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ÖZ 

YORULMAZ, Ali Cenk. Examining the Impact of Green Servant and 

Transformational Leadership on Green Work Engagement and Task-Related Pro-

Environmental Behavior, Doktora Tezi, Ankara, 2024. 

Mevcut literatürde, yeşil hizmetkâr liderlik (YHL) ve yeşil dönüşümcü 

liderliğin (YDL) yeşil iş bağlılığı (YİB) ve göreve yönelik çevre dostu davranış (ÇDD) 

üzerindeki birleşik etkilerini inceleyen çalışmalar eksiktir. Özellikle, bu liderlik stilleri 

ile göreve yönelik ÇDD arasındaki ilişkide YİB'in aracı bir rol oynaması göz önüne 

alınmamıştır. Bu boşluğu gidermek amacıyla, bu araştırma sosyal değişim teorisi ve iş 

talep-kaynakları modeline dayanarak YHL, YDL, YİB ve göreve yönelik ÇDD 

arasındaki ilişkileri keşfetmek üzere kavramsal bir çerçeve önermektedir. Veriler 

Ankara, Türkiye’deki otel çalışanlarından toplanmış ve hipotezler Kısmi En Küçük 

Kareler-Yapısal Eşitlik Modeli (PLS-SEM) ile test edilmiştir. Bulgular, YİB’in YHL 

ve YDL’nin göreve yönelik ÇDD üzerindeki etkisi için bir aracılık rolü üstlendiğini 

göstermektedir. Özellikle, YHL’nin YİB üzerinde YDL'ye kıyasla daha güçlü bir 

olumlu etkisi olduğu tespit edilmiştir. Beklendiği üzere, YHL’nin YİB aracılığıyla 

göreve yönelik ÇDD üzerindeki dolaylı etkisi, YDL’nin dolaylı etkisinden daha 

belirgin çıkmıştır. 

Anahtar Sözcükler: Yeşil hizmetkâr liderlik, Yeşil dönüşümcü liderlik, Yeşil iş 

bağlılığı, Otel çalışanları, Göreve yönelik çevre dostu davranış 
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ABSTRACT 

YORULMAZ, Ali Cenk. Examining the Impact of Green Servant and 

Transformational Leadership on Green Work Engagement and Task-Related Pro-

Environmental Behavior, PhD Dissertation, Ankara, 2024. 

The current literature lacks studies that examine the combined effects of green 

servant leadership (GSL) and green transformational leadership (GTL) on both green 

work engagement (GWE) and task-related pro-environmental behavior (PEB), 

particularly with GWE as a mediating factor between these leadership styles and task-

related PEB. To address this gap, this research draws on social exchange theory and 

the job demands-resources model to propose a conceptual framework exploring the 

relationships among GSL, GTL, GWE, and task-related PEB. Data were collected 

from hotel employees in Ankara, Türkiye, and the hypotheses were evaluated using 

Partial Least Squares-Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). The findings indicate 

that GWE serves as a mediator for the impact of GSL and GTL on task-related PEB. 

Notably, GSL has a stronger positive effect on GWE compared to GTL. As 

hypothesized, the indirect effect of GSL on task-related PEB through GWE is also 

more pronounced than that of GTL. 

Keywords: Green servant leadership, Green transformational leadership, Green work 

engagement, Hotel employees, Task-related pro-environmental behavior 
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INTRODUCTION 

The United Nations' 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development provides a 

detailed framework aimed at ensuring global peace, prosperity, and environmental 

sustainability, both for the present and future generations (Viglia & Acuti, 2023). This 

agenda is particularly relevant to the tourism industry, as it seeks to promote economic 

growth that is both socially and environmentally sustainable (Demeter et al., 2023). 

Tourism plays a crucial role in the economies of many countries by generating 

employment and income (Zhang & Zhang, 2023). However, the industry also has a 

significant environmental impact, accounting for a notable portion of global 

greenhouse gas emissions, which were at 8% before the COVID-19 pandemic (Lenzen 

et al., 2018). 

The pandemic temporarily reduced these emissions, leading to a 4.6% drop in 

global greenhouse gases, with a 1.5% reduction directly related to decreased 

transportation, particularly in air travel (Lenzen et al., 2020). However, this cut is still 

not enough to meet the 1.5°C limit of global warming in 2050 (Lenzen et al., 2020). 

Moreover, we have a major travel rebound as the COVID-19 pandemic wanes and the 

level of international tourists is currently 130% above the count of tourists arriving in 

January 2021 (Demeter etal., 2023). These statistics highlight the urgency for the 

tourism industry to redouble its efforts on sustainability as travel returns. 

Leadership can play an important role in orienting investments towards 

environmental sustainability in the workplace and the promotion of working contexts 

with regard to the environment (Tosun et al., 2022); If the top management does not 

have a clear path and commitment, whatever effort the employees and lower levels 

put forth would not yield the desired results. These results highlight the pivotal role 

of committed top leaders in promoting ecological conservation in a corporate setting 

(Karatepe et al., 2022). Leadership styles such as servant leadership and 

transformational leadership are needed to retain employees with vital skills in 

developing sustainable initiatives (cf. Aftab et al., 2023; Rabiul et al., 2023). 

Transformational leadership theory consists of four elements: “idealized 

influence,” “inspirational motivation,” “intellectual stimulation” and “individualized 

consideration.” “Idealized influence” describes a leader’s charismatic behavior that 

inspires trust and alignment with subordinates around the leader’s vision. Inspirational 
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motivation refers to the ability of the leader to communicate shared elements of 

purpose and an appealing, exciting future, resulting in high expectations (Aryee et al., 

2012). “Intellectual stimulation” is understood as the leader’s ability to promote 

critical thought, risk- taking behavior, and proactive problem-solving, that is, 

problem-solving that is more than just reactive to someone or something. 

Individualized consideration entails the attention a leader gives to nurture their 

followers’ development needs as well as the creation of new ideas from them (Carmeli 

et al., 2014). 

On the contrary, one of the most impactful styles in the hospitality industry is 

servant leadership, as it encourages various positive affective and behavioral outcomes 

for employees (e.g., Fatima et al., 2023; Kaya & Karatepe, 2020; Ozturk et al., 2021). 

Servant leaders empower their team by granting autonomy, fostering creativity, 

demonstrating humility, offering guidance, and prioritizing the well-being of their 

subordinates (Ozturk et al., 2021; Van Dierendonck, 2011). 

From the perspective of environmental sustainability, both servant and 

transformational leadership can influence employees’ eco-friendly behaviors. Green 

servant leadership (GSL) (Luu, 2019) and green transformational leadership (GTL) 

(Tosun et al., 2022) are two such approaches. GSL is characterized by practices such 

as emotional support, fostering green values, conceptual skills, green empowerment, 

aiding subordinates in achieving environmental objectives, prioritizing environmental 

concerns, and ethical environmental behavior (Faraz et al., 2021, p. 1172). GTL, on 

the other hand, involves leaders who inspire their followers to meet environmental 

goals and exceed expected levels of environmental performance (Chen et al., 2013, p. 

109). The environmentally conscious actions of such leaders can stimulate green-

oriented and innovative behaviors among employees (Arici & Uysal, 2022). 

Our study offers several key contributions to the literature. Firstly, it addresses 

a significant gap in research regarding the importance of green leadership styles, 

specifically Green Servant Leadership (GSL) and Green Transformational Leadership 

(GTL), in fostering a green-oriented environment and associated behavioral outcomes. 

Although the value of these leadership styles is recognized, empirical studies are 

lacking (Tosun et al., 2022; Halakhah et al., 2023). Furthermore, there is some 

uncertainty in the literature about which of these leadership styles best explains work-

related outcomes. This gap in the literature was also noted in a recent systematic review 
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by Uysal and Arici (2022), who suggested that further exploration is needed to 

understand which aspects of leadership are most predictive of green-related job 

outcomes. Drawing on Social Exchange Theory (SET), our study seeks to fill this gap 

by exploring how GSL and GTL influence Green Work Engagement (GWE) and task-

related Pro-Environmental Behavior (PEB). GWE is a construct of green-related 

motivation that denotes employees’ involvement in environmental assignments as well 

as their energy, pride, and inspiration for these assignments (Karatepe et al., 2022, p. 

3085). This engagement, in turn, affects task specific PEB; an important aspect for 

frontline service jobs where employees have to execute their tasks with consideration 

of the environment (Bissing-Olson et al., 2013). 

Second, research addressing work engagement is abundant, while research to 

explore the effects of GWE is limited (Aboramadan, 2022; Darban et al., 2022; 

Karatepe et al., 2022). This is an important gap, because sustainable hospitality needs 

an engaged workforce willing to push sustainability. These elaborate task-related 

PEB employees can make our significant contributions to the organization. 

Specifically, we adopt the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) theory (Bakker and 

Demerouti, 2017) and further investigate task-related PEB as a critical outcome of 

GWE. 

Third, previous studies found multiple mediators explaining the link between 

green leadership types and work outcomes (Tosun et al, 2022; Vatankhah et al, 2023). 

Nevertheless, it remains that no empirical studies have explored the mediation effect 

of GWE on both GSL and GTL with task-PEB. More studies need to be conducted to 

examine the mechanisms by which these leadership styles impact outcomes including 

PEB in importance to tasks (Arici & Uysal, 2022). 
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CHAPTER 1: THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

1.1. Leadership 

The term "leader" was first used in the 1300s but its development, and 

widespread use starts in the 20th century (Akbaba and Erenler, 2008). The definitions 

of leadership have changed and evolved over the years depending on the conditions of 

the times. The economic, political, military, and scientific developments experienced 

by civilizations have also contributed to the development of the concept of leadership 

(Akyan, 2002). While there are some differences between leadership and management, 

both concepts are related to administration. Management is concerned with being 

organized, making plans, and ensuring control, while leadership, apart from 

management, involves developing a vision, being open to change, motivating, and 

directing toward a goal (Kotter, 1990). 

The concept of leadership in management science began to be used in the 

1960s. To define the concept of leadership, we need to examine it from different 

perspectives and analyze it with different methods (Şişman, 2004). In the constantly 

evolving and changing world, the definition of leadership is constantly being renewed, 

and it has a dynamic structure. The common point of the definitions is that they are 

made by utilizing the prominent features of the leader or leaders (Bulut and Uygun, 

2010). Yılmaz (2010), who defines leadership through the role of the leader in 

achieving common goals, defines leadership as the ability and power to bring a group 

of people together around a common purpose and to motivate and direct them in 

achieving these goals. Another definition focuses on the leader's ability to speak 

persuasively and their charisma, and Sorensen and Epps (1996) define a leader as 

someone who influences and directs the people they communicate with, manages 

them, and inspires them to act without forcing them to do so and sets an example for 

their surroundings. Kaya (1991), who emphasizes the leader's planning ability, defines 

a leader as a group member with responsibilities such as organizing their group to 

approach their goals, creating plans, and implementing them. According to Eren's 

(1998) definition of leadership, which is based on the leader's ability to provide 

motivation, a leader is someone who develops and directs the motivation, persuasion, 

and desires that their group needs to achieve their goals. 
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All organizations exist for a purpose, and schools are composed of different 

people who come together to achieve their goals. In schools, there is a manager who 

directs the organization toward its goals and the relevant individuals toward this goal 

(Dinçer and Fidan, 2000). School administrators must be consistent in their behavior 

when trying to achieve the organization's goals. Employees and relevant individuals 

must be valued in proportion to the rules and regulations. Therefore, administrators are 

expected to take on a leadership role that will contribute to their employees and the 

organization as a whole, in addition to their responsibilities (Özgenel and Aktaş, 2020). 

The leadership approach in school management defines the leader as a group member 

with directing and influential qualities in achieving the organization's goals, just like 

in other organizations (Sergiovanni, 1994). Leadership is one of the most important 

elements of schools that aim to raise socially, academically, and emotionally 

competent and successful students (Beycioğlu, 2015). A school administrator who 

wants to achieve the organization's goals must be a leader without a doubt. The leader 

who leads must have responsibilities that include managerial duties. For an effective 

contemporary management approach, school leaders must be leaders who can 

influence and persuade their employees (Kaya, 1991). 

1.1.1. Leadership theories 

The concept of leadership is not universal and does not remain the same in 

every situation. Different leadership styles emerge in different situations, and these 

styles have developed and evolved into new forms of leadership (Şentürk, 2017). Four 

main theories have been influential in the development of the concept of leadership: 

Trait Theories, Behavioral Theories, Situational Theories, and the new leadership 

theories that have emerged historically and continue to emerge (Yeşil, 2016). 

1.1.1.1. Trait theories 

The concept of leadership gained momentum in the 20th century with the 

development of various theories and studies. The Trait Theory was the first theory 

developed in this field and was actively used between 1910 and the 1940s (Yukl, 2010). 

This theory suggests that the more leadership traits a leader possesses, the more 

successful they will be as a leader (Akşit, 2010). The Trait Theory places the 

characteristics of the leader at the core of the leadership concept. Leaders use their 

innate leadership traits to lead their employees (Eren, 1998). 
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This theory primarily researched specific individuals who were leaders to 

determine "what makes them leaders." Through this research, the characteristics of 

great leaders were identified. It was argued that leadership occurs within the 

framework of these characteristics. Subsequently, the influence of the situation on 

leadership was examined (Tengilimoğlu, 2005). Stogdill determined the contribution 

of personal characteristics to leadership through his studies. According to Stogdill, in 

addition to a leader's personality traits, the necessity of situations where leadership is 

required is also important. Individuals who show leadership in a particular situation 

are not necessarily leaders in different situations. Stogdill's studies identified the 

personality traits associated with leadership. A leader is described as a motivated 

individual who takes responsibility and completes tasks, persists in pursuing goals, 

takes risks, is innovative, willing to be at the forefront of social events, confident, able 

to influence others, and shapes social relationships to achieve goals (Stogdill, 1948, 

1974). 

The theory that evaluates all aspects of leadership solely through the "leader 

person" and conducts research only on the characteristics of leaders, was not very 

successful (Bakan and Büyükbeşe, 2010). In the 1950s, different ideas began to 

emerge, and the behaviors of leaders rather than their characteristics started to be 

examined. With the introduction of behavioral theories, the use of the trait theory has 

decreased (Şimşek, 2006). 

1.1.1.2. Behavioral theories 

Behavioral theories formed the basis of leadership understanding between 1940 

and 1960. This theory was proposed due to the belief that the previously proposed trait 

and skill theories were incomplete in the leadership literature (Şentürk, 2017). 

According to this theory, the concept of leadership is based on the idea that leadership 

can be defined by the leader's behaviors rather than their personal traits. Furthermore, 

this theory posits that there are two types of leaders: those who focus on the task and 

productivity, and those who prioritize employees and communication (Sevinç, 2018). 

This theory argues that leadership is not determined by innate or acquired 

characteristics. Researchers working on this theory have focused on the behaviors 

exhibited by leaders while performing their leadership roles, rather than on their 

personal traits and skills (Koçel, 2005). 
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Behavioral theories have been developed through many different research 

studies. The most important of these studies is the Ohio State University studies, the 

Michigan University studies, the Harvard University studies, Douglas McGregor's X 

and Y studies, and Blake and Mouton's Leadership Grid studies (Northouse, 2013). 

Fundamentally, the Ohio State University, Michigan University, and Harvard 

University studies have a similar structure. Researchers divided leadership behaviors 

into task-oriented and relationship-oriented behaviors and searched for the best way to 

combine these two types of leadership behaviors. The Ohio State University identified 

"initiating structure and consideration," Michigan University identified "job-centered 

and employee-centered," and Harvard University identified "emotional leader and task 

leader" as the two dimensions of leadership (Bakan, 2008; Yukl, 2010). 

Douglas McGregor's X and Y theory is one of the most widely used behavioral 

theories. The X approach in this theory is a leadership style in which the leader 

manages in an autocratic manner, assumes a role of a boss and a guide, and is superior 

to their subordinates. The Y approach, on the other hand, is a leadership style in which 

the leader practices democratic management, consults with their subordinates, engages 

in exchanging ideas, and ensures that all employees participate in decision-making 

(Koçel, 2005; Küçüközkan, 2015). 

Blake and Mouton developed a grid model describing leadership behaviors in 

their studies. The task-oriented and relationship-oriented leadership approaches, which 

form the basis of behavioral leadership, are related to employees' achievement of their 

goals (Northouse, 2013). For this purpose, a leader exhibiting task-oriented behaviors 

is concerned with group members performing their tasks completely and achieving 

their goals. Leaders who exhibit relationship-oriented behaviors, on the other hand, are 

interested in their employees feeling comfortable and discovering themselves 

(Stogdill, 1948). According to the Managerial Grid developed by Blake and Mouton, 

leaders are positioned on a matrix based on two key dimensions of behavior: concern 

for people and concern for production. As a result of the different behaviors leaders 

exhibit, they are categorized into leadership styles such as Authority-Compliance, 

Country Club, Middle-of-the-Road, Impoverished, and Team leadership. Additional 

styles, such as Paternalistic and Opportunistic, have also been identified in later 

interpretations of the model (Küçüközkan, 2015). 
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1.1.1.3. Situational theories 

Situational theories emerged as a combination of similarly structured theories 

that considered previous theories to be insufficient. Developed from the 1960s to the 

1980s, this theory argues that it is not possible to make the same definitions of 

leadership for each leader and organization. According to this theory, the definition of 

leadership depends on the existing situation and conditions (Sevinç, 2018). According 

to the situational theory, leaders do not have a single characteristic. Similarly, there is 

no single type of leadership that can be effectively used in all situations. It is argued 

that each situation and environment can create its unique leadership style (Kılınç, 

1995). Situational theories have emerged from several theories and approaches with 

specific structures and contents. The common point of these ideas and approaches is 

the diversity of leadership behaviors exhibited by leaders while performing their tasks. 

Every event and situation within an organization may lead to the display of different 

leadership behaviors (Tengilimoğlu, 2005). 

According to situational theories, which also deal with situations that bring 

forth leadership, there are certain factors that affect leadership. According to these 

theories, environmental conditions and context, organizational goals, personnel skills 

and desires, organizational hierarchy and the leader's abilities are among the factors 

that affect leadership (Giderler, 2005). 

With the emergence of situational theories, it has been demonstrated that there 

is no single ideal leader. These theories focus on the relationship between the 

requirements of different situations and different styles of leadership. The necessity 

for a leader to be a leader in all situations, which was present in previous theories, has 

been redefined in this theory as the need for a leader to be a leader according to the 

situation (Northouse, 2013). 

1.1.1.4. New leadership theories 

Postmodern theories, also known as new leadership approaches, encompass 

theories that have developed after 1980 and are increasingly growing in number today. 

With technological advancements, management science, organizational management, 

and leadership have gained importance and become areas of research for scientists 

(Yeşil, 2016). Along with the evolving technology and new lifestyles, areas of interest, 

customer satisfaction studies, organizational goals, customer expectations, and 
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feedback methods have also changed. Leadership styles have also adapted to emerging 

developments and changes (Tengilimoğlu, 2005). 

The leaders examined and analyzed in leadership theories are far from today's 

leadership understanding. The fundamental idea behind new leadership theories is that 

leadership concepts can vary from society to society, organization to organization, and 

even person to person (Çelik and Sünbül, 2008). Leadership concepts that were 

previously shaped by traits, abilities, situations, and events have been approached in a 

contemporary way to create new leadership approaches that have emerged from these 

concepts. With these approaches, leadership concepts have been broken down and 

extensively examined in detail (Şentürk, 2017). 

Several leadership approaches fall under the umbrella of new leadership 

theories, including charismatic leadership, transformational leadership, visionary 

leadership, and servant leadership. Additionally, democratic-participative leadership, 

autocratic leadership, and laissez-faire leadership are also discussed in the broader 

leadership literature (Demir, Yılmaz, & Çevirgen, 2010; Yeşil, 2016). 

Charismatic leadership 

Charismatic leadership is defined as a type of leadership that influences and 

directs followers through the strength of the leader's personality. The definition also 

emphasizes that charismatic leadership is made possible by the bond that is created 

between the leader and the followers (Antonakis, 2012). This leadership style is 

typically associated with crises and is seen as a type of leader who can rescue an 

organization from a difficult situation. These leaders are characterized as charismatic, 

confident, courageous, persuasive, and possessing a personality that influences the 

employees in the organization (Çelik and Sünbül, 2008). 

Transformational leadership 

Transformational leadership is defined as a leadership approach that supports 

the structural and organizational development of organizations, while also promoting 

the personal development of individuals within the organization. Additionally, 

transformational leaders continuously monitor the organization as a whole and its 

employees, identifying areas for improvement and facilitating their development and 

updating. In transformational leadership theory, there is a mutual trust relationship 
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between leaders and employees. The leader understands the interests and expectations 

of their employees, contributes to their development as much as possible, and seeks 

correct information to serve the organization's objectives. As a result, both the leader 

and employees continuously improve themselves (Şimşek, 2006). 

Democratic-participative leadership 

In the democratic-participative leadership approach, the organization adopts a 

human-centered approach. In this theory where respect and tolerance exist, all 

employees participate in the management processes of the organization. Democratic 

leaders do not use coercive power, are far from a controlling approach, and ensure that 

their followers are in a comfortable environment. The leader appreciates the successful 

work of their employees to increase their internal motivation. (Arıkanlı and Ulubaş, 

2004). Groups that adopt a democratic and participative approach move collectively 

as a social unit. When developing goals and policies, dividing tasks, and distributing 

authority and responsibility, the leader consults with employees and respects the 

opinions of all members (Küçüközkan, 2015). 

Autocratic leadership 

Autocratic leadership is usually seen in organizations where formality and 

bureaucracy are prevalent. In this leadership style, there is minimal communication 

between the leader and the followers, and leaders keep their employees out of 

management. Authoritarian leaders may resort to using coercive power to get their 

employees to carry out their tasks and responsibilities (Buluç, 1998). This leadership 

style belongs to old-school leaders. However, it is still one of the most common 

leadership styles today. In bureaucratic and autocratic societies, leaders in this 

leadership style can be selfish, undemocratic, intolerant, harsh, and ruthless in their 

behavior (Bakan and Büyükbeşe, 2010). 
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Laissez-Faire leadership theory 

In the laissez-faire leadership style, leaders avoid taking authority and 

responsibility. Therefore, there is a lack of hierarchy and motivation to achieve the 

organization's goals. Employees in subordinate positions determine the organization's 

goals, policies, methods of work, shortcomings, and solutions (Buluç, 1998). In this 

leadership style, the leader's role in a managed organization is to provide resources to 

subordinates and express opinions when asked. It is more appropriate to apply this 

leadership style in homogeneous groups where all employees are experts in their fields 

and could potentially be leaders (Bakan and Büyükbeşe, 2010). 

Transactional leadership 

Transactional leadership is a type of leadership in which the leader has high 

communication with employees and satisfies their personal interests. In this type of 

leadership, there is a transaction or exchange between the leader and followers. The 

leader applies reinforcements to employees in order to achieve the organization's goals 

(Eren, 1998). Leaders in this leadership style carry more managerial qualities. 

Transactional leaders know their employees' needs and motivate them by using these 

needs as rewards. External motivation sources and rewards are frequently used in this 

leadership style (Bakan and Buyukbese, 2010). 

Visionary leadership 

Visionary leadership is a type of leadership that is seen in organizations where 

leaders are forward-thinking and innovative. Leaders engage in behaviors and attitudes 

that will take the organization and followers into the future (Durukan, 2006). In this 

type of leadership, leaders who capture and create innovation also involve their 

employees in management. Visionary leadership is a leadership style that sees beyond 

routine authority, responsibility, and tasks, and is not afraid of change (Babil, 2009). 

In this type of leadership, leaders are not afraid to try and make mistakes. They enjoy 

acquiring new knowledge, and taking untraveled steps. They take risks and present 

dreams that will open new doors for the organization (Arslanoğlu, 2016). One of the 

new leadership theories, Servant Leadership Theory, is the main theme of this study. 

Therefore, this leadership understanding has been examined in detail under the next 

heading. 
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Servant Leadership 

The servant leadership approach, developed by Greenleaf in the 1970s, places 

the leader in a position of serving their employees rather than being in an authoritative 

role. According to this leadership approach, a leader who desires success, productivity, 

and progress should provide their employees with the services they need. The servant 

leader is designed to be sensitive to their employees' problems, increase their 

development, and provide them with autonomy (Kahveci and Aypay, 2013). The 

servant leader takes on a role of a leader who values relationships and communications, 

is aware of their employees' needs and problems and solves them, and is focused on 

developing their followers beyond the organization's goals (Yukl, 2010). According to 

another view, the most important feature of servant leadership is to influence people 

by serving them, rather than directing them, and to guide them towards achieving the 

organization's objectives (Lantu, 2015). 

If we were to define the servant leadership approach, it is understood as a leader 

who dedicates himself to serving the members within the organization, solves their 

problems, improves their performance, and assists in their personal development 

(Çoban, 2019). There are some differences between the servant leadership approach 

and other leadership theories and new leadership approaches. Organizational 

management aims to ensure that the organization achieves its goals. Servant leaders 

serve their employees and fulfill their needs to reach the organization's goal (Van 

Dierendonck, 2011). Robert Greenleaf, who introduced the servant leadership 

approach, was inspired by Herman Hesse's 1956 story "Journey to the East" and laid 

the foundations of his theory while developing this approach (Okçu and Çoğaltay, 

2019). 

Although servant leadership was introduced in the 20th century, there are many 

religious and cultural examples at the foundation of servant leadership (Sendjaya and 

Sarros, 2002). As the value placed on human beings increased, studies in this field 

began to spread in all areas. With the development of this understanding, the concept 

of servant leadership began to gain recognition. This is because a servant leader 

empathizes with their followers, listens to them effectively, supports, develops and 

sees them as part of the team (Özmutlu, 2011). Along with these characteristics, 

servant leadership differs from many theories and approaches proposed before it. 
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When we look at other theories, the leader is generally seen as a force that manages 

and directs the organization. In servant leadership, however, the leader behaves with 

tendencies to serve their employees, far from egotism and self-aggrandizement 

(Taylor, Martin, Hutchinson, and Jinks, 2007). The biggest difference between servant 

leadership and other leadership approaches is that it gives importance to people's 

emotional states and needs. While other leadership approaches focus on employees' 

productivity, performance, and goal-oriented desires, servant leadership aims to 

improve people's emotional states and fulfill their needs (Yalçın and Karadağ, 2013). 

1.1.2. Sub-dimensions of servant leadership 

There are many sub-dimensions of servant leadership. Researchers in the field 

have approached servant leadership with different dimensions. According to Spears 

(1998), there are 10 sub-dimensions of servant leadership, which include listening, 

empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptualization, foresight, stewardship, 

commitment to the growth of people, and building community. Farling, Stone, and 

Winston (1999) examined servant leadership in 5 sub-dimensions. According to their 

study, these sub-dimensions are vision, trust, service, impact, and credibility. Page and 

Wong (2000) identified 12 sub-dimensions of servant leadership, which include 

honesty, humility, servant, attentiveness, empowerment, development, decision-

making, goal-setting, leading, modeling, team-building, and shared decision-making. 

Dennis and Bocernea (2005) examined servant leadership in 5 sub-dimensions. Their 

study revealed the sub-dimensions of social and moral love, humility, empowerment, 

vision, and trust. Bowman (2005) conducted studies on teachers and identified 6 sub-

dimensions of servant leadership, including humility, honesty, trust, empathy, healing, 

and community. Ekinci (2015) examined the sub-dimensions and identified five sub-

dimensions that represent the behavioral styles applied by school principals to their 

teachers. These sub-dimensions are selflessness, empathy, justice, honesty, and 

humility. 
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1.1.2.1. Selflessness 

According to Sober (1988), altruistic behavior is a type of behavior that is 

voluntary, benefits others besides oneself, and is performed without the expectation of 

reward or punishment, solely to do good to others. According to Greenleaf, who 

developed servant leadership (1977), altruistic behaviors are considered one of the 

most important characteristics of servant leadership, as they demonstrate that 

individuals are thinking about the well-being of others besides themselves. 

A leader who exhibits selfless behaviors adopts a sensitive attitude toward the 

interests, desires, and actions of the followers of the organization (Usta and Ünsal, 

2018). Employees working in organizations with servant leaders exhibit attitudes and 

behaviors such as taking responsibility, working collaboratively, being honest, and 

being committed to their work (Kandemir and Akgün, 2019). Because they have a 

leader who thinks of them, connects with them, values them, and helps them develop, 

employees in the organization feel committed to the organization. Employees with 

high organizational commitment also make the organization's goals their own (Temiz, 

2016). 

One of the most important prerequisites of a leadership approach based on 

service is the behavior of valuing the interests and needs of employees, which falls 

within the scope of altruistic behavior. Servant leaders prioritize the interests and 

needs, as well as problems, of their followers over their own urgent and important 

issues (Ekinci, 2015). Leaders who value the needs of others besides themselves will 

set an example for other personnel within the organization. As a result, positive 

communication and interaction within the organization will increase, contributing 

positively to many aspects such as organizational socialization, organizational culture, 

collaboration, organizational commitment, and job satisfaction (Sendjaya and Cooper, 

2011). 
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1.1.2.2. Empathy 

According to Rogers (1983), empathy is defined as a person accurately 

understanding the emotions and thoughts of another in specific situations, feeling what 

they feel, and conveying this to them. As Spears (1998) mentions, empathy, which is 

a sub-dimension of servant leadership, includes elements such as communication, 

effective listening, and social relationships. In organizations where empathetic 

communication is present, it is anticipated that communication problems and conflicts 

will significantly decrease. This can only be possible if the leader has effective 

listening skills and can make the other person feel understood (Ekinci, 2015). 

It is stated that empathy plays a crucial role in behaviors such as sharing and 

helping, which are fundamental to servant leadership. In this approach, the leader tries 

to perceive each individual differently and engages in behaviors that aim for all 

followers to become autonomous (Bowman, 2005). When the leader and employees 

are familiar with each other's problems, they understand each other better. Leaders and 

employees who know each other well understand what they want and realize their 

talents. A servant leader is a person who knows the employee's skills and assigns tasks 

accordingly (Akyüz, 2012). 

In this context, teachers who feel understood by school administrators, who try 

to find solutions to their problems, work to meet their needs, and take their 

expectations into account will realize that they have servant leaders. Through this 

connection, they will establish a special bond with their leader, and will sincerely do 

their best to achieve the organization's goals. (Ekinci, 2015). 

1.1.2.3. Justice 

Justice is used to refer to the realization of rights and law, and being honest in 

words and actions (Çeçen, 2020). The concept of justice used in organizations is 

defined as a situation where managers and employees are fair and honest to each other 

(Pillai, Shriesheim, and Williams, 1999). At the core of servant leadership, lies the 

commitment to consistency and justice in both words and actions, ensuring justice in 

tasks and resource sharing, and demonstrating a fair attitude in organizational 

management and employee evaluation (Ekinci, 2015). 

Servant leaders are fair in their relationships with their employees and in their 

practices in the organization. Fairness in task sharing, responsibility distribution, 
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granting of rights, and the level of relationships are essential practices to ensure justice 

in the organization (Akyüz, 2012). When employees do not receive their rights for the 

work they do to achieve the organization's goals, their trust in the organization is 

shaken. Unfair allocation of rights to another employee doing the same task also 

damages trust. In organizations where there is no justice among employees, there is a 

lack of trust, which adversely affects their performance and productivity (Gürer, 2019). 

According to many studies, organizations with a high sense of justice within 

the workplace have been found to have employees with high levels of job satisfaction, 

organizational commitment, and organizational trust (İşcan and Sayın, 2010; 

Yazıcıoğlu and Topaloğlu, 2009; Yıldırım, 2007). 

1.1.2.4. Honesty 

Honesty has been identified as a sub-dimension of servant leadership in many 

studies. According to Harter (2002), honesty is defined as being consistent and 

behaving in a way that is free from lying in speech, attitude, and behavior. Page and 

Wong (2000) have identified honesty as the cornerstone of the servant leadership 

concept. Through their research, they found that the honesty displayed by leaders in 

their behavior increased the trust of employees in the organization and their managers. 

Leaders must set an example for their employees. Employees follow leaders 

who communicate with honesty towards them. Open, sincere, and truthful 

communication which is one of the most important qualities of servant leaders 

motivates employees towards achieving the goals of the organization (Çolak, 2020). 

Honest communication between servant leaders and their employees increases 

interpersonal and institutional trust. Followers of a leader who displays trustworthy, 

honest, and open communication also adopt honest communication practices (Russell, 

2001). 

Bowman (2005) suggested that when leaders exhibit honest behavior, 

employees are also likely, to be honest and make genuine contributions to the 

organization. In another study, Joseph and Bruce (2005) found that honesty behavior 

has a positive effect on employee characteristics such as commitment, trust, and 

satisfaction. 
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1.1.2.5. Humility 

Emmons (1999) defines humility as a person who is unselfish, modest, 

respectful, open-minded, self-assessing, and possessing virtuous and strong character. 

Bowman (2005) emphasizes the importance of humility in servant leadership, stating 

that leaders practicing this style should not feel powerful or superior to those around 

them. 

The leader should prioritize the interests and needs of the organization's 

employees, focusing on communicating with them in a humble manner and valuing 

their interests, needs, and expectations, which leads to an increase in trust within the 

organization. Humility is a prerequisite for trust and honesty within the organization 

(Temiz, 2016). Hierarchical organizations lack humility, which is an important aspect 

of servant leadership. Servant leaders are primarily focused on the emotional state of 

individuals and are committed to providing service-oriented leadership. Those who 

exhibit this type of leadership are humble and free from ego (Balay, Kaya, & 

Geçdoğan, 2014). 

In his study on servant leadership, Patterson (2003) considers humility to be a 

necessity. The study suggests that if the servant leader is not humble, they will be 

unable to fulfill the needs of their environment, employees, and other stakeholders and 

may display arrogant and selfish behavior. The foundation of servant leadership is 

based on treating oneself and others equally and building sincere and authentic 

relationships. If a leader views themselves as superior to their employees, they will be 

unable to devote themselves to serving their employees (Ekinci, 2015). 
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1.2. Green Servant Leadership 

Green servant leadership has emerged as a new approach to leadership and is 

preferred by leaders who are particularly sensitive to Greenissues. This approach 

emphasizes the leader's sensitivity to the environment and also includes the 

characteristics of servant leadership. The servant leadership approach emphasizes the 

leader's view of leadership as a service to help their team and meet their needs. 

Combining this approach with green servant leadership helps to create a balance 

between serving the team and showing sensitivity to environmental issues (Greenleaf, 

1970). 

Various researches proved that the leadership that creates a green environment 

increases the loyalty of the leader's team and forms a positive greenperformance of 

the business. For instance, a 2002 study highlighted how green servant leadership can 

potentially improve the attainability of businesses with respect to environmental 

sustainability. The study also found that green servant leadership resulted in higher 

employee loyalty to the organization and improved business financial performance 

(Sendjaya and Sarros, 2002). 

A rationale of green servant leadership extends beyond the business context to 

society at large. Research in 2016 showed that green servant leadership sensitizes 

society to environmental issues and contributes to building a culture of sustainability 

within society. Green servant leaders work together by partnering to solve 

environmental problems in the community (Ren and Chadee, 2016); this study also 

took note of this aspect. 

Green servant leadership is one of the leadership theories and is introduced as 

an awareness of the leadership for the awareness of the environmental issues and being 

cheated for the welfare of society. Leading around the common centralized goal – 

requires the leader working for what not just suits them, but for the well-being of the 

environment and society as a whole. Leading for sustainable development This type 

of leadership can enable sustainable development. Green servant leadership in a 

business environment would lead to green, socially responsible and sustainability 

initiatives. 

Green servant leadership was introduced by Greenleaf (1970). Leadership is a 

service-oriented understanding, and the leader will operate in the service of the 



 19 

community; this is according to Greenleaf. Moreover, sustainability for community 

and nature should be ensured by the leader. The leader must, in this approach, be a 

servant in order to serve the needs of the community. 

Which aims to make the best way to manage natural resources for the future 

and is environment-based. As it is based on the leader's sensitivity to the environment, 

the leader should take the lead in related environmental protection projects. Also, 

leaders must guide and train their organization on being environmentally sensitive 

(Liden et al., 2008) 

Green servant leadership is, therefore, a relevant leadership approach not just 

for the business sector, but in any industry. With this leads to motivate not only your 

interests but also society and nature to sustainable. Hence, it will be recommended 

that the dimension of eco-oriented servant leadership be used for the good of the 

society (Özbağ and Şengel, 2014). 

So, one of the relevant leadership styles for increasing sustainability in 

business and society at large is green servant leadership. By taking these approach, 

leaders, who are more environmentally conscious can make their business and 

community sensitize towards environment. 

1.3. Green Transformational Leadership 

GTL (green transformational leadership) is a style of leadership that integrates 

elements of transformational leadership into a framework specifically designed with 

emotional practices and principles tied to environmental sustainability. Although 

conventional transformational leadership focuses on motivating and inspiring 

followers toward shared goals (Bass & Avolio, 1993), GTL emphasizes ecological 

responsibility and stimulates employees to engage in sustainable behaviour that aligns 

with both organizational and environmental goals (Chen & Chang, 2013). This way 

of leading encourages a common commitment to ecocentric values, which leads to a 

more sustainable organization and more engaged employees in green behaviors. 

The focus of GTL leaders remains on the four dimensions that constitute 

transformational leadership, namely idealized influence, inspirational motivation, 

intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration, but in a green context. By 

way of idealized influence, green transformational leaders demonstrate pro-

environmental behaviors themselves, establishing a strong example for employees to 
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emulate. For example, they might engage in recycling programs or support energy- 

reducing practices, thereby demonstrating to employees that environmental initiatives 

are central to the organizational values (Robertson & Barling, 2013). It is because of 

these practices that when employees observe this behavior, they tend to emulate this 

attitude which enhances the organization organization as well as the environment as a 

whole (Mittal & Dhar, 2016). 

In the realm of an inspirational motivation, the GTL leaders discuss a 

compelling vision of environmental stewardship. They provide employees with an 

overarching purpose by tethering organizational goals to ecological well- being, so 

employees can understand their contributions as part of a broader, environmentally-

minded mission (Graves et al., 2013). Employees are thus imbued with this vision and 

empowered to undertake their daily tasks informed by a sustainability mindset while 

reassuring themselves that their actions may make a tangible difference toward the 

environmental outcome. Research by Norton et al. (2015) shows that embedding 

sustainability in leaders' motivational frameworks can lead employees to engage in 

ecologically positive behaviours (e.g. recycling or energy conservation) because 

employees feel their work makes a contribution to larger- scale and meaningful 

ecological goals. 

Another important aspect is intellectual stimulation, which motivates 

employees to ponder creatively and rebut current practices for betterment QTTMA, 

(Kim et al., 2017). Which leaders encourage their subordinates to think about 

ecological issues more deeply, creating a culture that promotes innovation and allows 

employees to come up with ideas to reduce their company’s environmental footprint. 

One such approach taken by GTL leaders may involve asking departments to look at 

processes in terms of utilization of resources and come up with innovative initiatives 

to digitalise paper processes or green supply chain practices (Kura, 2016). By 

encouraging such innovation, green transformational leaders motivate employees to 

engage in sustainable behaviours and proactively identify and adopt new green 

solutions. 

Individuated consideration is also a big part of GTL, in addition to the 

intellectual stimulation. Leaders of personalized commitment empathize with 

employees and their environmental initiatives. For example, a green transformational 

leader may support a recycling program led by an employee and offer time and 
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resources to facilitate the initiative, thereby enhancing employees' sense of 

responsibility (Li et al., 2020). When an employee has invested effort or suffering, and 

for individual environmental efforts, they sense recognition and become more willing 

to contribute to the organization's sustainability initiatives, so it is more likely that 

they will perform pro-environmental behaviors that can have an aspect of task in an 

ongoing and continuous process. 

In addition, GTL has influenced massively on “green work engagement” and 

“task- related pro-environmental behavior.” Kim et al. (2017) have discovered that 

people have more organizational capabilities in voluntary environmental behaviors 

when the organization is led by green solid transformational leaders. The perception 

of employees that their leaders successfully care about sustainability improves 

employees intrinsic motivation to get involved with green initiatives promoting 

sustainability at work. Moreover, research also indicates that green transformational 

leaders lead to more psychologically safe settings where employees feel they can 

speak up about ecological issues or suggest green ideas without fear of negative 

consequences (Norton et al., 2015). The supportive environment creates an 

opportunity for employees to align their values with those of the organization and 

build a collective sense of environmental responsibility. 

Finally, because GTL becomes an organizational routine, it establishes an 

administrative culture in which green activities are normal and prevalent. The leaders 

not only convey green values but reinforce them; therefore, they become ingrained in 

the organization, guiding the daily behaviors and decisions of employees (Chen & 

Chang, 2013). Due to the organization’s green ethos, employees are KEPT be 

environmentally responsible and experience social pressure to do so as well. 

Consequently, green transformational leadership helps shift employees’ focus toward 

long-term environmental goals, promoting a more profound commitment to 

sustainable practices that extend beyond individual tasks and affect the organization's 

overall direction. 
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1.4. Green Work Engagement 

This section discusses the concept of work engagement, its conceptual 

development, factors influencing it, and its outcomes. In today’s work environment, 

organizations not only consider employees' high levels of skills and mental capabilities 

but also emphasize their ability to remain mentally engaged, energetic, and integrated, 

with a sense of belonging to their work. Therefore, employees' energy, commitment, 

or in other words, their engagement in their work, is highly important in the workplace. 

For example, in the context of educational organizations, the performance of teachers 

in cultivating qualified individuals is directly related to their level of work engagement 

(Köse & Uzun, 2018). As the concept of work engagement is relatively new, its 

conceptual development is significant. 

1.4.1. Development of the concept of work engagement 

As the field of management has evolved, there has been a shift in the literature 

toward focusing on positive organizational behaviors. Work engagement is considered 

one of these positive behaviors. Schaufeli et al. (2002) define work engagement as a 

positive, fulfilling work-related state of mind characterized by vigor, dedication, and 

absorption. 

Positive organizational behavior refers to the positive attitudes and behaviors 

that employees exhibit to achieve organizational goals and success (Köse, 2015). Over 

time, the focus has moved from examining negative management variables, like 

burnout, to positive ones, such as engagement. In management literature, the term 

work engagement is synonymous with job engagement or employee engagement 

(Özkalp & Meydan, 2015). Chronologically, work engagement emerged in the 1990s, 

after the introduction of the concept of burnout by Freudenberger in 1974. Schaufeli 

(2012) noted that work engagement first appeared in the context of employee 

engagement in the workplace, and it was first popularized by the Gallup Organization 

in the 1990s. One of the earliest researchers to conceptualize work engagement was 

Kahn (1990). 

Kahn (1990) defined work engagement as the emotional, cognitive, and 

physical investment individuals make in their work roles. According to Kahn, engaged 

employees fully devote themselves to their roles, resulting in positive organizational 

and individual outcomes. 
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The conceptual development of work engagement is often seen in relation to 

burnout, a negative organizational behavior. While burnout was first introduced by 

Freudenberger (1974), work engagement later evolved as its positive counterpart. As 

Maslach & Leiter (1997) and Schaufeli & Bakker (2003) describe, work engagement 

is seen as the opposite of burnout. Whereas burnout is characterized by emotional 

exhaustion, depersonalization, and reduced personal accomplishment, engaged 

employees experience energy, vigor, and a sense of accomplishment. Burnout and 

work engagement are thus seen as inversely related, and some studies have suggested 

that they can be measured using similar instruments (Maslach & Leiter, 1997). 

In their model for preventing burnout, Maslach & Leiter (1997) redefined 

burnout as the "erosion of engagement" and incorporated work engagement as a 

solution to prevent burnout (Ardıç & Polatçı, 2009). Their model contrasts burnout 

dimensions—exhaustion, cynicism, and inefficacy—with work engagement 

dimensions: vigor, dedication, and absorption (Maslach & Goldberg, 1998). 

 

 

Figure 1 The Relationship Between Burnout and Work Engagement. 
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However, Chirkowska (2012) found that employee engagement and burnout 

are distinct constructs, though they are often discussed together. Schaufeli (2012) also 

noted that while burnout and engagement are related, they are not entirely opposites 

as suggested by earlier researchers. 

Employee engagement in organizational contexts 

Kahn (1990) described employee engagement as a state in which individuals 

are fully invested in their work physically, cognitively, and emotionally. Engaged 

employees are those who feel a strong sense of loyalty to their organization and 

profession, enjoy performing their tasks, and approach their work with enthusiasm 

(Özer, Saygılı, & Uğurluoğlu, 2015). Engaged employees find their work meaningful 

and significant, taking pride in their efforts. 

The elements that define employee engagement include positive emotions 

toward work, attributing meaning to one’s work, confidence in one’s ability to 

complete tasks, and a positive outlook on future work opportunities (Sönmez, 2018). 

This engagement leads to positive attitudes and sustained motivation in the workplace. 

Celep (2000) described engagement as the willingness to go beyond formal duties to 

help achieve organizational goals. Engaged employees are characterized by their high 

levels of involvement, energy, and productivity. 

Models of employee engagement 

Several models of employee engagement have been developed. Four major 

approaches explain the concept (Atcıoğlu, 2018), and these models continue to be cited 

in theoretical studies on employee engagement. Kahn’s (1990) model centers on the 

individual’s psychological experiences at work and the work environment's ability to 

bring out their personal potential. 

Maslach et al. (2001) describe employee engagement as the opposite of 

burnout, which is a negative state associated with disengagement. According to 

Maslach et al., employee engagement is a positive, fulfilling, and persistent state of 

mind marked by high impact and enthusiasm. 

Harter et al. (2002) emphasized that engagement is driven by satisfaction and 

commitment, both of which reflect an individual’s intrinsic motivation for work. Saks 
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(2006) further expanded the concept, introducing a distinction between organizational 

engagement and job engagement based on social exchange theory (Kurtpınar, 2011). 

Finally, Maslach & Leiter (1997) redefined burnout as the erosion of work 

engagement and suggested that the opposite conditions of burnout—vigor, dedication, 

and absorption—must be present to promote engagement and counteract burnout 

(Maslach & Goldberg, 1998). 

The concept of work engagement (often referred to as job engagement) can be 

associated with related terms such as occupational commitment, job satisfaction, and 

organizational commitment in organizational psychology (Ardıç & Polatçı, 2009). 

However, work engagement differs in its focus and criteria. Organizational 

commitment refers to an employee’s loyalty to their organization, with the focus being 

on the organization itself, whereas work engagement centers on the employee’s 

relationship with their job. Job satisfaction refers to the employee’s contentment with 

their job and how well their needs are met by their organization, but it does not capture 

the emotional and cognitive connection between the employee and their work, as seen 

in work engagement. 

Occupational commitment shares some similarities with work engagement, 

particularly in the sense of belonging. However, dimensions such as vigor and 

absorption, which are central to work engagement, are absent in occupational 

commitment. Therefore, work engagement offers a more comprehensive perspective 

on an individual's relationship with their job compared to these other well-established 

concepts in organizational psychology (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). 

Employees who are engaged in their work and those who are not are evaluated 

differently by organizations. When individuals are not engaged, organizations may fail 

to achieve desired outcomes because such employees do not effectively utilize their 

time, energy, or attention (Ardıç, 2009; Polatçı, 2009). Conversely, engaged 

employees—those who take initiative, actively participate in organizational tasks, and 

go beyond their basic responsibilities—are considered valuable assets to the 

organization (Güzel & Uyar, 2019). 

While engagement is generally associated with positive outcomes—such as 

employees being energetic, productive, and mentally and physically invested in their 

work—it can also have negative consequences. Engaged employees may face 
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challenges like conflicts between family, social life, and work environments, as well 

as an increase in health-related complaints (Bakker, Albrecht, & Leiter, 2011; 

Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001). One such negative outcome is 

workaholism. Workaholics are individuals who become excessively obsessed with 

work, constantly working, and prioritizing their job over other important life aspects. 

This can lead to difficulties in personal life and overall well-being. The goal, therefore, 

is to maintain work-life balance to avoid these negative consequences. In educational 

organizations, it becomes critical to develop management approaches and strategies 

that support high performance—driven by engagement—while minimizing the 

negative side effects of excessive work involvement. 

There is a mutual, or dialectical, relationship between employees and 

organizations. Employees rely on organizations to maintain their standard of living and 

fulfill their personal and professional needs, while organizations depend on employees 

to ensure their sustainability and success (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). In this 

dynamic, both parties have responsibilities: High employee performance directly 

contributes to increased organizational productivity. Work engagement plays a key role 

in enhancing employees' performance and ensuring its continuity. Engaged employees 

are those who are dedicated to their work, fully committed, and motivated in all aspects 

of their professional lives (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Several factors influence the level 

of employee engagement, such as organizational culture, leadership, and personal 

motivations. 

1.4.2. Factors determining employee engagement levels 

For organizations to achieve their goals and sustain their existence, they need 

employees who feel a strong sense of organizational support, promote cooperation 

within the organization, and maintain healthy communication. Therefore, 

organizations should identify and cultivate factors that enhance employee engagement. 

This section outlines the personal and organizational factors that significantly 

contribute to employee engagement, which in turn positively impacts the organization. 

Understanding these factors can help managers encourage higher levels of engagement 

among employees. One key factor is individual resources. 
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1.4.2.1. Individual resources 

Individual resources refer to the positive self-assessments that employees make 

about their ability to influence their work environment and successfully manage tasks 

(Hobfoll, Ennis, Jackson, & Johnson, 2003). These self-evaluations help increase 

motivation, assist in goal setting, and lead to positive outcomes such as improved 

performance, job satisfaction, and overall life satisfaction (Seferinoğlu, 2021). When 

employees perceive themselves as aligned with organizational goals and confident in 

their personal resources, it boosts their internal motivation, resulting in higher 

satisfaction and enhanced performance in achieving the organization’s objectives. 

To promote employee engagement, it is essential to manage job demands so 

they do not exceed employees' capacity or lead to excessive strain. According to the 

Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model, a balance between job demands and job 

resources is critical for sustaining high levels of employee engagement (Demerouti et 

al., 2001; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). The JD-R model posits that while job demands 

can lead to strain and burnout when excessive, job resources can mitigate these effects 

and enhance engagement. 

1.4.2.2. Job resources 

Job resources are the aspects of our job that help us remain engaged with it — 

the organizational, social, and physical conditions of our work. As per the JD-R model, 

job resources released by social support, skills development, and autonomy are 

regarded as significant factors because they are capable of alleviating the negative 

consequences of high job demands but also intrinsically motivate them by meeting 

employees' basic psychological needs of relatedness, autonomy, and competence 

(Demerouti et al. 2001; Seferinoğlu 2021). Özkalp and Meydan (2015) goes further by 

stating that these resources are capable of either increasing or decreasing job interest 

as long as they are looked at as supportive or limiting. Furthermore, Schaufeli and 

Bakker (2004) emphasize that job resources empower employees to achieve their goals 

more effectively, fostering both personal growth and continuous learning. 
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1.4.2.3. Dimensions of employee engagement 

Kahn (1990) defined employee engagement as individuals fully dedicating 

themselves emotionally, cognitively, and physically to their work activities within an 

organization. Physical engagement refers to the exertion of physical energy in work 

tasks, while cognitive engagement relates to employees' beliefs and attitudes toward 

their organization. Emotional engagement reflects employees' commitment and 

emotional connection to the organization, supervisors, leaders, and colleagues. 

For employees to effectively achieve their work-related goals, they must fully 

integrate themselves into their work. Christian et al. (2011) suggest that employee 

engagement operates at multiple levels. It is composed of three key components: 

physical resources that contribute to energetic performance, emotional resources that 

foster dedication to work, and the cognitive focus needed for concentration and 

immersion in tasks (May, Gilson, & Harter, 2004). Full integration into work means 

employees engage physically, emotionally, and cognitively while feeling a strong 

sense of commitment. The psychological conditions for engagement can be described 

as meaningfulness, safety, and fit within the work environment (May, Gilson, & Harter, 

2004). 

While some studies (e.g., Saks, 2006) have conceptualized employee 

engagement as a single dimension, focusing primarily on aspects like concentration or 

flow, the most widely accepted model of engagement is the three-dimensional 

framework proposed by Schaufeli and colleagues (2002). This model defines 

engagement through the dimensions of vigor, dedication, and absorption, explained as 

follows: 

Vigor 

Vigor describes an employee's high levels of energy, mental resilience, and 

willingness to invest effort in their work, combined with determination to persevere 

through challenging situations (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Employees with vigor maintain 

energy and enthusiasm throughout the workday, support colleagues, and demonstrate 

resilience even in difficult times. Vigor also encompasses the dynamism and consistent 

interaction employees maintain with their work and colleagues, highlighting their 

enthusiasm and strength in overcoming challenges. 
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Dedication 

Dedication refers to employees' deep involvement in their work, the 

meaningfulness they attribute to it, and their strong desire to perform it. It also involves 

how inspiring, challenging, and significant employees perceive their work to be. 

Employees experiencing dedication feel pride, enthusiasm, and a strong connection to 

their job (Schaufeli et al., 2002). They view their work as important, not just because 

of its inherent interest but because of its perceived value and purpose. As a summary 

dedication is to capture feelings that associate employees with their jobs such as pride, 

enthusiasm, and inspiration. 

Absorption 

Absorption is where an employee is engrossed and immersed in their jobs 

where time disappears like a seemingly infinite cycle, so they struggle to breakfree of 

jobs. This factor reveals the difficulty workers experience in separating themselves 

from their work setting (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Engaged workers will feel a sense of 

belonging and alignment to the company values whereas absorbed workers will be 

focused on their work to the point of losing track of time. Maslach et al. (2001)) 

further relate absorption with a clear grasp of job expectations and confidence in 

meeting job demands. 

The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) created by Schaufeli and 

Bakker (2004) is often used to measure the components of vigor, dedication, and 

absorption. Applying this scale, which has 17 items for several workforces, including 

Healthcare workers, administrator, teachers, and police officers. The scale contained 

six items assessing vigor, five items assessing dedication, and six items assessing 

absorption. 

Different studies have interpreted these dimensions in a different manner. 

Köse (2015: 192) had translated absorption as interest, Arslan and Demir (2017: 427) 

however used terms like energy, dedication, and identification. Güzel and Uyar (2019) 

referred to vigor as "energy," dedication as "belonging," and absorption as 

"competence." Thus, there is no consensus on the exact Turkish translations of these 

terms. 
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Building on these descriptions, Maslach et al. (2001) proposed that the 

dimensions of vigor and dedication can be seen as direct opposites of the core burnout 

dimensions of emotional exhaustion and depersonalization, respectively (Maslach, 

Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). The inverse relationship between engagement and burnout 

is thus evident in their respective dimensions. Maslach and Goldberg (1998) further 

suggested that engagement includes a sense of commitment rather than 

depersonalization, efficacy in place of reduced personal accomplishment, and energy 

instead of emotional exhaustion (Maslach & Goldberg, 1998). 

Factors such as excessive workload, inadequate rewards, lack of control, 

perceived injustice, value conflicts, and low dedication can lead to burnout, creating a 

mismatch between the individual and the organization. Conversely, factors like 

autonomy, manageable workloads, recognition, shared values, and fairness promote 

person-job fit, which in turn enhances work engagement (Ertemli, 2011). 

1.4.3. The positive and negative outcomes of work engagement 

Work engagement is considered a desirable behavior within organizations and 

is classified as a form of positive organizational behavior. Depending on the level of 

engagement that employees exhibit, it yields positive outcomes both for the individual 

and the organization. Given that individuals have personal, work, and social lives that 

are interconnected, the behavior of work engagement is thought to have the potential 

to influence a broad range of areas (Köse, 2015). When an individual’s life is 

categorized into social, personal, and work aspects, and considering the significant 

impact each of these has on the others, the critical importance of work engagement in 

an individual’s life becomes evident. 

Engaged employees see themselves as capable of fulfilling the organization's 

expectations effectively (Schaufeli, 2015). They care deeply about the future of the 

organization, and they work with a level of motivation and enthusiasm that exceeds 

expectations. Engaged individuals contribute to the success of the organization and 

strive to add value to it. They are confident in their knowledge and skills, believe in 

their ability to make a difference within the organization, and understand that these 

factors are critical to their performance (Esen, 2011). Employees who believe they can 

make a difference within the organization begin to feel that their professional 

capabilities and talents positively influence their productivity. 
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The organizational implications of employee engagement reveal that every unit 

within the organization is directly or indirectly affected by this behavior. The reason 

lies in the impact that work engagement exerts. Work engagement enhances individual 

performance, contributes to efforts aimed at achieving organizational goals, improves 

the quality of work, and positively influences the organizational climate. 

Consequently, the outcomes of work engagement should be considered by managers, 

as engaged employees play a crucial role in the organization’s development and 

progress toward its objectives. Below are research findings and information from the 

literature on the outcomes of work engagement. 

Gostick and Elton (2007) assert that work engagement has a significant impact 

on motivating employees within an organization. Engaged employees exhibit 

behaviors that go beyond their usual efforts, tightly align themselves with the 

organization's success, dedicate themselves wholly to achieving the organization’s 

goals, deliver high-quality performance, and do not shy away from taking on 

responsibilities. Embracing the organization's objectives becomes a form of intrinsic 

motivation. 

Bal (2009) made several inferences about how the level of work engagement 

might affect the relationship between employees and their organizations. According to 

Bal (2009), the level of work engagement enhances the employee's enthusiasm and 

eagerness toward their job. It is also related to employees' mental well-being, the 

fostering of positive emotions, reduced risk of burnout and job dissatisfaction, working 

with maximum productivity due to increased intrinsic motivation, a sense of belonging 

to their organization, and access to resources related to their work. 

Ardıç and Polatçı (2009) argue that increasing productivity levels to the desired 

degree and improving the well-being of individuals within an organization can only be 

achieved if employees are engaged with and fully integrated into their work. They also 

note that if undesirable situations arise in organizations, such as the onset of burnout, 

it can lead to high costs and challenges for the organization. To reverse this and foster 

work engagement among employees, managers would need to take on a significant 

workload. In doing so, individuals would use their energy to achieve organizational 

goals, feel a sense of belonging to the organization, and show a greater desire to 

develop their personal competencies. 
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Engaged employees are defined as individuals who carry out their duties with 

enthusiasm and often go above and beyond the demands of their roles, contributing 

positively to organizational performance. Due to these positive characteristics, it is 

likely that engaged employees will voluntarily engage in discretionary and extra-role 

behaviors (Rich, 2006). Rice (2009) emphasizes that engaged employees perform their 

jobs with greater passion and enthusiasm, which in turn fosters a sense of belonging 

and commitment to the organization. According to Dicke (2007), individuals who 

work with passion demonstrate exceptional effort toward the organization’s 

advancement and become more genuinely involved in organizational activities 

(Kanten, 2012). 

Engaged or fully integrated employees are individuals who work with high 

energy, dedicating themselves to their organizations without experiencing any job-

related mental distress, thereby achieving maximum productivity. These 

characteristics of fully engaged employees are observed to contribute to positive 

organizational outcomes. However, it is important to view these employees not only 

as high-performing individuals but also as key figures who contribute to the 

organization’s positive atmosphere. The positive atmosphere created by engaged 

employees has been found to positively influence the organizational climate and other 

employees as well. Moreover, it is known that engaged employees tend to be more 

satisfied with their jobs and are less likely to leave their positions compared to others 

(Roozeboom & Schelvis, 2014). Therefore, it is more likely that individuals who are 

not engaged in their work will develop intentions to leave the job. 

1.4.4. Green work engagement 

In today's rapidly evolving world, sustainability is no longer an option but a 

necessity. Businesses must adopt environmentally responsible practices to not only 

ensure their survival but also contribute to the health of our planet (Köse, 2015). 

Involvement in “Green” work requires an attunement to environmental sustainability 

across all sectors of an organization’s operations. Such as conserving energy, reducing 

waste, and utilizing sustainable materials across supply chains. It is expected that 

companies will assess their processes to lower their Global Footprint and 

sustainability is an integral part of business models (Schaufeli et al.,2002). 
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Green-work refers to production, wide and small scale, that can be sustainable, 

meaning less harm to the environment in production and distribution. This means not 

only reducing current environmentally damaging practices, but innovating, or stopping 

harmful processes (Bakker, Albrecht, & Leiter, 2011). 

Workers will also be key actors in this green transition. Businesses should 

educate their workforce on environmental consciousness which includes energy 

conservation, waste management, recycling, etc. In an era with increasing 

organizational focus on sustainability, motivation programs may facilitate employees’ 

commitment to environmental objectives. Corporate strategy should facilitate regular 

evaluation of the environmental impact of products and services, to allow for 

reduction of some of the impact while improving corporate image and competitiveness 

(Bakker, Albrecht, and Leiter 2011). 

A focus of green work engagement is to invest in green tech such as energy-

efficient machinery and processes that uses less resources and produces less waste. 

These technologies serve not just to minimize an organisation's carbon footprint, but 

also to drive down operational costs and inefficiencies. 

Moreover, green businesses need to connect with their communities too, 

partnering on local environmental efforts and environmental issues that matter to the 

community as a whole. This could include anything from supporting environmental 

education to engaging in or financing local sustainable projects (Köse, 2015). 

From a reputational standpoint, green work engagement can also improve how 

a company is viewed by consumers, investors, and other external stakeholders. 

Companies that use sustainable practices are often preferred by consumers (Bakker, 

Albrecht, & Leiter, 2011), leading to improved customer loyalty as well as increased 

attractiveness to investors. Importantly, green work engagement helps solve global 

environmental problems: climate change, pollution, and biodiversity loss. (sound) 

sustainability the place mindset business role supported workplace issues businesses 

(Schaufeli et al., 2002). 

Therefore, from a business perspective, green work is highly advantageous for 

the sustainability and durability of businesses itself which ensures to keep our planet 

sustainable. By focusing on green engagement, these businesses are not only securing 

their future, but also contributing to a more sustainable and livable world (Köse, 2015). 
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1.5. Task-Related Pro-Environmental Behavior 

Task-related pro-environmental behavior (TPEB) is defined as sustainable 

actions taken by employees that are directly related to their job roles and 

responsibilities. Unlike general pro- environmental behavior which encompasses a 

range of eco- friendly actions that could take place in or out of work (Steg & Vlek, 

2009), TPEB is specifically connected to those tasks which help achieve organizational 

environmental goals (Norton et al., 2015). Under such conditions, an individual’s 

behavior toward the organizational green policy and green leadership encouragement 

tends to influence pro-organizational green behavior since leaders create a climate 

about sustainability as an integrated work task. 

Within role theory framework, achieving TPEB can be facilitated if employees 

consider environmental behaviors as role expected behaviors, given that employees 

are more inclined to take actions that further their role expected conditions (Ture & 

Ganesh, 2014). Such measures include steps by employees to decrease paper usage, 

cut energy consumption, recycle objects, and streamlining processes to use fewer 

resources. According to Kim et al. (2017), when employees are encouraged to connect 

these tasks with their actions, it promotes role-specific sustainability. More recently, 

leadership – particularly green transformational or servant leadership – was identified 

as driver of these behaviors by helping employees view ecological responsibility as 

one of their role expectations (Robertson & Barling, 2013). 

In the academic literature it was highlighted that if green organizational 

policies clearly define and reward TPEB, it would contribute towards willing 

employees to engage in more sustainable practices to their daily tasks (Graves et al., 

2013). Civilizing environmental values in workplaces of an organization create a sense 

of accountability among employees, resulting in heightened involvement in TPEB (Lo 

et al., 2012). Leaders who promote green initiatives and urge employees to think about 

the environmental impact of their daily tasks often reinforce this behavior. According 

to Dumont et al. (2017), when employees are provided encouragement from the 

leadership level to enact sustainability as a part of their job role, their engagement in 

green behaviours that fall under their role is significantly higher. 

Furthermore, employees are more likely to engage in task-related pro-

environmental behaviors (i.e., VATPEB) when they are autonomously motivated (Deci 
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& Ryan, 2000), which is also consistent with the underlying motivation of TPEB as 

explained by self-determination theory (SDT). When it comes to corporate 

sustainability, by empowering employees to develop innovative, sustainable solutions 

in their jobs, leaders help cultivate a sense of autonomy, which we find drives pro-

environmental behavior to become part of one’s identity as an employee. This creates 

more autonomous motivation to practice TPEB (Kim et al., 2017), where employees 

are not just going through the motions of eco-friendly practices because they are just 

given as extra tasks. 

Additionally, employees’ perceptions of organizational support for the 

environment (called “green organizational support”) have also been found to drive 

TPEB (Huang & Li, 2019). When organizations express sustainability as an actual 

value and put their money where their mouth is, employees are more likely to 

incorporate green practices into their work. Thus, this perception of support activates 

initial engagement in TPEBs and encourages the development of long-term 

commitment to these behaviors. In green supportive organizations, employees 

regularly engaged in resource saving and waste recycling as part of their jobs (Norton 

et al., 2015). 

A critical responsibility leaders have in normalizing TPEB is recognizing and 

rewarding employees that follow-through on integrating sustainability into their day-

to-day work (Robertson & Barling, 2013). The value of TPEB is strengthened through 

recognition, serving as extrinsic motivation for employees which can lead to intrinsic 

motivation in the long run. For example, employees recognized for lowering their 

energy usage or decreasing waste may be inspired to nurture a long-lasting interest in 

sustainability. This dynamic speaks to the importance of leader support and 

recognition in fostering a workplace culture that views green practices as a core 

component of employees’ job role (Dumont et al., 2017). 

TPEB is thus a sustainable form of job performance, whereby employees 

continually consider the environmental implications of the task they are engaged in. 

This approach recognizes that organizations integrating green expectations within job 

roles and creating supportive leadership pathways are more conducive to widespread 

engagement in TPEB. When an organization and its employees have well-defined 

ecological values, it can be mutually beneficial not only enhances reaching 
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environmental goals, but also creates a single-minded workforce focused on the same 

environmental target (Huang & Li, 2019). 

1.6. Social Exchange Theory 

Social Exchange Theory (SET) is a widely used theoretical framework in 

social psychology and organizational behavior, which explains human relationships 

and behaviors in terms of exchanges and reciprocity. SET, based on economic and 

behavioral theories, was first introduced by George Homans in the 1950s to explain 

social behavior through the prism of cost-benefit analysis and exchange dynamics. 

According to Homans (1958), individuals were said to partake in social exchanges 

referencing the expectation of receiving rewards, which would be balanced against the 

potential costs incurred. Hence, SET suggests that social interactions are driven by 

the common benefits that they generate, while individuals expect a return for their 

contributions. Understanding workplace hierarchies, in which we seek knowledge 

from the experienced, is a leading example of this core aspect of behavior; a need to 

obtain an implicit reward that develops our personal stock. 

1.6.1. Core tenets of social exchange theory 

The key concepts of SET include reciprocity, trust, and mutual benefit. 

Reciprocity is providing those who are kind with the expectation that kindness will be 

returned to them, and it is the foundation of cooperative relationships (Blau, 1964). 

Trust is another key element of SET, with ongoing social exchanges relying on the 

trust that benefits will be reciprocated. Initially, there may be limited interactions 

between you and others, but as positive exchanges accumulate over time, trust and 

collaborative relationships are cultivated, ultimately leading to ongoing, mutually 

beneficial exchanges (Emerson, 1976). Finally, SET asserts exchanges can be diverse 

in nature; some exchanges are purely economic, while others take on a more social 

and symbolic character that entails gaining non-tangible returns like respect, 

appreciation and loyalty. 

Peter Blau’s major book, Exchange and Power in Social Life (1964), extended 

Homans’ ideas into broader implications of social exchanges on the level of social 

structure, beyond the individual interaction units analyzed by Homans. In contrast, 

Blau (1964) contended that exchanges serve to stabilize and integrate organizations by 

promoting mutually beneficial relationships. According to Blau’s extension of SET, 
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reciprocity is determined not only by tangible exchanges but also by less tangible 

elements such as loyalty and commitment, factors that are as increasingly important 

in forms of leadership. 

1.6.2. SET’s application in organizational contexts 

Within the field of organizational studies, above and beyond its original 

application, SET has emerged as a primary theoretical lens in order to explore a 

variety of workplace phenomena, such as motivation and organizational citizenship 

behavior. According to Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005), SET has specific significance 

in understanding why employees will reciprocate their leaders' favorable treatment 

with positive work behaviors. After all, employees who look to their leaders as 

supportive and fair are more likely to feel a sense of obligation to return the favor, 

which can translate to heightened commitment, job satisfaction, and performance. 

This reciprocity process is fundamental in building a positive organizational climate, 

with leaders actively engaging in the exchange to affect employees’ attitudes and 

behaviors. 

SET is widely exploited by organizations to encourage various pro-

organizational behaviors through mechanisms including but not limited to, 

empowering leadership, mentoring and fair treatment etc. For instance, leaders who 

act with integrity and fairness build trust and loyalty, motivating employees to go the 

extra mile in constructive behaviors beyond the duties of their role (Gouldner, 1960). 

Moreover, SET illustrates how employees may experience a sense of reciprocity 

toward leaders and organizations that invest in their well-being, motivating them to 

return the favor by increasing their engagement and performance (Eisenberger et al., 

1986). 

1.6.3. Social exchange theory and leadership styles 

As scholars explore how specific leadership styles drive motivation and 

performance, the relevance of SET in the field of leadership studies has rapidly grown. 

Transformational and servant leadership styles match well with SET principles, as both 

styles focus on supportive, ethical, and empathetic leader behaviors that ensure high-

quality social exchanges take place. 
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One such way, the green transformational leadership (GTL) style, combines 

sustainability and transformational aspects. Green transformational leaders encourage 

employees to engage in more sustainable practices by showing how environmental 

sustainability aligns with organizational values and goals (Robertson & Barling, 2013). 

This kind of leadership fosters a reciprocal relationship wherein an employee feels the 

urge to behave in a green work manner to reciprocate the leader’s ecological values. 

Studies provide empirical support for this idea that employees are more likely to 

engage in pro-environmentally behavior under GTL because of psychological 

obligation to conform to the organization environmental goals (Norton et al., 2015). 

Green Servant Leadership (GSL) also reflects SET’s focus on trust and 

reciprocity by creating a positive and ethical environment in the workplace. GSL 

placing greater importance on employees' needs than environmental stewardship 

further enhances its ability to stimulate green work engagement (Choi et al., 2021). 

Exchanges driven by GSL are typically marked by joint accountability of 

environmental outcomes, in which industry-operating employees feel pressure to 

provide the same support to good practice of the leader. Facilitating these reciprocal 

exchanges helps GSL foster an organizational culture in which sustainability is woven 

into the fabric of daily work practices. 

1.6.4. SET and task-related pro-environmental behavior 

The most recent application of SET is in the realm of understanding task-

related pro- environmental behavior (TPEB) (Hansen et al., 2020), wherein employees 

are held accountable for sustainability-oriented actions with respect to the tasks they 

perform at work. According to SET leaders who model and endorse sustainable 

behaviors establish an expectancy that employees will reciprocate and act toward 

sustainability objectives (Bai et al., 2020). TPEB represents a process of positive 

reciprocity in which employees perform green behaviors not only because they are 

personally motivated but also because they respond to the pro-environmental 

orientation of their leaders. 

One such study, conducted by Norton et al. (2015) discovered that employees 

are more likely to perform TPEB when they work under environmentally benevolent 

leaders, as a means of reciprocation. Second, such a reciprocity framework is useful to 

practice as it tends to lead to green behaviors at the workplace as employees believe 
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that their sustainable hunting is appreciated in return they are most likely to follow 

such behaviors to reciprocate to the organization. 

Moreover, the green structure that green leaders fostered further strengthens 

the employees' sense of responsibility to perform TPEB (Kim et al., 2019). Employees 

may also take green actions related to their tasks—which minimize waste and conserve 

energy in line with organizational sustainability goals—when they are in a supportive 

climate for acting green. As more green behavior emerges from organizations in a 

reciprocal obligation approach of SET, therefore, SET serves as a broader theoretical 

framework for understanding TPEB motivation because of the intrinsic value of 

linking through the lens of reciprocal obligations. 

1.6.5. Contemporary applications and implications of SET in green leadership 

The extension of Social Exchange Theory definition within green leadership 

research was examined on recent studies exposing the role of social exchanges on 

employee engagement to sustainability actions. Research by Qin et al. (2022) suggests 

that employees will identify more with the organization of the green leader and strive 

for the same organizational objectives. These green leadership styles are probably seen 

as authentic and mission-oriented by workers, thereby bolstering their commitment to 

sustainability goals. In addition, SET has played a key role in elucidating the 

phenomenon that green leaders can significantly drive GWE through building a social 

exchange that aligns with employees’ intrinsic motivations for environmental 

commitment (Gong et al., 2020). 

Thus, environmental (green) leadership is recognized as one of the powerful 

forces for integrating sustainable practices into organizational culture. When leaders 

can demonstrate a sense of environmental responsibility, it creates a reciprocal 

exchange that is conducive to the experience of TPEB and GWE, in which employees 

begin to view the sustainability of the firm as a part of their role. In this sense, the 

social exchanges facilitate the establishment of a green organizational identity which 

in turn moves the employees to respond to the pursuit of environmental causes as a 

natural extension of their allegiance to the organization (Zhao et al., 2023). 

Overall Social Exchange Theory provides an essential perspective on the 

relationship between green leadership and pro-environmental behavior Keywords 

Green Leadership Pro-Environmental Behavior Social Exchange Theory 
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Organizations SET emphasizes reciprocity, trust, and mutual obligations, factors 

which can help us understand why employees are motivated to reciprocate the green 

behaviors of their leaders with engagement in sustainable practices. Green value 

leaders cultivate a workplace environmental responsibility environment through TPEB 

and GWE which is an exchange of reciprocity (Kara, 2021). This alignment of 

leadership values and employee behavior underscores the continuing relevance of 

SET in modern organizational studies—particularly in the context of sustainability and 

pro-environmental engagement. 

1.7. Job Demands-Resources Theory 

Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Theory is one of the most prevalent 

frameworks used in organizational psychology and behavior, elucidating the balancing 

mechanisms between two entities: job demands and job resources, over employee 

well-being, motivation and performance. This framework was Introduction of Job 

Demands–Resources Model (2001) in the JD-R model there has been developed a 

more general model to cover some weaknesses of several existing work stress and 

motivation theories, such as the Job Strain Model (Karasek, 1979) as well as the 

Conservation of Resources Theory (Hobfoll, 1989). According to JD-R Theory, every 

job has distinct stressors (demands) and support factors (resources), and together these 

determine the level of motivation and stress among employees, producing related 

outcomes (e.g. work engagement, performance, general wellbeing). 

1.7.1. Core components of job demands-resources theory 

The JD-R Theory postulates that the aspects of the job can be categorized into 

two categories, job demands and job resources. Job demands refer to a job's physical, 

psychological, social, or organizational aspects that require sustained effort, 

potentially leading to strain and negative health outcomes. Examples of job demands 

include heavy workloads, time pressure, and emotional labor (Bakker & Demerouti, 

2007). While job demands can lead to stress when they are excessive or overwhelming, 

they do not necessarily produce negative effects unless resources are insufficient to 

manage them. 

Job resources are the physical, social, psychological, or organizational aspects 

that help individuals manage job demands, encourage the accomplishment of work 

objectives while promoting personal growth and development. Resources can exist at 
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various levels, including organizational support, role clarity, feedback, autonomy, and 

opportunities for development (Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). These resources serve two 

purposes: they mitigate the adverse effects of job demands on stress and boost 

employee motivation, leading to increased engagement and performance. 

The balance between demands and resources is central to JD-R Theory. When 

resources adequately meet demands, employees experience greater motivation and 

engagement. On the other hand, employee burnout, stress, and disengagement become 

more likely when demands are greater than resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). 

1.7.2. Motivational and health impairment processes in JD-R Theory 

According to the job demands-resources (JD-R) theory, the effect of job 

demands and resources on employees has two separate paths: the motivational process 

and the health impairment process (Demerouti et al., 2001). 

The second dimension is the motivational process, as this explains how job 

resources motivate employees and consequently lead to positive outcomes such as 

work engagement, work commitment and organizational citizenship behavior. This is 

because many employees possess a burning desire to have the resources available to 

them, which gives them confidence and drive, resulting in top-tier performance and 

satisfaction on the job. Within the domain of pro-environmental behaviors, motivated 

employees are inclined toward environmentally sustainable behaviors if the leadership 

and resources available support environmental responsibility and individual actions 

towards sustainability (Bakker et al., 2023). 

The Health Impairment Process describes how high demands from job deplete 

employees’ energy and lead to stress and health problems. Extreme job demands 

coupled with limited resources lead to employees experiencing burnout, absenteeism, 

and unwanted turnover. When it comes to pro-environmental actions, without proper 

support to carry out green initiatives, those can be evaluated as another obligation that 

may lead to strain and lower engagement in environmental activities (Xanthopoulou 

et al., 2007). 
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1.8. JD-R Theory and Leadership 

JD-R Theory has been used to examine leadership styles and how they impact 

employee engagement and well-being. Both transformational and servant leadership 

offer job resources that foster motivation and buffer the detrimental effect of job 

demands. 

This is highly compatible with the JD-R Theory because GTL can be seen as a 

behavior role whose effectiveness is determined by the extent to which it inspires 

employees to go beyond their direct self-interests and focus on collective objectives, 

particularly those related to the environment. GTL also serves as a resource in the work 

environment through providing a shared environmental vision, autonomy in decision-

making, and emotional support, which buffers the demands of engaging in green 

behaviors (Robertson & Barling, 2013). GTL employees showed a higher level of 

motivation to pursue green work engagement (GWE) and task-related pro- 

environmental behaviors (TPEB) due to the supportive environment created by 

transformational leaders (Norton et al., 2015). 

In accordance with JD-R Theory, Green Servant Leadership (GSL) provides 

considerable job resources by serving employees and putting their needs first. GSL 

also provides a safe and supportive environment which can reduce the pressure of 

environmental work by making sure that the workers feel supported and valuable. 

(Choi et al., 2021). This kind of leadership reduces the health impairment process 

because the leader is concerned about employees' well-being, while it increases the 

motivational process through a supportive climate promoting green engagement and 

green performance. 

1.8.1. Application of JD-R theory to green work engagement and pro-

environmental behavior 

The JD-R Theory has been an ever-growing model to understand green work 

engagement (GWE) and task- related pro-environmental behavior (TPEB). 

Abbreviation GWE stands for employees' commitment to environmental aims in the 

workplace, and TPEB refers to activities done by employees, out of their sense of duty, 

to execute their jobs in an environmentally friendly way. JD-R Theory suggests that 

the availability of job resources and the degree of job demands associated with 
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environmental responsibilities become important predictors of GWE and TPEB 

(Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). 

For instance, Norton et al. found that helpful resources (e.g., guidelines, 

feedback, leader support) encouraged employees to engage in TPEB when they had 

access to such resources. On the contrary, when green initiatives are considered as 

extra job demands without sufficient resources, employee stress and burn-out occur 

which will eventually outcome disengagement of pro-environmentalist behaviors 

(Kim et al., 2019). Therefore, the JD-R Theory emphasizes providing supportive 

resources in balance with environmental demands for the employee well-being and 

sustaining engagement in the green initiatives. 

1.8.2. Contemporary extensions of JD-R theory in green organizational 

contexts 

More recent studies have extended JD-R Theory by investigating how 

particular green job demands and resources affect employees' environmental 

behavior. Xanthopoulou et al. (2007), which highlights how interactions of personal 

resources (e.g., resilience, optimism, and self-efficacy) with job resources could buffer 

the outcomes of high demand and green work engagement. Furthermore, Bakker et 

al. (2023) state that the green leaders could create a resourceful environment through 

emphasizing eco-friendly practices, offering training and awarding recognition in the 

context of sustainable activities. These extensions suggest that JD-R Theory is a 

flexible, and evolving, model, which is relevant and applicable to the demanding 

nature of organizational and environmental contexts in modern societies. 

Overall, and more specifically, the JD-R Theoretical Perspective (and Model) 

has great potential to be utilized for understanding the relationships taking place 

between green leadership, employee motivation and engagement in pro-environmental 

behaviors. This equilibrium can also yield a workplace culture where employees feel 

inspired to support organizational sustainability targets without feeling burnt out due 

to excess pressure. Given that JD-R Theory focuses on the broad dynamics relating to 

resource allocation, motivational dynamics between E-R fit, and the impact of stress, 

the theory provides important insights for understanding the ways organizations can 

provide sustainable support to employees in fulfilling their green responsibilities. 
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CHAPTER 2: HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT 

2.1. Green Leadership Styles and Green Work Engagement 

From previous research, it has been documented that the effect that servant 

leadership has on different results is usually stronger than that of transformational 

leadership and other leadership types. For example: Schneider and George (2011) 

found servant leadership to be a stronger predictor of work-related outcomes such as 

employee satisfaction and commitment than transformational leadership. Likewise, 

Kaya and Karatepe (2020) showed that the relationship between servant leadership and 

work engagement was stronger than between authentic leadership and work 

engagement. Hoch et al. (2018) further found that the impact of servant leadership on 

task performance to be greater compared to that of authentic leadership. 

Theoretical Foundation In the present study Social Exchange Theory (SET) 

forms the basis to examine the link of Green Servant Leadership (GSL) and Green 

Transformational Leadership (GTL) with Green Work Engagement (GWE) 

(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). SET posits that reciprocally optimal exchange norms 

maintained between employees and organizations are ongoing, and cultivate trust and 

loyalty (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Accordingly, employees develop goodwill 

towards green servant leaders and green transformational leaders when they notice that 

these leaders encourage their attempts to promote Pro-Environmental Behaviors 

(PEBs) or acknowledge their environmental efforts, along with the obligation to 

reciprocate with positive affective and behavioral outcomes (e.g. GWE and task-

related PEB). This encourages employees to participate in green work and perform 

regular green activities effectively. 

We hypothesize that green servant leaders are more likely to promote higher 

levels of GWE because they use a bottom-up approach that provides crucial resources 

to support employees’ voluntary and creative participation in green initiatives (Luu, 

2019). In contrast, green transformational leaders inspire employees to pursue green 

objectives and exceed expected levels of environmental performance (Chen et al., 

2013; Janjua et al., 2024). 

Moreover, employees are likely to exhibit higher levels of GWE and task-

related PEB when working in an environment where green servant leaders leverage 

others' expertise, honor their commitments, empathize with followers, provide clear 
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expectations, and act with a focus on serving others rather than personal gain (Van 

Dierendonck, 2011). Based on these insights and empirical evidence, we propose the 

following hypotheses: 

 

**H1:** The positive effect of GSL on Green Work Engagement is greater than 

the positive effect of GTL on Green Work Engagement. 

 

**H2:** The positive effect of GSL on task-related Pro-Environmental 

Behavior is greater than the positive effect of GTL on task-related Pro-Environmental 

Behavior. 

 

2.2. Green Work Engagement and Task-Related Pro-Environmental 

Behavior 

Motivation drives job performance according to the Job Demands-Resources 

(JD-R) theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). Highly engaged employees exhibit a 

sense of purpose, energy, and enthusiasm in their work, resulting in task completion 

(Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). Thus, based on this principle, we suggest that 

employees will perform green work, and this work will likely be associated with higher 

levels of PEB (i.e. task-related PEB). 

However, the research on the actual impact of GWE factor on the 

environmental related outcomes remains limited. For instance, Karatepe et al. (2022) 

claim that GWE has significant positive effects on task-related PEB of hotel 

employees. Similarly, Aboramadan (2022) found positive indicators of GWE on both 

in-role and extra-role green behaviors as well as on employees' green innovative 

behavior among higher education institutions staff. Drawing on these insights, we 

hypothesize: 

 

**H3:** Green Work Engagement is positively related to task-related Pro-

Environmental Behavior. 
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2.3. Green Work Engagement Mediates the Relationship 

Our research investigates the potential of Green Work Engagement (GWE) to 

mediate between green leadership styles and task-related Pro-Environmental Behavior 

(PEB), using the JD-R theory and Social Exchange Theory (SET) as a springboard. 

At the same time, JD-R theory empirically underlines the main role of resource 

availability which contribute to goals achievement and encourage positive behaviors 

in the workplace (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017), evidence of which is (GWE) 

(Aboramadan, 2022). Servant leaders grant autonomy, are focused on employee 

development, and exhibit humility which highlight putting employees’ interests first 

(Van Dierendonck, 2011; Kaya & Karatepe, 2020). Conversely, transformational 

leaders also influence, but rather than through “idealized influence,” “inspirational 

motivation,” “intellectual stimulation,” and “individualized consideration” (Hoch et 

al., 2018), transform by motivating employees. 

Studies before this one suggest that servant leadership influences job outcomes 

more strongly through work engagement than authentic leadership (Kaya & Karatepe, 

2020). Similarly, Lee et al. (2019) found that servant leadership had a more significant 

impact on task performance and organizational citizenship behaviors than ethical 

leadership. Based on these insights, we hypothesize that in environments where GSL 

is effectively applied, hotel employees are likely to experience higher GWE and, as a 

result, exhibit increased task-related PEB. Thus, we propose the following hypothesis: 

 

**H4:** The indirect positive effect of Green Servant Leadership on task-

related Pro-Environmental Behavior through Green Work Engagement is stronger than 

the indirect positive effect of Green Transformational Leadership. 
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Figure 2. Research Model 
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CHAPTER 3: METHOD 

3.1. Sample and Data Collection 

Based on information available on the Turkish Tourism Ministry's website, out 

of the 206 hotels in Ankara that hold a Tourism Operation Certificate, 20 are Green 

Star certified (Ministry of Tourism, 2020). After discussions with these establishments, 

eight out of the 20 agreed to participate in the study. Consequently, a total of 206 

surveys were completed from these eight hotels. 

To determine whether the sample size had sufficient statistical power to 

evaluate the proposed model, an F-test for linear multiple regression (a priori) was 

conducted. At least 123 participants were needed in order to test a model with 

corresponding parameters (i.e., up to six predictors with a medium effect size) at 90% 

confidence and a 5% margin of error. The study sample of 140 respondents exceeds 

the minimum statistical power threshold needed to analyze the model using variance-

based SEM (Hair et al., 2022). Additionally, once the data was gathered, a post-hoc 

test was conducted by qualified professionals to ensure that the sample size was 

adequate for testing the model. The Hair et al. (2024) and Guenther et al. (2023), and 

based on the refinement of Kock and Hadaya (2018), called as the inverse square root. 

By applying this approach, the researchers will be able to estimate the minimum 

sample size needed for a model to be tested based on the features of that model, 

specifically the path coefficient with the smallest value in the sample that can still 

achieve significance. We calculated, using the formula suggested by Kock and 

Hadaya (2018): 

 

For a significance level = 5%:  𝑛𝑚𝑖𝑛 > (
2,486

|0,222|
)

2

= 125.399  

 

To summarize, an adequate sample size derives from Streiger, in which using 

of the inverse-square-root method, it can be said that a sample size greater than 126 

will be enough to evaluate the hypotheses of our model with confidence (Kock and 

Hadaya, 2018). 

Table 1 presents the demographic details of the participants.  
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Table 1. Respondents’ profile (n=140) 

 

Variable/Category Frequency Percentage 

Age   

Category 1 21 15.0% 

Category 2 60 42.9% 

Category 3 45 32.1% 

Category 4 13 9.3% 

Category 5 1 0.7% 

Gender   

Male 79 56.4% 

Female 57 40.7% 

No answer is preferred 4 2.9% 

Organizational Tenure   

Category 1 38 27.1% 

Category 2 52 37.1% 

Category 3 31 22.1% 

Category 4 15 10.7% 

Category 5 4 2.9% 
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3.2. Measurement 

In this study we used pre-existing, validated scale items. The survey was 

prepared in English first, then translated into Turkish using back-translation. A pilot 

test was conducted with 15 customer-facing employees to test word clarity of the 

survey questions. No modifications to the item wording were necessary after the 

piloting phase. Green servant leadership (GSL) was measured with seven items 

adapted from Aboramadan et al. (2021), based on Liden et al. (2008). Reliability for 

the GSL scale was high (coefficient α = 0.952), and responses were rated on a 7-point 

Likert scale (from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). Green transformational 

leadership (GTL) was measured using six items developed by Mittal and Dhar (2016) 

based on transformational measures (α = 0.919). Green work engagement (GWE) was 

measured using six items borrowed from (Aboramadan, 2022), and adapted from 

Schaufeli et al. (2006) (α = 0.905). The five-item scale by Bissing-Olson et al. was 

used to measure for task-related pro-environmental behavior (PEB) (2013) (α = 0.940), 

on a scale of “1 = never” to “5 = always.” Moreover, control variables were included 

to mitigate their possible influence on the dependent variable of the model: age (5 

categories), gender (2 categories) and organizational tenure (5 categories). 

3.3. Data Analysis 

In order to assess the suggested model, we employed the Partial Least Squares 

Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) approach. The choice of PLS-SEM was 

justified since it can model constructs that are unobserved latent variables measured 

as composite scores (Hair et al., 2022; Henseler, 2017). All variables in the analysis 

were treated as composites, which are rational, reflective constructs based on 

theoretical underpinnings that underlie measurable elements(Henseler, 2017). The 

analysis was performed in two approvals, according to the approaches advocated by 

Hair et al. (2022). We started with an evaluation of measurement model external 

properties and then continued with the hypothesis testing and relationships of the 

structural model. The SmartPLS4 software was used to conduct these analyses.  
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RESULTS 

Measurement Model Properties 

The analysis started with a Confirmatory Composite Analysis (CCA). 

According to Henseler and Schuberth (2020), CCA is the appropriate method to use in 

assessing the relationship between a research model and its relevant variables. The fit 

of the models were tested based on the following three indices: Standardized Root 

Mean Square Residual (SRMR), Unweighted Least Squares Distance (dULS), and 

Geodesic Distance (dG). All discrepancy values were below the 95% confidence 

interval (HI95) as presented in Table 2. In line with the recommendations of Henseler 

and Schuberth (2020), and at a 0.05 significance level, the model was found acceptable 

from both the measurement and structural perspectives, providing no basis for 

rejection. 

 

Table 2. Confirmatory composite analysis 

Discrepancy 
Saturated Model Estimated Model   

Value HI95 Value HI95   

SRMR 0.044 0.057 0.047 0.059 Supported 

dULS 0.582 0.984 0.661 1.037 Supported 

dG 0.569 0.781 0.576 0.784 Supported 

Notes: SRMR=Standardized root mean square residual; dULS=Unweighted least squares distance; dG=Geodesic 

distance. 

 

To examine indicator reliability, we reviewed the indicator loadings and their 

statistical significance. Loadings above 0.7 are generally deemed satisfactory (Hair et 

al., 2020). In this study, all indicator loadings ranged from 0.754 to 0.961 (refer to 

Table 3). We assessed composite reliability through Cronbach’s alpha, composite 

reliability, and the Dijkstra-Henseler statistic. All values exceeded the 0.707 threshold 

(Hair et al., 2020), confirming that each composite demonstrated sufficient reliability. 

Convergent validity was evaluated using the Average Variance Extracted (AVE). As 

detailed in Table III, AVE values were consistently above 0.681, affirming convergent 

validity, as they exceeded the minimum 0.50 benchmark (Hair et al., 2020). 
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Table 3. Psychometric properties of the measures 

Construct/Item  FL α pA CR AVE 

Green Servant Leadership           

GSL01 0.847*** 

0.940 0.944 0.952 0.739 

GSL02 0.794*** 

GSL03 0.865*** 

GSL04 0.900*** 

GSL05 0.842*** 

GSL06 0.809*** 

GSL07 0.950*** 

Green Transformational Leadership     

GTL01 0.843*** 

0.919 0.923 0.937 0.713 

GTL02 0.876*** 

GTL03 0.857*** 

GTL04 0.867*** 

GTL05 0.821*** 

GTL06 0.800*** 

Green Work Engagement       

GWE01 0.769*** 

0.905 0.909 0.927 0.681 

GWE02 0.754*** 

GWE03 0.832*** 

GWE04 0.887*** 

GWE05 0.885*** 

GWE06 0.817*** 

Task-related PEB           

T-TPEB01 0.938*** 

0.940 0.941 0.962 0.893 T-TPEB02 0.961*** 

T-TPEB03 0.937*** 

Notes: FL=Items loading ***p-value<0.001; α=Coefficient Cronbach’s alpha; pA=Dijkstra-

Henseler’s statistic (rho_a); CR=Composite reliability (rho_c); AVE=Average variance extracted. 
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Discriminant validity was assessed using the heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) 

ratio, as advised by Henseler et al. (2015). The HTMT ratios were below the 0.85 

threshold, which aligns with the discriminant validity criteria set by Hair et al. (2020). 

Additionally, we applied HTMTinference to verify the consistency of HTMT ratios 

(Franke and Sarstedt, 2019). By creating confidence intervals from a two-tailed 

resampling test, we confirmed that the 0.90 threshold was never included in the 

intervals (Franke and Sarstedt, 2019). The results for both HTMT ratio and HTMT 

inference are presented in Table 4. Correlations among latent variables and descriptive 

statistics are shown in Table 5. 

 

Table 4. Discriminant validity check using the HTMT criterion 

  1 2 3 4 

1.Green Servant 

Leadership 
- 

   

2.Green 

Transformational 

Leadership 

0.783 

- 

  

[0.677,0.835] 
  

3.Green Work 

Engagement 

0.600 0.574 
- 

 

[0.439,0.736] [0.446,0.694]  

4.Task-related PEB 
0.620 0.626 0.734 

- 
[0.411,0.802] [0.446,795] [0.574,0.837] 

Notes: HTMT= Heterotrait-monotrait ratio. 

HTMTinference based on t[9,999] 2-tailed bootstrapping test; Confidence interval in brackets. 
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Table 5. Latent variable correlations and summary statistics 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 

(1)Gender -      

(2)Organizational tenure 

  

0.331* 
-     

(3)Green Servant Leadership 0.113 
0.243*

* 
-    

(4)Green Transformational 

Leadership 
0.014 

0.236*

* 

0.727**

* 
-   

(5)Green Work Engagement 0.002 
0.206*

* 

0.554**

* 

0.525**

* 
-  

(6)Task-related PEB -0.043 0.235* 
0.583**

* 

0.586**

* 

0.679**

* 
- 

Mean 0.419 2.279 6.057 6.125 5.230 
6.40

5 

Standard deviation 0.495 1.145 1.200 1.164 1.101 
1.04

0 

Notes: ***p<0.001;**p<0.01;*p<0.05 (two-tailed test) 

 

 

In order to control a potential common method bias (CMB) as recommended 

by Min et al. (2016), we employed analyses to calculate the variance inflation factor 

(VIF). According to the results of Harman's test, a single factor explains only 48.580% 

of the total variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003), which is below the recommendation 

threshold of 50% Moreover, Hair et al. "VIF>3.3 can be suggestive of potential 

collinearity issues, which can be suggestive of CMB problems" (2020). The computed 

VIF values for all composite variables in the study were less than 2.325. In light of 

these findings, we decided that CMB did not pose an issue. 
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Structural Model 

Given that we proposed a mediation model, we applied the approach 

recommended by Cepeda-Carrion et al. (2017) to test the hypotheses. This method 

involved initially estimating the direct effects between the model's independent and 

dependent variables (c1' and c2') and subsequently assessing the relationships between 

the independent and dependent variables with the mediating variable (denoted as a1, 

a2, and b). These estimates helped us test two indirect effects (a1b and a2b). Since we 

anticipated positive effects across all instances, we utilized a one-tailed bootstrap 

analysis with 9,999 samples to assess the direct and indirect relationships outlined in 

our model and to evaluate the hypotheses. The results are detailed in Table 6. 
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Table 6. Structural model test results 

  

Path 

Coefficient 

(p-value) 

t-

value

s 

CI f2 Conclusion 

Direct effects test      

a1:GSL→GWE 0.367(0.004) 2.640 0.137,0.591 

0.09

6 Weak effect 

a2:GTL→GWE 0.258(0.017) 2.129 0.060,0.455 

0.04

7 Weak effect 

b:GWE→T-RPEB (H3) 0.475(0.000) 3.876 0.270,0.670 

0.32

7 Strong effect 

c1':GSL→T-RPEB 0.158(0.114) 1.206 

-

0.047,0.382 

0.02

3 No effect 

c2'':GTL→T-RPEB 0.222(0.031) 1.873 0.051,0.441 

0.04

9 Weak effect 

Mediating effects test      

(a1b): GSL→GWE→T-RPEB 0.174(0.018) 2.107 0.059,0.343 Full mediation 

(a2b): GTL→GWE→T-RPEB  0.122(0.026) 1.947 0.042,0.255 Partial mediation 

Total effects      

GSL→T-RPEB 0.332(0.014) 2.200 0.079,0.576  

GTL→T-RPEB 0.344(0.004) 2.638 0.141,0.571  

Endogenous variable R2 Adjusted R2   

GWE 0.339 0.329  

T-RPEB 0.544 0.534  

Control variables test     

Age→T-RPEB -0.095(0.191) 1.460 

-

0.226,0.031 0.018 No effect 

Gender→T-RPEB -0.040(0.725) 0.382 

-

0.263,0.186 0.001 No effect 

Organizational Tenure→T-

RPEB 0.081(0.131) 1.506 

-

0.021,0.191 0.018 No effect 

Notes: GSL= Green Servant Leadership; GTL=Green Transformational Leadership; GWE= Green 

Work Engagement; T-RPEB= Task-related PEB 

CI= confidence interval bias corrected based on t[9,999] one-tailed bootstrapping test. 

Control variable tests based on t[9,999] two-tailed bootstrapping and 95 percent confidence interval bias 

corrected 
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The results indicated that, as expected, GSL (a1: β=0.367, pone-tailed<0.004) and 

GTL (a2: β=0.258, pone-tailed<0.017) were directly and positively associated with green 

work engagement. Additionally, GTL was directly and positively related to task-

related PEB (c2': β=0.222, pone-tailed<0.031). However, while a positive relationship was 

confirmed between GSL and task-related PEB, the direct effect was not statistically 

significant (c1': β=0.158, pone-tailed<0.114). Moreover, green work engagement served 

as a positive mediator between GSL and task-related PEB (a1b: β=0.174, pone-

tailed<0.018). Similarly, green work engagement mediated the relationship between 

GTL and task-related PEB (a2b: β=0.122, pone-tailed<0.026). To quantify the variance 

explained by the mediations, we applied the Variance Accounted For (VAF) method. 

VAF measures the proportion of the total effect accounted for by the indirect effect, as 

suggested by Cepeda-Carrion et al. (2017). The results showed that the mediation 

effect in a1b explained 52.46% of the variance in task-related PEB, while the 

mediation in a2b accounted for 35.57% of the variance. We also evaluated the model's 

explanatory power by examining R² values. Authors such as Hair et al. (2020, 2022) 

recommend an R² threshold of approximately 0.200 for studies focusing on employee 

behaviors or attitudes. As shown in Table 6, the R² values for all endogenous variables 

surpassed this threshold. 

Based on these findings, we conducted an effects comparison test to fully 

evaluate hypotheses H1, H2, and H4. We followed the procedure outlined by Cepeda-

Carrion et al. (2017), employing a one-tailed bootstrap test with 9,999 samples to test 

the significance of the differences between a1 and a2 (as posited in H1), c1 and c2 (as 

posited in H2), and a1b and a2b (as posited in H4). The results are provided in Table 

7. 
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Table 7. Effects comparison test results 

 
Differential Effects 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval  

95% Confidence 

Interval Bias 

Corrected 

  Coefficient 1 
Coefficient 

2 

Differential 

Coefficient 
LCI UCI LCIBC UCIBC 

H1: a1 - a2 0.367 0.258 0.109 0.099 0.487 0.117 0.505 

H2: c1' - c2' 0.158 0.222 -0.064 -0.410 0.273 -0.409 0.274 

H4: (a1b) - (a2b) 0.174 0.122 0.052 0.012 0.249 0.017 0.253 

Notes: LCI= Lower confidence interval; UCI= Upper confidence interval; LCIBC= Lower confidence 

interval bias corrected; UCIBC= Upper confidence interval bias corrected; 

Confidence intervals based on t[9,999] one-tailed bootstrapping test. 

 

 

The tests showed that the positive effect of GSL (β =0.367) on green work 

engagement was stronger than that of GTL (β =0.258) on green work engagement. 

Furthermore, the difference between the path coefficients was statistically significant 

(β =0.199, CI=0.117, 0.505), as the confidence interval did not include zero. This result 

supports the conclusion that the direct effect of GSL on green work engagement 

consistently exceeds that of GTL, thus confirming H1. Conversely, the data did not 

support the hypothesis that the positive effect of GSL on task-related PEB (β =0.158) 

is stronger than the effect of GTL on task-related PEB (β =0.222), as the difference 

between the path coefficients was not significant (β =-0.064, CI=-0.409, 0.274). 

Therefore, H2 is rejected.  

Regarding H3, the structural model analysis (Table 6) confirmed that green 

work engagement has a direct and positive effect on task-related PEB (β =0.475, pone-

tailed<0.000, CI=0.270, 0.670), thus confirming H3. Finally, the indirect positive 

effect of GSL on task-related PEB through green work engagement (β =0.174) was 

stronger than the indirect effect of GTL (β =0.122). The difference between these path 

coefficients was statistically significant (β =0.052, CI=0.017, 0.253), with the 

confidence interval excluding zero. This confirms that the indirect effect of GSL on 

task-related PEB surpasses that of GTL, thereby supporting H4. 
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Importance-Performance Maps Analysis (IPMA) 

To gain deeper insights into how Green Servant Leadership (GSL) and Green 

Transformational Leadership (GTL) influence task-related Pro-Environmental 

Behavior (PEB), we conducted supplementary Importance-Performance Map 

Analyses (IPMA). IPMA extends the traditional interpretation of PLS results by 

mapping the impact (importance) of antecedent constructs on the outcome variable 

while juxtaposing these impacts with the performance scores of each latent variable, 

normalized to a 0-100 scale (Hair et al., 2024). Following Hair et al.'s (2024) 

methodology, we generated scatter plots (maps) to capture the importance-

performance metrics of the model and facilitate interpretation. 

 

At the construct level, the IPMA analysis (Figure 3) showed that GSL 

demonstrated both high importance and high performance, positioning it in the upper-

right quadrant of the map. In contrast, GTL had lower performance and fell below the 

mean threshold of importance, represented by the horizontal line in the map. This 

suggests that emphasizing GSL over GTL is likely to yield a stronger impact on task-

related PEB. These findings align with the statistical analysis results. 
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Notes: GSL= Green Servant Leadership; GTL=Green Transformational Leadership; T-RPEB= Task-related 

PEB 

Figure 3. Importance-Performance map at the independent constructs level (GSL and GTL) on the dependent 

variable (Task-related PEB) 

 

We also performed a similar IPMA at the indicator level to further investigate 

the influence of each GSL and GTL indicator on task-related PEB. Figures 4 and 5 

illustrate the findings, offering insights into which indicators should be prioritized for 

improving task-related PEB. For example, focusing on GSL indicators, excluding 

GLS01 and GLS06, could enhance employees' task-related PEB (Figure 4). For GTL 

(Figure 5), emphasizing GTL04 would have a significant impact on task-related PEB 

in terms of importance-performance. 
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Notes: GLS= Green Servant Leadership; T-RPEB= Task-related PEB 

 

Figure 4. Importance-Performance map for GSL items on the dependent variable (Task-related PEB) 
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Notes: GTL=Green Transformational Leadership; T-RPEB= Task-related PEB 

 

Figure 5. Importance-Performance map for GTL items on the dependent variable (Task-related PEB) 

 

Model Robustness Analysis: Endogeneity Test 

Endogeneity is an important issue in structural equation modeling (SEM) 

because it can produce biased results. In order to confirm the robustness of our 

findings and account for potential endogeneity issues, we adhered to the specified 

guidelines set forth by Hult et al. (2018) and the references contained therein (sample 

papers are particularly proximity to PLS-SEM). The inclusion of control variables 

(age, gender, and organizational tenure) in our model, first of all, shows preliminary 

results. None of these control variables were found to be statistically significant 

predictors of task-related PEB (see Table 6). 

Second, we used a Gaussian copula approach, as described by Becker et al. 

(2022) and Hult et al. (2018), further testing for endogeneity. Using the Cramer-van 

Mises test, we validated the non-normality of our data before applying the Gaussian 

copula. Following confirmation of non-normality, Gaussian copulas were added on the 

paths connecting each independent variable (GSL and GTL) with the dependent 
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variable (task-related PEB). According to Becker et al. (2022) and Hult et al. (2018): 

if the copula values are not significant, then endogeneity concerns can be dismissed. 

In our analysis, the copula results did not approach significance (GSL→Task- related 

PEB: β=-0.086, p=0.341; GTL→Task-related PEB: β=-0.017, p=0.840). 

Overall, these results provide confidence that our analysis is not susceptible to 

meaningful endogeneity concerns, contributing further to the robustness of our 

findings (Becker et al., 2022; Hult et al., 2018). 
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DISCUSSION and CONCLUSIONS 

Conclusions 

This study has some important findings. Overall, green servant leadership 

(GSL) has greater positive effects than green transformational leadership (GTL) on 

green work engagement (GWE) and task-related pro-environmental behavior (PEB). 

This finding is consistent with other studies performed by Hoch et al. (2018) and Kaya 

and Karatepe (2020), who note that servant leadership is positively related to work 

engagement and job-related outcomes compared to any other leadership styles 

including authentic or transformational leadership. Employees in exchange for being 

managed under GSL practice high levels of both GWE and task-related PEB (Saks 

2006), following the framework laid down by the Social Exchange Theory (SET). 

Hence, GSL is a better predictor for both GWE and task-related PEB than GTL. 

Our results also indicate that GWE is a positive predictor of task-related PEB, 

which aligns with previous studies (Karatepe et al., 2022). As per the Job Demands-

Resources (JD-R) theory, engaged employees, who are motivated and energized, tend 

to perform better (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017). SET further suggests that employees 

with high engagement are more likely to establish strong, high-quality relationships 

with their organizations (Aboramadan, 2022), which in turn fosters pro-environmental 

behavior. Thus, GWE emerges as a critical factor influencing green job outcomes, such 

as task-related PEB. 

Organizations that effectively implement GSL are likely to see employees 

highly engaged in green work, thereby promoting greater task-related PEB. Employees 

tend to mirror the behaviors of their supervisors, and GSL's emphasis on shared power, 

subordinates’ well-being, humility, and direction may inspire more pro-environmental 

consciousness than other leadership styles (Van Dierendonck, 2011). 
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Theoretical Implications 

This study contributes significantly to the hospitality literature by showing that 

the indirect influence of GSL on task-related PEB through GWE is stronger than that 

of GTL. By addressing these connections, the study responds to calls for more research 

in leadership studies (Arici and Uysal, 2022). Moreover, the findings emphasize that 

GWE acts as a mechanism through which both GSL and GTL affect job outcomes. 

This is particularly important as existing literature lacks comprehensive exploration of 

the simultaneous impact of GSL and GTL on GWE and job outcomes, especially task-

related PEB, in the hospitality sector. 

Furthermore, the study fills a research gap by including adaptive performance 

in the model. A review of hospitality literature reveals that no studies have yet 

examined the role of adaptive performance as an outcome of GSL and GTL in driving 

task-related PEB, a deficiency highlighted in recent systematic reviews (Arici and 

Uysal, 2022; Guchait et al., 2023). 

Practical Implications 

The findings from this study offer several actionable insights for the hospitality 

and tourism sectors. First, leadership training programs for managers should 

emphasize both GSL and GTL, equipping them to promote task-related PEB among 

employees. Given the increasing focus on sustainability in the hospitality industry, 

such training aligns with the industry's goals. 

Second, organizations can foster a culture of GWE by implementing 

sustainability-focused initiatives such as collaborative workshops, problem-solving 

exercises, and team-based sustainability projects. These initiatives can enhance 

employees' commitment to eco-friendly practices. 

Third, given the significant role employees play in shaping guests' perceptions, 

hotels can adopt GSL and GTL philosophies to encourage employees to promote green 

activities to guests, enhancing both the guest experience and the hotel's 

environmentally conscious image. 

Finally, hospitality organizations can introduce green metrics into employee 

performance appraisals. This could include adaptive performance metrics that 

encourage employees to proactively contribute to the hotel’s sustainability efforts, 
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reflecting a commitment to integrating environmental responsibility into performance 

evaluations. 

Limitations and Future Research 

This study has certain limitations. First, it is context-specific, focusing on hotel 

employees in Ankara, Türkiye. Expanding the research across different hospitality 

sectors (e.g., airlines, cruise ships, casinos) and countries (e.g., the UK, China) would 

provide broader insights. Second, while procedural and statistical methods were used 

to control for common method variance, collecting time-lagged or multi-source data 

(e.g., from supervisors) would further strengthen the findings. 

Third, while we found that GWE is a key mechanism linking both GSL and 

GTL to task-related PEB, future research could explore the moderating roles of factors 

such as psychological green climate, individual green values, or green commitment. 

Finally, replication of this study in other service contexts (e.g., banking, airlines, cruise 

ships) would help to validate the relationships explored in this model. 
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