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Abstract: Amongst the many challenges faced by society, climate change is 
one of the critical issues. This article aims to review the literature on voluntary 
employee green behaviour (VEGB) to identify and evaluate the contextual 
dispersion, the methodological variations, and the theoretical rigorousness of 
VEGB studies. A review of 65 research papers on VEGB shows a continental 
divide and prominence of quantitative research methodology over qualitative 
methodology. Further, though the researchers have used multi-level conceptual 
frameworks, only a handful of studies have applied multi-level analysis. 
Notably, the multi-theory applications in VEGB studies are rare. The study 
findings imply the need for uncovering the VEGB knowledge in developing 
country contexts, using multi-level analysis, and employing a multi-theory 
perspective to generate further knowledge about VEGB, which will be 
beneficial in mitigating eco-system damages and promoting a responsible 
society. 
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1 Introduction 

Organisations and human activities within the organisations are significant contributors to 
present greenhouse gas emissions and ecological system damages. Environmental 
degradation caused by different organisational systems has caused many repercussions to 
society, including climate change issues, droughts, acid rains, and many more. Therefore, 
environmental sustainability has been identified as a moral obligation of contemporary 
business organisations that determines their corporate legitimacy and competitiveness. 
Organisations aspiring environmental sustainability, irrespective of the industries, scales, 
ownerships, and the geographical contexts of operations, need to generate, develop and 
maintain a green workforce who individually and as a team demonstrates green 
behaviours (Renwick et al., 2016, 2013). Thus, employee green behaviours (EGBs), 
which are workplace-specific forms of pro-environmental behavior (Norton et al., 2015), 
has become an essential component of successful corporate greening. EGBs are 
distinguished as required EGB and voluntary EGB (VEGB) (Norton et al., 2015). 
Required EGB is defined as “…green behavior performed within the context of 
employees’ required job duties” [Norton et al., (2015), p.105]. Whereas, VEGB refers to 
“… green behavior involving personal initiatives that exceed organizational 
expectations” [Norton et al., (2015), p.105]. In more detail, VEGB is a form of 
organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB) and refers to individual behaviour, may be 
performed by employees situated at any organisational level, that is discretionary, not 
prescribed in the job description, not directly or explicitly recognised by the formal 
reward system, and, in the aggregate, benefits both the organisation and natural 
environment. 

Several reasons motivated us to focus on VEGB. First, most of the green behaviours 
at the workplace are voluntary (Dilchert and Ones, 2012; Ture and Ganesh, 2014) since it 
is impractical to compile all EGBs into job descriptions (Boiral, 2009; Boiral and Paillé, 
2012; Ramus and Killmer, 2007). Thus, consequently, organisations need to be 
contingent on VEGBs in corporate greening. Second, though an individual’s VEGB may 
seem to be insignificant, these behaviours when accumulated in the whole organisation 
and over time create a considerable positive impact on the environmental performance of 
organisations (Temminck et al., 2015). Hence, organisation-wide promotion of these 
behaviours may significantly contribute to enhancing the environmental performance of 
organisations (Boiral, 2005; Boiral and Paillé, 2012; Ramus and Killmer, 2007; Ramus, 
2001). Third, the effectiveness of formal environmental management practices (EMPs) 
primarily depends on VEGBs (Boiral, 2009; Daily et al., 2008; Paillé et al., 2013; Ramus 
and Killmer, 2007). VEGBs not only help to identify and deal with diverse and complex 
environmental issues faced by organisations but also compensate for the weaknesses of 
formal practices, systems, and technologies (Boiral, 2009; Raineri and Paille, 2015). 
Fourth, the cost associated with VEGB is minimum since VEGB is an OCB that is not 
compensated in monetary terms in the formal reward system (Ture and Ganesh, 2014). 
Finally, VEGBs indirectly help the organisation in various ways, including enhancing the 
firm’s reputation, increasing employee satisfaction, commitment, and retention (Boiral, 
2009). Thus, the essential nature of VEGB for successful environmental sustainability in 
the corporate world motivated us to embark on this review (Boiral, 2009; Daily et al., 
2008; Lülfs and Hahn, 2013; Ramus and Killmer, 2007). 
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While the practical attention on VEGB is escalating, stimulatingly, it has received 
substantial academic attention form some of the world’s high-quality academic journals 
in the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI) of Thompson Reuters. These journals include 
the Journal of Business Ethics, the Journal of Environmental Psychology, the Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, the International Journal of Human Resource Management, 
the Organization and Environment, and the Journal of Cleaner Production, to name a 
few. 

Figure 1 VEGB research papers for the period from 1990 to 2017 

 

Figure 1 shows the growing trend of VEGB empirical research papers for the period from 
1990 to 2017. Figure 1 clearly shows a phenomenal increase in VEGB research from 
2011 to 2017. Therefore, both practically and academically, VEGB is inevitably relevant 
and timely phenomenon to research. Given the vitality of VEGB, in this article, we aim to 
review prior empirical research on VEGB to give a comprehensive picture of the 
contextual dispersion, methodological variations, and theoretical richness. Also, 
grounded on the review, we provide implications for future VEGB researchers. Our study 
is differentiated from the previous reviews (e.g., Lülfs et al., 2014; Norton et al., 2015; 
Oke, 2015; Young et al., 2015) in four key ways. First, we specifically focus exclusively 
on empirical studies on VEGB at the workplace. Second, we evaluate the context of 
empirical studies in terms of country context to identify the contextual dispersion of the 
VEGB knowledge base. Third, we examine the methodological applications of VEGB 
research. Fourth and finally, we critically evaluate the richness of theoretical usage in 
existing studies in conceptualising research models, which is rare in other reviews. Thus, 
this review adds contextual, methodological, and theoretical perspectives on the VEGB 
body of knowledge. 

2 The procedure of the literature review 

We used an iterative multistage approach to collect literature on VEGB. Reference lists 
of previous reviews were used to find the relevant journals that publish studies in this 
field. Then, performed the searches with ‘environmental’, ‘green’, ‘ecological’,  
‘pro-environmental’, ‘sustainable’, ‘conservation’, ‘OCB for the environment’ as 
keywords for behaviours and ‘work-place’, ‘corporate’, ‘organisational’ as keywords for 
work sphere. To find out the recent studies, we conducted database searches with the 
same keywords. We used the databases Elsevier, Emerald, Springer, Sage, JSTOR, 
Taylor and Francis, Wiley, and others. Out of the articles received, we excluded articles 
using the following criteria; first, the publications that were not the topic of  
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environmental sustainability. Second, the research papers were not about workplace 
environmental sustainability behaviours. Third, publications that did not discuss 
individual level green behaviour. Fourth, the publications that solely discussed required 
EGB. This process generated a final sample of 65 empirical articles published from 1990 
to 2017 in journals that are indexed in the SSCI by Thomson Reuters. 

It should be noted that 28 articles for this review were from the journals from the 
Elsevier database (e.g., Journal of Environmental Psychology, Journal of Cleaner 
Production, Energy Policy, Applied Energy, International Journal of Hospitality 
Management, etc.). Among those journals, the Journal of Environmental Psychology has 
published 9 out of 65 studies. Also, another seven articles were taken from the Journal of 
Business Ethics, which is published by the Springer database. Appendix shows the 
journals and databases from which the empirical papers for this literature review were 
archived. 

We structure the rest of the article into four parts. Firstly, we provide the contextual 
boundaries of existing empirical studies in terms of the location of studies and industries 
focused. Secondly, we critically evaluate the methodological rigour of existing studies. 
Thirdly, we examine the theoretical usage of existing VEGB studies. Lastly, we outline 
the discussion, conclusion, and the implication for future research based on the findings 
of the review. 

3 The contextual divide of VEGB research 

Except for a few VEGB research in Asian contexts such as China, Taiwan, Hong Kong, 
South Korea, and Thailand, the knowledge on VEGB is limited to the West and 
Developed world leaving the reality of VEGB in Asian and African continents is 
primarily at dark. Also, not a single VEGB study can be found in the top publications 
during the review relevant to South Asian context. The literature review of this study 
provides evidence that the majority of the empirical research on VEGB (31%) was done 
with samples from European Union countries or the UK. Another 26% of the studies 
were done by using samples from the USA and Canada. Further, another 3% of studies 
were a mix of EU and USA samples. 6% of the studies were conducted using samples 
from Australian employees. Thus, all in all, 66% of the studies are from the west and 
developed economy context (see Table 1), while 20% of the existing VEGB studies are 
from China, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and South Korea. 

As shown in Table 1, the most popular contexts for the VEGB are the US and 
UK/Europe. It may be because the corporate greening concerns are originated and 
initially popularised in these contexts. The penetration of VEGB research into Asian and 
African settings started way too late. Accordingly, as has given in Table 1, a detailed 
analysis of empirical studies in the focal research area shows the neglect of Developing 
contexts, specifically, South Asian and African regions as the research context of VEGB. 

In terms of the sectoral distribution of existing empirical studies on VEGB, though, 
some studies have targeted the manufacturing sector (e.g., gas and electricity, wine 
industry, construction, high tech manufacturing, and textile manufacturing industry), the 
majority of the studies have focused on service sector employees. 
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Table 1 Research contexts of empirical studies on VEGB 

Context Authors No. % 
Australia Bissing-Olson et al. (2013), Davis et al. (2009), Norton 

et al. (2017) and Russell et al. (2016) 
4 6% 

USA and Canada Boiral (2005), Boiral and Paillé (2012), Boiral et al. 
(2015), Cantor et al. (2015, 2012), Carrico and Riemer 
(2011), Lamm et al. (2013), Paillé and Raineri (2015), 
Paillé and Boiral (2013), Paillé et al. (2013), Paillé and 
Raineri (2016), Robertson and Barling (2013, 2017a, 
2017b), Robertson and Carleton (2017), Stritch and 
Christensen (2014) and Tosti-Kharas et al. (2016) 

17 26% 

European Union 
(EU) and UK 

Al-Shemmeri and Naylor (2017), Alt and Spitzeck 
(2016), Andersson et al. (2005), Blok et al. (2015), 

Greaves et al. (2013), Hargreaves (2011), Holland et al. 
(2006), Lo et al. (2012, 2013), Manika et al. (2013), 

Murtagh et al. (2013), Raineri and Paille (2015), 
Saifulina and Carballo-Penela (2016), Ramus and 

Steger (2000), Temminck et al. (2015), Terrier et al. 
(2016), Tudor et al. (2008, 2007), Zibarras and 

Ballinger (2011) and Zientara and Zamojska (2016) 

20 31% 

EU and USA Ramus (2002, 2001) 2 3% 
China Dumont et al. (2017), Graves et al. (2013), Paillé et al. 

(2014) and Zhang et al. (2013a, 2013b, 2014) 
6 9% 

Taiwan Chou (2014), Marans and Lee (1993) and Wang (2016) 3 5% 
Hong Kong and 
South Korea 

Chan et al. (2014), Kim et al. (2017, 2016) and Law  
et al. (2017) 

4 6% 

Mexico Paillé and Mejía-Morelos (2014), Paillé et al. (2015) 
and Raineri et al. (2016) 

3 5% 

Nigeria, Thailand, 
Turkey, Iran and 
other 

Afsar et al. (2016), Erdogan et al. (2015), Kura (2016), 
Lamm et al. (2015), Norton et al. (2014) and Wells  

et al. (2016) 

6 9% 

Total 65 100% 

4 Methodological variations 

This section details the methodological options used by VEGB researchers. We looked at 
the methodological variations in terms of quantitative versus qualitative nature of studies, 
the nature of studies based on time, the research strategy used, the data collection 
methods applied, and the data analysis methods employed by the VEGB researchers. 

First, the majority, 60 out of 65 of the studies, have adopted the quantitative 
methodology. Whereas, only three studies have employed qualitative methodology (e.g., 
Hargreavas, 2011; Lo et al., 2012, 2013), and two studies have used a mixed 
methodology (e.g., Boiral, 2005; Tudor et al., 2008) approach. Thus, it is crystal clear 
that the quantitative methodology is the dominant methodology in the VEGB research 
stream. 

Second, among the quantitative studies, the majority are cross-sectional studies. 
Longitudinal studies are a rare case where Russell et al. (2016) have conducted 
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longitudinal action research, and Kim et al. (2017) have used a time lag study. Since the 
majority of the studies are cross-sectional, the VEGB body of knowledge has the inherent 
issue of claiming cause and effect relationship among the nomological network of 
antecedents and effects of VEGB. 

Third, the most common strategy used by studies is the survey strategy. Apart from 
the survey strategy, some researchers have used quasi-experiment (e.g., Holland et al., 
2006; Murtagh et al., 2013), action research (e.g., Russell et al., 2016), and case study 
(e.g., Law et al., 2017). 

Fourth, the questionnaire method is the dominant research method adopted by the 
vast majority of the studies where both manual and online questionnaires were used. 
Some, special and unique data collection methods include daily diary method (e.g., 
Bissing-Olson et al., 2013; Norton et al., 2017), focus groups (e.g., Murtagh et al., 2013), 
interviews (e.g., Law et al., 2017) and observations (e.g., Russell et al., 2016). 

Fifth and final, the data analysis techniques in VEGB research are also varied. The 
analytical methods include descriptive statistics, logit analysis, chi-square analysis, 
correlational analysis, simple regression, multiple regression, hierarchical regression, 
structural equation modelling (SEM), and hierarchical linear modelling (HLM). The 
usage of SEM in data analysis is widespread. One of the significant observations from the 
review is that though there are studies with multilevel conceptual models, only a few 
researchers (e.g., Bissing-Olson et al., 2013; Chou, 2014; Kim et al., 2017; Norton et al., 
2017; Zientara and Zamojska, 2016) have used multilevel analysis by using HLM 
technique. HLM method seems to get established in VEGB research since it is gaining 
momentum as the best method to analyse multilevel research models in other research 
streams too. 

5 Theory usage in existing VEGB research 

This section shows the usage of theoretical lenses in developing conceptual models and 
explaining VEGB by existing studies. Table 2 shows the theoretical backgrounds used in 
VEGB researchers, and Table 3 depicts the VEGB studies that used dual theories in 
conceptualisation and hypotheses development. Overall, the following three aspects can 
be highlighted from the analysis of the theoretical usage of VEGB studies concerned in 
the review. 

First, the majority of VEGB studies (68%) have used at least a single theory as the 
basis of arguing the research models. One of the critical deficiencies that could be 
uncovered of VEGB studies is that a significant amount of existing studies on VEGBs, 21 
studies out of 65 studies concern in the review, either used no theoretical base or the 
authors are silent on the theoretical bases on which the models have been developed (e.g., 
Al-Shemmeri and Naylor, 2017; Alt and Spitzeck, 2016; Boiral, 2005; Boiral and Paillé, 
2012; Chan et al., 2014; Holland et al., 2006; Kim et al., 2017; Lo et al., 2012; Manika  
et al., 2013; Marans and Lee, 1993; Paillé et al., 2014; Ramus, 2002, 2001; Robertson 
and Barling, 2017b; Russell et al., 2016; Ramus and Steger, 2000; Stritch and 
Christensen, 2014; Temminck et al., 2015; Tudor et al., 2008, 2007; Zibarras and 
Ballinger, 2011). This fact leads to doubt on the theoretical soundness of these studies. 
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Table 2 Theoretical backgrounds used in existing VEGB research 

No. Theory Author/s 
1 Social exchange theory (SET) Erdogan et al. (2015), Lamm et al. (2013), Paillé and 

Mejía-Morelos (2014), Paillé and Raineri (2015), 
Paillé and Boiral (2013), Paillé et al. (2013, 2015), 
Paillé and Raineri (2016), Raineri et al. (2016) and 

Zhang et al. (2013b) 
2 Theory of planned behaviour 

(TPB) 
Blok et al. (2015), Boiral et al. (2015), Davis et al. 
(2009), Greaves et al. (2013), Wang (2016), Wells  

et al. (2016) and Zhang et al. (2014) 
3 Transformational leadership 

theory (TLT) 
Graves et al. (2013), Kura (2016), Robertson and 

Barling (2013, 2017a) and Robertson and Carleton 
(2017) 

4 Self-determination theory 
(SDT) 

Afsar et al. (2016), Graves et al. (2013) and Kim et al. 
(2016) 

5 The norm-activation model 
(NAM) 

Zhang et al. (2013a, 2013b) 

6 The values-beliefs-norms 
theory (VBNT) 

Andersson et al. (2005), Chou (2014) and Dumont  
et al. (2017) 

7 Theory of normative conduct 
(TNC) 

Norton et al. (2014) and Robertson and Carleton 
(2017) 

8 Broaden-and-build theory of 
positive emotions (BBTPE) 

Bissing-Olson et al. (2013) 

9 Deontic justice theory (DJT) Erdogan et al. (2015) 
10 Psychological contract theory 

(PCT) 
Paillé and Mejía-Morelos (2014) and Paillé and Raineri 

(2015, 2016) 
11 Spiritual leadership theory 

(SLT) 
Afsar et al. (2016) 

12 Person-organisation fit theory Tosti-Kharas et al. (2016) 
13 Social practice theory Hargreaves (2011) 
14 Commitment theory (CT) Cantor et al. (2015) 
15 Organisational support theory 

(OST) 
Cantor et al. (2015) 

16 Stakeholder theory (ST) Cantor et al. (2015) 
17 Social cognitive  

theory – self-efficacy 
Kim et al. (2016) 

18 The supplies-value fit theory Dumont et al. (2017) 
19 Cognitive stress theory Zhang et al. (2013b) 

Second, Table 2 shows that VEGB researchers have applied 19 different theories. Among 
those theories, two theories, the social exchange theory (SET) and the theory of planned 
behaviour (TPB) have received the most considerable attention from the scholars. The 
SET is the most widely used social theory in explaining the rationale for engaging in 
VEGBs. SET has been used in ten VEGB studies concerned in the review. Further, TPB 
is also a considerably used theoretical lens where seven studies have used TPB in 
understanding and explaining individual voluntary environmental behaviour in an 
organisational setup. In addition to SET and TPB, transformational leadership theory and 
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self-determination theory are in high demand amongst the VEGB researchers. 
Furthermore, Psychological capital theory, value-belief-norm theory (VBNT), theory of 
normative conduct, deontic justice theory (DJT), spiritual leadership theory,  
broaden-and-build theory of positive emotions, social cognitive theory, stakeholder 
theory, commitment theory, the supplies-values fit theory, social practice theory, 
cognitive stress theory, big five model and organisational support theory are among the 
other theories used in VEGB researches. 
Table 3 Research studies that applied dual theory perspective 

No. Author/s Theories used 
1 Afsar et al. (2016) Spiritual leadership theory and  

self-determination theory 
2 Erdagon et al. (2015) Deontic justice theory and social exchange 

theory 
3 Graves et al. (2013) Transformational leadership theory and  

self-determination theory 
4 Kim et al. (2016) Self-determination theory and social cognitive 

theory 
5–7 Paillé and Mejía-Morelos (2014) and 

Paillé and Raineri (2015, 2016) 
Social exchange theory and psychological 

contract theory 
8 Dumont et al. (2017) Value belief and norm theory and the  

supplies-values fit theory 
9 Robertson and Carleton (2017) Transformational leadership and theory of 

normative conduct 

Third, as shown in Table 3, nine studies have utilised two theories to build the conceptual 
model. SET, SDT, transformational leadership theory, and psychological contract theory 
are the most used theories in multi-theory conceptualisation and argument building. Also, 
as per Table 3, the application of dual theory in VEGB research has been started by 
Graves et al. in 2013. All the other dual theory studies have been conducted after 2013. 
Therefore, the usage of the dual theory perspective seems to be a new development in the 
VEGB research stream. Stimulatingly, though it is acknowledged that determinants of 
VEGB are complex, multi theory studies that better capture the reality of VEGB are 
scant. The recent research by Cantor et al. (2015) and Zhang et al. (2013b) are the only 
studies that employed three theories in conceptualising the research model and 
developing hypotheses. Cantor et al. (2015) used stakeholder theory, commitment theory, 
and organisational support theory, whereas Zhang et al. (2013b) used norm activation 
model, cognitive stress theory, and SET. 

6 Discussion 

This review focused on VEGB research, a burgeoning research area. The review mainly 
looked at contexts, methodologies, and theories used in the empirical studies on VEGB, 
which were published in SSCI journals in English. This review did not take into 
consideration the research published in other mainstream languages such as Japanese, 
Chinese, Russian, Spanish, and Hindi. Thus, readers need to be cautious that there can be 
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VEGB research published in languages other than English. Keeping the above fact in 
mind, we discuss the findings of the review. 

The findings show that most of the VEGB researches have been conducted in western 
and developed economies. The reason for the above may be because, initially, the 
greening movement started and became a discourse in developed countries. Later on, 
VEGB empirical research began to grow in Asian contexts. Nevertheless, the amount of 
VEGB empirical studies in South Asian and African contexts is seriously scarce. The 
above fact indicates that countries in these contexts are still not tuned up to the corporate 
greening concept, or researchers may not have focused on researching the VEGB 
phenomenon in these countries because of the difficulties in publishing in mainstream 
indexed journals. However, it is clear from the reviewed articles that there is a contextual 
divide in the VEGB research studies in terms of the concentration and isolation based on 
developed and developing economy contexts. 

The majority of the studies have used natural science principles in deriving results. 
Thus, hypothetico-deductive quantitative methodology is the mainstream research 
methodology in VEGB research. However, there is a rich variation in the mainstream 
research methodology in terms of data analysis methods that span from percentage 
analysis to SEM. Except for a few studies, the use of qualitative methodology is limited 
in VEGB research. Though VEGB is a new phenomenon, its origin is in organisational 
behaviour. The root concept of VEGB is OCB, which has been meticulously studied by 
using quantitative methods. Also, the antecedents of OCB have also been systematically 
studied. Thus, the foundation to explore VEGB comes from the OCB concept. Hence, 
already developed scales and methodologies are available to investigate this area further. 
Therefore, this may be a key reason why researchers have not utilised qualitative 
methodology, as can be seen in other novel research areas. Although VEGB researchers 
have used varied analytical methods, the usage of multilevel analysis is lacking. Thus, in 
the future, a better perspective of determinants of an individual’s VEGB will be feasible 
with the application of multilevel analysis. 

The rigour of a behavioural scientific study is determined by the theoretical 
arguments brought by the researchers based on broad social and psychological theoretical 
lenses. The review focused on this aspect and found that the majority of VEGB 
researchers have used theoretical reasoning in deriving conceptual framework and 
hypotheses. However, it could be seen that some researchers have not explicitly 
mentioned any theoretical rationale. Therefore, publishers need to keep an eye on the 
theoretical reasoning used by future researchers since the quality of the research stream 
will be degraded if the theoretical rigour is absent. Interestingly, some limited  
multi-theory studies provide fresh perspectives on viewing the reality and opening the 
eyes of researchers on the feasibility of multiple theoretical perspectives to conceptualise 
the antecedents of VEGB. Though the VEGB research stream is a burgeoning, the usage 
of a multi-theory view seems to be insufficient. Therefore, there is a need for  
multi-theory investigations to uncover the nature and the antecedents of VEGB in 
different contexts and at different levels. 

7 Conclusions and implications for future research 

This review aimed to examine the contextual dispersion, methodological variations, and 
theoretical richness of prior empirical research on VEGB. First, the analysis of the 
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literature revealed a continental divide of VEGB research since the majority of research 
is conducted in the USA and EU. In contrast, VEGB research is scarce in developing 
Asian and African contexts. Second, the prominent methodological approach used in 
VEGB research is quantitative, and a limited number of qualitative studies are available. 
Though the researchers have used multi-level conceptual frameworks, only a handful of 
studies have applied multi-level analysis. Third, though a fair amount of VEGB studies 
have used theoretical lenses to conceptualise the studies, the majority of the researchers 
applied only a single theoretical lens. Notably, the multi-theory applications in VEGB 
studies are rare. 

The study findings imply the necessity of uncovering VEGB knowledge in 
developing country contexts, specially in South Asian and African contexts. Similarly, 
VEGB research in high environmental impacting industrial work settings will nourish the 
body of knowledge. Also, comparative research in different contexts would yield 
evidence beyond the existing boundaries. The examination of methodological 
applications implies that VEGB researchers need to employ more longitudinal research to 
establish the cause and effect relationships of the nomological network of VEGB. Also, 
we encourage future researchers to use multilevel analysis to capture the reality of VEGB 
from a multilevel perspective. Therefore, future researchers need to conduct longitudinal 
research studies, develop multi-level conceptual models to capture the complex 
phenomenon of VEGB, and use multi-level analysis such as HLM using M-plus or HLM 
software. Stimulatingly, the multi-theory perspective will be the need of the agenda to 
ground the multi-level conceptual models of VEGB. Altogether, this review helps to 
improve further research in the area of VEGB in the contexts that are not touched in prior 
studies and with sound methodological and theoretical grounds. Ultimately, the 
promotion of VEGB as a result of future studies will help the betterment of the eco-
system and the society. 
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Reviewed empirical research papers, respective journals, and databases 
(continued) 

No. Journal Amount Publisher Amount % Authors 
31 The International 

Journal of Human 
Resource 
Management 

1 Taylor & 
Francis 

2 3% Paillé et al. (2013) 

32 Journal of 
Sustainable 
Tourism 

1 Zientara and Zamojska 
(2016) 

33 California 
Management 
Review 

1 The 
University 

of California 

1 2% Ramus (2001) 

34 Business Strategy 
and the 
Environment 

4 Willey 9 14% Boiral et al. (2015), 
Temminck et al. (2015), 

Law et al. (2017) and 
Boiral (2005) 

35 Journal of 
Organizational 
Behaviour 

3 Norton et al. (2017), 
Robertson and Barling 

(2013) and Bissing-Olson 
et al. (2013) 

36 Sustainable 
Development 

1 Saifulina and  
Carballo-Penela (2016) 

37 Human Resource 
Management 

1 Dumont et al. (2017) 

38 Journal of Supply 
Chain 
Management 

1 1 2% Cantor et al. (2012) 

39 Local 
Environment 

1 1 2% Tudor et al. (2007) 

40 The Psychology of 
Sustainability in 
the workplace 

1 1 2% Zibarras and Ballinger 
(2011) 

  65  65 100%  

 


