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Abstract: This study investigates the relationship between employees’ perceptions of or-
ganizational environmental policies (EPs) and two dimensions of organizational citizen-
ship behaviors for the environment (OCBEs), namely eco-civic engagement (ECE) and
eco-initiatives (Els). In addition, this study examines whether these relationships are se-
quentially mediated by the organizational and co-worker dimensions of the green work
climate (GWC) scale. An online questionnaire was used to collect data from 323 employees
working in three different plants of an Italian agri-food company. The results indicate that
organizational GWC was related to co-worker GWC, and both dimensions sequentially
mediated the relationship between EP and OCBE. Co-worker GWC emerged as a crucial
factor that increased employees’ ECE and proposal of Els. The findings highlight the rel-
evant role of environmental policies in fostering a sustainable organizational climate. By
enabling employees to engage in green behaviors and propose green initiatives, organi-
zations can align organizational sustainability goals with employee-driven initiatives. Fi-
nally, this study provides new insights into the interplay between organizational and
team climate factors and contributes to the literature on green work behaviors. Practical
implications for enhancing sustainability in workplace contexts are presented.

Keywords: organizational citizenship behavior for the environment (OCBE); employee
green behaviors; green work climate (GWC); organizational climate; environmental policy

1. Introduction

Environmental sustainability has become a critical issue for European organizations,
driven by regulatory requirements and evolving market expectations. The European Un-
ion’s regulatory frameworks, such as the Taxonomy Regulation and the Non-Financial
Reporting Directive [1,2], highlight national and supranational organizations’ efforts to
drive organizational change toward environmental sustainability [3,4]. Also, consumer
preferences, increasingly shifting toward sustainable products, are compelling companies
to integrate eco-friendly practices into their business strategies [5]. These external influ-
ences stimulate companies to modify production, organizational processes, and the
presentation of products [3]. The creation, acquisition, and implementation of technolo-
gies designed to decrease the environmental impact of the production, use, and disposal
of products have been labeled green technologies [6]. Such green technologies aim, for
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instance, to reduce emission, save energy, better manage environmental resources such as
water, and, in general, manage the negative environmental impacts of firms [6]. However,
other environmental initiatives taken by firms also include green human resource initia-
tives, such as providing green training to employees, considering green behaviors in per-
formance appraisal, or rewarding employees’ green behaviors [7]. Such managerial green
initiatives, alongside leaders who are committed to sustainability, affect employees’ pro-
active environmental behaviors [8]. In the long term, adopting green technologies and/or
implementing green human resource initiatives enhances a company’s green reputation,
which serves as a signal not only to external consumers but also to internal managers and
employees, motivating them to adopt pro-environmental behaviors [9].

To provide meaning to these actions, especially when implemented concurrently,
typically, top managers introduce organizational policies that align such new actions with
the company’s mission, organizational structure, and employees” daily routines [10]. In
response, workers, influenced by these sustainability initiatives, adjust their perception of
the organization’s commitment to sustainability, thereby strengthening their own dedica-
tion to environmental causes [11]. Moreover, they are encouraged —either voluntary or
through regulatory measures—to adopt behaviors that reduce both their individual and
the organization’s environmental impact [11,12]. Building on these observations, many
scholars have explored how environmental policies influence pro-environmental behav-
iors, with a particular focus on the role of various organizational factors in strengthening
this relationship. In addition to the factors mentioned above [6,8,9], research has also ex-
plored broader variables such as the role of human resource management [13], leadership
styles [14,15], and the environmental sustainability climate within organizations [16].

This study builds upon the work of Ramus and Steger [17], who explored the rela-
tionship between perception of environmental policies (EPs) and employees’ eco-initia-
tives, defined as the actions taken by employees to improve the environmental perfor-
mance of their company. We enrich the Ramus and Steger study [17] by including the
mediating role of a green work climate (GWC), defined as “employees’ shared perceptions
of their organizations’ pro-environmental policies, procedures and practices” [16]. Organ-
izational climate theory suggests that employees collectively interpret how much atten-
tion the organization gives to specific topics; such collective interpretation shapes employ-
ees’ attitudes and motivation and guides their behavior [18]. Thus, building on this theory,
we argue that a green work climate represents employees’ perception and interpretation
of organizational environmental policies, and, depending on the impression they have
about the importance attributed to the environment by those policies, consequentially,
they may implement pro-environmental behaviors. Thus, we argue that a green work cli-
mate may be one potential mechanism explaining why environmental policies affect em-
ployees’ green behaviors.

The green work climate has been measured using a scale composed of two dimen-
sions: organizational green work climate and co-worker green work climate [19]. Scholars
have recognized the importance of the GWC construct and showed that it is closely related
to organizational progress in environmental sustainability [20-23]. However, although the
green work climate has often been considered as a single, overarching construct [16], pre-
vious studies either focused only on the organizational dimension of the GWC [24,25] or
integrated the co-worker and organizational dimensions into a single factor [26-28]. At
present, no study has considered the inter-relationships between these two variables.
Thus, the present study explores whether the GWC mediates the well-established rela-
tionship between the perception of EPs and pro-environmental behaviors, here operation-
alized as the organizational citizenship behavior for the environment (OCBE). However,
unlike Norton et al. [16], for whom the two dimensions of GWC are independent and have
distinct effects on different dependent variables, in this study, we assume that the
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organizational green work climate is not only related to but can also serve as a predictor
of the co-worker green work climate. This interdependence would highlight a potential
hierarchical relationship between the two dimensions, and, in this study, we address this
aspect that is underexplored in the literature. Thus, we propose a theoretical model in
which the two dimensions of the GWC scale sequentially contribute to mediate the rela-
tionship between EP and organizational citizenship behavior for the environment
(OCBE). Specifically, this study investigates whether the perception of EP is related to
organizational GWC, which, in turn, is related to co-worker GWC, which, finally, is re-
lated to OCBE. This approach provides new insights into the relationship between higher-
level organizational climate and lower-level group climate and how much they shape pro-
environmental work behaviors.

The other focus of this study —green or pro-environmental behaviors —considers the
recommendations of scholars who recently examined this phenomenon [11,29,30]. Specif-
ically, this study does not focus on specific behaviors (e.g., recycling) that workers may
engage in, but on OCBE. This is because pro-environmental work behaviors may vary
greatly depending on the work or task context. For example, avoiding electricity waste in
production departments by turning off lights cannot be managed in the same way as in-
office settings where administrative staff, differently from production staff, are expected
to turn off lights. Following this consideration, this study examines workers’ general pre-
disposition to adopt and propose sustainability initiatives, focusing on behaviors which
reflect a readiness for action, regardless of contextual factors. Given the distinct nature of
the adoption of pro-environmental behaviors and the proposal of initiatives to promote
pro-environmental behaviors, as highlighted by the authors [31], we tested the same me-
diation model on two separate behaviors: adopting pro-environmental initiatives (eco-
civic engagement) and proposing pro-environmental initiatives (eco-initiatives). Figure
1a,b describe the models used in this study. This approach allows us to examine whether
the two components of green climate (organizational and co-worker GWC) are differen-
tially related to the two components of OCBE. This focus extends prior studies by exam-
ining the unique contributions of each climate dimension to specific types of green behav-
iors. Building on the theoretical framework of social information processing theory [32],
we argue that the organizational green work climate might have a stronger influence on
adopting pro-environmental initiatives than the other dimension, while the co-worker
green work climate will be more related to proposing pro-environmental initiatives.

This study was conducted in a single organization, with a sample which included
employees from various branches and different production departments. We believe that
this single-company approach, providing a comprehensive view across different sectors
and levels of the company, is particularly interesting because workers share the same or-
ganizational climate and, thus, in principle, should report the same opinions or show the
same perceptions about the organization. The same applies to their perception of environ-
mental policies, as the same policies are applied consistently across the organization, and
employees should, in principle, perceive them in the same way. This study addresses two
critical gaps in the literature and aims to (1) understand the hierarchical relationship be-
tween organizational and co-worker GWC and (2) examine whether these two dimensions
sequentially, and differentially, mediate the relationship between EP and two components
of OCBE, respectively, eco-civic engagement and eco-initiatives.



Sustainability 2025, 17, 1165 4 of 22

H7a
GWC
o H4 | GWC co-workers
Organization
H2
H5a HGa
H3
Fnvironmental Eco-Civic
Sustainability
. Hla Engagement
Policy
(a)
H7b
GWC
o GWC co-workers
Organization
H4
Heb
H3 Hb5b
H2
Environmental
Sustainability Eco-Initiatives
(b)

Figure 1. (a) Sequential mediation model with eco-civic engagement as a dependent variable. Note:
Hypotheses Hla, H2-H4, H5a-Hé6a indicate direct effects, while Hypothesis H7a refers to the se-
quential mediation of GWC variables between environmental sustainability policies and eco-civic
engagement. (b) Sequential mediation model with eco-initiatives as the dependent variable. Note:
Hypotheses H1b, H2-H4, H5b-H6b indicate direct effects, while Hypothesis H7b refers to the se-
quential mediation of GWC variables between environmental sustainability policies and eco-initia-

tives.

1.1. Organizational Citizenship Behavior for the Environment

The construct of organizational citizenship behaviors for the environment (OCBEs)
refers to behaviors that fall within the broader category of pro-environmental behaviors
or employee green behaviors (EGBs) but differ from them in their voluntary nature and
their indirect contribution to the organization’s environmental impact [31]. Unlike, for ex-
ample, recycling, which directly affects organizational performance, an OCBE refers to the
willingness to use a new recycling method or participate in a car-sharing campaign pro-
moted by the organization. Due to their more general nature, these behaviors can be meas-
ured independently of the organizational context. Boiral [33] defines these behaviors as
“voluntary and discretionary actions that are not formally acknowledged but contribute to corpo-
rate environmental effectiveness”. In a later paper, Boiral and Paillé [31] proposed a scale that
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measures OCBEs as constituted by three dimensions—eco-civic engagement (ECE), eco-
initiatives (Els), and eco-helping (EH)—which, although interrelated, are considered in-
dependent dimensions. Eco-civic engagement focuses on the active participation of em-
ployees in existing sustainability initiatives, eco-initiatives refer to proactive efforts in pro-
posing new environmental solutions, and eco-helping refers to assisting colleagues in
adopting environmental behaviors [34]. As noted by Tsai et al. [35], eco-helping primarily
involves the voluntary encouragement of colleagues to adopt pro-environmental behav-
iors, and it is driven by factors such as individual environmental concern and intrinsic
pro-social tendencies. Mi et al. [36] observed that eco-helping is more strongly influenced
by personal traits and interpersonal motivations rather than external organizational or
cultural influences, and thus, it diverges in nature from the organizational and co-worker
climates central to this study. In contrast, eco-civic engagement (ECE) and eco-initiatives
(EIs) represent behaviors more strongly interwoven with a structured and proactive par-
ticipation in pro-environmental initiatives and the active proposal of this type of initia-
tives, and, thus, both of them are more coherent with the organizational and group pro-
cesses investigated in this study. Our interest in green behaviors that may be more sus-
ceptible to organizational and social determinants convinced us to focus only on eco-civic
engagement and eco-initiatives, without considering eco-helping.

Research shows that both eco-civic engagement (ECE) and eco-initiatives (Els) are
strongly influenced by organizational and group-level factors. Organizational support
and a corporate commitment to sustainability are crucial in boosting participation in eco-
logical initiatives, strengthening employee bonds, and encouraging active engagement
[35]. Similarly, an organizational culture [34] focused on sustainability and leadership
support [37] provides employees with the necessary resources and legitimacy to propose
and implement environmental initiatives, highlighting the importance of institutional
backing. At the workers’ level, peer support and shared ecological norms further drive
participation in both ECE and Els. Peer support from colleagues fosters active involve-
ment in ecological initiatives [38], while group norms stimulate creativity and innovation,
providing a fertile environment for developing new solutions [39]. Additionally, peer sup-
port within groups enhances engagement in existing initiatives, promoting collaboration
and participation [29]. It is clear, then, that organizational and group-level factors influ-
ence both ECE and Els. However, it becomes necessary to explore how these two behav-
iors might be influenced differently by these factors, a gap which remains underexplored
in the current literature.

1.2. Environmental Sustainability Policy

Environmental policy (EP) refers to the strategic direction set by top management,
establishing the formal rules and standards which an organization must follow to mitigate
its environmental impact [3]. These policies provide a framework for compliance and
guide organizational sustainability efforts [40]. EPs are critical in conveying corporate
commitment to sustainability, fostering an environmentally oriented organizational cul-
ture, and promoting sustainable behaviors among employees [17]. In addition to setting
the overall direction, EPs have a tangible impact on daily operations by implementing
eco-initiatives. These initiatives can be categorized into structured and spontaneous ac-
tions. Structured eco-initiatives are often linked to specific roles, such as R&D engineers,
or specific actions arranged with top management, such as eco-friendly packaging [40].
These actions are integrated into corporate environmental policies and receive managerial
support [41]. In contrast, spontaneous eco-initiatives emerge from voluntary employee
behaviors, such as suggesting or using reusable water bottles instead of plastic ones, ex-
emplifying a bottom-up approach (like the definition proposed by Boiral and Paillé [31]).
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Employees’ perception and comprehension of EPs play a crucial role in determining
the effectiveness of these policies [17]. Employee knowledge of EPs directly impacts their
organizational commitment, particularly through their identification with the company
and its aims [37]. When EPs are perceived as strong and supported by management, em-
ployees tend to strengthen their bond with the organization, perceiving that corporate
values align with their own values [42]. This alignment fosters a sense of belonging, which
increases motivation to actively contribute to the company’s sustainability efforts [43].
Studies have shown that the perception of EPs is associated with increased job satisfaction
and organizational loyalty [44]. In this context, well-communicated environmental poli-
cies positively influence organizational performance and proactive, environmentally
friendly behaviors [31]. Employee knowledge of EPs significantly influences group dy-
namics [45]. Workers who perceive their company as promoting credible EPs tend to col-
laborate more effectively, engaging in collective initiatives to reduce environmental im-
pact [45]. This co-workers’ cohesion fosters a collaborative climate where environmental
responsibility becomes a shared commitment [42]. Moreover, studies show that the per-
ception of EPs promotes cooperative behavior within teams, leading to a more sustaina-
bility-oriented work environment [46]. In summary, a positive perception of EPs is a
strong predictor of both the development of eco-civic engagement—the voluntary partic-
ipation in broader environmental initiatives—and eco-initiatives, concrete employee ac-
tions aimed at improving environmental performance. Thus, we posit the following hy-
pothesis:

H1la. Employees’ perceptions of organizational environmental policy positively correlate with
OCBE, particularly with eco-civic engagement.

H1b. Employees’ perceptions of organizational environmental policy positively correlate with
OCBE, particularly with eco-initiatives.

1.3. Green Work Climate Perception

The organizational climate refers to employees’ shared perceptions of the policies,
practices, and procedures promoted within their workplace [47]. Initially considered a
unified construct, research later recognized the existence of distinct sub-climates focused
on specific goals or areas, such as organizational climate of safety [48], service [18], or
ethics [49]. Building on this, Norton et al. [19] introduced the concept of a green work
climate (GWC), focusing on employees’ perceptions of the procedures and practices re-
lated to environmental sustainability, demonstrated by the organization and co-workers.
In a later study, Norton et al. [16] developed a scale to assess the GWC, dividing it into
two dimensions: organizational-level GWC (Org GWC), capturing employees’ percep-
tions of the organization’s practices and procedures related to environmental sustainabil-
ity and co-worker-level GWC (Cow GWC), assessing eco-friendly practices and proce-
dures shown by co-workers.

Norton et al. [16] showed that employees’ perceptions of environmental policies
(EPs) positively influence both organizational and co-worker GWC. This effect is driven
by the clear and effective communication of EPs, highlighting the importance of sustain-
ability. Supporting this relationship, Dumont et al. [20] found that well-communicated
EPs enhance organizational GWC, and Rubel et al. [21] demonstrated that these policies
promote a more collaborative and sustainability-oriented group climate (Cow GWC). The
mediating role of a GWC has been highlighted in group dynamics. For example, Bhutto
et al. [25] and Liu and Yu [50] showed that inclusive green leadership fosters employees’
green creativity through the mediation of GWC, further validating the role of GWC as a
key driver in sustainability initiatives. Thus, we propose the following hypotheses:



Sustainability 2025, 17, 1165

7 of 22

H2. Workers” perception of environmental policy has a direct positive effect on organizational
GWC.

H3. Workers’ perception of environmental policy has a direct positive effect on co-workers” GWC.

In their conceptualization, Norton et al. [16] treated organizational GWC and co-
worker GWC as separate dimensions, reflecting distinct organizational and colleague dy-
namics. While this separation is theoretically valid and useful for understanding different
layers of sustainability perception, in our study, we explore whether organizational
GWC—which, in principle, should be uniform across the organization—is related and in-
fluences co-worker GWC. Given that all employees share the same organizational context,
it is plausible that a strong organizational GWC should shape the eco-friendly attitudes
and behaviors of employees, which would thus be collectively perceived within individ-
ual teams. Previous research demonstrated that organizational-level climates influence
group-level climates: Zohar and Luria [51] found that organizational safety climate im-
pacts team safety practices; Griffin [52] highlighted that broader organizational climates
filter down to shape group behaviors; finally, Schyns and Van Veldhoven [53] showed
that leadership climates influence group dynamics, reinforcing the role of organizational
commitment in team-level climates. Thus, we hypothesize the following:

H4. Organizational GWC has a direct and positive effect on co-workers” GWC.

Following this theoretical linkage between organizational GWC and co-worker
GWC, we examined whether these dimensions drive pro-environmental behaviors. Nor-
ton et al. [16] highlighted that organizational GWC appears to shape more normative be-
haviors, such as adopting formal recycling practices, and that co-worker climate is associ-
ated with the proactive and voluntary OCBE. All this suggests that broader organizational
factors can influence both normative and proactive, or mandatory and voluntary, behav-
iors. Based on this evidence, we propose the following hypotheses:

H5a. Organizational GWC is positively related to eco-civic engagement (ECE).
H5b. Organizational GWC is positively related to eco-initiatives (Els).

Héa. Co-worker GWC is positively related to eco-civic engagement (ECE).
He6b. Co-worker GWC is positively related to eco-initiatives (Els).

Building on previous findings, we also expect organizational GWC to have a direct
impact on co-worker GWC, because we argue that employees’ perception of organiza-
tional efforts is, in turn, followed by employees” perception of co-workers pursuing and
implementing practices and procedures related to environmental sustainability. Given the
above, it is reasonable to expect that the impact of organizational GWC on pro-environ-
mental behaviors is not only direct but also mediated by co-worker GWC. In other words,
organizational GWC creates the conditions for sustainability-oriented co-workers, foster-
ing spontaneous and structured environmental behaviors. This sequential process reflects
how perceptions of organizational practices and procedures aimed at sustainability filter
down to teams, ultimately driving to OCBE. Thus, we propose the following hypothesis:

H7a. Organizational and co-worker green work climates sequentially mediate the indirect relation-
ship between environmental policies and of eco-civic engagement.
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H7b. Organizational and co-worker green work climates sequentially mediate the indirect rela-
tionship between environmental policies and of eco-initiatives.

While research has examined the impact of GWC on OCBE, the responsiveness of
eco-civic engagement (ECE) and eco-initiatives (Els) to organizational versus co-worker
factors remains unclear. Social information processing theory (SIPT) suggests that the so-
cial environment provides cues that individuals use to construct and interpret events [32].
SIPT also proposes that the social context orients the attentional processes of individuals,
making aspects of the environment more or less salient [32]. We hypothesize that the two
GWC dimensions distinctly influence ECE and Els, as organizational and co-worker cli-
mates may underline different aspects of the environment, and orient the attention of em-
ployees toward specific and different aspects in the work setting. Specifically, organiza-
tional-level GWC may mainly address formal environmental decisions and initiatives that
are valid for the whole or specific sectors (or branches) of the organizations and that, thus,
address a global engagement with the sustainability topic. For instance, an energy-saving
machine might be installed in a specific branch or sector of the company, mainly impact-
ing a generic attitude toward sustainability in employees less involved with that technol-
ogy. On the contrary, co-worker GWC may primarily shape sustainability attitudes and
behaviors that are closely tied to specific team tasks and experiences, reflecting the imme-
diate social context in which employees operate. For instance, ES policies may foster team
members reasoning and discussing how to implement said policies in their work environ-
ment and, in the end, develop innovative ways to promote ES within their specific role or
in the tasks performed by their team or team members.

We think this reasoning advances the understanding of differentiated pathways
through which GWC dimensions may shape ES workplace attitudes and behaviors, and,
thus, we hypothesize the following:

H8. Eco-civic engagement (ECE) is more strongly associated with organizational-level green work
climate, whereas eco-initiative (EI) behaviors are more strongly related to a team’s green work cli-
mate.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Procedure

Participation in this study was proposed to a large Italian agri-food company in the
dairy sector. This study was conducted in the headquarter (HQ) and two other plants
located in different cities in Northern Italy. An online questionnaire, available on the Qual-
trics platform, was proposed to participants through an email sent by the HR office to the
employees of the three examined plants via the intranet system. In some cases, a paper-
and-pencil version of the questionnaire was made available to employees with limited or
no opportunity to complete the online questionnaire. Plant managers were solicited to
encourage employees to participate in this study, and some posters, describing the initia-
tive, were displayed on the boards of the plant, with a QR code to the questionnaire. Em-
ployees could answer the questionnaire in their free time, during the coffee break, or out-
side of work. Anonymity was guaranteed, and the possibility of interrupting the survey
was also possible. Informed consent was requested, and no incentive or prize was given
to participants. Ethical approval was obtained from the Ethics Committee of the corre-
sponding authors’ university. The questionnaire took approximately 20 min to complete.

2.2. Participants

The participants worked in three different branches of the company. The total num-
ber of employees in the three sites was 842, and 323 answered the questionnaire, with a
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response rate of 38.4%. Regarding gender, 62.3% of the respondents were male; the aver-
age age was 46.6 years old (5.D. = 9.99), with almost 70% of the participants between 40
and 59 years old. The average seniority was 16.3 years of service (S.D. = 10.6), and 57% of
the respondents had a high school diploma. The sample characteristics are shown in Table
1.

Table 1. Sample characteristics.

Variable Description N Percentage

Male 195 62

Gender (N =313) Female 118 38
20-29 age 21 7

30-39 age 57 19

Age (N =307) 40-49 age 98 32
50-59 age 108 35

60-70 age 23

Elementary School 3 1

Middle School 47 15
Education (N = 317) High School 181 57
Bachelor’s degree 9 3

Master’s Degree 77 24

S Coordinator 81 29
Coordination Role (N = 284) Non-coordinator 203 -

2.3. Measures

Most of the measures used in this study were not available in Italian. Brislin’s [54]
back-translation procedure was followed, with the original English version of the
measures translated into Italian by a bilingual researcher and then back-translated into
English by another bilingual researcher. Discrepancies between the original and the back-
translated versions were discussed and solved by the researchers involved. The following
measures were used:

Environmental Policy: The 13-item scale, developed by Ramus and Steger [17], was
used to measure employees’ perceptions of the environmental policies implemented by
the organization, including the following two examples: “(The company) ... publishes an
environmental policy; ... applies environmental considerations to purchasing decisions”.
The response scale was a 5-step Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree), with 3 defined as “I don’t know”.

Green Work Climate Perception: The eight items of the scale developed by Norton et
al. [16] were used. The scale assesses employees’ perceptions of policies, procedures, and
practices related to environmental sustainability and implemented by their organization
and co-workers. Examples of the items for the two dimensions are: “Our company is wor-
ried about its environmental impact” and “In our company, employees are concerned
about acting in environmentally friendly ways”. The response scale ranged from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Organizational Citizenship Behavior for the Environment (OCBE): Seven items of the
Boiral and Paillé [31] OCBE scale were used: four items assesses the eco-civic engagement
dimension, while three items assessed the eco-initiative dimension. Eco-civic engagement
assessed voluntary participation in organizational environmental programs and activities.
An example item was the following: “I actively participate in environmental events orga-
nized in and/or by my company”. The eco-initiative dimension captured employees’ dis-
cretionary behaviors and suggestions to improve environmental practices and perfor-
mance. An example item was the following: “I voluntarily carry out environmental
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actions and initiatives in my daily work activities”. The response scale ranged from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

2.4. Data Analysis Strategy

Descriptive, reliability, correlation, t-test, and ANOVA statistics were computed us-
ing SPSS version 23 [55]. A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was run using Jaspersoft
software, version 0.18.3 [56], and the maximume-likelihood estimation technique. This
technique assumes a normal distribution of responses, assessed by computing if the skew-
ness and kurtosis indices are within the acceptable range of normality (-1.5, 1.5), thereby
supporting the assumption of multivariate normality required for maximum-likelihood
estimation [57]. To interpret the results of the CFA, model fit was assessed using the chi-
square statistic and four widely used model fit indices: the root mean square error of ap-
proximation (RMSEA; [58]), the comparative fit index (CFI; [59]), the Tucker—Lewis index
(TLL [60]), and the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR; [59]). RMSEA values
of about 0.08 or less would indicate a fair fit or a reasonable approximation error. The
values of the CFI range from 0 to 1, and values above 0.90 are adopted as an indication of
an adequate model fit. TLI values near 0 indicate poor fit, whereas values near 1.0 indicate
good fit, and a threshold value of 0.90 is reasonably conventional to indicate good model
fit. A value of zero on the SRMR index indicates a perfect fit. A value lower than 0.08 is
generally considered an indicator of good fit [61]. Additionally, Wheaton et al. [62] sug-
gest that the fit could be considered reasonable if the chi-square/df ratio is less than 5.
Other researchers (e.g., Carmines & Mclver [63]) propose that a ratio lower than 3 or even
2 is more acceptable, with a ratio of 2 indicative of an excellent fit [64]. We only reported
the fundamental CFA results to improve readability and focus on the most relevant com-
parisons. Instead of presenting all the models, we reported the 1-factor, 3-factor (a/b), and
4-factor models, which offer the most meaningful insights for this study. This approach
avoided unnecessary complexity while providing a comprehensive view of the key
model; the authors can share the entire analysis if requested.

To examine the mediating roles of organization and co-worker GWC in the relation-
ship between EPs and the outcomes of Els and ECE, we used the PROCESS macro for
SPSS. Specifically, we used Model 6 in PROCESS [65] to test the sequential mediation ef-
fect, where organizational GWC acts as the first mediator (M1) and co-worker GWC as
the second sequential mediator (M2). We ran the model twice, the first time with eco-civic
engagement as the dependent variable and the second time with eco-initiatives as the
other dependent variable. To assess the significance of the indirect effects, we used the
bootstrapping method with 5000 resamples to compute bias-corrected 95% confidence in-
tervals. An indirect effect was considered statistically significant if the confidence interval
did not include zero.

3. Results

The descriptive statistics of the scales used in the study indicated that the skewness
coefficients fell within the acceptable range proposed by Forero et al. [57], with values
between -1.5 and +1.5, confirming the assumption of multivariate normality required for
maximum-likelihood estimation. We conducted confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) to
compare the fit of the two different models, separately for the model with ECE and the
one with the Els as the dependent variables. The models we tested included the following:
(1) the one-factor model, with all variables considered as one factor; (2) the three-factor
model A, with organizational and co-worker GWC considered a single factor, while keep-
ing EP and ECE (or EI) as separate factors; (3) the three-factor model B, keeping organiza-
tional and co-worker GWC as separate factors while grouping EP with either ECE (or EI);
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and (4) the four-factor model, whereby the four scales (organizational and co-worker
GWC, EP, and ECE or EI) were considered as separate factors.

Table 2, which reports the results of the CFA, shows that the one-factor model had a
poor fit for both models. For the model with ECE, the one-factor model produced unsat-
isfactory fit indices, with a CFI of 0.661, a TLI of 0.629, an SRMR of 0.092, and an RMSEA
of 0.160. Similarly, for the model with EI, the one-factor model yielded a CFI of 0.664, a
TLI of 0.632, an SRMR of 0.009, and an RMSEA of 0.162 (90% CI [0.156, 0.168]). For the
model with ECE, the four-factor model provided the best fit, achieving a CFI of 0.900, a
TLI of 0.887, an SRMR of 0.058, and an RMSEA of 0.088 (90% CI [0.082, 0.094]). This model
outperformed the three-factor models, particularly the three-factor model A, which
showed a better fit than model B and had a CFI of 0.898, a TLI of 0.886, an SRMR of 0.059,
and an RMSEA of 0.088. For the model with EI, the four-factor model again demonstrated
the best fit, with a CFI of 0.893, a TLI of 0.878, an SRMR of 0.063, and an RMSEA of 0.093
(90% CI [0.087, 0.100]). Among the three-factor models, the three-factor model B per-
formed better than the three-factor model A, with a CFI of 0.868, a TLI of 0.854, an SRMR
of 0.102, and an RMSEA of 0.102, compared to the three-factor model A, which had a CFI
of 0.798, a TLI of 0.775, an SRMR of 0.126, and an RMSEA of 0.126. The results confirm
that the four-factor model best fit both model 1 and model 2, supporting the distinctive-
ness of the four latent constructs (organizational and co-worker GWC, EP, and ECE/EI).

Table 2. Model fit evaluation for CFA.

Model X2 df X¥/df SRMR CFI TLI RMSEA 90% CI RMSEA
Model with ECE

One-factor model 2340 252 9.29 0.092 0.661 0.629  0.160 [0.154, 0.166]
Three-factor model A 948 269 3.52 0.059 0.898 0.886  0.088 [0.082, 0.094]
Three-factor model B 1595 272 5.87 0.088 0.800 0.780 0.123 [0.117, 0.129]
Four-factor model 1025 249 4.12 0.058 0.900 0.887  0.088 [0.082, 0.094]
Model with EI

One-factor model 2385 252 9.46 0.009 0.664 0.632 0.162 [0.156, 0.168]
Three-factor model A 1383 227 6.09 0.126 0.798 0.775 0.126 [0.119, 0.132]
Three-factor model B 1088 249 4.37 0.102 0.868 0.854 0.102 [0.096, 0.108]
Four-factor model 919 242 3.80 0.063 0.893 0.878  0.093 [0.087, 0.100]

Note: CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index; SRMR = standardized root mean

square residual; RMSEA = root square error of approximation; and CI = confidence interval. ECE =

eco-civic engagement; and EI = eco-initiative.

Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics, reliability coefficients, and Pearson’s corre-

lations for the study variables. All the scales demonstrated high internal consistency, with

Cronbach’s Alpha values ranging from 0.743 to 0.955, indicating acceptable reliability

across the constructs.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics, reliability coefficients, and correlation matrix for the study varia-

bles.

Variable Alpha N Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5
1. EP 0.944 306 3.56 0.92 —

2. Org GWC 0.931 323 3.92 1.09 0.69 ***  —

3. Cow GWC 0.955 323 3.1 1.11 0.65*** 0.65*** —

4. ECE 0.852 293 3.09 1.01 0.54 *** 0.46 *** 0.41** —

5. EI 0.743 294 3.98 0.82 0.49 *** 049 *** 0.44 *** (.57 ***

Note: *** p <0.001. EP = environmental policy; Org GWC = organizational green work climate; Cow

GWC = co-worker green work climate; ECE = eco-civic engagement; and EI = eco-initiative.
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The correlation matrix revealed significant and positive correlations between all var-
iables. Specifically, organizational and co-worker GWC were highly correlated (r = 0.65, p
< 0.001). The EP also showed strong correlations with both organizational (r = 0.69, p <
0.001) and co-worker (r = 0.65, p < 0.001) GWC. When examining the outcomes, eco-civic
engagement and eco-initiatives were strongly correlated between them (r=0.57, p < 0.001)
and with the other variables of the model. Both outcome variables, ECE and EI, showed
consistent relationships with organizational and co-worker GWC and EP, suggesting the
relevant association between OCBE dimensions and green work climate, and environ-
mental policies.

3.1. Model with Eco-Civic Engagement as Dependent Variable

Table 4 shows the mediation analysis results run with PROCESS, model 6, with two
sequential mediators. Table 4 shows that environmental policy was significantly related
to organizational GWC (3 = 0.68, p < 0.001), which confirms the strong relation between
environmental policy and perceptions of the organization’s environmental procedures
and practices.

Table 4. Results of mediation analyses—eco-civic engagement.

Mediator 1 (Org GWC) Mediator 2 (Cow GWC) Dependent Variable (ECE)
Variable B SE t p B SE t p B SE t j4
EP 0.68 0.18 5.06 0.000 0.39 0.07 6.7 0.001 0.39 0.08 5.54 0.000
Org GWC - - - - 0.36 0.06 6.2 0.000 0.01 0.07 0.20 0.836
Cow GWC - - - - - - - - 0.19 0.06 2.89 0.004
R? 0.47 0.48 0.31
F 255.13 131.82 43.12

Note: Org GWC = green work climate (organization); Cow GWC = green work climate (co-worker);

EP = environmental policy; and ECE = eco-civic engagement.

Additionally, both EP and organizational GWC were significantly related to co-
worker GWC (respectively, 3 = 0.39 and 3 = 0.36), and this model explained 48% of the
variance in co-worker GWC. Finally, eco-civic engagement was significantly related to
environmental policy and co-worker GWC (respectively, $ =0.39 and 3 =0.19). However,
organizational GWC was not significantly related to ECE (3 =0.01) (Figure 2). This model
explained approximately 31% of the variance in ECE, highlighting that perception of co-
worker environmental practices and behaviors, rather than organizational ones, played a
key role in driving engagement in environmental behaviors.

Table 5 provides a comprehensive summary of the effects. The total effect of EP on
ECE was significant ( = 0.59), indicating that the overall EP strongly influenced employ-
ees’ ECE behaviors. The direct effect of EP on ECE, controlling for the mediators, remained
substantial and significant (3 = 0.44), suggesting that, even without the mediation of GWC,
the policy itself played a critical role in promoting ECE. The total indirect effect, which
captures the combined mediation through organizational and co-worker GWC, was also
significant (3 = 0.13). When examining specific indirect effects, the mediation through or-
ganizational GWC did not yield a significant effect on ECE (3 = 0.01); in contrast, both the
mediation effect through co-worker GWC and the sequential mediation effect through
organizational and co-worker GWC were, respectively, 3 = 0.07 and 3 = 0.04.

Table 5. Summary of effects of mediation with ECE as the dependent variable.

Effect St. Coeff. Boot SE Boot 95% CI
Total Effect 0.59 0.055 [0.48, 0.69]
Direct Effect 0.44 0.079 [0.28, 0.60]

Total Indirect Effect 0.13 0.055 [0.03, 0.25]
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Specific Indirect Effects

EP — Org GWC — ECE 0.01 0.063 [-0.13, 0.11]
EP — Cow GWC — ECE 0.07 0.034 [0.03,0.17]
EP — Org GWC — Cow GWC — ECE 0.04 0.022 [0.02,0.11]

Note: Org GWC = green work climate (organization); Cow GWC = green work climate (co-worker);
EP = environmental policy; ECE = eco-civic engagement; St. Coeff. = standardized coefficient; boot

SE =bootstrapped standard error; CI = confidence interval.

B=0.36

GWC

Organization

GWC co-workers

B=0.68
Environmental Fco-Civi
co-Civic
Sustainability R B ¢
> ngagemen
Policy B=0.39 5%

Figure 2. Model summary with eco-civic engagement as the dependent variable. The dashed line
indicates the only non-significant relationship while solid arrows represent significant direct effects

with standardized regression coefficients () reported for each path.

3.2. Model with Eco-Initiative as Dependent Variable

The results of the model in which EP predicts Els are reported in Table 6. Table 6
shows that EPs significantly predicted organizational GWC ({3 = 0.68), explaining approx-
imately 47% of the variance in organizational GWC. Additionally, EP significantly pre-
dicted co-worker GWC (3 = 0.39), and organizational GWC also significantly predicted
co-worker GWC (3 = 0.37). This model explained about 48% of the variance in co-worker
GWC.

Table 6. Results of mediation analyses —eco-initiatives.

Mediator 1 (Org GWC) Mediator 2 (Cow GWC) Dependent Variable (EI)
Variable B SE t p B SE t p B SE t p
EP 0.68 0.05 1592 0.000 0.39 0.07 6.7 0.001 0.25 0.07 3.5 0.0005
Org GWC - - - - 0.37 0.06 6.2 0.000 0.10 0.05 1.48 0.140
Cow GWC - - - - - - - - 0.26 0.05 3.76 0.0002
R? 0.47 0.48 0.30
F 253.71 132.33 40.5

Note: Org GWC = green work climate (organization); Cow GWC = green work climate (co-worker);

EP = environmental policy; EI = Eco-initiatives.

Finally, EP remained a significant predictor of EI (3=0.25), as well as co-worker GWC
(f=0.26). However, organizational GWC did not significantly predict EI (3 =0.10) (Figure
3). This model explained approximately 30% of the variance in EI, highlighting that
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perception of co-workers’ environmental practices, rather than organizational ones,
played a key role in driving engagement in pro-environmental behaviors.

The total effect of EPs on Els was significant (3 = 0.49), indicating that environmental
policies were strongly related to employees’ involvement and proposal of green initia-
tives. The direct effect of EPs on Els, controlling for the mediators, remained substantial
and significant (3 = 0.23), suggesting that, even without a mediating work climate, the
policies themselves played a critical role in promoting Els. The total indirect effect, which
captured the combined mediation of organizational and co-worker GWC, was also signif-
icant ( =0.23) (Table 7).

Table 7. Summary of effects of mediation with eco-initiatives.

Effect St. Coeff. Boot SE Boot 95% CI
Total Effect 0.49 0.05 [0.35, 0.53]
Direct Effect 0.23 0.07 [0.10, 0.36]
Total Indirect Effect 0.23 0.06 [0.11, 0.36]
Specific Indirect Effects

EP — Org GWC — EI 0.07 0.06 [-0.04, 0.2]
EP — Cow GWC — EI 0.10 0.03 [0.04, 0.17]
EP — Org GWC —-Cow GWC — EI  0.06 0.02 [0.02, 0.11]

Note: St. Coeff. = standardized coefficient; Org GWC = green work climate (organization); Cow
GWC = green work climate (co-worker); EP = environmental policy; EI = eco-initiative; Boot SE =

bootstrapped standard error; CI = confidence interval.

When examining specific indirect effects, the organizational climate alone did not
significantly mediate the relationship between EPs and EIs (3 = 0.07). In contrast, the me-
diation effect through co-worker GWC was significant (3 = 0.10), and, additionally, the
sequential mediation effect through organizational and co-worker GWC was also signifi-
cant ( =0.06), highlighting a pathway where the organizational climate was related to the
team climate, which was related to employees’ proposal of green initiatives.

B=0.36

GWC

Organization

GWC co-workers

B=0.68
B=0.39
Environmental
Sustainability Eco-Initiatives
Policy B=0.25

Figure 3. Model summary with eco-initiatives as the dependent variable. The dashed line indicates
the only non-significant relationship while solid arrows represent significant direct effects with

standardized regression coefficients (f3) reported for each path.
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4. Discussion

The study hereby presented investigated the sequential mediation effect of organiza-
tional GWC and co-worker GWC in the relationship between employees’ perception of
organizational environmental policies (EPs) and the implementation of two pro-environ-
mental behaviors, namely eco-civic engagement (ECE) and the proposal of pro-environ-
mental eco-initiatives (Els). The mediation model was tested twice, once for each pro-en-
vironmental behavior.

The results of the CFA support, both for the ECE and for the EI model, the four-factor
model, with fit indices indicating good data representation. The choice of the four-factor
model, which considered organizational and co-worker GWC as two distinct constructs
of the green work climate scale, aligned both with theoretical and empirical results [16,27].
Although the three-factor model which combined these two constructs also showed a
good fit, we decided to use the four-factor model based on the literature and our data.

Hla, H1b, H2, and H3 examined the direct effect of EPs, respectively, on eco-civic
engagement, eco-initiatives, organizational GWC, and co-worker GWC. The results con-
firmed that EP was significantly related and explained a good percentage of variance in
ECE (33%) and EI (30%). Moreover, EP was significantly related to both organizational
GWC and co-worker GWC, suggesting that perception of environmental policies directed
employees’ attention to sustainability practices not only of the overall organization but
also of co-workers. These findings align with Norton et al. [16] and support the relevant
role of EPs in shaping both organizational and co-worker climates.

H4 explored the direct effect of organizational GWC on co-worker GWC, addressing
a gap in the literature on hierarchical climate transfer. While prior research [26-28] often
examined these climates as independent constructs, our findings highlighted the intercon-
nectedness of these constructs. This is particularly significant as it reinforces theories of
hierarchical climate transfer, suggesting that perceptions of organizational commitment
to sustainability filter down to shape team-level communication and discussions about
sustainability, which, over time, result in co-workers’ shared perception of team GWC.
Our results support the cascading nature of organizational climates observed in other do-
mains, such as safety and innovation, where top-level climates influence local team norms
and practices [18,66]. Specifically, organizational GWC significantly predicted co-worker
GWC, suggesting that organizational climate for sustainability not only establish a broad
framework in itself but also permeates everyday team interactions. This is coherent with
previous studies [51,52] and particularly relevant in a case study like ours, where these
two climates were measured simultaneously and on respondents belonging to the same
organization, and it suggests that perception of organizational commitment to sustaina-
bility enhances the perception according to which co-workers follow and prioritize green
practices. This result highlights the role of organizational GWC as a foundation of em-
ployees’ behavior, as suggested in the literature [18], and that this effect may be indirectly
fostered through lower-level climates as, in this case, co-worker GWC.

H5a and H5b were not supported, as organizational GWC was related neither to ECE
nor to Els. While interesting, this result was not entirely surprising, considering that Nor-
ton et al. [16] found no direct effect of organizational GWC on ecological citizenship be-
haviors. In contrast, H6a and H6b showed that co-worker GWC was significantly related
to both ECE and Els. These results suggest that perceiving that colleagues implement pro-
environmental procedures and practices is essential for promoting proactive and partici-
pative OCBE. This result suggests that perceptions of co-workers and team processes are
closer determinants of employees’ behaviors [51] than organizational processes.

Moving to H7a and H7b, the mediation analysis revealed that the indirect effect of
EP through co-worker GWC was significant for the two OCBE dimensions hereby exam-
ined. In contrast, mediation through organizational GWC was not significant, confirming
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that co-worker GWC seemed to be the primary mechanism through which EP influenced
pro-environmental behaviors. Furthermore, the sequential mediation — EP, organizational
GWC, and co-worker GWC —was significant, although the effects were weaker compared
to direct mediation through co-worker GWC. H8 examined whether the two OCBE di-
mensions were more influenced by the organizational (organizational GWC) or contextual
(co-worker GWC) dimensions of green work climate. The hypothesis was partially con-
firmed because the direct effect of organizational GWC was not supported, whereas we
observed that co-worker GWC was related to both ECE and Els. This indicated that nei-
ther ECE nor Els were directly mediated by organizational GWC, suggesting that the
broader organizational context may have had a less immediate influence compared to the
team-level context.

Drawing on SIPT, this finding can be interpreted through the salience of social cues
at the team level. Co-worker GWC provides immediate, context-specific signals that facil-
itate sensemaking processes, especially for behaviors requiring collaboration and trust.
While organizational GWC establishes overarching norms, it may lack the immediacy and
interpersonal interactions necessary to shape behaviors such as Els. For Els, the stronger
reliance on co-worker GWC observed in the model suggests that proposing and imple-
menting new initiatives depend heavily on a participatory and psychologically safe envi-
ronment. This aligns with evidence that innovation and idea generation are fostered by
trust and collaboration among peers who share similar values and attitudes [50]. In con-
trast, ECE, being a more voluntary and collective behavior, appears less reliant on these
interpersonal dynamics, though it remains influenced by team-level interactions. Alt-
hough this interpretation does not emerge directly from the numerical comparison of the
models, SIPT offers a framework to hypothesize that team-level dynamics, as reflected by
co-worker GWC, are more impactful for Els than for ECE. The lack of a mediating role for
organizational GWC highlights that employees likely prioritize signals from their imme-
diate social environment over those from formal organizational structures, particularly
when engaging in behaviors requiring interpersonal collaboration and innovation. This
discussion suggests that future research should explore the nuanced pathways through
which different dimensions of a green work climate influence sustainable behaviors, fur-
ther examining the interplay between organizational and team-level cues in light of SIPT.

4.1. Study Limitations

This study has several limitations that have to be acknowledged. First, the cross-sec-
tional design limits the ability to draw causal conclusions. Indeed, the temporal dynamics
between organizational and co-worker GWC may play a critical role in shaping employee
perceptions and behaviors, and longitudinal designs would allow researchers to observe
how quickly policies and initiatives are fully implemented and how the mediation effect
of GWC strengthens organizational practices. Second, while this study focused on the role
of GWC, other factors, such as individual attitudes or leadership styles, may also play a
critical role in influencing ECE and Els. Including these variables in future models could
provide a more comprehensive understanding. Moreover, the relatively low mediation
effect observed in this study suggests that additional mediators, or moderators, may be
influencing the relationship between environmental policies and employee behaviors. For
instance, constructs like perceived organizational support, leader-member exchange, or
trust in policies could offer further insight into the mechanisms underlying GWC. Third,
this study was conducted in a specific organizational context, which may limit the gener-
alizability of the findings. Broader, cross-industry studies would help validate the applica-
bility of the results. Fourth, it is also worth noting that the standardized scale used to
measure environmental policies, while widely validated, might not fully capture the nu-
ances of the organizational context examined. This choice, aimed at ensuring
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generalizability, may have inadvertently overlooked specific perceptions or knowledge
about local initiatives, potentially contributing to the high correlation observed between
organizational GWC and initiative scales. Fifth, we observed high correlations among our
study variables. The CFA suggested the independence of the measures we used, and the
lack of common method bias. This result may thus be attributed to a certain theoretical
overlap across these constructs that should be considered in future studies. Finally, in re-
lation to this last point, “having environmental policies” is an indicator of an organiza-
tional green work climate, and, in fact, these two variables exhibited the highest correla-
tion in our data set. However, it is also possible to argue that policies do not automatically
guarantee a green climate if said policies are neither communicated nor implemented. In
addition, different indicators were used to measure the two concepts. The high correlation
could also reflect a perception bias, in which the existence of policies is interpreted as
equivalent to an organizational commitment to sustainability. This highlights the im-
portance of exploring additional pathways, such as, for instance, how policies are com-
municated and enacted, to better understand how policies foster a green climate. Future
research should consider incorporating both standardized (or general) and context-spe-
cific measures to balance generalizability with adherence to a specific organizational set-
ting.

4.2. Theoretical Implications

This study enhances the understanding of a green work climate by demonstrating
the hierarchical relationship between organizational GWC and co-worker GWC. The find-
ings confirm that GWC.O indirectly influences sustainable behaviors through GWC.T,
providing empirical support for the cascading effect of organizational signals on team-
level dynamics. This result advances prior research by emphasizing the interconnected-
ness between the two GWC dimensions rather than treating them as independent con-
structs. Additionally, the results underline the importance of environmental policy aware-
ness as a formal organizational signal that shapes perceptions of GWC and indirectly
drives employee behaviors. While hypothesis H8 was not fully supported, as GWC.O did
not affect eco-civic engagement (ECE) or eco-initiatives (EI), the findings highlight the
stronger role of GWC.T in fostering behaviors requiring interpersonal engagement, such
as Els. By applying social information processing theory (SIPT), this study suggests that
proximal social cues at the team level are more influential than broader organizational
signals in driving both ECE and Els. These insights provide a foundation for future re-
search to explore the interaction of organizational and team-level variables, such as lead-
ership behaviors or external pressures, to deepen our understanding of how sustainability
is cultivated across levels within organizations.

4.3. Practical Implications

The findings offer valuable insights for organizations seeking to foster sustainable
behaviors, particularly Els and ECE, which are critical for achieving long-term sustaina-
bility goals. While ECE is often perceived as a voluntary, participatory behavior, this
study reveals that it, too, is influenced by organizational and team-level contexts. This
insight highlights the importance of creating a supportive environment to encourage not
only formal initiatives but also broader participation in sustainability efforts. First, the
strong correlation between environmental policy awareness and organizational GWC un-
derlines the need for effective internal communication. Organizations should ensure that
environmental policies are clearly articulated and integrated into daily operations. Prac-
tical measures may include visual campaigns, interactive training, or team discussions to
embed sustainability into the organizational culture. Building on studies such as Cai et al.
(2024), which emphasize the importance of green reputation, our findings highlight the
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critical role of internal communication. By incorporating elements of green reputation into
internal messaging—such as showcasing achievements in sustainability and involving
employees in the success stories of environmental policies —organizations can align inter-
nal perceptions with external commitments. This alignment fosters stronger employee en-
gagement in pro-environmental behaviors, suggesting that the advantages of external
green reputation efforts can be effectively mirrored internally to drive meaningful behav-
ioral outcomes. For instance, linking policy awareness with concrete actions, such as team-
level recycling programs or resource-saving initiatives, can enhance both engagement and
accountability.

Second, the demonstrated influence of co-worker GWC on both ECE and Els high-
lights the critical role of team-level dynamics. Practitioners should prioritize building col-
laborative and psychologically safe environments where employees feel encouraged to
engage and innovate. Facilitated brainstorming sessions, peer-led sustainability projects,
and team-driven initiatives can cultivate the trust and collaboration necessary for behav-
iors like Els, which depend on creativity and active participation. Finally, the hierarchical
relationship between organizational GWC and co-worker GWC reinforces the importance
of a multi-level approach. While organizational policies set the foundation, their success
depends on how they resonate within specific teams. This finding suggests that practi-
tioners should design interventions that align top—down directives with localized team
efforts, ensuring that sustainability goals are supported at both levels. For example, HR
officers could emphasize how broader organizational initiatives translate into actionable
team-level changes, fostering alignment and integration across the organization. These
insights provide HR officers and practitioners with a framework for enhancing both par-
ticipatory and structured sustainability behaviors. By addressing both organizational and
team-level dynamics, organizations can create an environment that not only supports ECE
but also empowers employees to propose and implement innovative eco-initiatives, driv-
ing sustainable practices at all levels.

5. Conclusions

This study highlights the importance of both organizational and co-worker GWC in
driving sustainable behaviors. While EPs have a strong direct impact on ECE, co-worker
GWC plays a key role in fostering proactive behaviors like Els. The findings suggest that,
to enhance sustainability, organizations should not only implement clear environmental
policies but also foster strong team dynamics that support peer collaboration. By address-
ing both organizational and group-level factors, companies can better align their sustain-
ability goals with employee actions, promoting both participation in structured initiatives
(ECE) and innovation through Eis.
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