resource
management influences employee green outcomes
both directly and indirectly through self-efficacy-
related mechanisms (Farooq et al., 2022; Yuan et
al., 2024). Overall, the findings indicate that green
human resource management practices affect em-
ployee pro-environmental behavior both directly,
through organizational systems and routines, and
indirectly, through employees’ perceived environ-
mental capability.

Green mindful leadership reached employee pro-
environmental behavior through each of the three
GHRM dimensions and, subsequently, through
employee green self-efficacy, supporting HI2a,
HI12b, and H12c. Leadership operates here as a dis-
tal antecedent whose influence accumulates across
two intervening stages. The binding constraint sits
at the first stage, where leadership shapes the adop-
tion of HR practice, rather than at the psychologi-
cal stage. In Vietnamese manufacturing firms, this
means that a plant manager’s environmental at-
tentiveness changes daily conduct on the produc-
tion floor once it is converted into training cur-
ricula, appraisal criteria and participation struc-
tures that employees encounter as routine features
of their work, and once those structures leave em-
ployees confident enough to act on environmen-
tal expectations under production pressure. Yang
et al. (2024) reported the same sequential archi-
tecture with green organizational identity as the
first-stage mechanism, and Barik et al. (2026) doc-
umented a comparable chain terminating in self-
efficacy among Indian manufacturing employees.
The present findings differ from both by disaggre-
gating the first stage into the AMO dimensions,
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which shows that ability, motivation, and oppor-
tunity-enhancing practices transmit leadership
influence at unequal strengths. Prior work posi-
tioning green self-efficacy as a direct mediator of
leadership effects (Mughal et al., 2022; Wang et
al., 2025) captures the psychological stage while
leaving the organizational conversion that pre-
cedes it unspecified. Mindfulness-oriented lead-
ership development produces behavioral returns
when it is paired with authority over training de-
sign, appraisal criteria, and participation struc-
tures. A plant manager who attends closely to
environmental consequences yet lacks influence
over how employees are trained, evaluated, and
consulted leaves the first stage of this pathway
unbuilt, and the environmental attentiveness
stops at the supervisory level. Firms should there-
fore locate green HR decision rights with the op-
erational leaders who set environmental priori-
ties, rather than treating leadership development
and HR system design as separate programs. In

Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 24, Issue 4, 2026

Vietnamese manufacturing contexts, this pattern
reflects the importance of value orientations and
psychological readiness alongside formal organi-
zational systems. Environmentally oriented val-
ues are more likely to stimulate voluntary green
behavior when employees feel personally capable
of acting on them (Tran & Nguyen, 2026), and
improved environmental awareness alone does
not guarantee environmentally responsible be-
havior without a corresponding sense of com-
petence (Vu et al., 2025). This helps clarify why
green self-efficacy occupies a central mediating
position in the present model. Employees may
endorse environmental expectations yet refrain
from acting unless they believe they can execute
such behaviors effectively within the constraints
of daily production routines. Green HRM prac-
tices are therefore most effective when they not
only communicate environmental priorities but
actively build the confidence that enables em-
ployees to act on them.

CONCLUSION

This study examines the influence of green mindful leadership on employee pro-environmental behav-
ior, with green human resource management practices and employee green self-efficacy serving as key
explanatory mechanisms in the context of manufacturing firms in Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam. The
findings show that green mindful leadership positively increases green competence-building practices,
green motivation-enhancing practices, and green employee involvement practices. GHRM practices af-
fect environmental performance not just through their direct impacts on employees’ results, but also
due to their reinforcement of employees’ beliefs that they can deliver environmentally friendly work. In
this regard, GHRM gives the organization the framework to practice green behavior and environmental
self-efficacy, which translates these practices into long-term environmental performance. The findings
indicate that green management efforts are supposed to be established as a system of organizational-
psychological integration. It is important not only to put in place green compensation, participation,
and motivation-boosting practices, but also to provide an environment that will make employees feel
confident in their ability to execute their environmental duties well.

From a managerial perspective, manufacturing firms should invest not only in formal green human
resource management practices, but also in the leadership and psychological conditions that enable
such practices to become behaviorally effective. In particular, managers should strengthen green com-
petence-building through environmental training and knowledge-sharing, expand green employee in-
volvement in problem-solving and environmental initiatives, and support motivation-enhancing prac-
tices that reinforce environmental priorities in the workplace. At the same time, leaders should cultivate
a mindful approach to environmental issues by communicating green priorities clearly, responding
thoughtfully to environmental challenges, and encouraging employees to participate in sustainabili-
ty-related improvements. These efforts are likely to be more effective when they are accompanied by
initiatives that strengthen employee green self-efficacy, as employees are more likely to engage in pro-
environmental behavior when they feel capable of doing so. Future research may extend this study by
testing additional contextual factors, such as organizational climate, leadership conditions, or firm-level
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characteristics; by using longitudinal or multi-source designs to reduce common method bias; by add-
ing objective performance measures of the environment; and by analyzing possible limitation factors
like firm size, industry segment, or organizational sustainability maturity. The study is designed at the
individual employee level. Hence, future research should incorporate multilevel or cluster-adjusted ana-
lytical techniques to account for the nested structure of employees within firms. Finally, the convergent
validity for EPRO and GML rests on the composite reliability criterion of Fornell and Larcker rather
than on the AVE threshold. Future work would benefit from refining both instruments, for instance by
modeling EPRO as a higher-order construct comprising distinct in-role and extra-role dimensions, and
by validating a purpose-built green mindful leadership scale in the manufacturing setting.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Conceptualization: Vo Hien Chau Nguyen, Thi Thao Hien Bui.
Data curation: Thi Thao Hien Bui.

Formal analysis: Thi Thao Hien Bui.

Funding acquisition: Thi Thao Hien Bui.

Investigation: Thi Thao Hien Bui.

Methodology: Thi Thao Hien Bui.

Project administration: Vo Hien Chau Nguyen.

Resources: Vo Hien Chau Nguyen, Thi Thao Hien Bui.

Software: Thi Thao Hien Bui.

Supervision: Vo Hien Chau Nguyen, Thi Thao Hien Bui.
Validation: Thi Thao Hien Bui.

Visualization: Thi Thao Hien Bui.

Writing - original draft: Vo Hien Chau Nguyen, Thi Thao Hien Bui.
Writing - review & editing: Vo Hien Chau Nguyen, Thi Thao Hien Bui.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

This research is funded by Vietnam National University Ho Chi Minh City (VNU-HCM) under grant
number C2024-28-16.

REFERENCES

1. Amrutha, V. N, & Geetha, S.
N. (2020). A systematic re-
view on green human resource
management: Implications for
social sustainability. Journal of
Cleaner Production, 247, Article

119131. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

jclepro.2019.119131

2. Appelbaum, E,, Bailey, T, Berg, P,
& Kalleberg, A. L. (2000). Manu-

facturing advantage: Why high-

performance work systems pay off.

Cornell University Press.

3. Asfahani, A. M. (2025). Green-

ing the workplace: The power of
transformational leadership and
GHRM in driving employee eco-
behavior. Business Strategy and the

174

Environment, 35(4), 5707-5722.
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.70472

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy:
The exercise of control. W. H. Free-
man.

Bandura, A. (2012). On the func-
tional properties of perceived self-
efficacy revisited. Journal of Man-
agement, 38(1), 9-44. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0149206311410606

Barik, B., Gupta, R., Kumari, M.,
& Kumar, V. V. (2026). Fostering
sustainability: The role of green
inclusive leadership in enhancing
green organizational citizenship
behaviour through happiness at
work and self-efficacy. Journal of
Management Development, 45(2),

207-225. https://doi.org/10.1108/
JMD-01-2025-0007

Boiral, O., Paillé, P, & Raineri, N.
(2015). The nature of employees’
pro-environmental behaviors. In

J. L. Robertson & J. Barling (Eds.),
The psychology of green organiza-
tions (pp. 12-32). Oxford Universi-
ty Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/ac
prof:0s0/9780199997480.003.0002

Bos-Nehles, A., Townsend, K.,
Cafferkey, K., & Trullen, J. (2023).
Examining the ability, motivation
and opportunity (AMO) frame-
work in HRM research: Concep-
tualization, measurement and
interactions. International Journal
of Management Reviews, 25(4),

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.24(4).2026.11



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

725-739. https://doi.org/10.1111/
ijmr.12332

Chen, Y.-S., & Yan, X. (2022). The
small and medium enterprises’
green human resource manage-
ment and green transforma-
tional leadership: A sustainable
moderated-mediation practice.
Corporate Social Responsibility
and Environmental Management,
29(5), 1341-1356. https://doi.
org/10.1002/csr.2273

Chen, Y.-S., Chang, C.-H., &
Lin, Y.-H. (2014). Green trans-
formational leadership and green
performance: The mediation
effects of green mindfulness and
green self-efficacy. Sustainabil-
ity, 6(10), 6604-6621. https://doi.
0rg/10.3390/5u6106604

Chen, Y.-S., Chang, C.-H., Yeh,
S.-L., & Cheng, H.-I. (2015).
Green shared vision and green
creativity: The mediation roles
of green mindfulness and green
self-efficacy. Quality & Quantity,
49(3), 1169-1184. https://doi.
0rg/10.1007/s11135-014-0041-8

Chiarini, A., & Bag, S. (2024).
Using green human resource man-
agement practices to achieve green
performance: Evidence from
Italian manufacturing context.
Business Strategy and the Environ-
ment, 33(5), 4694-4707. https://
doi.org/10.1002/bse.3724

Chin, W. W. (1998). The par-

tial least squares approach to
structural equation modeling. In
G. A. Marcoulides (Ed.), Modern
methods for business research (pp.
295-336). Lawrence Erlbaum As-
sociates. Retrieved from https://
www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/
edit/10.4324/9781410604385-10/
partial-least-squares-approach-
structural-equation-modeling-
wynne-chin

Doornich, J. B., & Lynch, H.

M. (2024). The mindful leader:

A review of leadership quali-

ties derived from mindfulness
meditation. Frontiers in Psychology,
15, Article 1322507. https://doi.
org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1322507

Dumont, J., Shen, J., & Deng, X.
(2017). Effects of green HRM
practices on employee work-
place green behavior: The role of

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.24(4).2026.11

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 24, Issue 4, 2026

psychological green climate and
employee green values. Human
Resource Management, 56(4),
613-627. https://doi.org/10.1002/
hrm.21792

Faraz, N. A., Ahmed, F, Ying, M.,
& Mehmood, S. A. (2021). The
interplay of green servant leader-
ship, self-efficacy, and intrinsic
motivation in predicting employ-
ees’ pro-environmental behavior.
Corporate Social Responsibility
and Environmental Management,
28(4), 1171-1184. https://doi.
org/10.1002/csr.2115

Farooq, R., Zhang, Z., Talwar,

S., & Dhir, A. (2022). Do green
human resource management and
self-efficacy facilitate green cre-
ativity? A study of luxury hotels
and resorts. Journal of Sustainable
Tourism, 30(4), 824-845. https://
doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2021.1
891239

Fawehinmi, O., Yusliza, M. Y.,
Tanveer, M. L., & Abdullahi, M. S.
(2024). Influence of green human
resource management on employ-
ee green behavior: The sequential
mediating effect of perceived
behavioral control and attitude
toward corporate environmental
policy. Corporate Social Responsi-
bility and Environmental Manage-
ment, 31(3), 2514-2536. https://
doi.org/10.1002/csr.2707

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. E
(1981). Evaluating structural
equation models with unobserv-
able variables and measurement
error. Journal of Marketing
Research, 18(1), 39-50. https://doi.
org/10.1177/002224378101800104

Graves, L. M., Sarkis, J., & Zhu,
Q. (2013). How transformational
leadership and employee motiva-
tion combine to predict employee
pro-environmental behaviors in
China. Journal of Environmental
Psychology, 35, 81-91. https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.05.002

Guerci, M., Longoni, A., & Luzzini,
D. (2016). Translating stakeholder
pressures into environmental
performance: The mediating role
of green HRM practices. Interna-
tional Journal of Human Resource
Management, 27(2), 262-289.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.
2015.1065431

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

Henseler, ], Ringle, C. M., &
Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new cri-
terion for assessing discriminant
validity in variance-based struc-
tural equation modeling. Journal
of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 43(1), 115-135. https://doi.
0rg/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8

Jabbour, C.J. C., & Santos, F. C. A.
(2008). The central role of human
resource management in the
search for sustainable organiza-
tions. The International Journal
of Human Resource Management,
19(12), 2133-2154. https://doi.
0rg/10.1080/09585190802479389

Kim, A., Kim, Y., Han, K.,
Jackson, S. E., & Ployhart, R. E.
(2017). Multilevel influences

on voluntary workplace green
behavior: Individual differences,
leader behavior, and coworker
advocacy. Journal of Management,
43(5), 1335-1358. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0149206314547386

Kim, S.-H., Kim, M., Han, H.-S.,
& Holland, S. (2016). The deter-
minants of hospitality employees’
pro-environmental behaviors: The
moderating role of generational
differences. International Journal
of Hospitality Management, 52,
56-67. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ijhm.2015.09.013

Kim, Y.J., Kim, W. G., Choi, H.-
M., & Phetvaroon, K. (2019). The
effect of green human resource
management on hotel employees’
eco-friendly behavior and envi-
ronmental performance. Interna-
tional Journal of Hospitality Man-
agement, 76, 83-93. https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/1.ijhm.2018.04.007

Kock, N. (2015). Common
method bias in PLS-SEM: A full
collinearity assessment approach.
International Journal of e-Collab-
oration, 11(4), 1-10. https://doi.
org/10.4018/IJEC.2015100101

Langer, E. J. (1989). Mindfulness.
Addison-Wesley.

Lema, R. (2026). The green
transformation and the future of
manufacturing: Challenges and op-
portunities for developing countries
(IID Policy Brief No. 29). UNIDO.
Retrieved from https://www.unido.
org/sites/default/files/unido-
publications/2026-03/11D %20

175



Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 24, Issue 4, 2026

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

Policy%20Brief%2029%20-%20
The%20green%20transforma-
tion%20and%20the%20future%20
of%20manufacturing.pdf

Leroy, H., Segers, ]., Van Dieren-
donck, D., & Den Hartog, D. N.
(2018). Managing people in orga-
nizations: Integrating the study of
HRM and leadership. Human Re-
source Management Review, 28(3),
249-257. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
hrmr.2018.02.002

Marrucci, L., Daddi, T., & Iraldo,
F. (2021). The contribution of
green human resource manage-
ment to the circular economy and
performance of environmental
certified organisations. Journal of
Cleaner Production, 319, Article
128859. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jclepro.2021.128859

Meirun, T., Ahmed, Z., Alzoubi,
R. H., Khosa, M., & Nguyen, N. T.
(2024). The road to eco-excellence:
How does environmentally
specific empowering leadership
foster hospitality employees’ green
creativity through green creative
self-efficacy and green learn-

ing orientation? International
Journal of Hospitality Management,
120, Article 103790. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2024.103790

Miah, M., Rahman, S. M. M.,
Biswas, S., Szabo-Szentgroti, G.,
& Walter, V. (2024). Effects of
green human resource manage-
ment practices on employee green
behavior: The role of employee’s
environmental knowledge man-
agement and green self-efficacy for
greening workplace. International
Journal of Organizational Analysis,
34(4), 1174-1208. https://doi.
org/10.1108/IJOA-04-2024-4462

Mousa, S. K., & Othman, M.
(2020). The impact of green
human resource management
practices on sustainable perfor-
mance in healthcare organisations:
A conceptual framework. Journal
of Cleaner Production, 243, Article
118595, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jclepro.2019.118595

Mughal, M. E, Cai, S. L., Faraz, N.
A., & Ahmed, E (2022). Environ-
mentally specific servant leader-
ship and employees’ pro-environ-
mental behavior: Mediating role

176

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

of green self-efficacy. Psychology
Research and Behavior Manage-
ment, 15, 305-316. https://doi.
org/10.2147/PRBM.S5328776

Mughal, M. E, Cai, S., Faraz, N.
A., Chen, H., & Poulova, P. (2024).
Green servant leadership and em-
ployees’ workplace green behavior:
Interplay of green self-efficacy,
green work engagement, and
environmental passion. Current
Psychology, 43(33), 26806-26822.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-
024-06320-x

Nisar, Q. A., Haider, S., Ali, E, Gill,
S.S., & Wagqas, A. (2024). The role
of green HRM on environmental
performance of hotels: Mediating
effect of green self-efficacy and
employee green behaviors. Journal
of Quality Assurance in Hospital-
ity & Tourism, 25(1), 85-118.
https://doi.org/10.1080/152800
8X.2022.2109235

Paillé, P, & Francoeur, V. (2022).
Enabling employees to perform
the required green tasks through
support and empowerment.
Journal of Business Research, 140,
420-429. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jbusres.2021.11.011

Paillé, P, Chen, Y., Boiral, O., &
Jin, J. (2014). The impact of hu-
man resource management on
environmental performance: An
employee-level study. Journal of
Business Ethics, 121(3), 451-466.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-
013-1732-0

Paillé, P, Valéau, P, & Carballo-
Penela, A. (2023). Green rewards
for optimizing employee environ-
mental performance: Examining
the role of perceived organization-
al support for the environment
and internal environmental orien-
tation. Journal of Environmental
Planning and Management, 66(14),
2810-2831. https://doi.org/10.1080
/09640568.2022.2092723

Pham, N. T,, Tu¢kovd, Z., &
Chiappetta Jabbour, C. J. (2019).
Greening the hospitality industry:
How do green human resource
management practices influence
organizational citizenship behav-
ior in hotels? A mixed-methods
study. Tourism Management, 72,
386-399. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
tourman.2018.12.008

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

Purcell, J., & Hutchinson, S.
(2007). Front-line managers as
agents in the HRM-performance
causal chain: Theory, analysis
and evidence. Human Resource
Management Journal, 17(1), 3-20.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-
8583.2007.00022.x

Reb, J., Chaturvedi, S., Narayanan,
]., & Kudesia, R.S. (2019). Leader
mindfulness and employee per-
formance: A sequential mediation
model of LMX quality, interper-
sonal justice, and employee stress.
Journal of Business Ethics, 160(3),
745-763. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10551-018-3927-x

Reb, J., Narayanan, J., & Chaturve-
di, S. (2014). Leading mindfully:
Two studies on the influence of
supervisor trait mindfulness on
employee well-being and perfor-
mance. Mindfulness, 5(1), 36-45.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-
012-0144-z

Reb, J., Sim, S., Chintakananda,
K., & Bhave, D. P. (2015). Lead-
ing with mindfulness: Exploring
the relation of mindfulness with
leadership behaviors, styles, and
development. In J. Reb & P. W.
B. Atkins (Eds.), Mindfulness

in organizations: Foundations,
research, and applications (pp.
256-284). Cambridge University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/
CB0O9781107587793.013

Ren, S., Tang, G., & Jackson, S.
E. (2018). Green human re-
source management research in
emergence: A review and future
directions. Asia Pacific Journal
of Management, 35(3), 769-803.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-
017-9532-1

Renwick, D. W. S., Redman, T.,
& Maguire, S. (2013). Green
human resource management:
A review and research agenda.
International Journal of Man-
agement Reviews, 15(1), 1-14.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
2370.2011.00328.x

Robertson, J. L., & Barling, J.
(2013). Greening organizations
through leaders’ influence on
employees’ pro-environmental be-
haviors. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 34(2), 176-194. https://
doi.org/10.1002/job.1820

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.24(4).2026.11



49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

Rubel, M. R. B,, Kee, D. M. H,, &
Rimi, N. N. (2021). Green hu-
man resource management and
supervisor pro-environmental
behavior: The role of green work
climate perceptions. Journal of
Cleaner Production, 313, Article
127669. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jclepro.2021.127669

Sekaran, U., & Bougie, R. (2016).
Research methods for business: A
skill-building approach (7th ed.).
John Wiley & Sons.

Singh, S. K., Del Giudice, M.,
Chierici, R., & Graziano, D. (2020).
Green innovation and environ-
mental performance: The role of
green transformational leadership
and green human resource man-
agement. Technological Forecasting
and Social Change, 150, Article
119762. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
techfore.2019.119762

Sun, B., & Xi, Y. (2024). Exploring
the impact of mindful leadership
on employee green creativity in
manufacturing firms: A social in-
formation processing perspective.
Behavioral Sciences, 14(8), Article
712. https://doi.org/10.3390/
bs14080712

Tang, G., Chen, Y,, Jiang, Y., Paillé,
P, & Jia, J. (2018). Green human
resource management practices:
Scale development and validity.
Asia Pacific Journal of Human
Resources, 56(1), 31-55. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1744-7941.12147

Tran, M. L., & Nguyen, T. P. L.
(2026). Environmental values,
attitude and employee green
behaviour in industrial parks:

The moderating role of perceived
policy effectiveness. International
Journal of Organizational Analysis.
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-08-
2025-5881

Vu, T. D, Nguyen, T. T. N,
Nguyen, H. N., & Nguyen, M.

H. (2025). Sustainable manage-
ment in the hospitality industry:
The influence of green human
resource management on employ-
ees’ pro-environmental behavior
and environmental performance.
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism
Insights, 8(8), 2880-2899. https://
doi.org/10.1108/JHTI-09-2024-
0912

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.24(4).2026.11

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 24, Issue 4, 2026

Walach, H., Buchheld, N., But-
tenmiiller, V., Kleinknecht, N.,

& Schmidt, S. (2006). Measur-

ing mindfulness — The Freiburg
Mindfulness Inventory (FMI).
Personality and Individual Differ-
ences, 40(8), 1543-1555. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2005.11.025

Wang, D., Mao, W,, Lu, Z., Sun,

C., & Hu, Y. (2025). Mindful-

ness empowers employees’ green
performance: The relationship and
cross-level mechanisms between
green mindfulness leadership and
employees’ green behavior. Journal
of Environmental Psychology,

103, Article 102585. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2025.102585

Wehrmeyer, W. (Ed.). (1996).
Greening people: Human resources
and environmental management.
Greenleaf Publishing.

Weick, K. E., & Sutcliffe, K. M.
(2001). Managing the unexpected:
Assuring high performance in an
age of complexity. Jossey-Bass.

World Bank. (2025). Viet Nam
2045 - Growing greener: Path-
ways to a resilient and sustainable
future. Retrieved from https://
www.worldbank.org/en/country/
vietnam/publication/viet-nam-
2045-growing-greener-pathways-
to-a-resilient-and-sustainable-
future

Yang, J., Yu, T., & Li, A. (2024).
How does mindful leadership
promote employee green behav-
ior? The moderating role of green
human resource management.
Corporate Social Responsibility
and Environmental Management,
31(6), 5296-5310. https://doi.
org/10.1002/csr.2870

Yuan, Y, Ren, S, Tang, G,, Ji, H,,
Cooke, F. L., & Wang, Z. (2024).
How green human resource
management affects employee
voluntary workplace green
behaviour: An integrated model.
Human Resource Management
Journal, 34(1), 91-121. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1748-8583.12510

Zacher, H., Rudolph, C. W,, &
Katz, I. M. (2023). Employee green
behavior as the core of environ-

mentally sustainable organizations.

Annual Review of Organizational
Psychology and Organizational

64.

Behavior, 10(1), 465-494. https://
doi.org/10.1146/annurev-org-
psych-120920-050421

Zhang, L., & Rafiq, M. (2025).
The impact of green participative
leadership on pro-environmental
behavior: Mediating role of green
self-efficacy and moderating

role of environmental awareness.
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism
Insights, 8(5), 1783-1802. https://
doi.org/10.1108/JHTI-06-2024-
0537

177



Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 24, Issue 4, 2026

APPENDIX A

Table Al. Measurement scales

Symbol Measurement scales . Sources
Green motivation-enhancing practices
i 1 have green performance indicators in my performance management system and appraisals

i My company assigns environmental responsibilities to me (e.g., reducing material waste, minimizing energy use,
complying with environmental operating standards) :

In my company, non-compliance with environmental rules or failure to meet environmental management goals | Tangetal.
ay result in negative consequences for me (e.g., warnings, penalties, or lower performance evaluations) i (2018)

i In my company, | am provided with green work-related benefits that support environmentally responsible
practices (e.g., energy-efficient equipment, carpooling support, or digital systems that reduce paper use)

GMEPS : In my company, there are financial incentives for me to promote environmentally responsible behavior
Green employee involvement practices
: My company has a clear developmental vision to guide my actions in environmental management

i In my company, | am involved in a mutual learning climate among employees for green behavior and
: environmental awareness (e.g., waste reduction campaigns, energy-saving initiatives, environmental
improvement programs)

In my company, | have observed a number of formal or informal communication channels used to spread green | Tangetal.

.... GEIP3 ( ) (2018)
GEIP4 In my company, | am encouraged to get involved in quality imp
environmental issues :
..... G EIP5 : Inﬂﬁf‘w'\‘/“g(;mpany, I have opportuniﬁéus“"c‘o participate in environr'ﬁ‘é'r‘w'fal management througf{;aééesﬁon schemes,
i green improvement teams, environmental awareness programs, or sustainability initiatives H
Green competence building practices
| am attracted to my company’s environmental sustainability initiatives
.... any prefers to hire empiw ms who have environmen:: Wwareness
.... " to work at this company because of its environmental performance
GCBPA My company provides environmental awareness programs or workshops to improve my environmental Tang et al.
............... knowledge ¢ (2018)
GCBPS | In my company, integrated training is provided to foster employees’ emotional involvement in environmental
.................. : management (e.g., recycling, waste management, and sustainability-related programs or workshops)
GCBPE My company provides green knowledge-sharing activities to guide my environmental behaviors (e.g., internal
environmental sharing sessions, and posters promoting energy saving and water conservation)
Employee pro-environmental behaviors
.... EPROlAtwork,I try to learn more about environmental issues
.... EPRO2 : At work, | look for ways of working that are better for the environment
EPRO3 : At work, | try not to waste water
EPRO4 Atwork,l carry out environmentiéiliéit?:i‘ions that are not formalil:x%::r:(:e:quired by my manufactL:J:Ei::rié:company Graves etal.
.... EPROS : Atwork, | participate in environmental activities that are not required as part of myjob (i?riggta:lé
.... EPR06 Atwork,l encourage others to th‘i“r)‘lgg‘bout the environment (2016)
.... EPRO7 : At work, when environmentally unfriendly behavior occurs, | try to prevent it in a timely manner
EPRO8 : At work, | question practices that are likely to harm the environment
.... EPRO9AtworkI try to save resources usedby my manufacturing cor'ﬁ‘p');'hy
Employee self-efficacy
ESE1 :lhave the ability to engage in pro-environmental behavior at work ;
" 582 am able to modity my worktaskobictves o b more i n it SEoR el B0 Crenersl
ESE3 :lam able to choose work methods that allow me to minimize my environmental impact ;
Green mindful leadership
GML1 | My supervisor gives me full attention when | speak about environmental issues atwork
|issues at work, my supervisor is patient
”:talk about environment:: sues at work
|issues at work, my supervisor first listens to what | have to say before ;
My supervisor remains open»mir'l‘a't‘-::‘c'jﬁﬁntil | have finished sharlngmy views on environmeﬁ‘tglui;sues at work V\fagggg;
My supervisor approaches envir(:):r:{rﬁe{ntal issues at work withégt:t:)eing constrained by preconcewed opinions o
My supervisor stays calm even in tense environment-related situationsatwork
My supervisor remains emotionally composed when discussing environmental issues at work
GMLS When my supervisor disagrees vx'/‘i"‘['ﬁ‘g‘ertain environmental matters at work, he/she still responds inacalmand
controlled manner
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