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Abstract

This study aims to investigate the effect of organizational identification (OI) on green
organizational behavior (GOB) and the mediating role of psychological well-being (PWB)
in this relationship. To achieve this research goal, a quantitative study was conducted using
a structured questionnaire designed to assess the relevant variables. Data was collected
from 264 white-collar employees in the service sector in Istanbul. Surveys were collected
from participants face-to-face, using a judgmental sampling method. Hypotheses were
tested using AMOS22, SPSS 24 and PROCESS Macro. The significance of indirect effects
was analyzed by employing the bootstrapping technique. The results indicate that OI has
positive and significant direct effects on GOB and PWB. Furthermore, PWB was found to
significantly predict GOB. The bootstrapping analysis revealed that the indirect effect was
significant, supporting a partial mediation model. This research illustrates that OI increases
GOB both directly and indirectly through PWB. The findings are considered to be of
relevance to the literature because this is one of the few studies that addresses the concept
of green organizational behavior, which is a focal point in the organizational behavior
literature, and it emphasizes the importance of psychological resources in promoting
environmentally friendly behaviors within organizations.

Keywords: green organizational behavior (GOB); organizational identification (OI);
psychological well-being (PWB)

1. Introduction
Today, issues like climate change, environmental pollution, the depletion of natural

resources, and the disruption of ecological balance constitute a significant global agenda.
These problems are prompting not only individuals but also organizations to assume
responsibility for environmental sustainability [1]. Developing environmentally friendly
policies and practices within organizations, protecting and sustaining natural resources,
and having a sustainable future perspective are critical factors [2]. Within this framework,
it is acknowledged that the environmentally conscious behavior of employees plays a
significant role in organizations’ ability to achieve their sustainability goals [2,3].

In this context, studies in the business literature aimed at explaining how employees’
environmentally friendly behaviors in the workplace have increased significantly in recent
years, and the concept of GOB has become central to these studies [4]. GOB refers to
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employee behaviors that contribute to environmental sustainability within the organiza-
tion, reduce environmental damage, and support the conservation of natural resources [2].
Behaviors such as recycling, energy saving, or environmental awareness exhibited by em-
ployees in the workplace are among the important factors that increase the environmental
sustainability performance of organizations [1].

It is believed that the psychological bond employees form with the organization is a
significant determinant in exhibiting such behaviors [5,6]. In this context, OI is defined as
an individual seeing themselves as part of the organization, adopting the organization’s
goals and values, and integrating with organizational identity [5,7,8]. It is stated that
employees who experience strong identification with their organizations are more inclined
to exhibit behaviors that support the organization’s aims and values [9]. In this regard, it is
argued that when employees strongly identify with their organizations, this encourages the
internalization of organizational values and norms, which, in turn. supports the adoption
of environmentally friendly behaviors in the workplace [10].

Furthermore, employees’ psychological resources are also considered an important
determinant of this process. Specifically, PWB is defined as an individual finding meaning in
his life, experiencing positive emotions, and having healthy psychological functioning [11].
It is evaluated that the level of PWB is related to the organizational commitment and
motivation of employees and that this relationship can support behaviors for the benefit of
the organization. Accordingly, PWB is considered an important factor that can strengthen
the relationship between OI and GOB.

The contributions of this research for academics and practitioners can be grouped
under three headings. First, this study responds to calls in the literature for a more com-
prehensive examination of the social outcomes of GOB [4,12]. Second, OI, GOB and PWB
are considered the main outputs of the research and the relationships between these struc-
tures were analyzed with a holistic approach. Third, empirical testing was conducted
to assess whether PWB plays a mediating role in the relationship between OI and GOB.
The theoretical contribution of the study is based on its application as an inclusive frame-
work that supports the projected relations based on Social Exchange Theory and Social
Identity Theory.

2. Literature Review and Developing Hypotheses
2.1. Green Organizational Behavior

In recent years, with the increasing awareness of how climate change threatens the
natural environment, there is a growing interest in studies of GOB to support environmen-
tal sustainability [2,4,13–16], reduce people’s negative impacts on the environment, and
increase environmental performance [17]. Studies on employees’ green behaviors (EGB)
have broadened the focus of sustainability efforts in organizations from the organization as
a whole to individual actions. The significant contribution of employees to sustainability
programs has also been acknowledged [3]. GOB is defined as employee behaviors that
cause the least harm to the environment, as well as those that benefit it [18]; employee
actions and behaviors that are related to and contribute to environmental sustainability or
negatively impact it [2]; work behaviors exhibited by employees at all levels of the organi-
zation that protect or improve the natural environment, create value for the organization,
or do not create value for the organization [19]. Additionally, it refers to attitudes and
actions of employees that greatly help the organization in achieving its environmental
sustainability goals [2,17].

In the literature, this concept is generally referred to as GOB [20–25], EGB [2,4,12,26–29]
and pro-environmental behavior [16,30–39]. In addition, it is used to assess employees’
pro-environmental behavior [1,40,41], employee workplace green behavior [42,43], green
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workplace behavior [44], workplace green behavior [45], and eco initiatives [13,14]. When
the literature examines how and why GOB emerged, it is supported by studies [13,41,46]
that show it is based on various organizational and psychological theories [17,41]. This
concept is examined based on normative, attitudinal, motivational, and exchange theo-
ries [17]. Research shows that GOB has been examined through various dimensions and
classifications. In the literature, this concept has primarily been examined in two main areas.
Green behaviors exhibited by employees in the workplace [14,16,38,47] and at home [18]
have been considered voluntary behaviors [17]. Conversely, it has been stated that EGBs in
the organization are not only performed voluntarily [48], but employees can also perform
them as mandatory behaviors as part of their jobs [17,39]. Accordingly, GOB has been
studied in terms of voluntary and mandatory aspects, and the studies conducted have
supported this distinction [12,39].

In addition, Ref. [2] examined this concept in five dimensions: sustainability of work,
resource conservation, influencing others, taking initiative, and avoiding harm. Ref. [49]
addresses the concept in three dimensions: recycling activities, energy-saving activities,
and activities that reduce printer output. Ref. [50] describes the concept in four dimensions:
individual application, green learning, organizational voices, and influencing others. In
the local literature, Ref. [21] develops a green behavior scale, categorizing the concept into
five dimensions: environmental participation, environmental sensitivity, green purchasing,
economic sensitivity and technological sensitivity.

From an organizational perspective, environmentally friendly practices can help em-
ployees solve environmental problems [39], contribute to organizational sustainability
goals [3,17,51], improve the organization’s performance [1,47,52,53] and minimize the
organization’s impact on harmful environmental changes [37].

2.2. Organizational Identification

The concept of identification is described by [54] as “an emotional tie with another
person” [55]. It has been defined in the organizational behavior literature [56] as the process
by which an employee’s goals become more integrated with the organization to which they
feel a sense of belonging [7]. The first modeling of this concept, its multi-level structure,
and the study of its antecedents and successors were carried out by [57] and included in
the management literature [58].

Based on Social Identity Theory, OI refers to employees’ sense of belonging to the
organization, their perception of integrity with the organization in both success and fail-
ure, the increasing alignment of individual and organizational goals, and the process of
integration of the individual’s and organization’s identities [5,7,8]. When this alignment
and integration increase, employees adopt organizational goals and values, internalize
activities related to their organizational roles, and increase their commitment to their orga-
nizations [59]. Employees perceive the organization’s success as their own success and its
failure as their own failure, considering themselves identical with the organization [60].

When employees identify with their organizations, they believe that behaviors ben-
eficial to their organizations will also benefit them [61] and therefore [6] they begin to
care more about the organization in which they are a part of and make extra efforts for
its benefit [62]. According to [6], employees form a cognitive link in identifying their
personal characteristics with the characteristics of the organization, and with this link, the
individual feels like a part of the organization. Ref. [63] emphasized that when employees
identify with their organizations, they willingly engage in behaviors that support their
organizations and voluntarily strive for their organization’s benefit.

When employees feel connected to their organizations, they are loyal to their organiza-
tions as members and are proud of this, support their organizations, share organizational
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goals and values, and are excited about organizational goals [64]. The concept of orga-
nizational identification, developed by [65], has been taken to another dimension by [5]
Social Identity Theory [5]; social identity and self-classification theories have formed the
theoretical foundations of the concept of OI [9]. Studies have shown that the degree of an
individual’s commitment to an organization is firmly related to the level of OI and is influ-
enced by many positive factors within the organization, such as motivation, cooperation,
and group work [58,66].

2.3. Psychological Well-Being

Mental health refers to a state where a person can understand their own strengths,
manage the everyday challenges in life, perform their tasks efficiently, and support their
community. In this respect, it is considered a structure that forms the basis of well-being
and effective functioning at both the individual and societal levels [67]. Increasing interest
in the positive dimensions of mental health contributes to the development of an approach
to evaluating individuals’ psychological experiences within a more comprehensive and
functional framework. In this regard, it is emphasized that an assessment understanding
that focuses not only on the negative aspects but also on the positive dimensions of mental
health is becoming increasingly widespread [68–72].

Ref. [73]’s study on the structure of PWB was the first study that clearly separates
positive and negative emotions [74]. This study aimed to understand the effects of macro-
level social transformations (e.g., differences in education levels, employment patterns,
urbanization processes, or political tensions) on individuals’ living standards and, conse-
quently, their perceptions of PWB [11]. Refs. [75,76] examined the question of well-being
from a lifelong perspective; in this context, they defined well-being as “the striving for
perfection that represents the realization of one’s true potential” [77,78]. PWB has expanded
to include not only the individual’s emotional state but also dimensions related to how
they make sense of their lives and how they pursue personal development [11,79]. This
conceptual expansion is highlighted by [11] eudaimonic model, which treats PWB as a
multidimensional structure. This model explains PWB through the dimensions of accept-
ing oneself, positive interpersonal relationships, environmental mastery, autonomy, life
purpose, and individual development [11]. This six-part view of PWB is seen as a process
of self-actualization [11,80]. Psychological well-being is defined as a multidimensional
construct encompassing the presence of positive indicators such as positive emotionality
and eudaimonic functioning, as well as the absence of negative conditions such as negative
emotionality and psychopathological symptoms [81]. Consequently, identifying basic psy-
chological needs not only determines the minimum requirements for psychological health
but also reveals the conditions that the social environment must provide for individuals to
develop and achieve PWB [78].

PWB is considered a multidimensional construct that expresses the optimal psycho-
logical functioning and experience of the individual [78]. At the organizational level,
well-being is mostly associated with job satisfaction from a hedonic point of view, and from
an edamonic point of view, it is associated with the individual’s realization of his potential
and finding meaning and purpose at work [82]. In this regard, it is considered that employ-
ees’ levels of PWB can be shaped in relation to the social and organizational environment
in which they operate. Within the framework of the Social Exchange Theory approach, it is
pointed out that the support and positive experiences that employees perceive from their
organization may be related to their PWB levels.
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2.4. Development of Hypotheses

Individuals who identify themselves with their organizations think that behaviors
beneficial to the organization will also benefit them [61], and therefore, tend to place greater
importance on the organization’s goals and interests, making extra efforts for the benefit
of the organization [62,63]. In this context, employees are expected to be in solidarity
with other employees and provide more behavioral and attitudinal support to the orga-
nization [64]. Especially when it comes to organizations’ environmental sustainability
goals, employees who develop a strong identification with the organization are expected
to adopt the organization’s environmental goals and values and exhibit more green or-
ganizational behaviors. Research in the literature also shows a positive and significant
relationship between OI and GOP [10,24,83–89]. Accordingly, the following hypothesis has
been developed:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). OI positively affects GOB.

OI positively influences PWB through an individual’s integration with the organiza-
tion [5] and the adoption of organizational goals [5,7]. Empirical findings confirm that
this relationship is statistically significant and that as identification increases, employees’
purpose in life, health, and emotional resilience are strengthened [90–93]. Accordingly, the
following hypothesis has been formulated:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). OI positively affects PWB.

Positive organizational psychology studies have shown that they offer a critical theoret-
ical framework for explaining the individual determinants of employees’ environmentally
friendly behaviors [94–96]. In particular, EGB has been defined as a significant predictor of
PWB; environmentally conscious behaviors have been shown to contribute to employee
welfare by increasing self-esteem [50]. Furthermore, a positive and statistically significant
relationship has been found between PWB and GOB [25,97]. Based on these findings, the
following hypotheses have been developed.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). PWB positively affects GOB.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). PWB mediates the positive relationship between IO and GOB.

The research model, including the proposed variables and hypotheses, is presented in
Figure 1, offering a comprehensive conceptual framework for the study.

Figure 1. Conceptual model and hypotheses.
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3. Research Method
3.1. Data Collection

This article takes the form of quantitative field research conducted among 264 white-
collar employees in the service sector in Istanbul. Due to time and cost constraints, a
non-random sampling method, judgmental sampling, was applied. This was used because
the participants to be selected for the research have certain characteristics, making sample
selection easier for the researcher [98]. The sampling method chosen by the researcher is
judgmental sampling because the sample consists of specific private-sector employees. The
surveys were administered to participants in person.

The research survey included demographic questions regarding participants’ personal
information and scale questions related to the variables. Its analysis was based on data
collected from 264 respondents.

In the first stage, descriptive statistics regarding demographic and occupational char-
acteristics were determined using the SPSS 24 program. Confirmatory Factor Analysis
(CFA) was performed in order to test whether the factor structure was supported by the
observed data to assess the psychometric properties of the measurement instruments using
AMOS 22. Based on the CFA results, one item with a low factor loading was removed to
improve the overall measurement quality of the variables.

Model fit was assessed using multiple goodness-of-fit indices. In addition, internal
consistency reliability was explored by using Cronbach’s alpha and Composite Reliability
(CR), while Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values were calculated to assess convergent
validity. Pearson correlation analysis was performed to explore the relationships between
the variables after the validity and reliability of the measurement model were established.

Mediation relation results were analyzed using PROCESS Macro to test the research
hypotheses and investigate the mediating role of PWB in the relationship between OI and
GOB, following Hayes’ recommendations [99]. The significance of indirect effects was
assessed using a bootstrap method with 5000 resamples and 95% confidence intervals. An
indirect effect was considered statistically significant when the confidence interval did not
include zero. This calculation tool provided a positive baseline for the variable. Table 1
presents the demographic characteristics of the participants.

Table 1. Demographic variables (n = 264).

Demographic Items Frequency (%)

Gender
Female 151 57.20
Male 113 42.80

Marital Status
Single 154 58.33

Married 110 41.67
Age Group

25 and Below 32 12.13
26–35 104 39.39
36–45 64 24.24

46 and Above 64 24.24
Education

High School 6 2.30
Associate Degree 9 3.40
Bachelor’s Degree 89 33.70
Master’s Degree 94 35.60

Doctorate 66 25.00
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Table 1. Cont.

Demographic Items Frequency (%)

Length of Service in the Current
Institution
0–5 Years 189 71.59

6–10 Years 30 11.36
11–15 Years 12 4.55

16 years and Above 33 12.50
Total Work Experience

0–5 Years 65 24.62
6–10 Years 62 23.48
11–15 Years 51 19.32

16 Years and Above 86 32.58

The demographic characteristics of the sample reveal that the survey of private-sector
employees represents a relatively educated and young set of participants. There are more
female participants (57.20%) and more than half of the participants are single (58.33%).
A large group of the participants (39.39%) is between 26 and 35 years old, highlighting a
population in the early or middle stages of their career.

Most of the participants hold bachelor’s, master’s and Phd degrees, which highlights
the prominence of higher education. The five years or less working duration of the par-
ticipants underlines the high workforce mobility in the private sector. However, the total
work experience of participants is more evenly distributed, and a large group of them has
16 years or more experience.

3.2. Sample Size

There are many scientific opinions in the literature regarding the determination of
sample size. In this research, the number of participants to be reached was planned by
considering the number of scale items included in the questionnaire. According to [100], a
sample size that is three to six times the number of items on the scale is important for the
reliability of the research [101].

In this context, since the questionnaire consists of 43 questions, collecting data from
215 participants, which is five times the number of questions, would be appropriate
for ensuring reliability. Therefore, analyses were carried out using data obtained from
264 participants.

3.3. Scales of Research

The variables are OI, GOB, and PWB. The scales of these variables were adopted
from studies translated into Turkish to ensure the rationality of the survey structure in the
study. The items of OI and GOB were measured using a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly
disagree; 5 = strongly agree). On the other hand, the items of PWB were measured using a
seven-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree).

3.3.1. OI

The study used the “Organizational Identification Scale”, which was developed
by [102] and adapted into Turkish by [103]. The scale includes six items. The internal
consistency coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha) of the scale was identified as 0.80.
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3.3.2. GOB

The study used the “Green Organizational Behavior Scale”, which was developed in
Turkish by [21]. The scale includes twenty-seven items. The internal consistency coefficient
(Cronbach’s alpha) of the scale was identified as 0.81.

3.3.3. PWB

The study used the “Psychological Well-Being Scale”, which was developed
by [104,105] and adapted into Turkish by [106]. The scale has a single dimension and
eight items. The internal consistency coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha) of the scale was identi-
fied as 0.87.

3.4. Statistical Analyses
3.4.1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted to test whether the hypothesized
factor structure fits the data, as presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) Fit Index Values.

Fit Index Acceptable Thresholds
(Literature) Obtained Value Model Fit

CMIN (χ2) Lower values indicate better fit 2035.058 —
DF — 717 —

CMIN/DF (χ2/df) ≤3 acceptable; ≤5 acceptable 2.838 Acceptable
CFI ≥0.90 acceptable; ≥0.95 good 0.901 Acceptable

RMSEA ≤0.08 acceptable; ≤0.05 good 0.074 Acceptable
SRMR ≤0.08 acceptable; ≤0.05 good 0.071 Acceptable

The overall fit indices highlight that the proposed model shows an acceptable level
of fit. The χ2/df ratio (2.838) is within the recommended threshold, which reveals an
adequate balance between model complexity and explanatory power. Both RMSEA (0.074)
and SRMR (0.071) are below the accepted upper limit of 0.08, highlighting an acceptable
absolute and residual-based model fit. Also, the CFI value (0.901) remains slightly above
the conventional cutoff of 0.90, reflecting an acceptable absolute model fit. These results
reveal that the model presents an acceptable prediction of the data.

3.4.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) Factor Loadings

CFA factor loadings are calculated in Table 3 to determine how well each observed item
represents its underlying latent construct and to assess the measurement model’s validity.

The Confirmatory Factor Analysis results highlight that the model shows generally
satisfactory item-level validity across determined constructs. Standardized factor loadings
for PWB, environmental sensitivity (ES), environmental participation (EP), economic sensi-
tivity (ECS), green purchasing (GP), technological sensitivity (TS) and OI are predominantly
above the recommended threshold of 0.50. They are also statistically significant (p < 0.001)
and support the convergent validity. GOB 19 was excluded from the analysis due to its
very low standardized factor loading (0.142), which did not meet acceptable criteria and
could adversely affect the construct’s measurement quality. After removing this item,
the remaining indicators were standardized, and regression weights, acceptable standard
errors, and statistically significant proportions were calculated. These results demonstrate
that the reliability and validity requirements were met.
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Table 3. Standardized factor loadings from CFA.

Scale Items Path Scales and Dims * SRW S.E. C.R. p

PWB1 <---

Psychological
Well-Being (PWB)

0.736
PWB2 <--- 0.675 0.064 13.115 <0.001
PWB3 <--- 0.658 0.086 10.222 <0.001
PWB4 <--- 0.658 0.067 10.371 <0.001
PWB5 <--- 0.811 0.074 12.901 <0.001
PWB6 <--- 0.783 0.076 12.438 <0.001
PWB7 <--- 0.68 0.101 10.74 <0.001
PWB8 <--- 0.798 0.075 12.685 <0.001

GOB8 <---

Environmental
Sensitivity (ES)

0.685
GOB7 <--- 0.752 0.112 10.901 <0.001
GOB6 <--- 0.676 0.12 9.935 <0.001
GOB5 <--- 0.689 0.116 10.102 <0.001
GOB4 <--- 0.692 0.113 10.1 <0.001
GOB3 <--- 0.657 0.098 9.54 <0.001
GOB2 <--- 0.522 0.128 7.799 <0.001
GOB1 <--- 0.606 0.123 8.984 <0.001

GOB15 <---

Environmental
Participation (EP)

0.668
GOB14 <--- 0.476 0.096 5.493 <0.001
GOB13 <--- 0.678 0.101 9.716 <0.001
GOB12 <--- 0.788 0.092 11.026 <0.001
GOB11 <--- 0.525 0.073 6.327 <0.001
GOB10 <--- 0.661 0.093 9.508 <0.001
GOB9 <--- 0.775 0.106 10.885 <0.001

GOB20 <---
Economic

Sensitivity (ECS)

0.451
GOB18 <--- 0.51 0.33 4.187 <0.001
GOB17 <--- 0.66 0.331 4.911 <0.001
GOB16 <--- 0.523 0.238 4.245 <0.001

GOB24 <---
Green Purchasing

(GP)

0.5
GOB23 <--- 0.731 0.299 6.172 <0.001
GOB22 <--- 0.528 0.202 5.463 <0.001
GOB21 <--- 0.637 0.258 5.897 <0.001

GOB27 <--- Technological
Sensitivity (TS)

0.666
GOB26 <--- 0.595 0.134 6.744 <0.001
GOB25 <--- 0.55 0.115 7.268 <0.001

O16 <---

Organizational
Identification (OI)

0.635
OI5 <--- 0.829 0.128 10.647 <0.001
OI4 <--- 0.695 0.104 9.371 <0.001
OI3 <--- 0.679 0.115 9.209 <0.001
OI2 <--- 0.568 0.115 7.958 <0.001
OI1 <--- 0.818 0.135 10.562 <0.001

* Standardized regression weights (SRWs).

3.4.3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) Measurement Model

Figure 2 illustrates a comprehensive structural equation model in which OI and PWB
are linked to multiple dimensions of GOB, including ES, EP, ECS, GP and TS. Each latent
construct is measured by its observed indicators, with directional paths representing the
hypothesized relationships among the constructs.
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Figure 2. Measurement model.

3.4.4. Validity and Reliability Analysis

In this analysis, internal consistency reliability was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha
and Composite Reliability (CR), while convergent validity was evaluated by examining
Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values, as presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Validity and Reliability Analysis Results.

Scales and
Dimensions

Cronbach’s
Alpha CR AVE

GOB 0.588 0.901 0.587
ES 0.601 0.861 0.599

ECS 0.617 0.822 0.613
EP 0.599 0.716 0.587
GP 0.646 0.698 0.645
TS 0.603 0.598 0.597

PWB 0.568 0.899 0.618
OI 0.578 0.857 0.565

The reliability and validity results highlight that the measurement model demonstrates
overall acceptable psychometric properties. Cronbach’s alpha values for various structures
were found to be in the range of 0.50 to 0.70. Although some Cronbach’s alpha values
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were slightly below the recommended threshold of 0.70, values around 0.50–0.60 can be
considered acceptable in exploratory research and for newly adapted scales [107–109].
Furthermore, while the presence of several constructs shows Cronbach’s alpha values
below the 0.60 threshold, this is considered acceptable in exploratory and complex models,
particularly when Composite Reliability (CR) values exceed the recommended cutoff of 0.60
or 0.70 [107,110]. According to [111], a Composite Reliability (CR) value of 0.70 or higher
indicates adequate internal consistency of the latent construct, meaning that the indicators
reliably represent the underlying factor. In this study, all constructs exhibit satisfactory CR
values, which supports the reliability of internal consistency. Mean Variance Inference (AVE)
values above or equal to the recommended threshold of 0.50 for the constructs indicate
that adequate internal consistency and convergent validity have been confirmed and that a
sufficient part of the variance in the indicators of hidden units is explained [111]. Although
the AVE for ES is marginally below 0.50, its strong CR value still suggests adequate
convergent validity [110]. These findings strengthen the reliability and convergent validity
of the scales of the study by highlighting that the measurement model is suitable for
subsequent structural analyses.

3.4.5. Correlation Analysis

Pearson correlation analysis examines the direction and strength of the linear relation-
ship between two variables. These coefficients are between −1 and +1. Values close to ±1
indicate strong relationships. This is used to explore relationships among variables before
conducting more advanced statistical analyses [112].

Table 5 illustrates the correlation matrix and highlights that GOB is positively related
to its core dimensions and that all relationships are statistically significant at the 0.01 level
by pointing out a coherent construct. Moderate-to-strong correlations among these dimen-
sions show that they represent related but distinct findings of environmentally responsible
behavior. PWB has weak yet significant positive relationships with most variables, showing
a limited but positive association with green behaviors. PWB exhibits relatively weak
but statistically significant positive correlations with most variables, implying that higher
levels of well-being are associated with green behaviors, although the strength of these
relationships is limited. In contrast, OI demonstrates consistently positive and signifi-
cant correlations with both GOB and PWB, highlighting its meaningful role in fostering
employees’ environmental engagement and psychological attachment to the organization.

Table 5. Pearson’s correlation coefficients of variables.

Scales and Dims. GOB ES EP ECS GP TS PWB OI

GOB 1
ES 0.718 ** 1
EP 0.838 ** 0.505 ** 1

ECS 0.790 ** 0.395 ** 0.531 ** 1
GP 0.859 ** 0.388 ** 0.551 ** 0.575 ** 1
TS 0.823 ** 0.330 ** 0.503 ** 0.533 ** 0.583 ** 1

PWB 0.187 ** 0.138 ** 0.238 ** 0.138 ** 0.135 ** 0.129 * 1
OI 0.252 ** 0.257 ** 0.159 ** 0.185 ** 0.235 ** 0.188 ** 0.321 ** 1

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

3.4.6. Mediation Effect Analysis

The mediation analysis was conducted using PROCESS Model 4 with a bootstrap-
ping procedure of 5000 resamples, following Hayes’ recommendations. A 95% confidence
interval was utilized to estimate the indirect effect without relying on normality assump-
tions. The results indicate a significant mediating effect because the bootstrap confidence
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interval does not include zero, as presented in Table 6. This bootstrapping approach is
widely accepted as a method for testing mediation effects in behavioral and social science
research [99].

Table 6. Mediation analysis results (PROCESS Model 4).

H Effect Type Effect (β) S.E. t p 95% CI
(LLCI–ULCI) Result

H1 OI → GOB
(Direct Effect) 0.1946 0.0429 4.5384 <0.001 [0.1102, 0.2791] Supported

H2 OI → PWB
(Direct Effect) 0.4172 0.0617 6.7660 <0.001 [0.2958, 0.5386] Supported

H3 PWB → GOB
(Direct Effect) 0.1888 0.0396 4.7616 <0.001 [0.1107, 0.2668] Supported

H4 OI → PWB → GOB
(Indirect Effect) 0.0788 0.0234 — — [0.0353, 0.1269] Supported

4. Results
Based on the values presented in the table, the results of the study’s hypotheses can be

explained as follows:
The results present strong support for H1 by highlighting that OI has a positive and

statistically significant direct effect on GOB (β = 0.1946, p < 0.001). The confidence interval
does not include zero [0.1102, 0.2791], confirming the robustness of this relationship. This
suggests that employees who have strong connections to their organizations demonstrate
more environmentally conscious behaviors, even if the effect size is not large.

Hypothesis 2 is supported due to the positive and enhancing effect of OI on PWB
(β = 0.4172, p < 0.001). This strong effect size reveals that OI is a significant precursor of
PWB in employees. The narrow confidence interval [0.2958, 0.5386] shows the significance
and stability of this relationship.

PWB has a significant and positive direct effect on GOB (β = 0.1888, p < 0.001), which
is consistent with H3. The confidence interval [0.1107, 0.2668] points out that higher levels
of PWB are related to greater engagement in green behaviors. This finding underlines
the role of individual psychological resources in promoting environmentally responsible
organizational actions.

Consequently, hypothesis H4 is supported due to the mediation of PWB in the relation-
ship between OI and GOB. The indirect effect is significant and positive (β = 0.0788) and
has a zero-exclusion bootstrap confidence interval [0.0353, 0.1269]. This reveals a significant
calculation for mediation. These results show partial mediation and strengths that OI
affects GOB both directly and indirectly by increasing PWB with a significant direct effect.

The results of the PROCESS Model 4 analysis reveal that OI has a significant direct
effect on GOB (H1) and PWB (H2), while PWB exerts a significant positive effect on GOB
(H3). The bootstrapped indirect effect of OI on GOB through PWB is statistically significant
and the intervals do not include zero. This provides support for the mediating role of PWB
(H4). These findings demonstrate partial mediation, indicating that OI affects GOB both
directly and indirectly via PWB.

5. Discussion
This research investigated the effects of OI on GOB, and the analysis underlined

a significant and positive relationship between the two variables. In this context, em-
ployees who identify with their organizations are expected to exhibit more GOB towards
achieving the environmental goals of their organizations, as they perceive the success of
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their organizations as their own success. A review of the literature reveals that studies
by [10,24,83–86,88,89,94,113] have found a significant and positive relationship between OI
and GOB. These studies support the findings of this research.

Additionally, this study examined the effect of OI on PWB, and the analysis revealed
a positive and significant relationship between the two variables. This finding indicates
that employees who develop a strong identification with their organizations perceive their
organizations as part of their own identity, which can positively affect their PWB. The
adoption of organizational goals and values by employees can contribute to individuals
feeling more meaningful and valuable within the organization, thus supporting their PWB.
The results obtained in this regard are parallel to the findings of earlier studies, which
show that OI positively affects employees’ well-being [90–93]. These results suggest that
the psychological bond employees develop with their organizations can play a prominent
role in shaping their individual well-being.

This research also examined the effect of PWB on GOB, and the analysis results show
that PWB has significant and positive effects on GOB. Studies in the literature indicate
that environmental awareness and relationships with nature are related to individuals’
well-being and pro-environmental attitudes [114]. Furthermore, it is stated that awareness-
based practices implemented by organizations can improve employees’ psychological
resources and green performance [115]. Similarly, positive relationships are observed
between environmental organizational citizenship behavior and PWB, job satisfaction and
emotional commitment [116]. Recent studies also show that employees’ levels of well-being
positively influence green behaviors and green human resource practices can support
employee well-being through green behaviors [117,118]. These results are parallel to the
findings of earlier studies and support the relationships mentioned in the literature.

The research results show that OI has a significant effect on GOB; PWB has a significant
effect on GOB; and PWB has a partial mediating effect on the impact of OI on employees’
green organizational behavior.

To strengthen the impact of OI and PWB levels on GOB, practices can be conducted that
encourage all organization members to participate in environmentally friendly activities
(such as tree planting events). Such activities can increase integration among employees
and contribute to strengthening organizational ties. Furthermore, sharing environmental
goals and values can strengthen employees’ sense of belonging to the organization and
support the retention of organizational membership.

The establishment and systematic monitoring of environmental goals and strategies by
organizational management can significantly contribute to improving the environmental
performance of organizations. In this context, developing practices that encourage em-
ployee participation in the dissemination of environmentally friendly practices, the creation
of participatory processes that support the emergence of new environmental ideas, and
implementation of reward systems that encourage environmentally friendly behaviors can
be beneficial for organizations. Furthermore, the effective planning and management of
organizational resources can significantly contribute to increasing energy efficiency and
preventing resource waste within the organization.

Considering the relationship between the PWB of employees, both OI and GOB are
crucial for organizations to develop green environmental activities. Accordingly, encour-
aging employees to adopt environmental goals and strategies set by the organization and
actively participate in these processes can contribute to environmental sustainability. Addi-
tionally, implementing organizational policies and procedures with managerial support
and developing reward systems that support environmentally friendly behaviors can play
an encouraging role in increasing GOB among employees.
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The findings obtained within the framework of Social Exchange Theory and Social
Identity Theory indicate that levels of OI may be related to employees’ PWB and the GOB
they exhibit in the workplace. Furthermore, it is considered that high levels of PWB appear
to be linked to employees’ tendencies to engage in GOB in the workplace.

6. Conclusions
This study examined the relationships between OI, PWB and GOB within a holistic

structural model framework and presented empirical findings on the direct and indirect
effects between the variables. The findings show that the research model has generally
acceptable fit values and that the measurement model exhibits sufficient measurement
characteristics in terms of validity and reliability.

The research results show that OI has a significant and positive direct effect on GOB.
This finding indicates that as the level of belonging and integration that employees establish
with their organizations increases, their tendency to exhibit environmentally conscious and
sustainable behaviors also strengthens. Similarly, the significant and positive effect of OI on
PWB reveals that the level of identification that employees establish with the organization
acts as a mechanism to increase their PWB.

This finding provides support for the idea that organizational belonging strengthens
an individual’s psychological resources, thereby supporting their perception of mental
health and life satisfaction.

The positive and significant impact of PWB on GOB reveals that individual psycholog-
ical resources play a significant role in shaping environmentally friendly behaviors. This
finding indicates that sustainability-oriented behaviors are related not only to corporate
policies and practices but also to individual psychological factors such as employees’ levels
of PWB.

Mediation analyses showed that PWB plays a partial mediating role in the relationship
between OI and GOB. In other words, OI affects employees’ green behaviors both directly
and indirectly by increasing PWB. This finding suggests that PWB is a critical variable in
developing sustainable organizational behaviors.

Overall, the research findings indicate that structural and policy-based adjustments
alone are insufficient for organizations to achieve their environmental sustainability goals;
employees’ levels of OI and PWB are also strategic determinants. In this context, man-
agers’ focus on practices that strengthen organizational belonging and human resource
policies that support PWB contribute to the sustainable institutionalization of green organi-
zational behavior.

In conclusion, this study provides a holistic model explaining the relationships be-
tween organizational identification, PWB and GOB, offering both theoretical and empirical
contributions to the literature and emphasizing the importance of individual psychological
processes in the context of sustainability.

This study offers important insights, particularly for the private sector. However, the
fact that the study was conducted exclusively among private-sector employees means it was
constrained by time and cost limitations, and that some of the scales used had relatively low
reliability scores; these can be considered among the study’s main limitations. Therefore,
future validation studies conducted on different samples could contribute to retesting the
reliability of the measurement tools and strengthening the robustness of the findings.

In future studies, increasing the sample size, including participants from different
sectors and countries, and analyzing the subdimensions of GOB separately can enable a
more comprehensive assessment of the relationships between concepts and enhance the
explanatory power of the findings. This will also enable a more detailed assessment of the
validity of the findings in different organizational and cultural contexts.
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This study is significant because it addresses green organizational behavior (GOB) and
psychological well-being (PWB), which are relatively new research areas in the organiza-
tional behavior literature, and contributes to the literature on environmental sustainability
and green organizations. Accordingly, a comprehensive understanding of organizational
awareness and the effects of awareness on employees’ environmentally friendly behaviors
is needed for future studies.

These concepts, which are gaining increasing importance in the field of organizational
sciences, offer a broad scope for future research. Therefore, researchers are encouraged
to examine the subject more comprehensively using more advanced statistical analysis
techniques and different research designs.
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Soc. Sci. 2020, 8, 1107–1119. [CrossRef]
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89. Çelik, N.; Erbaşı, A. The effect of organizational identification on green organizational behavior. Istanb. Bus. Res. 2023, 52, 233–250.
[CrossRef]

90. Steffens, N.K.; Haslam, S.A.; Schuh, S.C.; Jetten, J.; van Dick, R. A meta-analytic review of social identification and health in
organizational contexts. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Rev. 2017, 21, 305–335. [CrossRef]

91. Hameed, I.; Ijaz, M.U.; Sabharwal, M. The impact of human resources environment and organizational identification on employees’
psychological well-being. Public Pers. Manag. 2022, 51, 71–96. [CrossRef]

92. Avanzi, L.; Savadori, L.; Fraccaroli, F.; Ciampa, V.; Van Dick, R. Too much of a good thing? The curvilinear relation between
identification, overcommitment, and employee well-being. Curr. Psychol. 2022, 41, 1256–1266. [CrossRef]
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