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Abstract: The education sector has been severely affected by the global pandemic of COVID-19, and
the need for improvement in its aftermath became a challenge for scholars and practitioners alike. The
current research focuses on the role of Green Human Resource Management (GHRM) initiatives as an
independent variable that is innovation-centric, and improved innovation performance of education
sector employees as the dependent variable. GHRM in the current context is described as focusing
on environmental aspects within the processes and functions of work in a comprehensive manner
that incorporates both resource/waste management and areas of development, as well as green
behavior among members. Moreover, the mediating effect of green innovation on the aforementioned
relationship and enhancing the role of environmental leadership are examined through a quantitative
approach using purposive and convenience sampling techniques. Data from several universities
across Northern Cyprus have been gathered with regard to the design, aims, and context of this study.
With a total of 187 teachers and administrators from three different universities and using PLS-SEM
for analysis, the results show that human resource departments in universities can play a major role
in determining the extent of innovation performance within the organization. Green innovation as
a mediator can improve the workplace environment, which can be significantly enhanced through
an adequate leadership that supports such initiatives (i.e., environmental leadership). The current
results can be beneficial for scholars (organizational psychology, innovation, and sustainable HRM),
as well as decision-makers in the universities in Northern Cyprus as a small island.

Keywords: green human resource management; green innovation; environmental leadership;
innovation performance; small island; university staff

1. Introduction

Green Human Resource Management (hereafter GHRM) is the core context of the
current study and is a recent branch of HRM, managing highly valuable assets of a company
(i.e., its human resources). GHRM places emphases on environmental aspects and futures
within the processes and functions of work to gain positive outcomes such as enhanced
performance and increased innovativeness, motivation, and satisfaction among employ-
ees [1,2]. HRM initiatives, practices, and frameworks that encourage sustainable behavior
can be conceptualized as GHRM [3,4]. In this respect, it is important to mention that there
are numerous variables and factors that can influence the outcomes of sustainability within
an organization. Environmental concerns and the allocation of business/organization
resources are deeply linked to the strategies, planning, and actions of GHRM [3,5]. The
overall outcomes of such initiatives and strategic developments towards sustainability are
improvements in the workplace environment, particularly in the education sector, where
innovative behavior and innovation performance are vital due to its setting.
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The aforementioned vitality can be observed in overall performance, improved stake-
holder views, enhanced educational settings for students, and facilitated workplaces for
employees (e.g., administrators, and teachers). This research argues that through GHRM
practices universities are able to improve their innovation performance, as these practices
are focused on contributing to economic, social, and environmental domains [6]. This is
further linked to the context of sustainability and the Triple Bottom Line [7] that positively
influences green performance for businesses through modern, innovative, and strategic
HRM practices. Innovation performance is a topic that encompasses the intensity level
of international competitive rivalry, demanding markets, and constantly developing tech-
nologies [6,8,9]. The aim of this research is to provide empirical evidence supporting the
argument that GHRM practices can yield improved innovation performance [10], which
has been less examined compared to social and financial performance. Furthermore, this
can contribute to the current understanding of the subject. Moreover, the context of small
islands is in need of empirical evidence in the extant literature. Considering other elements
that are included in the proposed model of the research (see Figure 1), the conduct of
this study is driven by a combination of theories and a specific case that can be beneficial
for scholars interested in organizational psychology, leadership, HRM, and sustainability,
while being useful for decision-makers in the education sector.

Figure 1. Research model.

Following what has been mentioned, green innovation is assessed in the current
research in terms of its mediating effect on the relationship between GHRM and innovation
performance. Green innovation in the company through established strategies implemented
by the managers can improve the environmental performance of organizations [11]. In the
context of the current research, green innovation is the creation and/or development of
goods, processes, and eco-friendly services [9,11]. Green innovations in the academic sector,
and from the employee perspective, can manifest in the provision of services to students,
the procedures of tasks, and a certain level of job autonomy [12]. Carrying a mediating
role, green innovation can yield positive outcomes for the organization such as competitive
advantage and an improved environmental performance at the corporate level [13–15]. In
this study, the mediating role of green innovation is examined among academic staff of
universities in a small island setting (i.e., Northern Cyprus), which is a noted gap in the
existing literature.

Leadership plays a major role in determining the extent to which employees are
able to exhibit high levels of innovation in their performance. When leaders show ethical,
positive, supportive, responsible, and sustainable behavior, it can lead to positive behavioral
outcomes among employees such as increased job satisfaction [16], innovation behavior [6],
green innovation [13,17], and innovation performance [18,19]. In universities, especially
the ones in Northern Cyprus, there is a high level of diversity among staff in terms of
nationality and ethnicity. This can support the idea that GHRM practices should be directed
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by the leadership towards an organizational innovative culture [20] that can positively
influence innovative performance. Environmental leadership is an approach and perception
of leaders towards the environment and various means that can be used for the better usage
of resources, and thus have a positive influence economically, socially, and environmentally.
At the decision-making level, leaders who promote and encourage taking initiatives for the
benefit of the environment can obtain results that are tangible for the organization [13,18,21].
The values, beliefs, objectives, and culture of the organization are under the influence of
its leadership, which is a determinant of the commitment level towards sustainability and
green aspects (i.e., green innovation and innovation performance).

In light of what was mentioned above, this research addresses gaps and recommen-
dations noted in recent studies. Accordingly, the role of green innovation as a mediator
between GHRM and innovation performance is a topic that lacks sufficient empirical
evidence [18]. This lack is also seen in the literature on environmental leadership and
its influence on green and innovative behavior [6]. Additionally, performance in terms
of innovation and the effect of a fit leadership style is in need of further examination,
especially after the global pandemic of COVID-19 [13]. This is linked to the context of
sustainability and green initiatives across industries that has led to various improvements,
e.g., [6,17,22–24].

The current research aims to obtain empirical evidence from a small island (i.e., North-
ern Cyprus) to provide a better understanding of the importance of GHRM within the
academic sector and at the university level. The innovation performance of academic staff
(teachers and administrators) through appropriate HRM, organizational settings (i.e., green
innovation) and leadership (i.e., environmental) are assessed in this research, which can
contribute to the organizational psychology, leadership, HRM and green behavior literature.
Hence, the current study poses a number of questions: (a) can GHRM practices improve
innovation performance among academic staff in universities? (b) is there a mediation
effect posed on GHRM-innovation performance relationships by green innovation? and
(c) can environmental leadership styles enhance innovation performance even further by
boosting their linkage with green innovation? This can expand the current understanding
and contribute to the literature on leadership, HRM, and innovation in organizations
(i.e., universities).

2. Theoretical Framework

There are a number of theories used to address leadership, green performance, and
innovation, e.g., [13]. However, considering the aims of current study with regard to
its context, specific theories are drawn from the literature that encompass the context of
current research and support its premises. The combined premises of these theories enable
the researchers to establish a framework, based on which the methodology is designed.
Institutional theory is linked to this study, for it encompasses green innovation practices at
the organizational level that lead to the recognition of legitimacy when there are pressers
(e.g., regulations, normative, and market) [18,24]. This increases the engagement level of
the organization towards green and sustainable initiatives. Green innovation entails both
strategies and actions that are linked to various departments in an organization (i.e., HRM
and leadership). As the core context of this research is GHRM, it is important to note that
green innovation and HRM initiatives that are eco-friendly are positively linked and are
impactful on a number of green outcomes (e.g., green performance, economic performance,
and innovation performance) [18,23]. This institutional setting is used as a theoretical
setting, from which the universities included in the research are equipped with GHRM
and environmental leadership as a criteria. This ensures that, from an institutional and/or
organizational perspective, the universities that have focused on green practices (strategy
and action) are included [25–27]. This can lead to a better understanding on the importance
of having an organization-wide approach towards sustainability that is implemented by
HRM and leadership.
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Furthermore, social learning theory (SLT) is embedded in the current study as it is a
commonly used theory encompassing behavior in workplace settings [28]. The process
of learning for individuals occurs through interactions and/or observations (modeling)
with others in the context of SLT. Through attention, retention, reproduction, and mo-
tivation the model of learning takes place, which in the current context is linked to the
organizational setting and leadership approach. The position of leaders as well as the
setting that is established by the HRM department are perceived by employees as a ref-
erence for learning [18,29]. The social learning theory entails that the context of current
study as both GHRM and leadership (i.e., environmental) is considered as influential for
innovation within the company (i.e., green innovation). As a result, stakeholders’ views
(i.e., employees) are improved towards sustainability and green initiatives, which manifests
in their behavior (i.e., innovation performance) [30–33]. Similarly, Ability, Motivation,
Opportunity (AMO) theory [34] is taken into consideration in this study as it highlights
the role of HRM in issuing policies, imitative practices, and establishing green settings
across all processes (e.g., recruitment, training, performance, rewards, and involvement).
This theory encompasses various aspects such as management, teamwork, organizational
culture, career development, green jobs, engagement, and wellbeing (psychological and
physical) [3,35,36]. In the current study, this theory is used within the context of GHRM
to better explain the vitality of green practices at the organizational level to improve the
workplace for employees. AMO fits in the current research due to its focus on different
elements of HRM activities that are contextualized as GHRM initiatives. GHRM specifically
addresses the environment and impact of human activities through green values [3,37].

Social Identity Theory (SIT) explains the concept of self and identity of individuals
within organizational settings that can affect behavior [6]. Similar to previously noted
theories, SIT is linked to the approach of leaders and the organizational setting that is con-
trolled by HRM activities in correlation with leadership style [29,38]. As the literature calls
for empirical evidence regarding the role of green approaches and settings in generating
positive outcomes in the behavior of employees [4,6,39], the current study is further driven
to examine the relationship between GHRM and innovation performance alongside the
impact of green innovation and environmental leadership (see Figure 1). This research
argues that appropriate leadership approaches (i.e., environmental) can enhance the sense
of identity among employees. The inclusion of this theory can contribute to the current
understanding of the influence of leadership and HRM practices on employees’ green
identity [6,40–42]. Environmental leaders emphasize and act in support of the environment,
which implies that resources are given high value. This falls within the context of SIT,
which can explain the relationship between organizational settings (i.e., leadership, and
HRM) and a sense of identification among employees, particularly regarding the green
context. Leaders are able to set pathways for employees to solve issues, communicate
ideas, and share knowledge and opinions, which can yield in the short- and long-term
changes in the organizations’ cultures [43,44]. This can also be linked to organization
identity theory, which encompasses a sense of positive identity towards the firm when
environmental concerns are dealt with and organizational goals are achieved through
eco-friendly practices ([6]; Chang et al., 2019). This can enhance the success rate of the
organization as identification with the company is deepened among employees through
beneficial green activities that the organization undertakes.

3. Hypothesis Development

Considering the aforementioned theoretical setting, and the aims of the current study,
a number of hypotheses are shaped that are explained in the following sections. The com-
bined premises of the SLT, AMO, and SIT enable the current research to encompass GHRM,
green innovation, and environmental leadership in terms of their effects on innovation
performance within a structural model (see Figure 1). Taking the aforementioned theoretical
setting into account, the following sections highlight the hypotheses of the research, which
are followed by detailed information regarding the methodology and procedures of the



Sustainability 2023, 15, 4158 5 of 16

study. The findings can potentially contribute to the current understanding of the subject
at hand, and yield managerial and theoretical implications that can benefit scholars and
practitioners alike.

3.1. GHRM and Innovation Performance

The practices, policies, and features of GHRM are in line with sustainable aspects
such as social equity, health and wellbeing, behavioral outcomes, and organizational per-
formance [3]. These are inherently defined to have economic, environmental and social
contributions. GHRM has been shown to have positive effects on employees’ behav-
ioral outcomes, and specifically environmental, financial, and innovation performance,
e.g., [9,13,45–47]. However, this is while the literature is in need of empirical evidence
regarding the influences of GHRM in different contexts and settings. Referring to the
theoretical setting of the research, HRM departments carry a major role in terms of apply-
ing green principles, policies, and practices [39,48,49]. Importantly, such activities enable
employees to develop their knowledge and expertise regarding green behaviors, which
can increase the likelihood of innovative ideas being generated (e.g., eco-innovation) that
contribute to the innovation performance of employees. In the current context, education
sector employees are more prone to exhibit innovation performance through GHRM as they
are constantly involved with knowledge and science (e.g., studies) that focus on improving
sustainable and green performance across all levels [3,50]. Innovation performance entails
both product innovation and process innovation as its dimensions. Process innovation
refers to the adaptation of technologies and innovativeness in the functions of work and its
flow (e.g., digitalization), while product innovation can be described as using innovative
means to improve services and features (e.g., the deployment of e-learning).

Employees can benefit from GHRM as it provides an array of activities that direct
the organizational culture towards sustainability and green practices [1]. As a strategic
plan that is implemented in a large organization (i.e., a university), GHRM can signif-
icantly improve human capital by enabling innovation and the provision of adequate
support (e.g., leadership, rewards, and development). The HRM department has the ca-
pability of implementing practices driven by green policies and creating an environment
where employees are encouraged to exhibit innovation in their workplace (i.e., tasks, pro-
cesses, and functions) [9,51]. The current research examines the effect of GHRM and its
characteristics (recruitment, performance management, rewards, training, and involve-
ment) on innovation performance as an employee outcome within the academic setting
(i.e., universities) [52,53]. The SLT premises enable learning and knowledge sharing within
the workplace that can improve employees’ performance. This is similar to the concept of
AMO as it guides individuals towards valuable goals. Moreover, through GHRM activities
a sense of identity towards the organization can be improved, which can positively influ-
ence behavior based on SIT as employees are exposed to various initiatives deployed by
the organization that can create a sense of identity beyond work standards.

As the organization creates a green image, it can be an attractive alternative for talent
acquisition and recruitment [1]. Recruitment is a dimension of GHRM and is regarded as a
highly influential aspect of its activities. Performance management (coded performance in
the analysis section) refers to the extent to which the organization encourages professional
development among its staff. This is linked to corporate strategy as a crucial aspect within
the context of GHRM. Importantly, performance appraisal also falls within this aspect,
which is based on feedback, support, and developmental plans [37,53]. The aforementioned
developmental plans are manifested through training practices that are deployed by HRM.
Particularly in programs in which green values are focused on, the awareness of employees
is increased and engagement in conversations is encouraged. Consequently, employees are
more likely to exhibit innovation performance [1,13,51,53,54]. GHRM also encompasses a
variety of rewards that act as elements for motivating employees’ engagement, and positive
behavior/actions. Instances of such rewards can be financial incentives, bonuses, extra
holidays, and non-monetary incentives (e.g., tickets, tours, etc.). Lastly, this is linked to
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the involvement aspect of GHRM, which emphasizes inclusion, empowerment, and the en-
hancement of communication, morale, and engagement [5,34]. By involving individuals in
policy-making decisions, change management, new activities, and developmental practices,
desirable outcomes can be achieved (i.e., innovation performance) [55,56]. In light of what
has been mentioned, the following hypothesis is shaped:

Hypothesis 1: GHRM positively influences innovation performance among teachers and adminis-
trators at university level.

3.2. Mediating Role of Green Innovation

Green innovation incorporates both strategies and actions that are driven by expertise,
and knowledge on environment, design, and impacts of activities and/or materials on the
ecosystem [18]. It can be described as pro-ecological activities that are initiated by employ-
ees. Through strategies and actions set by the organization, individuals are enabled by an
environment where green activities are promoted. This is linked to various departments in
the corporate setting, with leadership and HRM being the key domains under examination
in the current research. All aspects of GHRM are embedded within the concept of green
innovation as it includes acquiring, maintaining, and creating knowledge, and information
with a focus on the environment. These are directed towards employees with the aim of
encouraging innovative behavior and rewards, while the organization initiates innovative
practices to improve the workplace [57]. Linked to the premises of SLT, it can be stated that
green innovation can be promoted through GHRM practices and adequate leadership style
(i.e., environmental), which implement green changes in a positive manner that improves
performance (i.e., economic, innovation, and job) [14,58,59]. The extent to which the organi-
zation is committed to environmental protection and to which leadership exhibits green
behavior are crucial determinants of innovation performance that are addressed in the
current research [14,49,58]. This addresses the strategic development of activities and plans
that focus on green initiatives in the managerial and decision-making levels of the organiza-
tion, which, combined with implementation (i.e., actions), can generate operations that are
sustainably designed. Green innovation strategies incorporate planning, techniques, and
the implementation of change, while green innovation actions are operationalized aspects
such as policy-making, procedures, management, and functions [60,61].

Upon the implementation of green innovation strategies, actions can include an array
of activities that are designed to increase green initiatives, awareness, and expertise, which
paves the way for innovative behaviors (i.e., innovation performance) [58,61,62]. This
shows that the green innovation as a mediating factor in the current model is linked to
both GHRM and innovation performance and productivity (e.g., energy consumption,
green processes, green activities, and paperless procedures, air pollution, and material
and waste management) [14]. The context of sustainability in the core approach of leaders
and the impact on various forms of performance (e.g., frugal, environmental, and social)
have been noted in recent studies [13,60]. Green innovation enables the organization to
positively influence stakeholders’ views, while decreasing environmental negative effects
through a variety of eco-friendly activities, policies, and standards. Having engaged, aware,
and motivated employees through the provision of diverse green activities establishes
an environment where green innovation can become vivid. This is due to all aspects of
work being involved in sustainably improving the workplace and its features [3]. Linked
to the premises of SIT, it can be stated that having such an environment can nurture a
sense of identity among employees, leading to improved innovation performance. This can
be achieved through learning, teamwork, and the culture and climate of the firm that is
controlled by its leadership and HRM. Following this argument, the following hypothesis
is developed:

Hypothesis 2: Green innovation mediates the relationship between GHRM and innovation perfor-
mance in the context of the academic sector in a small island.
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3.3. Moderating Role of Environmental Leadership

Environmental leaders possess a number of traits that fit within the current context, as
the emphasis is upon GHRM and its effects on innovation performance among university
staff. The values and actions that are directed towards the environment are shared with
staff in an environmental leadership approach [18,63,64]. This style of leader engages in
behaviors that provide direct information, clear guidelines, positive communications, and
encouragement towards green behaviors [9,34,65]. Furthermore, such leaders motivate
their followers to engage in green activities, undertake different initiatives to enhance
expertise, and encourage innovation performance in a green setting [57]. The effect of such
behavior is manifested at various levels within the firm as change management strategically
moves towards green activities through leadership and HRM framework [6,18]. As a result,
this can yield positive performance outcomes on a company scale (e.g., environmental,
innovation, and economic) [66]. SIT is linked to the behavior of environmental leaders
as they can trigger sense of identification among their staff through care and proactivity
towards the environment. Employees will develop a sense of identity towards their
organization as leaders communicate solutions and challenge environmental issues [6].
Similarly, SLT can manifest itself through learning opportunities that the environmental
leader provides by their actions and/or support for green innovation [18,66].

Reaching eco-friendly goals is encouraged by environmental leaders, which impacts
stakeholders’ view (i.e., customers, and employees) [67,68]. As green values are introduced,
strategically implemented, and promoted within the organization, environmental leaders
are taken into consideration as a driving force of change towards sustainable activities,
networks, policies, and operations. Such leaders also provide a path towards the future by
emphasizing sustainable issues and seeking solutions through innovative means [57,66–68].
Employees within organizations are prompted to take green actions and share innovative
ideas that can aid the leader in improving the workplace and the wellbeing of their staff.
This improves the organizational culture via green innovation that supports innovation
performance [20]. This suggests that a moderating impact can be posed by environmental
leadership on the green innovation–innovation performance relationship. The literature
supports the current argument, as reports show the influence of this leadership style on
innovation, green settings, and behaviors, e.g., [6,17,18,68,69]. The following hypothesis is
shaped in the light of what was mentioned:

Hypothesis 3: The positive effect of GHRM on green innovation will be stronger for universities
due to the enhancing impact of EL.

4. Methodology and Design
4.1. Sampling

For calculating the sample size necessary for the current study, G*power was used [70]
using a criteria that fits the current model (statistical power = 0.85; effect size = 0.01;
α = 0.01; and Min R2 = 0.10). The resulting sample size was 133, which was cross-checked
with statistical references, e.g., [71], leading to an increased sample size of 182. This
quantitative approach was deployed through a purposive and convenience sampling
method. Purposive sampling enabled the researchers to target universities that have
GHRM initiatives in their settings and agendas, and also environmental leadership existing
in at least one of their departments. This was established by researchers using networks,
visits, and several meetings with HRM departments to ensure the selected university was
a fit for the current context. Additionally, this process complied with ethical means of
research conduct as necessary permissions were granted and relevant managers were
informed of the data collection process and aims of the research. A pilot test was deployed
using 30 academic staff (both administration staff and teachers) from a university, which
was excluded from the final data collection. The results of the pilot test confirmed the
readability and understandability of the survey. Staff who were qualified for the study were
those who were managed by environmental leaders, and their departments were selected
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purposively. At this stage, any willing and available employee was welcome to participate
in the research using a convenience sampling technique. A total of 230 questionnaires
were distributed among teachers and administrative staff of 3 different universities across
Northern Cyprus. After the deletion of 3 responses due to incomplete answers, with a
response rate of 81.3%, a total of 187 surveys qualified for the final analysis.

4.2. Measurements

The survey begins with a number of general demographic questions (i.e., age, gender,
work experience). Due to the nature of this research, additional personal information is
not essential and thus such data are not collected. For measuring GHRM, its dimensions
were defined as green recruitment (e.g., people with green awareness are recruited in our
company), training (e.g., different training programs are held to improve knowledge, skill
and awareness of employees towards environment), performance (e.g., the organization
defines goals and responsibilities for employees at all levels), rewards (e.g., our organization
recognizes and rewards environmental initiatives), and involvement (e.g., the university
focuses on improving environmental protection and its culture in the organization) [5].
Environmental leadership (EL) is examined based on the early scale that is commonly used
in the literature [72], which is addressed using five questions (e.g., our leader values green
innovations in the workplace). Furthermore, green innovation practices and characteristics
(i.e., strategies, and actions) are measured using a valid and commonly deployed scale [73]
(e.g., there is a long-term vision for green innovation in the university; improving processes
to reduce energy consumption is encouraged). Each dimension comprised two indicators.
For assessing innovation performance, two dimensions, namely process innovation and
product innovation, were included in the survey using a scale used commonly in the
literature [10] (e.g., university uses new technologies; the university is quick to adopt new
technologies). All questions were designed in a 5-item Likert scale ranging from 1 = totally
disagree to 5 = totally agree. A sample of the survey is attached in the Supplementary
Materials of this manuscript.

The number of employees in the university and years since its establishment were
taken into account as control variables due to their potential impacts on performance and
green innovation [18]. Moreover, the demographic characteristics of participants were
controlled following the existing literature, e.g., [18,74]. Various aspects were considered
to decrease common method bias and comply with ethical means of conduct, namely
informing all participants of the purposes and the context of the study; assurance of data
confidentiality and anonymity to each participant [75]; proximal separation [76], where
daily activities are asked about in the survey; and a collinearity test, in which variance
inflation factor (VIF) values were found to be below 3.3 [77], stating that common method
bias is of no concern in the current dataset.

4.3. Respondents’ Profile

From 187 respondents, women had a higher participation rate (58%) when compared
to male counterparts (42%). Average age was found to be 34.6 with standard deviation
of 5.7, while average work experience was found to be 4.3 years (SD = 5.4). Universities
were found to be in business for at least 10 years with an estimate of 1000 academic
employees (i.e., teachers, assistants, administrative, and clerks).

5. Analysis and Results

To analyze the proposed model of the research, partial least squares structural equa-
tion modeling is deemed an appropriate technique as the current model includes latent
variables, follows a specific criteria for statistical power considering a small sample size,
and disregards the normality of distributions, which fits the recommended criteria for
using this method [71].
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5.1. Measurement Model Assessment

The results in Table 1 show a satisfactory threshold for measurement model, where
outer loadings are above 0.708 [78]; internal consistency (Rho A, α, and composite reliability–
CR) is between 0.7 and 0.9 [79–81]; average variance extracted (AVE) is found to be
above 0.5, stating appropriate convergent validity [71]; and, as noted earlier, VIF values are
below 3.3, which states that there are no multicollinearity issues [77].

Table 1. Measurement Model Assessment.

Construct Dimensions Indicator Outer
Loadings α Rho A CR AVE VIF Weights t-Stat. CV

GHRM
α = 0.808

CV = 0.719

Green
Recruitment

GR1 0.724
0.811 0.821 0.813 0.651 1.974

0.378 2.310 **
0.722

GR2 0.851 0.405 2.201 **

Training
TR1 0.861

0.797 0.812 0.727 0.733 1.762
0.389 2.109 *

0.726
TR2 0.833 0.380 4.011 **

Performance
PM1 0.840

0.765 0.745 0.719 0.715 2.348
0.523 3.308 **

0.730
PM2 0.765 0.440 2.304 *

Reward
RW1 0.951

0.776 0.736 0.724 0.708 2.370
0.395 2.350 **

0.742
RW2 0.847 0.376 2.121 *

Involvement
IV1 0.815

0.761 0.761 0.768 0.732 1.853
0.423 3.234 *

0.721
IV2 0.823 0.406 3.001 *

Innovation
Performance
α = 0.814

CV = 0.703

Product
Innovation

PRD1 0.841
0.834 0.867 0.808 0.748 1.864

0.413 3.121 *
0.729

PRD2 0.815 0.446 2.235 *

Process
Innovation

PRC1 0.880
0.790 0.784 0.793 0.726 1.877

0.502 2.110 *
0.711

PRC2 0.757 0.389 2.346 *

Environmental
Leadership

EL1 0.859

0.869 0.901 0.854 0.598
-EL2 0.847

EL3 0.849

EL4 0.818

EL5 0.831

Green
Innovation
α = 0.788

CV = 0.730

Strategies
GIS1 0.736

0.766 0.832 0.789 0.641 1.893
0.433 2.334 *

0.734
GIS2 0.767 0.428 2.231 *

Actions
GIA1 0.746

0.811 0.8244 0.863 1.946
0.399 2.183 *

0.749
GIA2 0.744 0.711 0.411 2.447 *

* 0.05, ** 0.01; GHRM = green human resource management; GR = green recruitment; TR = training;
PM = performance management; RW = rewards; IV = involvement; PRD = product innovation; PRC = process
innovation; EL = environmental leadership; GIA = green innovation actions; GIS = green innovation strategies.

Each variable and the dimensions, as well as indicators, are coded with regard to the
questionnaire survey (see Supplementary Materials). The current model includes all the
noted dimensions in Table 1. The same codes are applied in the data analysis processes
that are presented in Tables 2 and 3.

Table 2. Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio (HTMT) values.

GHRM GR TR PM RW IV PRD PRC EL GIA

GR 0.734

TR 0.456 0.565

PM 0.701 0.621 0.748

RW 0.598 0.766 0.656 0.729

IV 0.723 0.428 0.617 0.706 0.827
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Table 2. Cont.

GHRM GR TR PM RW IV PRD PRC EL GIA

PRD 0.716 0.723 0.743 0.742 0.740 0.810

PRC 0.625 0.613 0.702 0.669 0.732 0.752 0.732

EL 0.663 0.612 0.719 0.732 0.754 0.644 0.712 0.778

GIS 0.676 0.486 0.789 0.554 0.520 0.615 0.678 0.717 0.720 0.701
GHRM = green human resource management; GR = green recruitment; TR = training; PM = performance manage-
ment; RW = rewards; IV = involvement; PRD = product innovation; PRC = process innovation; EL = environmental
leadership; GIA = green innovation actions; GIS = green innovation strategies. See Supplementary Materials for
details of the survey.

Table 3. Hypothesis Testing.

Effects Relations β t-Statistics
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2 Decision

Direct

H1 GHRM → IP 0.303 4.023 *** 0.132 Supported

Mediation

H2 GHRM → GI → IP 0.142 2.852 ** 0.033 Supported

Moderation

H3 EL*GI → IP 0.153 2.602 ** 0.036 Supported

Control Variables

Size → IP 0.121 2.210 *

Company → IP 0.119 2.239 **

Age → IP 0.122 2.077 *

Gender → IP 0.127 2.228 *

Experience → IP 0.120 2.164 *

* 0.05, ** 0.01, *** 0.001; R2
IP = 0.43/Q2

IP = 0.23; R2
GI = 0.54/Q2

GI = 0.32; SRMR: 0.024; NFI: 0.920; IP = innovation
performance; GHRM = green human resource management; GI = green innovation; EL = environmental leadership;
GHRM is formed through its dimensions (i.e., recruitment, performance, training, reward, involvement); IP is
shaped via product and process innovation; and GI is defined by its dimensions that are strategies and actions.
Variables and items are presented in the Supplementary Materials.

Discriminant validity is also examined at the measurement model assessment
stage, in which heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ration is found to be below 0.85 as the
satisfactory threshold [82].

5.2. Structural Model Assessment

The structural model and hypotheses of the research are examined in Table 3, with
results showing a good ‘model fit’ as normal fit index (NFI = 0.920) and the standardized
root mean square residual (SRMR = 0.024) [83]. Multicollinearity was found to be of no
concern (see Table 1) [78], and both predictive power (R-squared) and predictive relevance
(Q-squared) have values that are within the acceptable thresholds [84].

5.3. Discussions

Referring to the results of hypothesis testing (Table 3), it can be interpreted that within
a small island setting GHRM practices and activities can significantly improve innovation
performance from the perspective of academic employees (i.e., teachers and administrators).
This supports the first hypothesis of the research (β = 0.303, t = 4.203), and shows consensus
with the existing literature on the subject (e.g., [3,29,45,54,56]). It can be stated that, within
academic institutions, employees that are in constant interaction with students are able
to perform innovatively due to the established environment through GHRM policies that
improve workplace setting. The importance of GHRM and its influence on innovation
performance is vital in the education sector due to its highly demanding setting, as well as
its complexity and social, economic, and environmental impact [53,55].
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The mediating role of green innovation has been found to be statistically significant in
the current results (see Table 3), which states that by having an environment where green
strategies are implemented in the core strategic planning of the firm, green innovation
activities can significantly improve the behavior of employees towards innovative behavior
in their jobs. This supports the second hypothesis of the study (β = 0.142, t = 2.852). While
similar findings have been reported in the extant literature, e.g., [3,14,58,61], the current
results contribute to the understanding of SIT in the academic sector, and specifically
universities. GHRM practices, policies, and initiatives can have a higher impact on the
workplace environment, culture, and climate, which in turn benefits the company through
an enhanced stakeholder view, improved employee performance, and increased innovation
in the workplace.

As the results show, the third hypothesis of the research is also supported (β = 0.153,
t = 2.602). The role of environmental leadership in green innovation and innovation perfor-
mance was found to be enhancing, which suggests that such leaders can greatly improve the
workplace environment for employees and enable them to engage in innovative behavior to
solve issues and/or perform tasks. Similar findings have been found in the extant literature
on the subject, which shows a consensus among scholars, e.g., [6,9,10,13,18,60,69]. The
results pertain to the theoretical framework of the research as (a) SLT can be witnessed via
its applicability to leaders’ and organizations’ role-model influence that can foster learning
for employees; (b) in SIT, leaders and the practices of the organization can trigger a sense of
identification as they encompass eco-friendliness and sustainability in their strategies; and
(c) AMO theory is observed as GHRM practices are tailored to skills, motivational needs,
and developmental opportunities for the staff. The theoretical implications derived from
the results are provided in the following sections.

6. Conclusions

The contributions of this research are manifold as the current results reflect both
theoretical and practical interpretations that can benefit scholars from various fields
(e.g., leadership, organizational behavior, and psychology) and decision-makers at uni-
versity level. The results are reflected upon, and implications for theory and practice are
highlighted in the following sections, where contributions of current research are noted.

This research endeavors to understand the effect of GHRM on innovation performance
among employees in universities. Through PLS-SEM, it was found that the direct effect
of GHRM is evident among employees’ innovative performance in the workplace. Addi-
tionally, green innovation exhibits mediation mechanisms that can better link GHRM to
employees’ performance (i.e., innovation). The results also show that environmental lead-
ers can greatly enhance innovation performance due to their influence on the managerial
approach of the organization, positive communications (e.g., knowledge and information
sharing) with employees, and green advocacy. The findings of this study show consensus
with the existing body of knowledge in the literature. The contributions of the current result
are (a) obtaining empirical evidence addressing GHRM and environmental leadership as
noted gaps and recommendations in the recent literature, i.e., [6,18,19,23,48]; (b) including
green innovation as a mediating variable and environmental leaderships as a moderating
factor to enhance innovation performance can pave the way for better understanding
of underlying effects and the interconnectedness of different elements in the context of
leadership and HRM; (c) examining Northern Cyprus as a small island as a case study
can be used as a comparative finding to improve sustainability in the education sector of
similar locations; and (d) managerial levels at universities can benefit from these findings
as they highlight the roles of adequate leadership style and appropriate HRM activities
in improving stakeholders’ views (i.e., employees) and improve performance across the
organization by encouraging innovation and green activities.
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6.1. Theoretical Implications

The current study contributes to the institutional theory within the scope of green
innovation that improves the perception and behavior of stakeholders towards the orga-
nization [18]. This implies that with increased awareness and growing concerns towards
environmental issues, companies are further pressured to take initiatives in this regard.
Hence, green strategies and actions become apparent within the firm, which in turn leads
to the improved innovation performance of university employees (i.e., teachers and ad-
ministrators). Following what was noted, the organization can initiate GHRM within its
strategic planning to include recruitment, training, rewards, performance management, and
involvement. This can be linked to social learning theory, where employees are motivated
to show green behavior and innovation in their jobs by having opportunities to imitate in
the workplace (i.e., through training and development programs, and leadership behavior).
Employees in the academic sector can have a higher expertise level, and awareness towards
sustainability concerns and issues which can reflect in their teaching methods and manifest
as innovation performance [30–32].

The obtained results further expand the application and understanding of Ability,
Motivation, and Opportunity (AMO) theory in the context of small island education sectors.
The current results show the role of HRM practices in improving innovation performance,
which cannot be neglected. Employees should be motivated and provided with opportu-
nities of personal and/or professional development, which increase their abilities. This
has been reported as a consensus among a number of studies in the extant literature,
e.g., [3,12,20,35,36]. This implies that the AMO theory explains the linkage between GHRM
initiatives and positive performance outcomes as it encompasses team settings, leadership,
organizational climate and culture, training, and green development. Such undertakings
can have an ultimately positive influence on the wellbeing of individuals within the aca-
demic workplace. Lastly, social identity theory is implied in the current results as the
behavior of employees is affected through activities, policies, and commitments of the
organization, HRM practices, and leadership style [6,38]. The current findings suggest that
employees can have a better innovation performance when green initiatives are imple-
mented in HRM activities and policies, and further supported through an environmental
leadership which promotes green behavior, innovation, wellbeing, and long-term sustain-
ability [6,40,41,43]. The aforementioned theoretical understandings have led to practical
implications that are highlighted in the following section.

6.2. Practical Implications

This research highlights implications for HRM departments and decision makers at
the university level. Considering green initiatives, innovation, and the management of
universities, it is essential for decision-makers to establish green strategies. This implies
that HRM departments in universities can plan and strategize green initiatives, practices,
and policies that can be implemented within the organization to improve green innovation.
At an organizational level, green initiatives can be implemented in structures (e.g., indoor
air quality, ventilation, energy consumption, lighting, and waste management). In turn,
a decrease in the overall ecological impacts of various university facilities and buildings
through establishing energy efficient systems, using green energy, and implementing
better resource management can be achieved. Similarly, online platforms can significantly
reduce materials needed in office for teachers and administrators in the university. As
e-learning platforms have improved during and after the global pandemic, staff can have
autonomy in using online tools and show innovation in their work. This can further be
used in an integrated manner as organizational platforms for HRM initiatives. Training and
developmental programs such as classes, seminars, and workshops can be highly influential
in delivering modern knowledge to employees while providing a platform for sharing
information and expertise in an innovative manner. The aforementioned training programs
can be significant as they can further manifest in teachings of teachers, and exchanges
between administrators and students, leading to an educational environment where eco-
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friendly behavior is encouraged and rewarded, and innovative actions are commonplace to
help the ecosystem and have a positive economic, social, and environmental impact.

7. Limitations and Future Research

This study is limited by the availability of studies in the literature assessing sustainabil-
ity and green behavior among small islands, which was a driver for its conduct. Scholars
can examine other small islands in different regions to provide a better understanding of
the notion of innovations performance and the role of GHRM. As the data for this research
were collected in a cross-sectional manner, the generalizability of the results is limited.
Future studies can overcome this limitation through collecting longitudinal data that can
examine employees’ performance and/or perception before and after GHRM initiatives
are introduced or implemented. Sample size is also a limit of this research as data were
collected from three different universities. Future studies can scale the size to have a better
sample representativeness. Moreover, qualitative studies can obtain in-depth data from the
experiences of individuals (e.g., employees and/or managers) that can result in a better
understanding of underlying effects as well as important traits. This study was also limited
by the theoretical and operational boundaries, where other factors such as engagement,
wellbeing, organizational support, and leader–member exchange are not included. Hence,
future studies can include the aforementioned factors to further expand the implications of
the current findings.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https://
www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/su15054158/s1. Survey. References [5,10,61,72,73] are cited in the
Supplementary Materials.
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