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Abstract
Purpose – The purpose of this study is to test the interrelationships of green human resource
management (GHRM), job embeddedness (JEM), green promotive voice behavior and green
prohibitive voice behavior. It assesses JEM as a mediator of the link between GHRM and the aforesaid
green voice behavioral consequences.
Design/methodology/approach – Data obtained from the employees of 11 restaurants in Northern
Cyprus were used to gauge the said relationships via the partial least squares structural equation modeling.
Findings – GHRM boosts employees’ JEM. Employees high on JEM exhibit green promotive and
prohibitive behaviors at elevated levels. JEM is the psychological mechanism relating GHRM to green work
outcomes.
Practical implications – Restaurateurs should create an environment that enables employees to speak
up and share their opinions on the problems and challenges concerning the environmental sustainability and
green initiatives of the restaurant. In addition, they should develop and maintain good relations with
employees via GHRM practices. These are important implications that would promote eco-friendly behaviors
among employees.
Originality/value – This paper focuses on JEM, green promotive voice behavior and green
prohibitive voice behavior as the neglected outcomes of GHRM. That is, there is no empirical evidence
reporting that GHRM fosters employees’ JEM. This is also true for JEM as a mediator linking GHRM
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to the aforementioned dimensions of green voice behavior. With this stated in mind, this study fills in
these gaps.

Keywords Green human resource management, Green prohibitive voice behavior,
Green promotive voice behavior, Job embeddedness, Restaurant employees

Paper type Research paper

Introduction
In a competitive market environment where environmental sustainability and green
initiatives are now a priority (Ahmed et al., 2021; Clark et al., 2021; Jeong and Kubickova,
2021), many hospitality companies have started to take actions on several fronts. On one
hand, they invest in human resource practices to cultivate their staff’s knowledge and skills
for the accomplishment of effective service delivery and customer satisfaction (Darban et al.,
2022; Karatepe et al., 2022b) as well as retain talented employees and ensure sustainability
(Cabral and Chiappetta Jabbour, 2020). On the other hand, hotels (e.g. Hilton and Accor) and/
or restaurants (e.g. 7 Mehmet) try to adhere to environmental rules and regulations by
focusing on sustainable gastronomy, using energy and water-saving devices, offering eco-
certified cleaning products and reducing food waste (Acting Here Planet 21, 2022; Hilton
Environmental Impact, 2022; Rendeiro, 2022).

The term “green human resource management” (GHRM) was coined by Renwick et al.
(2013) and refers to the configuration of human resource management practices with the
organization’s environmental goals (Chiappetta Jabbour, 2013). Green training, rewards,
teamwork and selection are among GHRM practices (Kalyar et al., 2021; Kim et al., 2019; Luu,
2022). As an emerging topic in the hospitality field (Pelit and Katircioglu, 2022), GHRM does
not only lead to positive green work consequences (Kim et al., 2019; Muisyo et al., 2022) but also
fosters positive non-green workplace outcomes (e.g. work engagement, task performance and
diminished withdrawal cognitions) (Ari et al., 2020; Karatepe et al., 2022a; Shafaei et al., 2020).

Having an understanding of the effect of GHRM on the retention of employees is critical
because employee turnover is still a significant problem in the hospitality industry (Vakira
et al., 2022). GHRM practices can enhance job embeddedness (JEM), which enables firms to
retain employees (Akgunduz et al., 2022; Ampofo and Karatepe, 2022). JEM is composed of
organizational and community embeddedness. Organizational embeddedness shows a focus
on the aspects of the organizational environment that make individuals become embedded
in their jobs, whereas community embeddedness indicates a focus on the aspects of the
community that keep individuals at a job (Lee et al., 2014). Employees’ favorable perceptions
of GHRM can make them become embedded in their jobs. Employees high on JEM do not
only display positive organizational or work outcomes (Zia et al., 2022) but also can help the
firm to reach its environmental sustainability efforts.

Purpose
In view of the aforementioned discussion, our paper develops and tests a research model
that examines the interrelationships of GHRM, JEM, green promotive voice behavior and
green prohibitive voice behavior. The objectives of the present research are to test: (a) the
impact of GHRM on JEM, (b) the effect of JEM on the aforesaid green voice behaviors and (c)
JEM as a mediator linking GHRM to green promotive voice behavior and green prohibitive
voice behavior.

Voice behavior, which is represented by promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors,
highlights employees’ efforts to come up with innovative suggestions for change and even
when others disagree (Liang et al., 2012). Promotive voice behavior denotes workers’
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statement of novel ideas and feedback for improving the overall performance of the
department or the firm, while prohibitive voice behavior highlights workers’ statement of
concerns about any issues (e.g. incidents, disruptive staff behavior) that are harmful to their
firm (Van Dyne and LePine, 1998). Accordingly, we define green voice behavior as
employees’ novel and innovative suggestions for the firm’s environmental sustainability
efforts and green initiatives even though other relevant parties show disagreement.

Using the definition of voice behavior given by Van Dyne and LePine (1998) and the one
about green voice behavior, we define green promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors,
which were first coined by Nourafkan et al. (2021). Green promotive behavior refers to
organizational members’ constructive recommendations and novel ideas about the overall
functioning of the firm’s environmental sustainability efforts and green initiatives, while
green promotive behavior refers to their expressions of concern about unfriendly behaviors
that might impair the firm’s environmental sustainability efforts.

To develop the previously said linkages, we use solid theoretical underpinnings such as
social exchange theory (SET) (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005), JEM theory (Mitchell et al.,
2001), attribution theory (Nishii et al., 2008) and reformulation of attitude theory (Bagozzi, 1992).
Using these theories would enable us to understand whether they prove useful for hypotheses
development regarding the interrelationships of GHRM, JEM and green voice behavior.

Contribution
Examining the aforesaid linkages enhances current knowledge. First, studies indicated that
organizational commitment and employee engagement mediated the effect of JEM on
turnover intentions (Ampofo and Karatepe, 2022), while the effects of harmonious and
obsessive passion on JEM were mediated by work engagement (Teng et al., 2021). Research
also documented that JEM mediated the impacts of different leadership styles (e.g.
authoritarian leadership) on restaurant employees’ creativity (Khorakian et al., 2021). Yet no
empirical paper has explored the link of GHRM to JEM so far (Amrutha and Geetha, 2020;
Tanova and Bayighomog, 2022; Yong et al., 2020). To fill in this void, we test employees’
perceptions of GHRM and assess its impact on JEM.

Second, in this paper, we use green promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors as the
outcomes of GHRM. This is important as there is no established research about its relationship
to these green work consequences (Tanova and Bayighomog, 2022). More importantly, JEM is
considered as a mediator of the effect of GHRM on the aforesaid green voice behaviors as there
is a need for empirical research to decipher the black box between GHRM and green work
outcomes (cf. Ye et al., 2022). Our review of the GHRM-related pieces in the relevant literature
(Table 1) explicitly suggests that JEM, green promotive voice behavior and green prohibitive
voice behavior are among the neglected consequences of GHRM.

Finally, the existing empirical research on restaurant sustainability or environmental
sustainability in restaurant settings when compared with the ones in the hotel industry is
scarce (Baloglu et al., 2022). To address this void and add to the compendium knowledge in
the field, we use data collected from restaurant employees. Using restaurant employees as a
case in point is critical because without employees engaging in eco-friendly behaviors, it
would be difficult for hospitality companies to attain environmental goals (cf. Karatepe et al.,
2021; Molina-Collado et al., 2022).

In the following section, we present the literature review and derive several hypotheses
regarding the interrelationships of GHRM, JEM, green promotive voice behavior and green
prohibitive voice behavior. Then the research model is depicted. Subsequently, we delineate
the method that is followed by the discussion of empirical findings. We culminate the paper
by offering theoretical implications and implications for business practice.
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Table 1.
A summary of
empirical papers on
green human
resource
management with
hospitality and
tourism samples

Source Sample and country Main findings

Aboramadan and
Karatepe (2021)

Hotel employees,
Palestine

Perceived green organizational support fully mediated
the impact of GHRM on task performance and OCB

Al-Romeedy (2019) Travel agency
employees, Egypt

Managerial constraints and constraints related to
employees impeded the implementation of GHRM

Darban et al. (2022) Hotel employees,
Turkey

WENG fully mediated the impact of GHRM on absences
from work and green recovery performance

Farooq et al. (2022) Hotel employees,
Morocco

Green transformation leadership strengthened the
positive effect of GHRM on green self-efficacy and green
self-efficacy was a partial mediator between GHRM and
green creativity

Haldorai et al. (2022) Hotel employees,
Philippine

GHRM partly mediated the effect of top management
green commitment and green intellectual capital on
environmental performance

Irani et al. (2022) Hotel employees,
Turkey

GHRM had a positive association with green process
innovation, environmental commitment, and
environmental performance

Karatepe et al. (2022a) Hotel employees,
Taiwan

Perceived organizational support for the environment
and WENG serially mediated the impact of GHRM on
pro-environmental behavior and quitting intentions

Kim et al. (2019) Hotel employees,
Thailand

GHRMwas positively linked to organizational
commitment, eco-friendly behavior and hotel
environmental performance

Luu (2020) Tour company
employees, Vietnam

Green management initiatives (green strategy and green
human resource and South Korea practices) had an
indirect positive relationship with OCB for the
environment through environmentally specific servant
leadership

Nisar et al. (2021) Hotel employees,
Malaysia

Green training and development and green discipline
management increased green intellectual capital and pro-
environmental behavior

Pham et al. (2019a) Hotel employees,
Vietnam

Green human resource practices such as training,
employee involvement and performance appraisal were
positively related to OCB for the environment

Pham et al. (2019b) Hotel employees,
Vietnam

Green training and green rewards were found to be
significant determinants of environmental commitment

Pham et al. (2020) Hotel employees,
Vietnam

Green training demonstrates a positive association with
environmental commitment, firm environmental
performance and OCB

Raza and Khan (2022) Hotel employees,
Pakistan

GHRM enhanced affective commitment and eco-friendly
behavior

Shafaei et al. (2020) Hotel employees,
Malaysia

GHRM completely mediated the positive association
between organizational environmental culture and
environmental performance

Úbeda-García et al.
(2021)

Hotel employees,
Spain

GHRM and environmental outcomes serially mediated
the effect of company’s social responsibility efforts on
firm performance

Yusoff et al. (2020) Hotel employees,
Malaysia

Green recruitment and selection, green training and
development, and green compensation positively
influenced environmental performance

Notes: GHRM = green human resource management; OCB = organizational citizenship behavior;
WENG = work engagement
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Literature review, hypotheses and research model
Green human resource management
A detailed examination made in the pertinent literature reveals that companies have paid
particular attention to the investment in GHRM practices to bolster workers’ eco-friendly
behaviors, enhance the image and reputation of the organization and contribute to financial
performance (Pham et al., 2019a). This is not surprising because injecting green
management and environmental sustainability in human resource practices has become a
priority for a number of companies in the manufacturing and service industries (cf. Ari et al.,
2020; Marrucci et al., 2021; Yong et al., 2022). Nowadays, it seems that adopting GHRM
initiatives is a must for organizations to deliver uplifted operational and sustainable
performance to attain competitive advantage (Zaid and Jaaron, 2023). Consequently, there is
an increasing attention to the role of GHRM in different aspects of employee and
organizational outcomes (Marrucci et al., 2022). For instance, a recent study among
employees working in manufacturing firms revealed that GHRM enhanced environmental
performance via employees’ eco-friendly behaviors and psychological green climate (Naz
et al., 2022). Research revealed that green rewards and training as the main components of
GHRM positively related to millennial hotel employee retention (Islam et al., 2022).

Lu et al.’s (2022) research illustrated that anticipated environmental emotions partly
mediated the link between GHRM and employees’ environmental citizenship behaviors. A
recent study showed that green inclusive leadership was positively linked to hotel workers’
pro-environmental behaviors via GHRM (Patwary et al., 2022). Another empirical study
confirmed that GHRM influenced bank employees’ green behaviors through green
commitment (Khan et al., 2022). Moreover, GHRM triggered environmental sustainability
which in turn influenced corporate social responsibility and employee branding in the textile
sector (Yasin et al., 2022). It was reported that the environmental beliefs of Chinese
companies’ chief executive officers were positively linked to GHRM practices which in turn
resulted in better environmental and financial performances via employees’ environmental
commitment (Ren et al., 2022).

Research in the manufacturing industry documented that green commitment was a
mediator between GHRM and eco-friendly behaviors (Ansari et al., 2021). Ahmad et al.
(2021) found that GHRM mediated the link between ethical leadership and green work
behavior. Rubel et al. (2021) demonstrated that green work climate mediated the relation
between GHRM and eco-friendly behavior. A study conducted in green office buildings
indicated that GHRM acted as a mediator between organizational readiness and green
behavior, while green behavior played a mediating role in the link between GHRM and
organizational identification (Parida et al., 2021). Another study in the accommodation
context illustrated that green behavior mediated the interactive effects of corporate social
responsibility, GHRM and responsible leadership on job performance (He et al., 2021).
Tuan’s (2022) work also denoted that the effect of GHRM on hotel workers’ felt
responsibility for the environment wasmediated by responsible leadership.

Empirical pieces published earlier than the abovementioned studies also linked GHRM to
various green and positive non-green work outcomes such as commitment to the
environment, pro-environmental behavior and organizational identification (Chaudhary,
2020; Kim et al., 2019; Saeed et al., 2019). However, the current literature has not offered any
findings regarding the effect of GHRM on JEM or the impact of GHRM on green voice
behavior so far. The dearth of evidence is also true for the association between JEM and
green voice behavior. Considering the gaps in the literature, our paper proposes that JEM is
the mediator that relates GHRM to green promotive voice behavior and green prohibitive
voice behaviors, which are the two types of green voice behavior.

Green voice
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Job embeddedness
JEM is a complex concept that denotes employees’ cognitive and affective-based evaluation of the
job (Chen, 2022). According to many scholars in the organizational studies, JEM is a very
important construct that can influence individuals’ attitudes and behaviors. For example, Ahmad
et al. (2022) highlighted the significant role of JEM as a mediator between health-care employees’
relational coordination and their well-being. While work–life balance and intrinsic work values
were found to enhance JEM, JEM was negatively related to young university graduates’
proclivity to leave their jobs (Fuchs et al., 2022). Another study among hotel employees found that
JEMwas a significant mediator between a number of organizational antecedents such as growth
opportunities and voluntary turnover intentions (Mashi et al., 2022). Zhou et al.’s (2021) research
among nurses asserted a positive link between JEMand voice behavior.

Despite the significant role of JEM as a mediating mechanism between various
organizational interventions and positive employee outcomes, to date there is no empirical
study that observes this function between GHRM practices and workers’ green voice
behaviors. This is surprising because a recent study suggested that GHRM can foster
organizational members’ JEM and result in their task-related pro-environmental behaviors
(Karatepe et al., 2022a).

(Green) voice behavior
It is argued that listening to individuals’ concerns not only decreases their dissatisfaction
but also provides an opportunity for any organization to attain sustainable success.
Therefore, employees need to raise their voices and contribute to the organizational green
goals. However, in the pertinent literature, there is limited knowledge about the mechanism
through which employees’ green voices may be uplifted. This is especially true for the two
types of green voice behavior. Empirically, Aboramadan et al. (2022) denoted that perceived
green organizational support mediated the association of GHRMwith green voice behavior.

An analysis of the literature appears to present adequate evidence to support our
argument that JEM can enhance employees’ green behaviors through GHRM. Specifically,
creating a work environment where employees have “links” with their coworkers and
managers/owners, they can feel more secure. Moreover, the application of GHRM practices
can clarify the values which their workplace is advocating. Altogether, job-embedded
employees can be expected to freely raise their green voices under the aforementioned
conditions. According to Ng and Lucianetti (2018), job-embedded employees assume that
their future and their organizations’ future are intertwined with each other, thereby
provoking them to display increased learning goal orientation, which, as a result, enhances
their voice behavior. Achmadi et al. (2022) found that competitive climate moderated the
positive effect of leader humility on voice behavior. Liu et al. (2022) demonstrated that
workers’ moral identity was positively associated with voice behavior, and work
engagement was a mediator between workers’moral identity and voice behavior. In another
study, job autonomy had a positive link with employees’ promotive voice behavior through
work engagement (Kao et al., 2022).

SET (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005), JEM theory (Mitchell et al., 2001), attribution
theory (Nishii et al., 2008) and reformulation of attitude theory (Bagozzi, 1992) are used to
develop the hypotheses with regard to the direct and mediating impacts. One of the most
prominent theories that is associated with workplace behaviors is SET (Cropanzano and
Mitchell, 2005). According to this theory, interactions between the firm and employees
should present reciprocal interdependence (Blau, 1964). When employees perceive that their
firm values the contribution of their employees, they react with favorable behaviors and feel
obligated to help the firm for the accomplishment of its goals. We believe that when
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employees witness their management’s investment in employees through green training,
rewards and empowerment, they strive to reciprocate via green voice behavior.

JEM theory posits that the extent to which an employee is embedded in his/her job is
significantly explained by perceptual factors and the surrounding environment (Mitchell
et al., 2001). Employees with green values potentially search for organizations run by GHRM
practices. Job-embedded employees are likely to display desirable behaviors and attitudes as
a result of GHRM practices and prefer to remain with the firm.

As propounded by attribution theory (Nishii et al., 2008), employees show positive
responses when they find that the firm implements GHRM practices to create and increase
awareness about the protection of the environment and motivates individuals to be pro-
environmentalists (Aboramadan and Karatepe, 2021). The reformulation of attitude theory
suggests that appraisal precipitates emotions which then impact an employee’s behaviors
(Bagozzi, 1992). The presence of GHRM practices provokes employees’ JEM and, as a response,
they raise green voice behavior. The hypothesized associations are discussed below.

Hypotheses
Green human resource management and job embeddedness. JEM is designated by “links,”
“fit” and “sacrifice.” Employees forming or having good relations with their coworkers and
managers/owners (“links”) are embedded in their jobs. When these employees’ values and
career goals fit well with those of the firm, they display JEM. Individuals are also enmeshed
in their jobs when they see that they will lose valued material and psychological benefits if
they leave the firm (Lee et al., 2004).

The extant hospitality literature supports the premise that human resource practices
foster employees’ JEM. For instance, Afsar et al. (2018) reported that human resource
practices triggered hotel employees’ JEM. A study of public workers disclosed that human
resource practices such as rewards and growth opportunities enhanced JEM (Nguyen et al.,
2017). The pertinent literature has reported limited studies about the relationships of GHRM
practices to employees’ intentions to leave (Islam et al., 2020). Individuals who perceive that
GHRM practices are valuable contributions to the cultivation of green knowledge and skills
and signify the restaurants’ efforts toward the protection of the ecological environment have
lower propensity to leave. However, as can be observed in various review studies (Tanova
and Bayighomog, 2022), there is still no evidence about whether companies implementing
GHRM practices can enhance employees’ JEM.

To develop the hypothesis about the impact of GHRM on JEM, we use SET (Cropanzano
and Mitchell, 2005). According to this theoretical focus, there would be trusting and mutual
commitments between the firm and its organizational members when they comply with the
rules of exchange (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005). Rules of exchange contain repayment
rules such that managerial decisions give rise to a response or actions by employees (Saks,
2006). Broadly speaking, when employees feel that the firm invests in cultivating their green
knowledge and skills through various human resource practices (e.g. green training and
teamwork) associated with environmental sustainability, they feel obliged to reciprocate.
They would repay the organization via higher JEM. That is, in response to GHRM practices
they have obtained from the firm, they would display high levels of JEM. These employees
would have quality relations with other organizational members and find that their values
fit well with those of the firm associated with environmental sustainability. They would
remain with the organization in order not to sacrifice these benefits surfacing from the
cultivation of their green knowledge and skills. Thus, we hypothesize that:

H1. GHRM relates positively to restaurant employees’ JEM.

Green voice
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Job embeddedness and green voice behavior. According to JEM theory (Lee et al., 2004),
individuals who are involved in a number of tasks or assignments and possess good ties
with people, fit well in their jobs and use their knowledge and skills in the workplace, and
know that they forfeit benefits if they leave are motivated to perform at high levels.
Evidence in the relevant literature supports this assertion. For instance, Park et al. (2021)
showed a significant positive association between JEM and hotel staff’s’ extra-role service
behaviors. Zia et al. (2022) reported that high levels of JEM resulted in positive outcomes
such as higher task performance among hotel employees. Ali et al.’s (2022) work also
documented that JEM enhanced nurses’ job performance at public hospitals.

Though limited, there are findings concerning the effect of JEM on voice behavior.
Specifically, Ng and Feldman (2013) showed that employee embeddedness was positively
associated with their voice behavior. Tan et al. (2019) demonstrated that JEM fostered voice
behavior toward the university among the administrative staff.

In view of JEM theory and the evidence given above, we surmise that individuals who
are embedded in their jobs and are socially embedded in their company would display green
voice behaviors. A workplace that enables employees to establish and develop good ties
with supervisors and coworkers, use their knowledge and skills, and understand the loss of
benefits as a result of quitting would promote green voice behavior. Such employees can
exhibit green promotive voice behaviors by making green suggestions that would affect the
environmental decision of the restaurant. These employees can come up with constructive
green suggestions that would enable the restaurant to accomplish its environmental and
green goals. They can also display green prohibitive voice behaviors by advising their
coworkers against their potential non-green behaviors that would impede the environmental
performance of the restaurant or preclude the restaurant from reaching its environmental
goals. These positive green voice behavioral outcomes would be achieved when employees
develop good relations with their coworkers in the restaurant, apply their green knowledge
and skills, and are cognizant of the loss of benefits (e.g. green rewards) if they quit. Thus, we
hypothesize that:

H2. JEM relates positively to restaurant employees’ green promotive voice behaviors.

H3. JEM relates positively to restaurant employees’ green prohibitive voice behaviors.

Green human resource management and green voice behavior. As propounded by
attribution theory (Nishii et al., 2008), employees can give different meanings to the
restaurant’s GHRM practices. For example, if the restaurant invests in GHRM practices to
decrease cost and exploit employees, then these practices would be negatively related to
employee outcomes (cf. Tracey, 2012). Employees respond positively when they perceive
that the restaurant designs GHRM practices to create and promote their awareness about
environmental sustainability and green initiatives of the firm and lead them to become eco-
citizens (Aboramadan and Karatepe, 2021). Accordingly, our paper proposes that restaurant
employees respond positively to GHRM practices such as green training and rewards in
light of the attributions they make concerning the actual implementation of GHRM
practices.

The literature demonstrates empirical pieces, which have found that human resource
practices influence employees’ voice behaviors (Badru et al., 2022; Hu and Jiang, 2018).
However, there is no evidence denoting that employees provide useful recommendations
and new ideas regarding the organization’ environmentally sustainability efforts (green
promotive voice behavior) or express their concerns about others’ unfriendly behaviors that
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might impede the organization’s efforts about the protection of the environment (green
prohibitive voice behavior). Thus, we hypothesize that:

H4. GHRM relates positively to restaurant employees’ green promotive voice behaviors.

H5. GHRM relates positively to restaurant employees’ green prohibitive voice
behaviors.

The mediation of job embeddedness. JEM theory proposes that JEM is treated as a principal
mediating variable between specific job-related factors and employee retention (Holtom and
Inderrieden, 2006). Harris et al. (2011) also highlight that JEM is one of the underlying
mechanisms relating on-the-job factors to employee attitudes and behaviors. In empirical
terms, Zia et al. (2022) found that JEM was a key mediating mechanism that linked servant
leadership to task performance, organizational citizenship behaviors and proclivity to leave.
Afsar et al.’s (2018) work denoted that JEMmediated the effects of human resource practices
and trust in supervisors on proclivity to quit. Yang et al.’s (2020) research also illustrated
that JEM mediated the effects of transformational leadership and proactive personality on
work performance among hotel employees.

In light of JEM theory and said findings, we contend that GHRM practices are the job-
related factors that would give rise to elevated levels of JEM and therefore enhance
employees’ green promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors. For instance, employees
receiving green training and rewards and working in green teams can boost their green
knowledge and skills (Aboramadan and Karatepe, 2021). This would make them motivated
to perform their green-related tasks. JEM, as a motivational construct, would enable them to
have good connections with their managers and coworkers, use their green knowledge and
skills to help the firm to promote its green culture, and remain with the restaurant for taking
advantage of various benefits (e.g. green career opportunities) (Ari et al., 2020). In such a
workplace, these employees would exhibit green promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors.

In addition to JEM theory (Mitchell et al., 2001), the reformulation of attitude theory
presents guidance about the development of the hypotheses regarding the mediation of JEM
(Bagozzi, 1992). Employees appraise past, present and future events and outcomes. Babakus
et al. (2003) state that having a pleasant event results in satisfaction that will in turn guide
the individual to reach that outcome. That is, employees’ cognitive appraisal of green human
resource practices would lead to affective or emotional responses such as JEM. Employees’
feelings of JEM would govern their green promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors. In
other words, such employees would make suggestions to improve the restaurant’s
environmental sustainability efforts and point out the problems against the environmental
sustainability in the restaurant. Thus, we hypothesize that:

H6. JEM positively mediates the effect of GHRM on restaurant employees’ green
promotive voice behaviors.

H7. JEM positively mediates the effect of GHRM on restaurant employees’ green
prohibitive voice behaviors.

Research model
Drawing from SET (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005), JEM theory (Mitchell et al., 2001),
attribution theory (Nishii et al., 2008) and the reformulation of attitude theory (Bagozzi,
1992), our paper gauges the interrelationships of GHRM, JEM, green promotive voice
behavior and green prohibitive voice behavior. The research model in Figure 1 proposes that
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restaurants investing in GHRM practices positively influence employees’ JEM, green
promotive voice behavior and green prohibitive voice behavior. Job-embedded individuals
display green promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors. As shown in Figure 1, JEM
mediates the impact of GHRM on green promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors. In
congruence with similar papers, gender and organizational tenure are treated as potential
controls due to their potential impacts on voice behavior (Liang et al., 2012).

Method
Sample and data collection
Data gathered from the employees of 11 restaurants in Gazimagusa in Northern Cyprus
were used to gauge the previously mentioned hypotheses. In this paper, both the
convenience and judgmental sampling techniques were used (Arnolds and Boshoff, 2002).
Specifically, to select the restaurants, we used the convenience sampling technique because
it enables the researchers to receive the timely response in comparison with the probability
sampling techniques (Smart et al., 2021). This technique enabled the researchers to consider
the eagerness and accessibility of the prospective restaurants (Senbeto and Hon, 2021). The
judgmental sampling method, which enables the researchers to select the potential
respondents using their judgment associated with the study purpose (Black, 2010), was

Figure 1.
Researchmodel

Green human resource
management (GHRM)

Employee retention 
strategy

Green voice behavior

Green promotive
voice behavior

GHRM

Mediator
Job embeddedness

(JEM)
H6(+) and H7(+)

Green prohibitive
voice behavior

Control variables
Gender and 
organizational tenure

H1 (+)

H2 (+)

H3 (+)

H4 (+)

H5 (+)

Notes: H1.GHRM relates positively to restaurant employees’ JEM; H2.JEM relates positively
to restaurant employees’ green promotive voice behaviors; H3.JEM relates positively to
restaurant employees’ green prohibitive voice behaviors; H4.GHRM relates positively to
restaurant employees’ green promotive voice behaviors; H5.GHRM relates positively to
restaurant employees’ green prohibitivevoice behaviors; H6.JEM positively mediates the 
effect of GHRM on restaurant employees’ green promotive voice behaviors; H7.JEM 
positively mediates the effect of GHRM on restaurant employees’ green prohibitive voice 
behaviors
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applied in this study. Accordingly, the researchers invited the respondents who were aware
of the restaurant’s environmental sustainability efforts such as investment in energy and
water-saving devices and reduction of food waste. Therefore, these nonprobability sampling
techniques allowed the researchers to access the appropriate restaurants and their
employees (e.g. eagerness and accessibility with employees informed about the restaurant’s
environmental sustainability efforts) which, due to the characteristics of the sector, was not
possible to quantify or locate a priori.

To control common method variance (CMV), several critical procedural remedies were
applied. Specifically, information about management support for employee participation
and voluntary participation as well as anonymity and confidentiality was given in the first
page of the survey. In addition, information such as there are no wrong or right responses to
the items also appeared in the first page of the survey.

A total of 150 questionnaires were personally distributed to restaurant employees. A
total of 130 questionnaires with a response rate of 86.7% were obtained. Table 2 shows the
respondents’ profile. Consistent with a recent study (Tosun et al., 2022), the majority of the
individuals employed in restaurants in Northern Cyprus were male.

Measurement
The survey was prepared in English. Then it was back-translated into Turkish. Two
academicians fluent in Turkish and English controlled the back-translated survey. The
feedback received from them showed that all itemswere deemed readable and understandable.

Six items from Kim et al. (2019) were used to gauge GHRM. Similar empirical pieces also
used the abovementioned scale tomeasure GHRM (Darban et al., 2022; Raza andKhan, 2022).

Table 2.
Respondents’ profile

(n = 130)

Demographic variables Frequency %

Age
18–27 93 71.5
28–37 34 26.2
38–47 2 1.5
48–57 1 0.8
Total 130 100.0

Gender
Male 93 71.5
Female 37 28.5
Total 130 100.0

Education
Secondary and high school 3 2.3
Two-year college degree 27 20.8
Four-year college degree 90 69.2
Graduate degree 10 7.7
Total 130 100.0

Organizational tenure
Less than 1 year 59 45.4
1–5 61 46.9
6–10 8 6.2
11–15 2 1.5
Total 130 100.0
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To assess restaurant employees’ JEM, we used Crossley et al.’s (2007) JEM scale. Employees
were requested to read and responded to seven items by taking into account both work (e.g.
fit with job) and nonwork-related factors (e.g. community perks). A number of empirical
papers measured JEMwith the abovementioned scale (Park et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2020).

Green promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors were adapted from the work of Liang
et al. (2012). The scale developed by Liang et al. (2012) was used in many empirical pieces
(Han and Hwang, 2019; Lu and Lu, 2020). Each of these scales comprised five items. This
approach is in congruence with the works of Luu (2018), Luu (2019) and Aboramadan (2022),
which has adapted the service recovery performance items from Boshoff and Allen (2000) to
operationalize green recovery performance, the organizational support items from
Eisenberger et al. (1986) to assess organizational support for green behaviors, and the work
engagement items from Schaufeli et al. (2006) to measure green work engagement,
respectively. Exploratory factor analysis with principal components was performed. Two
factors with eigenvalues> 1.0 collectively explained 84.1% of the variance. In addition, all
items loaded onto their underlying factors.

In this paper, we used disagree-agree scales with five response points (“1 = strongly
disagree to 5 = strongly agree”) for the items used in the present research. In congruence
with Kim et al. (2017), the place of birth was used as a marker variable (“0 = capital city” and
“1 = other cities”). Gender (“0 = male” and “1 = female”) and organizational tenure
(measured in four categories) were used as control variables.

Data analysis
We used the partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) technique to
assess the structural model. The use of unobservable latent variables specified as
composites is one of the main reasons for using PLS-SEM (Cepeda-Carrion et al., 2019; Hair
et al., 2017; Henseler, 2017). Following Henseler (2017), all the variables studied are
considered composites as they are unobservable constructs that arise from theoretical
thought and constitute artifacts from a mixture of measurable elements. There are at least
two more reasons for using PLS-SEM in our empirical paper. First, this technique offers
consistent estimates for the analysis of models based on reflective composites such as the
one in our model (Dijkstra and Henseler, 2015). Second, PLS-SEM has shown robustness
when estimating model parameters in studies whose sample sizes are small (Jung et al., 2022;
Reinartz et al., 2009). In our research, the small size of the study population restricts the size
of the sample used. Taken together, PLS-SEM is an appropriate analytic technique to gauge
the measurement and structural models (Hair et al., 2019a; Rigdon et al., 2017). In our study,
we used the SmartPLS v.3 software.

In order to verify whether the proposed model had an adequate statistical power, we
employed a statistical power analysis. An F test for linear multiple regression (Fixed model,
R2 deviation from zero) was developed using the G*Power v.3.1.9.7 software (Faul et al.,
2009) based on the following parameters: we assumed a mean effect size (f2 = 0.150), a
probability of correctly rejecting the null hypothesis when it should be rejected in a Power =
0.90 level and a probability of error when detecting statistical significance at the a = 0.05
level. In addition, we considered the largest number of predictors to be 4 (there were four
relationships regarding the exogenous variables such as green promotive voice behavior
and green prohibitive voice behavior). Consequently, our model needed a minimum sample
of 108 cases (Cohen, 1992; Faul et al., 2009). Given that our sample was composed of 130
participants, it reached sufficient statistical power to assess the proposed model using the
variance-based SEM (Hair et al., 2017).
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Results
Confirmatory tetrad analysis
As a step prior to the measurement model assessment, we carry out a confirmatory tetrad
analysis (CTA) to avoid erroneous specifications of the measurement model that can lead to
inaccurate estimates of the parameters and represent a validity threat (Hair et al., 2017;
Latan, 2018). CTA provides an empirical basis to assess whether our research data supports
the structure and specification made for the model, in our case, a model of reflective
composites (Gudergan et al., 2008). Before beginning the analysis, it was confirmed that all
the indicators as a whole correlated in values different from zero. We used parameters
recommended by Hair et al. (2017) – the bootstrap routine with 5,000 subsamples, two-tailed
test and a significance level of 0.10. For all cases, Bonferroni bias-corrected confidence
intervals showed that nonredundant tetrads were not significantly different from zero
(always included zero). These results suggest that the measurement model is in fact a
reflective composite model, providing support for the initial specification of the latent
constructs in the model (GHRM, JEM, green promotive voice behavior and green prohibitive
voice behavior).

Measurement model
In light of the guidelines given by Hair et al. (2014), the reliability of reflective measures
needs to be assessed at the item and construct level. The validity of these measures from a
content, convergent and discriminant perspective should be verified. Content validity was
ensured by the use of scales that have been previously validated and used in the
management literature (Pavlou and El Sawy, 2006).

It is generally considered that indicator loadings should take values greater than 0.70.
However, values close to this threshold should be retained provided that they do not lead to
deterioration in the validity and reliability of the scales (Chin et al., 2020; Hair et al., 2014).
Three items were discarded because they did not meet the criterion mentioned above. The
factor loadings of the remaining items were significantly above or slightly below this
threshold and did not deteriorate the validity and reliability results (Table 3). In addition, we
assessed the internal consistency reliability in the following ways. First, we computed
coefficient alpha for all variables. The values ranged from 0.701 to 0.831. Second, we used
the Dijkstra-Henseler’s Rho (rA). The values were between 0.708 and 0.841. Finally, we
calculated composite reliability scores. The values ranged from 0.815 to 0.876. Overall, the
measures were reliable (Hair et al., 2019b). We also gauged the average variance extracted
values. As demonstrated in Table 3, all of the values were greater than 0.50, confirming
convergent validity (Hair et al., 2019b).

We use the heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) criterion to assess discriminant validity
(Henseler et al., 2016). The HTMT results in Table 4 were below 0.90, confirming
discriminant validity (Voorhees et al., 2016). Measure intercorrelations and descriptive
statistics are presented in Table 5.

Statistical remedies: common method variance
Two statistical remedies were implemented to check CMV. Statistical package for the social
sciences (SPSS v.28 software) was used in both cases. Specifically, we used Harman’s single-
factor test. To do this, all of the items (excluding the ones discarded) were subjected to
unrotated exploratory factor analysis. The first factor accounted for 32.65% of the total
variance. This is lower than 50% (McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992). This test is essential but
inadequate (Chang et al., 2010). Therefore, we used the marker variable technique to control
CMV (Podsakoff et al., 2003). The partial correlation test demonstrated that the significance
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Table 3.
Psychometric
properties of the
measures

Construct/Item FL a pA CR AVE

GHRM (from Kim et al., 2019)
This restaurant provides adequate training to promote
environmental management as a core organizational value

0.681*** 0.831 0.841 0.876 0.542

This restaurant considers how well employees are doing at
being eco-friendly as part of their performance appraisals

0.664***

This restaurant relates employees’ eco-friendly behavior to
rewards and compensation

0.735***

This restaurant considers personal identity-environmental
management fit in recruitment and selection

0.776***

Employees fully understand the extent of corporate
environmental policy

0.742***

This restaurant encourages employees to provide
suggestions on environmental improvement

0.808***

JEM (from Crossley et al., 2007)
I feel attached to this restaurant 0.715*** 0.817 0.824 0.867 0.522
It would be difficult for me to leave this restaurant 0.735***
I am too caught up in this restaurant to leave 0.675***
I feel tied to this restaurant 0.791***
I simply could not leave the restaurant that I work for 0.693***
It would be easy for me to leave this restaurant. (R) Dropped
I am tightly connected to this restaurant 0.720***

PROM (from Liang et al., 2012)
I proactively develop and make suggestions for issues that
may influence the environmental decisions of the restaurant

0.683*** 0.701 0.718 0.815 0.526

I proactively suggest new projects which are beneficial to
the environment of the restaurant

0.759***

I raise suggestions to improve the restaurant’s
environmental procedure

0.787***

I proactiveley voice out constructive suggestions that help
the restaurant reach its environmental goals

0.665***

I make constructive suggestions to improve the restaurant’s
environmental operation

Dropped

PROH (from Liang et al., 2012)
I advise other colleagues against unfriendly behaviors that
would hamper environmental performance of the restaurant

0.663*** 0.705 0.708 0.819 0.531

I speak up honestly with problems that might cause serious
damage to the environment of the restaurant, even when/
though dissenting opinions exist

Dropped

I dare to voice out opinions on things that might affect the
environmental efficiency in the restaurant even if that
would embarrass others

0.754***

I dare to point out environmental problems when they
appear in the restaurant, even if that would hamper
relationships with other colleagues

0.764***

I proactively report environmentally related coordination
problems in the workplace to the management

0.730***

Notes: R=Reverse coded; GHRM= green human resource management; JEM= job embeddedness; PROM= green
promotive voice behavior; PROH = green prohibitive voice behavior; FL= factor loading ***p-value < 0.001;
a = coefficient alpha; pA = Dijkstra-Henseler’s statistic; CR = composite reliability; AVE = average
variance extracted
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of the correlations did not amend as a result of the control of the marker variable. Overall,
CMVwas not a problem.

Structural model
We proceeded to test the relationships without the marker variable. Following Hair et al.
(2014), the assessment of the structural model must begin by ruling out collinearity
problems between the model variables. Next, we assess path coefficients including both
significance levels and signs of the direct and mediating relationships. It is also necessary to
test effect size (f2) and determination coefficient for endogenous variables (R2).

We assess the possibility of collinearity between the constructs of the model through the
variance inflation factor (VIF). Values greater than 3.0 suggest levels of collinearity between
variables that can be problematic during hypothesis testing (Hair et al., 2014). The VIFs
showed values between 1.006 and 1.513. Hence, collinearity was not a problem for our
analysis (Hair et al., 2019b).

We used a bootstrapping test based on 4,999 subsamples and one-tailed test. As we
summarized in Table 6, the results indicated that GHRM was positively linked to JEM (b =
0.570, p < 0.001, f2 = 0.481), confirming H1. Furthermore, there was a positive linkage
between JEM and green promotive voice behavior (b = 0.436, p < 0.001, f2 = 0.168, H2) and
between JEM and green prohibitive voice behavior (b = 0.488, p < 0.001, f2 = 0.244, H3).
Accordingly, H2 and H3 were supported. However, our data could not confirm the
hypothesized relationships in H4 and H5. The analysis showed that GHRM was not
significantly associated with green promotive voice behavior (b = 0.080, p> 0.001, f2 =
0.006,H4) and green prohibitive voice behavior (b = 0.145, p> 0.001, f2 = 0.022,H5). In both
cases, the confidence interval included zero. Therefore,H4 andH5were not supported.

Table 4.
Discriminant validity

check using the
HTMT criterion

Variables 1 2 3 4

1. GHRM –
2. JEM 0.657 –
3. PROM 0.416 0.618 –
4. PROH 0.537 0.737 0.866 –

Notes: GHRM = green human resource management; JEM = job embeddedness; PROM = green promotive
voice behavior; PROH = green prohibitive voice behavior; HTMT = heterotrait-monotrait ratio

Table 5.
Summary statistics

and correlations

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Gender –
2. Organizational tenure 0.035 –
3. Green human resource management 0.021 0.021 –
3. Job embeddedness �0.098 �0.048 0.538* –
4. Green promotive voice behavior 0.021 �0.022 0.333* 0.505* –
5. Green prohibitive voice behavior 0.011 0.000 0.399* 0.566* 0.590* –
6. Place of birth �0.001 �0.059 0.129 �0.020 �0.006 �0.026 –
Mean 0.285 1.638 4.462 4.523 4.379 4.508 0.785
Standard deviation 0.453 0.671 0.655 0.688 0.678 0.624 0.413

Note: *p< 0.05 (one-tailed test)
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Following the guideline of Carrion et al. (2017), we tested the mediating effect of JEM in
our model (results in Tables 6 and 7). For H6, there was a significant indirect link
between GHRM and green promoting voice behavior through JEM (b = 0.248, p < 0.002).
Furthermore, as expected in H7, we confirmed an indirect relationship between GHRM
and green prohibitive voice behavior through JEM (b = 0.278, p < 0.001). The absence of
a significant direct effect of GHRM on exogenous variables reported for H4 and H5
demonstrated that JEM completely mediated the effect of GHRM on green promotive and
prohibitive voice behaviors (Zhao et al., 2010). None of the control variables (gender and
tenure) was significantly related to green promotive and green prohibitive voice
behaviors. Moreover, the significance of the effects did not amend with or without the
control variables.

We also used variance accounted for (VAF) to determine the extent to which the
mediations investigated explained the variance of the dependent variables. VAF
denotes the association between the specific indirect impact and the total effect and can
be used as a measure of the size of the mediation impact (Hair et al., 2014). The findings
illustrated that the mediation effects tested in the present paper explained 76.65% of
the variance for green promotive voice behavior and 65.73% for green prohibitive voice
behavior (Table 7). Thus, our mediation hypotheses presented in H6 and H7 were
confirmed.

Table 6.
Structural model test
results

Path Coefficient t-values CI f2 Decision

H1: GHRM! JEM 0.570 (0.000) 5.406 0.382; 0.732 0.481 Supported
H2: JEM! PROM 0.436 (0.000) 4.185 0.266; 0.613 0.168 Supported
H3: JEM! PROH 0.488 (0.000) 5.035 0.325; 0.645 0.244 Supported
H4: GHRM! PROM 0.080 (0.198) 0.849 �0.074; 0.232 0.006 Not supported
H5: GHRM! PROH 0.145 (0.086) 1.363 �0.037; 0.309 0.022 Not supported
H6: GHRM! JEM! PROM 0.248 (0.002) 2.929 0.126; 0.402 – Full mediation
H7: GHRM! JEM! PROH 0.278 (0.001) 3.292 0.153; 0.429 – Full mediation
(CV) Gender! PROM 0.051 (0.288) 0.561 �0.110; 0.192 0.003
(CV) Tenure! PROM �0.085 (0.174) �0.938 �0.245; 0.057 0.010
(CV) Gender! PROH 0.081 (0.150) 1.036 �0.050; 0.208 0.010
(CV) Tenure! PROH 0.011 (0.432) 0.171 �0.101; 0.113 0.000

Endogenous variable R2 Adjusted R2

JEM 0.325 0.319
PROM 0.236 0.224
PROH 0.340 0.330

Discrepancy Saturated model Estimated model
Value HI99 Value HI99

SRMR 0.055 0.074 0.072 0.076 Supported
dULS 0.630 1.152 1.102 1.207 Supported
dG 0.245 0.422 0.292 0.423 Supported

Notes: GHRM = green human resource management; JEM = job embeddedness; PROM = green promotive
voice behavior; PROH = green prohibitive voice behavior, p-value in parentheses based on t[4999], one-
tailed test; CI = bootstrapping 95% confidence interval; CV = control variable; SRMR = standardized root
mean square residual; dULS = unweighted least squares distance; dG = geodesic distance, T-values: one-
tailed test t> 2.33, p< 0.01
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The evaluation of R2 depends on the nature of the constructs included in the
hypothesized model. Our work presents constructs that represent employee behaviors or
attitudes. In this case, it was considered that values greater than 0.2 for R2 showed a
sufficient explanatory capacity of the model (Hair et al., 2014). The values for R2 ranged from
0.236 to 0.340, indicating an adequate explanatory power for the nature of our variables. The
values for f2 ranged from 0.168 to 0.481 for the hypothesized relations. Following Cohen’s
(1992) criterion, these results suggested effects frommoderate to strong.

Finally, following the procedure recommended by Henseler et al. (2016), we gauged the
model from discrepancies between the empirical data matrix and the correlation matrix of
our model, both saturated and estimated models. We considered together the “standardized
root mean square residual (SRMR), unweighted least squares distance (dULS) and geodesic
distance (dG).”The values obtained for these three parameters met the requirements. That is,
the SRMR remained below 0.08 (Henseler, 2017), while the values for dULS and dG remained
lower than 99% quantile (HI99) obtained from a bootstrap sampling process (Henseler et al.,
2016). Overall, such parameters demonstrated that the model had an adequate fit and should
not be rejected (Henseler et al., 2016).

Discussion and conclusions
Conclusions
In the present paper, we proposed and tested a research model that explored JEM as a
mediator of the impact of GHRM on restaurant employees’ green promotive and prohibitive
voice behaviors. All of the hypothesized linkages were supported and the model is viable.
There are several important observations.

First, the results suggest that the presence of GHRM sends strong messages to
individuals that the restaurant makes investment to cultivate organizational members’
green knowledge and skills. Individuals having positive perceptions of these practices
possess good relations with their colleagues, use these knowledge and skills in the
workplace and remain with the restaurant in order not to lose green rewards and pay as well
as psychological benefits. If employees sacrifice these benefits, they may not get a similar
job in another restaurant where there are GHRM practices such as green training and

Table 7.
Mediation test

Path Point estimate

Confidence interval
Bias corrected

5% 95% VAF%

Direct effects
GHRM! PROM (H4) 0.080(0.198) �0.074 0.232
GHRM! PROH (H5) 0.145(0.086) �0.037 0.309

Specific indirect effects
GHRM! JEM! PROM (H1xH2) 0.248(0.002) 0.126 0.432 75.65
GHRM! JEM! PROH (H1xH3) 0.278(0.000) 0.156 0.432 65.73

Total effects
GHRM! PROM (H4þH6) 0.329(0.001) 0.141 0.501
GHRM! PROH (H5þH7) 0.424(0.000) 0.219 0.591

Notes: GHRM = Green human resource management; JEM = Job embeddedness; PROM = Green
promotive voice behavior; PROH = Green prohibitive voice behavior; VAF = Variance accounted for;
p-value in parentheses
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rewards. In addition, they may not find a supportive green work environment that would
promote green voice behavior. The abovementioned finding receives support from the
studies in the extant literature that management’s investment in human resource practices
fosters employees’ JEM (Afsar et al., 2018). In congruence with SET (Cropanzano and
Mitchell, 2005), workers feel obliged to respond through high levels of JEM in response to
GHRM practices.

Second, as a result of their decision to remain with the restaurant, employees contribute
to the restaurant’s environmental sustainability efforts and green initiatives by exhibiting
high levels of green promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors. Simply put, JEM boosts
restaurant employees’ green voice behaviors. Consistent with JEM theory (Mitchell et al.,
2001) and recent findings (Zia et al., 2022), employees staying in the organization exhibit
positive behavioral consequences. Having such employee behaviors in place is important
because employees high on JEM would raise suggestions to improve the working
procedures about the restaurant’s environmental and green goals. Though others disagree
with them and show dissenting opinions, employees with prohibitive voice behavior would
also speak up frankly and honestly about environmental problems that would result in
substantial costs for the restaurant in the future.

Third, the findings regarding link of GHRM to green promotive and prohibitive voice
behaviors are not in congruence with our predictions and the attribution theory (Nishii et al.,
2008). That is, various types of GHRM practices do not directly and significantly influence
the abovementioned green voice behaviors. Unlike the ones who are embedded in their jobs,
it seems that employees are not willing to contribute to the restaurant via their green voice
behaviors in view of the attributions (e.g. management’s intention to generate and enhance
awareness about environmental sustainability) they have made regarding the
implementation of GHRM practices.

Fourth, JEM completely mediates the effect of GHRM on restaurant employees’ green
promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors. Consonant with the reformulation of attitude
theory (Bagozzi, 1992), workers’ cognitive evaluation of the restaurants’ green human
resource practices results in an emotional response, which is JEM. These workers in turn
exhibit green voice behaviors at elevated levels. These findings support the cognitive
appraisal ! emotional response ! behavioral consequence process. Consistent with JEM
theory (Harris et al., 2011), JEM is one of the primary mechanisms relating on-the-job factors
(i.e. GHRM) to employee behaviors such as green promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors.

Theoretical implications
Our paper makes at least three important contributions to the hospitality literature. In
particular, the finding concerning the effect of GHRM on JEM is a significant addition to the
current knowledge on GHRM. Our claim arises from different reviews that none of the
empirical papers has explored the linkage between these two constructs so far. Specifically,
Amrutha and Geetha’s (2020) and Yong et al.’s (2020) reviews on GHRM have delineated no
evidence about its relationship to JEM. This research gap is also pronounced in Tanova and
Bayighomog’s (2022) recent review on GHRM. This is surprising because GHRM is an
important tool that is considered one of the best ways to establish and maintain good relations
between the firm and its stakeholders (Ye et al., 2022) and motivates employees to display
positive green and non-green work outcomes (Darban et al., 2022; Shafaei et al., 2020). In
addition, management investing in GHRM practices can establish good ties with employees
and meet their expectations with regard to its commitment to the protection of the ecological
environment (cf. Karatepe et al., 2022b).
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Employees perceive the restaurant’s green human resource practices as a valuable
contribution to the development of their green knowledge and skills and the restaurant’s
commitment to the protection of the ecological environment. Such practices would enable
the firm to invest in environmental sustainability and retain employees. Management also
needs to know whether these practices make employees fit well in their jobs, become tied to
their coworkers and become aware of the loss of benefits (e.g. green rewards, green career
progress) if they quit.

Our paper suggests that JEM is one of the primary mediating variables relating GHRM
to employees’ green promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors, which have not been tested
so far (Amrutha and Geetha, 2020; Tanova and Bayighomog, 2022). Considering JEM as a
mediator has been underscored in Harris et al.’s (2011) work that JEM is a primary
mediating mechanism relating job-related factors (e.g. GHRM practices) to employee
behaviors (e.g. green voice behavior). This finding is critical because the findings suggest
that GHRM is not directly and significantly associated with green promotive and prohibitive
voice behaviors. This highlights the role of a mechanism (i.e. JEM) that links GHRM to these
behavioral consequences. By reporting such findings, our paper deciphers the black box
between GHRM or human resource practices and green work consequences (cf. Ye et al.,
2022).

In addition, it is evident that hospitality organizations cannot attain their environmental
goals without employee participation in the process (Karatepe, 2022). Therefore, our paper
highlights the significance of employee involvement in environmentally friendly behaviors
by collecting data from restaurant employees.

Practical implications
There are several useful implications for practice emanating from the current empirical
study. First, restaurateurs need to recognize and appreciate how employees’ green voice
behavior can contribute to the environmental well-being of their companies. In a work
environment where employees can freely share their green voices (promotive and
prohibitive), any environmental problems (e.g. excessive food waste and energy
consumption) can be realized and handled so quickly. This would result in the prevention of
the additional cost of late interference.

Second, our findings enhance the awareness of restaurateurs about the significant direct
and indirect role of GHRM on both employees’ JEM and their green outcomes. Accordingly,
it is recommended for restaurant owners to implement green practices and demonstrate
their commitment to environmental sustainability to their staff. When employees perceive
such a commitment from their management, they can be more encouraged to participate in
environmentally friendly behaviors and enforced to feel embedded in their jobs. This can be
exhibited by various practices such as conducting short green training programs that can
increase staff’s knowledge of environmental issues and their companies’ investment in the
ecological environment.

Third, management can use various financial and nonfinancial green rewards as a tool to
send a message to the restaurant staff about their true will to protect the environment. For
instance, as a part of non-financial rewards, restaurateurs can provide the most successful
employees with green appraisal certificates designed for that purpose. The ones with high
number of certificates could be rewarded with promotions.

Fourth, with the previously mentioned practices, restaurateurs can increase the JEM levels of
employees. Because when the restaurant invests in the cultivation of their green knowledge and
skills and rewards their green behaviors, employees feel more fit in their jobs and become aware
of the loss of benefits if they quit. This finding suggests to the restaurant owners the value of
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employees’ JEM. Special attention should also be paid by the management of restaurants to the
recruitment of candidates who are really sensitive to the protection of environmental
sustainability. In this case, restaurateurs can make sure that their employees have the initial
capability of getting adapted to the demands of their new job.

Considerable efforts should be made bymanagers to associate employees with each other
and with the environmental programs that their workplaces have been pursuing. This is
because creating links is a key to employees’ JEM and embedded employees have higher
chances of sharing their voices. To do so, management can organize occasional outdoor
gatherings for leisure or sports activities where employees can join and spend time with the
organizational members. This can enhance the closeness of the restaurant staff with each
other and contribute considerably to their JEM.

Fifth, management of the restaurants can link employees with the environmental plans and
programs of their workplace by sharing brochures that clearly explain the main environmental
goals of the restaurant and underline the role of employees in the attainment of such goals.
Finally, restauranteurs can organize a special Sunday green occasion for the staff and their family
members every month where consumption of organic food is a priority. They can share it on
social media by explaining the details of the restaurant’s environmental sustainability efforts
such as reducedwaste food and diminishedwater and energy consumption.

Limitations and future research
Apart from the contributions of our paper, there are certain limitations that accentuate the
need for future research. First, the hypothesized associations were assessed using self-report
data. This is susceptible to CMV. Therefore, several procedural remedies were used. In
addition, the findings of statistical remedies revealed that CMV was not a threat in the
present research. Despite these remedies, it would be useful if future empirical pieces could
gather data through a time-lagged design and assess restaurant employees’ green voice
behaviors via their immediate supervisors.

Second, the cross-sectional sample precludes us from drawing cause-and-effect
conclusions. Tapping longitudinal designs makes it possible to examine alternative causal
patterns. Longitudinal designs would enable the researcher to test whether employees
having the opportunity to display green voice behaviors are high on JEM.

Finally, future research can focus on green intrinsic motivation, one of the least
investigated green personality variables. Specifically, green intrinsic motivation, which
refers to the passion for eco-friendly behavior that is directed by internal drive or rewards
(Li et al., 2020), can be treated as a potential moderator that would strengthen the positive
impact of JEM on restaurant workers’ green promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors.

References
Aboramadan, M. (2022), “The effect of green HRM on employee green behaviors in higher education:

the mediating mechanism of green work engagement”, International Journal of Organizational
Analysis, Vol. 30 No. 1, pp. 7-23.

Aboramadan, M. and Karatepe, O.M. (2021), “Green human resource management, perceived green
organizational support and their effects on hotel employees’ behavioral outcomes”, International
Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, Vol. 33 No. 10, pp. 3199-3222.

Aboramadan, M., Kundi, Y.M. and Becker, A. (2022), “Green human resource management in nonprofit
organizations: effects on employee green behavior and the role of perceived green organizational
support”, Personnel Review, Vol. 51 No. 7, pp. 1788-1806.

IJCHM



Achmadi, A., Hendryadi, H., Siregar, A.O. and Hadmar, A.S. (2022), “How can a leader’s humility
enhance civility climate and employee voice in a competitive environment?”, Journal of
Management Development, Vol. 41 No. 4, pp. 257-275.

Acting Here Planet 21 (2022), Available at: https://all.accor.com/gb/sustainable-development/index.
shtml (accessed on June 10).

Afsar, B., Shahjehan, A. and Shah, S.I. (2018), “Frontline employees’ high-performance work practices,
trust in supervisor, job-embeddedness and turnover intentions in hospitality industry”,
International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, Vol. 30 No. 3, pp. 1436-1452.

Ahmad, S., Islam, T., Sadiq, M. and Kaleem, A. (2021), “Promoting green behavior through ethical
leadership: a model of green human resource management and environmental knowledge”,
Leadership and Organization Development Journal, Vol. 42 No. 4, pp. 531-547.

Ahmad, A., Shah, F.A., Memon, M.A., Kakakhel, S.J. and Mirza, M.Z. (2022), “Mediating effect of job
embeddedness between relational coordination and employees’well-being: a reflective-formative
approach”, Current Psychology.

Ahmed, U., Umrani, W.A., Yousaf, A., Siddiqui, M.A. and Pahi, M.H. (2021), “Developing faithful
stewardship for environment through green HRM”, International Journal of Contemporary
Hospitality Management, Vol. 33 No. 10, pp. 3115-3133.

Akgunduz, Y., Turksoy, S.S. andNisari, M.A. (2022), “How leader–member exchange affects job embeddedness
and job dedication through employee advocacy”, Journal of Hospitality andTourism Insights.

Ali, I., Khan, M.M., Shakeel, S. and Mujtaba, B.G. (2022), “Impact of psychological capital on
performance of public hospital nurses: the mediated role of job embeddedness”, Public
Organization Review, Vol. 22, pp. 135-154.

Al-Romeedy, B.S. (2019), “Green human resource management in Egyptian travel agencies: constants
of implementation and requirements for success”, Journal of Human Resources in Hospitality
and Tourism, Vol. 18 No. 4, pp. 529-548.

Ampofo, E.T. and Karatepe, O.M. (2022), “The effects of on-the-job embeddedness and its sub-dimensions on
small-sized hotel employees’ organizational commitment, work engagement and turnover intentions”,
International Journal of ContemporaryHospitalityManagement, Vol. 34 No. 2, pp. 509-533.

Amrutha, V.N. and Geetha, S.N. (2020), “A systematic review on green human resource management:
implications for social sustainability”, Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 247, pp. 119-131.

Ansari, N.Y., Farrukh, M. and Raza, A. (2021), “Green human resource management and employees’
pro-environmental behaviors: examining the underlying mechanism”, Corporate Social
Responsibility and Environmental Management, Vol. 28, pp. 229-238.

Ari, E., Karatepe, O.M., Rezapouraghdam, H. and Avci, T. (2020), “A conceptual model for green human
resource management: indicators, differential pathways, and multiple pro-environmental
behaviors”, Sustainability, Vol. 12 No. 17, p. 7089.

Arnolds, C.A. and Boshoff, C. (2002), “Compensation, esteem valence and job performance: an empirical
assessment of Alderfer’s ERG theory”, The International Journal of Human Resource
Management, Vol. 13 No. 4, pp. 697-719.

Babakus, E., Yavas, U., Karatepe, O.M. and Avci, T. (2003), “The effect of management commitment to
service quality on employees’ affective and performance outcomes”, Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, Vol. 31 No. 3, pp. 272-286.

Badru, A.F., Karadas, G. and Olugbade, O.A. (2022), “Employee voice: the impact of high-performance
work systems and organizational engagement climate”,The Service Industries Journal.

Bagozzi, R.P. (1992), “The self-regulation of attitudes, intentions, and behavior”, Social Psychology
Quarterly, Vol. 55 No. 2, pp. 178-204.

Baloglu, S., Raab, C. and Malek, K. (2022), “Organizational motivations for green practices in casual
restaurants”, International Journal ofHospitality andTourismAdministration, Vol. 23No. 2, pp. 269-288.

Green voice
behaviors

https://all.accor.com/gb/sustainable-development/index.shtml
https://all.accor.com/gb/sustainable-development/index.shtml


Black, K. (2010), Business Statistics: Contemporary Decision Making, 6th ed., John Wiley and Sons,
New York, NY.

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

Boshoff, C. and Allen, J. (2000), “The influence of selected antecedents on frontline staff’s perceptions of
service recovery performance”, International Journal of Service Industry Management, Vol. 11
No. 1, pp. 63-90.

Cabral, C. and Chiappetta Jabbour, J.C. (2020), “Understanding the human side of green hospitality
management”, International Journal of HospitalityManagement, Vol. 88, p. 102389.

Carrion, G., Nitzl, C. and Roldan, J. (2017), “Mediation analyses in partial least squares structural
equation modeling: guidelines and empirical examples”, Partial Least Squares Path Modeling,
Springer, pp. 173-195.

Cepeda-Carrion, G., Cegarra-Navarro, J.G. and Cillo, V. (2019), “Tips to use partial least squares
structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) in knowledge management”, Journal of Knowledge
Management, Vol. 23 No. 1, pp. 67-89.

Chang, S.-J., VanWitteloostuijn, A. and Eden, L. (2010), “From the editors: common method variance in
international business research”, Journal of International Business Studies, Vol. 41, pp. 178-184.

Chaudhary, R. (2020), “Green human resource management and employee green behavior: an
empirical analysis”, Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management,
Vol. 27, pp. 630-641.

Chen, W.J. (2022), “How to motivate hotel employees’ innovation service behaviors: the mediating role
of job embeddedness”, Creativity and InnovationManagement, Vol. 31 No. 4, pp. 651-663.

Chiappetta Jabbour, J.C. (2013), “Environmental training in organizations: from a literature review to a
framework for future research”, Resources, Conservation and Recycling, Vol. 74, pp. 144-155.

Chin, W., Cheah, J.H., Liu, Y., Ting, H., Lim, X.J. and Cham, T.H. (2020), “Demystifying the role of causal-
predictive modeling using partial least squares structural equation modeling in information systems
research”, IndustrialManagement andData Systems, Vol. 120 No. 12, pp. 2161-2209.

Clark, M., Kang, B. and Calhoun, J.R. (2021), “Green meets social media: young travelers’ perceptions of
hotel environmental sustainability”, Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Insights.

Cohen, J. (1992), “Statistical power analysis”, Current Directions in Psychological Science, Vol. 1 No. 3,
pp. 98-101.

Cropanzano, R. and Mitchell, M.S. (2005), “Social exchange theory: an interdisciplinary review”, Journal
of Management, Vol. 31 No. 6, pp. 874-900.

Crossley, C.D., Bennett, R.J., Jex, S.M. and Burnfield, J.L. (2007), “Development of a global measure of job
embeddedness and integration into a traditional model of voluntary turnover”, Journal of
Applied Psychology, Vol. 92 No. 4, pp. 1031-1042.

Darban, G., Karatepe, O.M. and Rezapouraghdam, H. (2022), “Does work engagement mediate the
impact of green human resource management on absenteeism and green recovery
performance?”, Employee Relations, Vol. 44 No. 5, pp. 1092-1108.

Dijkstra, T.K. and Henseler, J. (2015), “Consistent partial least squares path modeling”,MIS Quarterly,
Vol. 39 No. 2, pp. 297-316.

Eisenberger, R., Huntington, R., Hutchison, S. and Sowa, D. (1986), “Perceived organizational support”,
Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 71 No. 3, pp. 500-507.

Farooq, R., Zhang, Z., Talwar, S. and Dhir, A. (2022), “Do green human resource management and self-
efficacy facilitate green creativity? A study of luxury hotels and resorts”, Journal of Sustainable
Tourism, Vol. 30 No. 4, pp. 824-945.

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Bunchner, A. and Lang, A. (2009), “Statistical power analyses using G*power 3.1:
tests for correlation and regression analyses”, Behavior Research Methods, Vol. 41,
pp. 1149-1160.

IJCHM



Fuchs, R.M., Morales, O. and Timana, J. (2022), “Work-life balance and work values as antecedents of
job embeddedness: the case of generation Y”, Academia Revista Latinoamericana de
Administraci�on, Vol. 35 No. 4, pp. 501-515.

Gudergan, S.P., Ringle, C.M., Wende, S. and Will, A. (2008), “Confirmatory tetrad analysis in PLS path
modeling”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 61 No. 12, pp. 1238-1249.

Hair, J., Sarstedt, M. and Ringle, C. (2019b), “Rethinking some of the rethinking of partial least squares”,
European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 53 No. 4, pp. 566-584.

Hair, J.F., Hult, G.T., Ringle, C.M. and Sarstedt, M. (2014), A Primer on Partial Least Squares Structural
EquationModeling (PLS-SEM), 2nd ed., Sage Publications, London.

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

Hair, J.F., Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C.M. and Gudergan, S.P. (2017),Advanced Issues in Partial Least Squares
Structural EquationModeling, Sage Publications, London.

Haldorai, K., Kim, W.G. and Garcia, R.L.F. (2022), “Top management green commitment and green
intellectual capital as enablers of hotel environmental performance: the mediating role of green
human resource management”,TourismManagement, Vol. 88, p. 104431.

Han, M.-C. and Hwang, P.-C. (2019), “How leader secure-base support facilitates hotel employees’
promotive and prohibitive voices: moderating role of regulatory foci”, International Journal of
Contemporary Hospitality Management, Vol. 31 No. 4, pp. 1666-1683.

Harris, K.J., Wheeler, A.R. and Kacmar, K.M. (2011), “The mediating role of organizational job
embeddedness in the LMX-outcomes relationship”, Journal of Vocational Behavior, Vol. 22 No. 2,
pp. 271-281.

He, J., Morrison, A.M. and Zhang, H. (2021), “Being sustainable: the three-way interactive effects of CSR,
green human resource management, and responsible leadership on employee green behavior
and task performance”, Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management,
Vol. 28, pp. 1043-1054.

Henseler, J. (2017), “Bridging design and behavioral research with variance-based structural equation
modeling”, Journal of Advertising, Vol. 46 No. 1, pp. 178-192.

Henseler, J., Hubona, G. and Ray, P.A. (2016), “Using PLS path modeling in new technology research:
updated guidelines”, Industrial Management and Data Systems, Vol. 116 No. 1, pp. 2-20.

Hilton Environmental Impact (2022), Available at: https://esg.hilton.com/environment/ (accessed on
June 10).

Holtom, B.C. and Inderrieden, E.J. (2006), “Integrating the unfolding model and job embeddedness
model to better understand voluntary turnover”, Journal of Managerial Issues, Vol. 18,
pp. 435-452.

Hu, X. and Jiang, Z. (2018), “Employee-oriented HRM and voice behavior: a moderated mediation model
of moral identity and trust in management”, The International Journal of Human Resource
Management, Vol. 29 No. 5, pp. 746-771.

Irani, F., Kilic, H. and Adeshola, I. (2022), “Impact of green human resource management practices on
the environmental performance of green hotels”, Journal of Hospitality Marketing and
Management, Vol. 31 No. 5, pp. 570-600.

Islam, M.A., Hack-Polay, D., Haque, A., Rahman, M. and Hossain, M.S. (2022), “Moderating role of
psychological empowerment on the relationship between green HRM practices and millennial
employee retention in the hotel industry of Bangladesh”, Business Strategy and Development,
Vol. 5, pp. 17-29.

Islam, M.A., Jantan, A.H., Yusoff, Y.M., Chong, C.W. and Hossain, M.S. (2020), “Green human resource
management (GHRM) practices and millennial employees’ turnover intentions in tourism
industry in Malaysia: moderating role of work environment”, Global Business Review,
p. 972150920907000.

Green voice
behaviors

https://esg.hilton.com/environment/


Jeong, M. and Kubickova, M. (2021), “Do the brand and packaging matter? The case of hotel bathroom
amenities”, Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Insights, Vol. 4 No. 5, pp. 565-581.

Jung, S., Kang, J. and Shin, H.W. (2022), “Professional event associations in crisis: exploring the relationship
between recovery strategy fit and organizational commitments from the perspective of members”,
International Journal of ContemporaryHospitalityManagement, Vol. 34 No. 6, pp. 2113-2133.

Kalyar, M.N., Ali, F. and Shafique, I. (2021), “Green mindfulness and green creativity nexus in
hospitality industry: examining the effects of green process engagement and CSR”,
International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, Vol. 33 No. 8,
pp. 2653-2675.

Kao, K.Y., Hsu, H.H., Thomas, C.L., Cheng, Y.C., Lin, M.T. and Li, H.F. (2022), “Motivating employees to
speak up: linking job autonomy, PO fit, and employee voice behaviors through work
engagement”, Current Psychology, Vol. 41, pp. 7762-7776.

Karatepe, T. (2022), “Do qualitative and quantitative job insecurity influence hotel employees’ green
work oıutcomes?”, Sustainability, Vol. 14 No. 12, p. 7235.

Karatepe, O.M., Hsieh, H. and Aboramadan, M. (2022a), “The effects of green human resource
management and perceived organizational support for the environment on green and non-
green hotel employee outcomes”, International Journal of Hospitality Management,
Vol. 103, p. 103202.

Karatepe, T., Ozturen, A., Karatepe, O.M., Uner, M.M. and Kim, T.T. (2022b), “Management
commitment to the ecological environment, green work engagement and their effects on hotel
employees’ green work outcomes”, International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality
Management, Vol. 34 No. 8, pp. 3084-3112.

Karatepe, O.M., Rezapouraghdam, H. and Hassannia, R. (2021), “Sense of calling, emotional exhaustion
and their effects on hotel employees’ green and non-green work outcomes”, International Journal
of Contemporary Hospitality Management, Vol. 33 No. 10, pp. 3705-3728.

Khan, K., Khan, Q., Jalaly, S., Shams, M.S. and Shah, T.A. (2022), “Green human resource management
and green service behavior in organizations: examining underlying mechanism”, South Asian
Journal of Human Resources Management.

Khorakian, A., Baregheh, A., Eslami, G., Yazdani, N., Maharati, Y. and Jahangir, M. (2021), “Creativity
and paternalistic leadership in a developing country’s restaurants: the role of job embeddedness
and career stage”, International Journal of Tourism Research, Vol. 23, pp. 677-689.

Kim, Y.J., Kim, W.G., Choi, H.-M. and Phetvaroon, K. (2019), “The effect of green human resource
management on hotel employees’ eco-friendly behavior and environmental performance”,
International Journal of Hospitality Management, Vol. 76, pp. 83-93.

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

Latan, H. (2018), “PLS path modeling in hospitality and tourism research: the golden age and days of
future past”, Applying Partial Least Squares in Tourism and Hospitality Research, Emerald
Group Publishing, London, pp. 53-83.

Lee, T.W., Burch, T.C. and Mitchell, T.R. (2014), “The story of why we stay: a review of job
embeddedness”, Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior,
Vol. 1 No. 1, pp. 199-216.

Lee, T.W., Mitchell, T.R., Sablynski, C.J., Burton, J.P. and Holtom, B.C. (2004), “The effects of job
embeddedness on organizational citizenship, job performance, volitional absences, and
voluntary turnover”,Academy ofManagement Journal, Vol. 47 No. 5, pp. 711-722.

Li, W., Bhutto, T.A., Xuhui, W., Maitlo, Q., Zafar, A.U. and Bhutto, N.A. (2020), “Unlocking employees’
green creativity: the effects of green transformational leadership, green intrinsic, and extrinsic
motivation”, Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 25, p. 120229.

IJCHM



Liang, J., Farh, C.I.C. and Farh, J.-L. (2012), “Psychological antecedents of promotive and prohibitive
voice: a two-wave examination”,Academy ofManagement Journal, Vol. 55 No. 1, pp. 71-92.

Liu, N.T., Chen, S.C. and Lee, W.C. (2022), “How does moral identity promote employee voice behavior?
The roles of work engagement and leader secure-base support”, Ethics and Behavior, Vol. 32
No. 5, pp. 449-467.

Lu, H., Cai, S., Liu, Y. and Chen, H. (2022), “How GHRM impacts employee OCBE: the role of emotions
and value discrepancy”, International Journal of Manpower.

Lu, A.C.C. and Lu, L. (2020), “Drivers of hotel employees’ voice behavior: a moderated mediation
model”, International Journal of HospitalityManagement, Vol. 85, p. 102340.

Luu, T.T. (2018), “Employees’ green recovery performance: the roles of green HR practices and serving
culture”, Journal of Sustainable Tourism, Vol. 26 No. 8, pp. 1308-1324.

Luu, T.T. (2019), “Building employees’ organizational citizenship behavior for the environment:
the role of environmentally-specific servant leadership and a moderated mediation
mechanism”, International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, Vol. 31
No. 1, pp. 406-426.

Luu, T.T. (2020), “Integrating green strategy and green human resource practices to trigger individual
and organizational green performance: the role of environmentally-specific servant leadership”,
Journal of Sustainable Tourism, Vol. 28 No. 8, pp. 1193-1222.

Luu, T.T. (2022), “Fostering green service innovation perceptions through green entrepreneurial
orientation: the roles of employee green creativity and customer involvement”, International
Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, Vol. 34 No. 7, pp. 2640-2663.

McFarlin, D.B. and Sweeney, P.D. (1992), “Distributive and procedural justice as predictors of
satisfaction with personal and organizational outcomes”, Academy of Management Journal,
Vol. 35 No. 3, pp. 626-637.

Marrucci, L., Daddi, T. and Iraldo, F. (2021), “The contribution of green human resource management to
the circular economy and performance of environmental certified organizations”, Journal of
Cleaner Production, Vol. 319, p. 128859.

Marrucci, L., Daddi, T. and Iraldo, F. (2022), “Institutional and stakeholder pressures on organisational
performance and green human resources management”, Corporate Social Responsibility and
Environmental Management.

Mashi, M.S., Salisu, I., Olaoye, I.K. and Galadanchi, A.H. (2022), “Job embeddedness as a
mediator of the effects of organizational antecedents on voluntary turnover intention of
hotel employees in Nigeria”, Journal of Human Resources in Hospitality and Tourism,
Vol. 21 No. 3, pp. 409-440.

Mitchell, T.R., Holtom, B.C., Lee, T.W., Sablynski, C.J. and Erez, M. (2001), “Why people stay: using job
embeddedness to predict voluntary turnover”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 44 No. 6,
pp. 1102-1121.

Molina-Collado, A., Santos-Vijande, M.L., G�omez-Rico, M. and Madera, J.M. (2022), “Sustainability in
hospitality and tourism: a review of key research topics from 1994 to 2020”, International Journal
of Contemporary Hospitality Management, Vol. 34 No. 8, pp. 3029-3064.

Muisyo, P.K., Su, Q., Hashmi, H.B.A., Ho, T.H. and Julius, M.M. (2022), “The role of green HRM in
driving hotels’ green creativity”, International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality
Management, Vol. 34 No. 4, pp. 1331-1352.

Naz, S., Jamshed, S., Nisar, Q.A. and Nasir, N. (2022), “Green HRM, psychological green climate and pro-
environmental behaviors: an efficacious drive towards environmental performance in China”,
Current Psychology.

Ng, T.W.H. and Feldman, D.C. (2013), “Changes in perceived supervisor embeddedness: effects on
employees’ embeddedness, organizational trust, and voice behavior”, Personnel Psychology,
Vol. 66, pp. 645-685.

Green voice
behaviors



Ng, T.W. and Lucianetti, L. (2018), “Are embedded employees active or passive? The roles of learning
goal orientation and preferences for wide task boundaries and job mobility in the
embeddedness-voice link”,Human ResourceManagement, Vol. 57, pp. 1251-1269.

Nguyen, V.Q., Taylor, G.S. and Bergiel, E. (2017), “Organizational antecedents of job embeddedness”,
Management Research Review, Vol. 40 No. 11, pp. 1216-1235.

Nisar, Q.A., Haider, S., Ali, F., Jamshed, S., Ryu, K. and Gill, S.S. (2021), “Green human resource
management practices and environmental performance in Malaysian green hotels: the role of
green intellectual capital and pro-environmental behavior”, Journal of Cleaner Production,
Vol. 311, p. 127504.

Nishii, L.H., Lepak, D.P. and Schneider, B. (2008), “Employee attributions of the ‘why’ of HR practices:
their effects on employee attitudes and behaviors, and customer satisfaction”, Personnel
Psychology, Vol. 61 No. 3, pp. 503-545.

Nourafkan, N.J., Karatepe, O.M. and Rezaporaghdam, H. (2021), “Corporate social responsibility,
workplace spirituality and their effects on green promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors”,
Manuscript submitted for publication.

Parida, S., Ananthram, S., Chan, C. and Brown, K. (2021), “Green office buildings and sustainability:
does green human resource management elicit green behaviors?”, Journal of Cleaner Production,
Vol. 329, p. 129764.

Park, I.-J., Zhu, D., Doan, T. and Kim, P.B. (2021), “Stay away from fickle supervisor! Supervisors’
behavioral fluctuation diminishing the effect of job embeddedness on employees’ service
behavior”, International Journal of Hospitality Management, Vol. 95, p. 102893.

Patwary, A.K., Mohd Yusof, M.F., Bah Simpong, D., Ab Ghaffar, S.F. and Rahman, M.K. (2022),
“Examining proactive pro-environmental behavior through green inclusive leadership and
green human resource management: an empirical investigation among Malaysian hotel
employees”, Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Insights.

Pavlou, P.A. and El Sawy, O.A. (2006), “From IT leveraging competence to competitive advantage in
turbulent environments: the case of new product development”, Information Systems Research,
Vol. 17 No. 3, pp. 198-227.

Pelit, E. and Katircioglu, E. (2022), “Human resource management studies in hospitality and tourism
domain: a bibliometric analysis”, International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality
Management, Vol. 34 No. 3, pp. 1106-1134.

Pham, N.T., Tu�ckov�a, Z. and Jabbour, C.J.C. (2019a), “Greening the hospitality industry: how do green
human resource management practices influence organizational citizenship behavior in hotels? a
mixed-methods study”,TourismManagement, Vol. 72, pp. 386-399.

Pham, N.T., Tu�ckov�a, Z. and Phan, Q.P.T. (2019b), “Greening human resource management and
employee commitment towards the environment: an interaction model”, Journal of Business
Economics andManagement, Vol. 20, pp. 446-465.

Pham, N.T., Thanh, T.V., Tu�ckov�a, Z. and Thuy, V.T.N. (2020), “The role of green human resource
management in driving hotel’s environmental performance: interaction and mediation analysis”,
International Journal of Hospitality Management, Vol. 88, p. 102392.

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

Raza, S.A. and Khan, K.A. (2022), “Impact of green human resource practices on hotel
environmental performance: the moderating effect of environmental knowledge and
individual green values”, International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality
Management, Vol. 34 No. 6, pp. 2154-2175.

Reinartz, W., Haenlein, M. and Henseler, J. (2009), “An empirical comparison of the efficacy of
covariance-based and variance-based SEM”, International Journal of Research in Marketing,
Vol. 26 No. 4, pp. 332-344.

IJCHM



Ren, S., Jiang, K. and Tang, G. (2022), “Leveraging green HRM for firm performance: the joint effects of
CEO environmental belief and external pollution severity and the mediating role of employee
environmental commitment”,Human ResourceManagement, Vol. 61, pp. 75-90.

Rendeiro, M. (2022), “7 Mehmet: the first restaurant in Turkey to receive a green key certification”,
available at: www.greenkey.global/stories-news-1/2022/4/15/wi8cufozga67prmse6fpnbv39m2600
(accessed on June 10).

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

Rigdon, E.E., Sarstedt, M. and Ringle, C.M. (2017), “On comparing results from CB-SEM and PLS-SEM:
five perspectives and five recommendations”,Marketing ZFP, Vol. 39 No. 3, pp. 4-16.

Rubel, M.R.B., Kee, D.M.H. and Rimi, N.N. (2021), “Green human resource management and supervisor
pro-environmental behavior: the role of green work climate perceptions”, Journal of Cleaner
Production, Vol. 313, p. 127669.

Saeed, B.B., Afsar, B., Hafeez, S., Khan, I., Tahir, M. and Afridi, M.A. (2019), “Promoting employees’ pro-
environmental behavior through green human resource management practices”, Corporate
Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, Vol. 26, pp. 424-438.

Saks, A.M. (2006), “Antecedents and consequences of employee engagement”, Journal of Managerial
Psychology, Vol. 21 No. 7, pp. 600-619.

Schaufeli, W.B., Bakker, A.B. and Salanova, M. (2006), “The measurement of work engagement with a
short questionnaire: a cross-national study”, Educational and Psychological Measurement,
Vol. 66 No. 4, pp. 701-716.

Senbeto, D.L. and Hon, A.H.Y. (2021), “Development of employees’ resilience in technologically turbulent
environments: probing the mechanisms of consonance-dissonance and crisis leadership”,
International Journal of ContemporaryHospitalityManagement, Vol. 33 No. 8, pp. 2721-2740.

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

Smart, K., Ma, E., Qu, H. and Ding, L. (2021), “COVID-19 impacts, coping strategies, and management
reflection: a lodging industry case”, International Journal of Hospitality Management, Vol. 94,
p. 102859.

Tan, A.J.M., Loi, R., Lam, L.W. and Zhang, L.L. (2019), “Do embedded employees voice more?”,
Personnel Review, Vol. 48 No. 3, pp. 824-838.

Tanova, C. and Bayighomog, S.W. (2022), “Green human resource management in service industries:
the construct, antecedents, consequences, and outlook”, The Service Industries Journal, Vol. 42
Nos 5/6, pp. 412-452.

Teng, H.-Y., Cheng, L.-Y. and Chen, C.-Y. (2021), “Does job passion enhance job embeddedness? A
moderated mediation model of work engagement and abusive supervision”, International
Journal of Hospitality Management, Vol. 95, p. 102913.

Tosun, C., Parvez, M.O., Bilim, Y. and Yu, L. (2022), “Effects of green transformational leadership on green
performance of employees via the mediating role of corporate social responsibility: reflection from
North Cyprus”, International Journal of HospitalityManagement, Vol. 103, p. 103218.

Tracey, J.B. (2012), “A contextual, flexibility-based model of the HR-firm performance relationship”,
Management Decision, Vol. 50 No. 5, pp. 909-924.

Tuan, L.T. (2022), “Promoting employee green behavior in the Chinese and Vietnamese hospitality
contexts: the roles of green human resource management practices and responsible leadership”,
International Journal of Hospitality Management, Vol. 105, p. 103253.

Úbeda-García, M., Claver-Cort�es, E., Marco-Lajara, B. and Zaragoza-S�aez, P. (2021), “Corporate social
responsibility and firm performance in the hotel industry: the mediating role of green human

Green voice
behaviors

http://www.greenkey.global/stories-news-1/2022/4/15/wi8cufozga67prmse6fpnbv39m2600


resource management and environmental outcomes”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 123,
pp. 57-69.

Vakira, E., Shereni, N.C., Ncube, C.M. and Ndlovu, N. (2022), “The effect of inclusive leadership on
employee engagement, mediated by psychological safety in the hospitality industry”, Journal of
Hospitality and Tourism Insights.

Van Dyne, L. and LePine, J.A. (1998), “Helping and voice extra-role behaviors: evidence of construct and
predictive validity”,Academy ofManagement Journal, Vol. 41 No. 1, pp. 108-119.

Voorhees, C.M., Brady, M.K., Calantone, R. and Ramirez, E. (2016), “Discriminant validity testing in
marketing: an analysis, causes for concern, and proposed remedies”, Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, Vol. 44 No. 1, pp. 119-134.

Yang, C., Chen, Y., Zhao, X.R. and Hua, N. (2020), “Transformational leadership, proactive personality
and service performance: the mediating role of organizational embeddedness”, International
Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, Vol. 32 No. 1, pp. 267-287.

Yasin, R., Huseynova, A. and Atif, M. (2022), “Green human resource management, a gateway to
employer branding: mediating role of corporate environmental sustainability and corporate
social sustainability”, Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management.

Ye, J., Zhang, X., Zhou, L., Wang, D. and Tian, F. (2022), “Psychological mechanism linking green
human resource management to green behavior”, International Journal of Manpower, Vol. 43
No. 3, pp. 844-861.

Yong, J.Y., Yusliza, M.-Y. and Fawehinmi, O.O. (2020), “Green human resource management: a
systematic literature review from 2007 to 2019”, Benchmarking: An International Journal,
Vol. 27 No. 7, pp. 2005-2027.

Yong, J.Y., Yusliza, M.Y., Ramayah, T., Farooq, K. and Tanveer, M.I. (2022), “Accentuating the
interconnection between green intellectual capital, green human resource management and
sustainability”, Benchmarking: An International Journal.

Yusoff, Y.M., Nejati, M., Kee, D.M.H. and Amran, A. (2020), “Linking green human resource
management practices to environmental performance in hotel industry”, Global Business Review,
Vol. 21 No. 3, pp. 1-18.

Zaid, A. and Jaaron, A. (2023), “The impact of green human resource management practices with
sustainable and operational performance: a conceptual model”, International Conference on
Business and Technology, Springer, Cham, pp. 583-610.

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

Zhou, X., Wu, Z., Liang, D., Jia, R., Wang, M., Chen, C. and Lu, G. (2021), “Nurses’ voice behavior: the
influence of humble leadership, affective commitment and job embeddedness in China”, Journal
of NursingManagement, Vol. 29, pp. 1603-1612.

Zia, M.Q., Naveed, M., Bashir, M.A. and Iqbal, A. (2022), “The influence of servant leadership on
employees’ outcomes via job embeddedness in hospitality industry”, Journal of Hospitality and
Tourism Insights, Vol. 5 No. 3, pp. 612-628.

Corresponding author
Osman M. Karatepe can be contacted at: osman.karatepe@emu.edu.tr

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

IJCHM

mailto:osman.karatepe@emu.edu.tr

	Green human resource management, job embeddedness and their effects on restaurant employees’ green voice behaviors
	Introduction
	Purpose
	Contribution

	Literature review, hypotheses and research model
	Green human resource management
	Job embeddedness
	(Green) voice behavior
	Hypotheses
	Undefined namespace prefix
xmlXPathCompOpEval: parameter error
xmlXPathEval: evaluation failed

	Undefined namespace prefix
xmlXPathCompOpEval: parameter error
xmlXPathEval: evaluation failed

	Undefined namespace prefix
xmlXPathCompOpEval: parameter error
xmlXPathEval: evaluation failed


	Research model

	Method
	Sample and data collection
	Measurement
	Data analysis

	Results
	Confirmatory tetrad analysis
	Measurement model
	Statistical remedies: common method variance
	Structural model

	Discussion and conclusions
	Conclusions
	Theoretical implications
	Practical implications
	Limitations and future research

	References


