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Abstract. 
Green human resource management (GHRM) is expected to support credible sustainability positioning, 
but its customer and market effects remain unclear. This systematic review examines GHRM and green 
rewards in relation to these outcomes. Searches of Scopus and Web of Science identified 23 empirical 
studies. Selection followed the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses 
2020; synthesis used a context–intervention–mechanism–outcome framework, the Mixed Methods 
Appraisal Tool, direction-based vote counting and certainty grading. All reported effects were positive. 
Reputation outcomes showed the largest coefficients and strong certainty under the review’s rules, but 12 

of 13 studies did not use customer ratings. Customer outcomes and customer-directed employee 
behaviour received moderate certainty. Only three studies isolated reward-related effects, whose relative 
magnitudes were inconsistent; none tested the full employee-to-customer chain. Identified mechanisms 
included employee commitment, green knowledge sharing, shared green experiences and green branding. 
Environmental regulation strengthened associations. The review develops a multilevel framework, six 
design propositions and a research agenda. The findings suggest that market value depends on the 
visibility and credibility of green practices, while green rewards remain largely untested as a distinct 
lever. 
Keywords: Green human resource management; Green reward; Customer response; Corporate green 

reputation; Service–profit chain and  Sustainability marketing. 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Customers increasingly judge firms not only by what they claim about sustainability but by whether 

those claims are credible. Environmental communication that is decoupled from substantive practice exposes 

firms to perceived greenwashing and its performance penalties [1, 2], even though consumers remain 

susceptible to exaggerated green claims [3]. In contact-intensive services, customers infer environmental 

commitment partly from what they can observe, and visible green practices shape guests’ pro-environmental 

behaviour and green citizenship intentions [4, 5]. Credible sustainability positioning in the market may 

therefore depend on how firms manage their people internally. 

Green human resource management (GHRM), the use of recruitment, training, performance 

management, rewards and involvement to pursue environmental objectives, provides that internal lever [6]. 

Evidence linking GHRM to employee green behaviour and environmental performance is now extensive. A 

meta-analysis of 172 studies reports positive associations with employee and organisational outcomes [7], 

such associations have also been observed in time-lagged designs [8], and reviews of service industries and 

hospitality have mapped this employee-centred nomological network in detail [9, 10]. Far less is known 

about whether, how and when these internal effects cross the organisational boundary to reach customers and 

markets. 

Theory gives reason to expect such effects. The service–profit chain predicts that HR investments 

reach customers through employee attitudes and service behaviour, a sequence with meta-analytic support 

[11]. Signalling theory adds that internal practices can shape external judgements, but only when the signal is 

observable and credible to its receivers [12], while attribution research shows that the way practices are 

interpreted conditions their effects [13]. An empirical stream has begun to test these links, associating 

GHRM with organisational reputation [14, 15], with consumer buying behaviour and customer satisfaction 

[16, 17], and with consumer trust through green branding [18]. These studies are scattered across disciplines 

and outlets, rely on heterogeneous constructs and raters, and have not been systematically synthesised. 

Rewards warrant particular attention because, of all GHRM practices, they are the most directly tied 

to motivation, yet the evidence on their effectiveness is equivocal. The effect of green rewards on employee 

environmental performance has been described as mixed [19], green compensation may help or backfire 

depending on its design [20], and monetary incentives for pro-environmental behaviour can crowd out 

internalised motivation in some national contexts [21]. Meta-analytic evidence further suggests that green 
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reward and compensation matter more for extra-role than for in-role green behaviour [7], which is precisely 

the discretionary conduct that customers are most likely to notice. Whether green rewards play a distinct role 

in customer- and market-facing outcomes, or are simply absorbed into aggregate GHRM scales, remains 

unknown. 

Existing reviews do not answer these questions. AlKetbi and Rice [22] reviewed 17 articles and 

flagged client satisfaction as under-researched, Sultana et al. [23] folded responsibility-driven customer 

satisfaction into a broad construct of responsible performance, and Kumari and Sudha [24] treated reputation 

as one sustainability outcome among many. None isolated customer- and market-facing outcomes, examined 

how green rewards are operationalised, appraised the methodological quality of the evidence, or assessed the 

consistency of reported effects. The omission matters because survey-based HRM research is highly exposed 

to common method bias when the same respondents rate both practices and outcomes [25]; without 

appraisal, a uniformly positive literature can be mistaken for a robust one. 

This study addresses these gaps through a systematic literature review that follows the Preferred 

Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) 2020 [26] and is structured by 

context–intervention–mechanism–outcome (CIMO) logic [27]. The review asks four questions. The first 

concerns the publication trends, contexts, theoretical lenses and research designs of empirical studies linking 

GHRM or green reward practices to customer- and market-facing outcomes (RQ1). The second asks how 

green rewards are conceptualised and operationalised, whether as standalone or bundled and monetary or 

non-monetary practices, and to what extent their distinct effect is isolated (RQ2). The third identifies which 

customer- and market-facing outcomes have been examined and the direction and consistency of the reported 

effects (RQ3). The fourth examines the mechanisms and boundary conditions through which these practices 

translate into such outcomes across organisational, employee and customer levels (RQ4). 

The review makes three contributions. First, to our knowledge, it is the first review to isolate the 

customer- and market-facing outcomes of GHRM, distinguishing customer responses, market and reputation 

outcomes, and customer-directed employee behaviour, and thereby connects the HRM and sustainability-

marketing literatures. Second, it moves beyond mapping by appraising study quality and synthesising effects 

without meta-analysis [28], so that the robustness of each outcome stream is graded rather than inferred from 

the volume of positive findings. Third, it integrates mechanisms and boundary conditions into a multilevel 

CIMO framework and a set of design propositions, and derives a research agenda using the theory–context–

characteristics–methodology (TCCM) structure [29]. 

 

II. MATERIALS AND METHODS 

2.1 Review design 

This review follows PRISMA 2020 [26], with eligibility, extraction and synthesis framed by the 

context–intervention–mechanism–outcome (CIMO) logic [27]. An a priori protocol (2 October 2026) 

specified the criteria, selection, appraisal and synthesis procedures. It was not registered; deviations were 

logged as dated amendments and are reported where they occurred. 

2.2 Eligibility criteria 

Table 1 summarises the criteria; context and mechanism were not used as filters, to preserve recall. 

Studies measuring green human resource management (GHRM) as an aggregate construct were retained. By 

a rule fixed before screening, studies with an identifiable green reward, compensation or recognition item or 

dimension formed the Core set and the remainder the Extended set. 

Table 1. Eligibility Criteria Structured by CIMO 

Element Inclusion Exclusion 

Intervention (I) GHRM (aggregate or by dimension); 

green reward, compensation, pay or 

recognition for employees; 

sustainable HRM with an explicit 

environmental dimension 

HRM or sustainable HRM without 

environmental content; green 

management without HRM 

practices; Environmental, social and 

governance (ESG)-linked executive 

pay; consumer loyalty programmes 
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Element Inclusion Exclusion 

Outcome (O) At least one of: (a) customer 

outcomes (e.g., trust, satisfaction, 

loyalty, green purchase or 

citizenship behaviour); (b) market, 

brand or reputation outcomes (e.g., 
green brand image, corporate 

reputation); (c) customer-directed 

employee behaviour or service 

quality 

Internal outcomes only (e.g., 

employee green behaviour, 

environmental or financial 

performance, green innovation, job 

satisfaction, employer attractiveness) 

I–O link Relationship estimated or analysed, 

directly or via mediators 

I and O measured but not linked; O 

mentioned only in the discussion 

Context (C), 

mechanism (M) 

Any — 

Study type Empirical (quantitative, qualitative 

or mixed) peer-reviewed journal 

article in English, published up to 

the search date 

Reviews, bibliometric or conceptual 

papers, editorials, teaching cases 

2.3 Information sources and search strategy 

Scopus and the Web of Science Core Collection (WoS) were searched on 2 October 2026 without a 

lower date limit. The Scopus string, which returned 99 records, was: 

TITLE-ABS-KEY ( ( "green human resource management" OR "green HRM" OR "GHRM" OR "green HR 

practice*" OR "green HR management" OR "sustainable human resource management" OR "sustainable 

HRM" OR ( ( "green reward*" OR "green compensation" OR "green pay" OR "green recognition" OR 

"environmental reward*" ) AND ( employee* OR staff OR worker* OR workforce OR "human resource*" ) 

) ) AND ( ( ( customer* OR consumer* OR guest* OR tourist* OR client* ) W/5 ( behavio* OR intention* 

OR satisfaction OR loyalty OR citizenship OR OCB* OR perception* OR evaluation* OR response* OR 

engagement OR trust OR experience* ) ) OR "green brand*" OR "brand image" OR "brand equity" OR 

"corporate image" OR "corporate reputation" OR "organi?ational reputation" OR "green marketing" OR 

"word of mouth" OR "green service*" OR "service-oriented" OR "customer-oriented" OR "customer 

orientation" OR "service quality" ) ) AND PUBYEAR < 2027 AND ( LIMIT-TO ( DOCTYPE , "ar" ) OR 

LIMIT-TO ( DOCTYPE , "re" ) ) AND ( LIMIT-TO ( LANGUAGE , "English" ) ) AND ( LIMIT-TO ( 

SRCTYPE , "j" ) ) 

The WoS string, which returned 83 records, used identical terms in the topic field (TS=), with 

NEAR/5 in place of W/5 and the limits PY=(1900-2026), DT=(Article OR Review) and LA=(English). The 

search retrieved all three benchmark studies identified beforehand; no supplementary searching was 

conducted. 

2.4 Study selection 

Exact DOI matching identified 74 duplicate pairs, each verified by title similarity, first author and 

year; exact normalised-title and fuzzy title matching (similarity ≥ 0.60) found no further duplicates, leaving 

108 unique records. Selection used two independent screeners (R1 and R2) and an arbiter (R3) who resolved 

every disagreement in writing. Screening and arbitration applied the predefined eligibility criteria, and every 

decision was logged with its supporting evidence. 

Title–abstract screening applied four hierarchical questions concerning empirical status, an eligible 

intervention, an eligible outcome and a reported link between the two. Records rated “unclear” proceeded to 

full text. A pilot of 20 random records had to reach Cohen’s κ ≥ 0.70 [30]. As the first pilot fell short (Table 

2), three interpretive clarifications were added without changing scope (e.g., green service innovation was 

classed as an internal outcome) and a second pilot was run on 20 new records. 

Full texts were assessed against five inclusion criteria, with one primary exclusion reason and page-

level evidence recorded for each report. During arbitration, a moderation rule was added: studies in which 

the intervention moderated a path to an eligible outcome, with the interaction estimated, were included and 
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synthesised separately as boundary conditions. Six reports not retrievable through institutional access were 

excluded without contacting their authors, a protocol deviation. Agreement was computed on independent 

decisions before arbitration and interpreted following Landis and Koch [31] (Table 2). Fig. 1 summarises the 

selection process. 

Table 2. Inter-Rater Agreement Before Arbitration 

Stage and sample Disagreements and 

agreement 

Cohen’s κ and 

interpretation 

Title–abstract, pilot 1 

20 records 

4 disagreements 

Agreement: 0.800 

0.600 

Moderate 

Title–abstract, pilot 2 

20 records 

0 disagreements 

Agreement: 1.000 

1.000 

Almost perfect 

Title–abstract, all records 

108 records 

7 disagreements 

Agreement: 0.935 

0.861 

Almost perfect 

Full text 

32 reports 

8 disagreements 

Agreement: 0.750 

0.385 

Fair 

MMAT appraisal 

115 item ratings 

6 disagreements 

Agreement: 0.948 

— 

— 

 
Fig. 1. PRISMA 2020 flow diagram. 

2.5 Data extraction and quality appraisal 

A CIMO-structured form captured bibliographic data; context (country, sector and level of analysis); 

design, sample and data sources (single- or multi-source, cross-sectional or time-separated); theory; the 

operationalisation of the intervention (aggregate bundle or distinct reward, and monetary, non-monetary or 

recognition-based); mediators and moderators; outcome category and rater; and results (direction, 

significance and standardised coefficients). R1 extracted all data and R2 verified the intervention, 

mechanism, outcome and effect direction. Effects were extracted at path level (43 intervention–outcome 

paths), with each study counted once per outcome category to avoid double counting. 

Quality was appraised with the Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool 2018 (MMAT) [32], using the 

category matching each design: qualitative (n = 2), quantitative non-randomised (n = 20) and quantitative 

descriptive (n = 1). No overall score was computed and no study was excluded on quality. Common method 

bias risk was additionally rated as high, moderate or low according to whether the intervention and outcome 

came from the same source and whether procedural or statistical remedies were reported [33]. A rule set 
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before synthesis flagged a study for sensitivity analysis if it received “No” on two or more MMAT criteria or 

combined high common method bias risk with two or fewer “Yes” ratings. 

2.6 Synthesis 

Because constructs, raters and estimators (partial least squares structural equation modelling (PLS-

SEM), covariance-based structural equation modelling (CB-SEM), hierarchical linear models and regression) 

were heterogeneous, the synthesis followed the Synthesis Without Meta-analysis (SWiM) guideline [28]. 

Studies were grouped by outcome category (a, b or c), and distinct green-reward paths and studies treating 

GHRM as a moderator formed separate groups. Within each group, effect direction was vote-counted and 

tested with a two-sided sign test, computed in Excel and verified in Python (SciPy). Standardised direct path 

coefficients were summarised descriptively as the median and range of study-level medians rather than as 

pooled estimates, and sensitivity analyses repeated both steps after excluding flagged studies. 

Certainty of evidence was graded with pre-specified rules. Evidence was rated strong when a group 

had at least five studies, 80% consistent direction, three unflagged studies, one multi-source or time-

separated design and one study with outcomes rated by a relevant external party; moderate when it had at 

least three studies, 75% consistency and one unflagged study; and limited otherwise. Mechanisms and 

boundary conditions were synthesised thematically into a multilevel CIMO framework and design 

propositions [27]. Publication bias was assessed narratively from the share of null or negative findings, and 

research directions were organised with the theory–context–characteristics–methodology (TCCM) 

framework [29]. 

 

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 

3.1 Study selection 

The searches returned 182 records (99 from Scopus and 83 from WoS). After 74 duplicates were 

removed, 108 records were screened, 38 reports were sought, 32 were assessed in full and 23 studies were 

included (Fig. 1), of which 11 formed the Core set and 12 the Extended set. Two exclusions were near-

misses. Freitas et al. [34] linked GHRM to corporate social responsibility (CSR) and CSR to customer 

relationship management but did not estimate the path between GHRM and customer relationship 

management, and Paletta et al. [35] modelled customer-oriented green actions as a firm practice rather than 

as a customer-directed outcome. 

3.2 Characteristics of the evidence base (RQ1) 

Table 3 profiles the 23 studies and Fig. 2 maps their distribution. The literature is recent: the first 

study appeared in 2020, six were published in 2021 and three to four appeared in each subsequent year, so 

that ten studies (43%) were published from 2024 onwards. The studies are spread across 22 journals, with 

only Frontiers in Psychology appearing twice. 

Every study that reported its setting was conducted in Asia or Africa. Pakistan accounted for six 

studies, China and Indonesia for three each, Bangladesh, Ghana and Vietnam for two each, and Afghanistan, 

the Democratic Republic of the Congo, India and Oman for one each, while one study did not report its 

country. No study originated from Europe, North America or Oceania. Hospitality and tourism (hotels, 

restaurants and airports; eight studies) and manufacturing, extractive and consumer-goods firms (seven 

studies) dominate the sectoral profile, followed by banking (three), health and pharmaceuticals (two), higher 

education (two) and cross-sector small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) (one). 

Fifteen studies used single-wave cross-sectional surveys. Five separated measurements in time, 

through two-wave or multi-wave surveys [36, 14, 15], a multilevel time-lagged design [37] or a two-phase 

survey [18]. Two studies were qualitative [38, 39], and one was an expert-based fuzzy analytic hierarchy 

process–decision-making trial and evaluation laboratory (FAHP–DEMATEL) assessment [40]. No study 

used an experimental, quasi-experimental or panel design, and PLS-SEM was the analytic technique in 17 

studies. Only five studies drew the intervention and the outcome from different sources [16, 18, 37, 39, 17], 

and customers or passengers rated the outcome in five [16, 18, 37, 41, 17]. 

Social identity theory and the resource-based view were each used in seven studies, followed by 

ability–motivation–opportunity (AMO) theory and stakeholder theory (five each), signalling and social 
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exchange theory (three each) and legitimacy theory (two); three studies invoked no explicit theory. Theories 

addressing how external audiences perceive internal HRM were rare. Signalling theory appeared in three 

studies [18, 42, 43] and the theory of green purchase behaviour in one [16], whereas the remaining studies 

explained market-facing outcomes with employee-side theories. 

Table 3. Characteristics of the Included Studies (N = 23) 

Study and context Design and sample Outcome and classification 

Suharti and Sugiarto [39] 

Indonesia; Cement 

manufacturing 

Qualitative (5 informants; 

triangulation) 

Corporate image and reputation (b; 

internal informants) 

Set: Core; flag: No 

Afum et al. [44] 

Ghana; Agro-processing, 

oil and gas, mining 

Cross-sectional (164 firms) Corporate reputation (b; managers) 

Set: Core; flag: No 

Iftikhar et al. [36] 

Pakistan; Hotels 

Two-wave (489 frontline 

employees; 24 managers) 

Green service recovery performance 

(c; rater not stated) 

Set: Extended; flag: No 

Lee et al. [37] 

China; Hospitality 

Multilevel time-lagged 

(374 employee–customer 
dyads; 68 supervisors) 

Customer brand association (b; 

customers) 
Set: Core; flag: No 

Opoku Mensah et al. [42] 
Ghana; Oil and gas 

Cross-sectional (185 
managers) 

Green corporate reputation (b; 
managers) 

Set: Core; flag: No 

Rubel et al. [45] 

Bangladesh; Banking 

Cross-sectional (365 

frontline employees) 

In-role and extra-role green service 

behaviour (c; self) 

Set: Core; flag: Yes 

Saifudin et al. [46] 

Indonesia; Hospitals 

Cross-sectional (1,004 

workers) 

Health service quality (c; workers) 

Set: Extended; flag: Yes 

Merlin and Chen [14] 

DR Congo; Hospitality 

Multi-wave (331 

employees) 

Organisational reputation (b; 

employees) 

Set: Extended; flag: No 

Umrani et al. [15] 

Pakistan; Hotels 

Four-wave time-lagged 

(322 employees) 

Organisational reputation (b; 

employees) 

Set: Core; flag: No 

Xiao et al. [17] 

Not stated [a]; Fast-food 

restaurants 

Cross-sectional, multi-

source (210 employees and 

consumers) 

Consumer buying behaviour (a; 

consumers) 

Set: Extended; flag: Yes 

Han et al. [16] 

Vietnam; Hospitality (110 

outlets) 

Cross-sectional, multi-

source (≈2,200 employees 

and customers) 

Customer satisfaction (a; customers) 

Set: Extended; flag: No 

Sun et al. [47] 

China; Hotels 

Cross-sectional (459 

managers) 

Green trust; green satisfaction (a; 

managers) 

Set: Extended; flag: Yes 

Q. Wang et al. [43] 

Bangladesh; Higher 

education (prospective job 

applicants) 

Cross-sectional (402 

students) 

Organisational reputation (b; 

students) 

Set: Core; flag: Yes 

Jiang et al. [40] 

Pakistan; Pharmaceuticals 

Expert assessment, FAHP–

DEMATEL (10 experts) 

Customer satisfaction; market 

performance (a, b; experts) 
Set: Extended; flag: No 

K. Khan et al. [48] 
Afghanistan; Banking 

Cross-sectional (203 
employees) 

In-role and extra-role green service 
behaviour (c; self) 

Set: Core; flag: Yes 
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Study and context Design and sample Outcome and classification 

C. Wang et al. [41] 

China; Airports 

Cross-sectional (269 

passengers) 

Passenger satisfaction; loyalty (a; 

passengers) [b] 

Set: Extended; flag: Yes 

Faeni et al. [49] 

Indonesia; Food and 

beverage 

Cross-sectional (755 

managers and employees) 

Corporate reputation (b; managers 

and employees) 

Set: Core; flag: Yes 

A. J. Khan et al. [18] 

Pakistan; Fast-moving 

consumer goods 

Two-phase (≈425 

employees; customers [c]) 

Consumer trust (a; customers); 

green branding (b; rater not stated) 

Set: Extended; flag: Yes 

Le et al. [50] 
Vietnam; SMEs 

Cross-sectional (458 
managers and chief 

executive officers) 

Corporate reputation (b; managers) 
Set: Extended; flag: Yes 

Priya et al. [51] 

India; Automotive 

Cross-sectional (456 

respondents) 

Green brand image (b; respondents 

familiar with green business 

functions) 

Set: Extended; flag: Yes 

Durrah et al. [52] 

Oman; Banking 

Cross-sectional (400 

employees) 

Banking service quality (c; 

employees) 

Set: Core; flag: Yes 

Rahman et al. [38] 

Pakistan; Higher 

education 

Qualitative (15 academics) Green service recovery (c; 

academics) 

Set: Extended; flag: No 

Tahir et al. [53] 

Pakistan; Manufacturing 

Cross-sectional (332 

managers) 

Organisational green reputation (b; 

managers) 

Set: Core; flag: Yes 

Note. Outcome categories: a = customer outcomes; b = market, brand or reputation outcomes; c = 

customer-directed employee behaviour or service quality. Flag = flagged for sensitivity analysis under the 

pre-specified quality rule. [a] Author affiliations and ethics approval are Pakistani. [b] GHRM was tested as 

a moderator of the relationship between CSR and the outcome. [c] Customer sample size not reported. 

 
Fig. 2. Evidence map of the included studies. 
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3.3 Methodological quality 

All studies passed the MMAT screening questions. Among the 20 quantitative non-randomised 

studies, none used probability sampling, so representativeness was rated “No” in 12 studies and “Can’t tell” 

in eight, and only four adjusted for confounders [44, 36, 37, 42]. Adherence to the intended exposure could 

not be determined in any study, because GHRM was measured as perceived rather than implemented 

practice. Measurement appropriateness was met in 15 studies and unclear in five, where the outcome or the 

intervention was rated by an atypical source, the items were not reported or the customer data were 

insufficiently described. The two qualitative studies met all five qualitative criteria, and the expert-based 

study met four of the five descriptive criteria. Common method bias risk was high in ten of the 20 

quantitative studies, moderate in seven and low in three [16, 37, 17], and 13 studies met the sensitivity flag 

rule (Table 3). 

3.4 Conceptualisation and operationalisation of green rewards (RQ2) 

Green rewards appeared in five distinct forms (Table 4). Only one study measured green rewards as 

a standalone construct [49], and two embedded rewards in a motivation-enhancing dimension together with 

appraisal, recognition or incentives [52, 53]. In the remaining eight Core studies, rewards were a dimension 

or a single item within an aggregate GHRM scale, or a function described qualitatively, so their distinct 

contribution could not be separated. Consequently, only three of the 23 studies (13%) statistically isolated a 

reward-specific effect. No study distinguished monetary from non-monetary rewards: the available items 

combined “rewards and compensation” with recognition, and no study contrasted, for example, bonuses with 

public recognition. 

Table 4. Operationalisation of Green Rewards in the Core Set (n = 11) 

Form of reward measurement Studies Distinct effect 

Standalone construct (four items: 

recognition, rewards, incentives, 

environmental achievement in 
appraisal) 

(n = 1) 

Faeni et al. [49] Yes 

Motivation-enhancing dimension 

combining rewards with recognition, 

compensation, appraisal or 

incentives 

(n = 2) 

Durrah et al. [52]; Tahir et al. 

[53] 

Yes (dimension 

level) 

Dimension of a second-order GHRM 

construct (“green pay and reward 

system”) 

(n = 1) 

Q. Wang et al. [43] No (not reported 

separately) 

Single item within an aggregate 

GHRM scale 

(n = 6) 

Afum et al. [44]; K. Khan et al. 

[48]; Lee et al. [37]; Opoku 

Mensah et al. [42]; Rubel et al. 

[45]; Umrani et al. [15] 

No 

Reward function described 

qualitatively 

(n = 1) 

Suharti and Sugiarto [39] No 

Among the three studies that isolated rewards, the relative magnitude of the reward effect was 

inconsistent. In Durrah et al. [52], a green motivation strategy comprising rewards, recognition and 

compensation had the smallest effect on banking service quality of the three strategies examined (β = 0.135, 

compared with 0.493 for training and 0.280 for empowerment). In Tahir et al. [53], by contrast, green 

motivation-enhancing practices had the largest effect on organisational green reputation of three GHRM 

dimensions (β = 0.455, compared with 0.405 and 0.313). Faeni et al. [49] found green rewards to be 

significantly related to corporate reputation (t = 14.104, p < .001; β not reported) but not to employees’ job 

satisfaction. 
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3.5 Outcomes and consistency of effects (RQ3) 

Reputation and brand outcomes (category b) were examined in 13 studies, nine of which addressed 

corporate, organisational or green reputation, while one each addressed customer brand association, green 

branding, green brand image and market performance. Customer outcomes (category a) were examined in 

six studies, covering consumer buying behaviour, customer or passenger satisfaction, green trust, consumer 

trust and passenger loyalty. Customer-directed employee outcomes (category c), namely green service 

behaviour, green service recovery and service quality, were also examined in six studies, and two studies 

addressed more than one category [40, 18]. 

Every study reported a positive relationship between green HRM practices and its customer- or 

market-facing outcomes, and no null or negative intervention–outcome result was reported in any category 

(Table 5). Null findings occurred only on non-eligible paths within the same studies, namely between green 

rewards and job satisfaction [49] and between GHRM and financial performance [44]. Sign tests were 

significant for the three outcome categories but not for the smaller reward-specific and moderator groups. 

Excluding flagged studies left the direction unchanged in all groups but reduced the unflagged evidence to 

two studies each for categories a and c (sign test p = .50) and to none for the reward-specific group, so that 

only category b retained a significant sign test (7 of 7, p = .016). 

Table 5. Vote Counting, Descriptive Effect Magnitudes and Certainty of Evidence by Outcome Group 

Panel A. Direction and certainty of evidence 

Outcome group Direction and test Certainty 

(a) Customer outcomes n = 6; positive / null or 

negative: 6 / 0; p = .031 

Moderate 

(b) Market, brand and 

reputation 

n = 13; positive / null or 

negative: 13 / 0; p < .001 

Strong (internally rated); 

limited (customer-rated) 

(c) Customer-directed employee 

behaviour and service quality 

n = 6; positive / null or 

negative: 6 / 0; p = .031 

Moderate 

Distinct green reward, 

outcomes b or c 

n = 3; positive / null or 

negative: 3 / 0; p = .25 

Limited 

GHRM as moderator, outcomes 

a or b 

n = 2; positive / null or 

negative: 2 / 0; p = .50 

Limited 

Table 5. ContinuedPanel B. Sensitivity analysis and descriptive effect magnitudes 

Outcome group Unflagged n, positive, p Median direct β [range] (n) 

(a) Customer outcomes 2, 2, .50 0.276 [0.240–0.314] (3) 

(b) Market, brand and 

reputation 

7, 7, .016 0.550 [0.217–0.692] (9) 

(c) Customer-directed employee 

behaviour and service quality 

2, 2, .50 0.280 [0.158–0.363] (5) 

Distinct green reward, 

outcomes b or c 

0, —, — — 

GHRM as moderator, outcomes 

a or b 

1, 1, 1.00 — 

Note. The unit of analysis is the study, counted once per group. Qualitative and expert-based studies 

were counted by the direction of their reported findings. Medians summarise study-level medians of 

standardised direct coefficients; they are descriptive rather than pooled estimates because estimators differed 

(PLS-SEM, CB-SEM and hierarchical linear models). Iftikhar et al. [36] reported significance thresholds of 

“p ≤ .5” and “p ≤ .1” for direct paths; the authors’ significance claims were retained. 

Standardised direct coefficients were available for 17 studies (Fig. 3). Study-level medians were 

about twice as large for reputation and brand outcomes (median 0.550; unflagged median 0.565, n = 4) as for 

customer outcomes (0.276) and customer-directed employee outcomes (0.280; unflagged median 0.290, n = 
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1). This contrast coincides with a difference in raters. In 12 of the 13 category b studies, the outcome was not 

rated by customers but by managers or employees (seven studies), internal informants in the qualitative study 

(one), non-customer respondents such as students, experts or general respondents (three) or an unstated rater 

(one). Only Lee et al. [37] captured customers’ brand associations. By contrast, four of the six category a 

studies collected outcome data from customers or passengers, whereas Sun et al. [47] measured green trust 

and satisfaction through managers and Jiang et al. [40] relied on expert judgement. 

 
Fig. 3. Study-level standardised direct coefficients by outcome category. 

Applying the pre-specified rules, certainty was strong for category b, but only for internally perceived 

reputation, because customer-rated evidence came from a single study. Certainty was moderate for categories 

a and c, each limited by two unflagged studies, and limited for distinct reward effects and for GHRM as a 

moderator. 

3.6 Mechanisms and boundary conditions (RQ4) 

Seven mediating mechanisms operated at three levels (Table 6). At the employee level, 

environmental commitment transmitted the effects of GHRM to green service behaviour and service 

recovery [36, 48], green knowledge sharing transmitted them to green service behaviour [45], and 

employees’ eco-friendly behaviour and performance linked GHRM to consumer buying behaviour [17]. At 

the employee–customer interface, a green experience shared by employees and customers mediated the 

effect of green training on customer satisfaction [16]. At the organisational level, green branding mediated 

the relationship between GHRM and consumer trust [18], green corporate citizenship mediated the 

relationship between GHRM and green reputation [42], and environmental performance formed a chain from 

GHRM to organisational reputation, although the indirect effect was not estimated [15]. Reported indirect 

effects ranged from 0.06 to 0.365. Two studies extended the chain beyond the reviewed outcomes: customer 

green trust and green satisfaction carried small indirect effects of GHRM on corporate sustainable 

performance (0.043 and 0.029; [47]), whereas green customer satisfaction did not predict green brand equity 

(0.101, n.s.; [51]). 

Five moderators were tested along the pathway from practices through mechanisms to outcomes. 

Environmental regulation strengthened all three relationships between GHRM dimensions and green 

reputation (β = 0.156, 0.132 and 0.211; [53]), and transformational leadership strengthened the relationship 

between green HR practices and environmental commitment [36]. CSR strengthened the relationship 

between green branding and consumer trust [18], and employee diffidence moderated the relationships 

between GHRM and employee behaviour and performance [17]. Organisational culture, however, did not 

moderate the effects of green recruitment, training or rewards on corporate reputation [49]. Conversely, two 

studies positioned GHRM itself as the boundary condition, finding that it amplified the effect of service 

https://ijersc.org/


International Journal of Educational Research & Social Sciences                      ISSN: 2774-5406 

https://ijersc.org/  

873 

innovation on customer brand association (γ = 0.29, p < .01; [37]) and the effects of CSR on passenger 

satisfaction (β = 0.519) and loyalty (β = 0.386; [41]). 

Table 6. Mechanisms and Boundary Conditions Linking Green HRM to Customer- and Market-

Facing Outcomes 

Level and variable Relationship examined Result and study 

Employee: mediator 

Environmental 

commitment 

Green HR practices to green 

service recovery via 

commitment 

Indirect 0.07, 95% CI [0.06, 

0.15] 

Category: c 

Iftikhar et al. [36] 

Employee: mediator 

Green commitment 

GHRM to green service 

behaviour via commitment 

Indirect 0.273 / 0.365 

Category: c 

K. Khan et al. [48] 

Employee: mediator 

Green knowledge 

sharing 

GHRM to green service 

behaviour via knowledge 

sharing 

Indirect 0.147 / 0.139 

Category: c 

Rubel et al. [45] 

Employee: mediator 

Eco-friendly behaviour; 

employee performance 

GHRM to consumer buying 

behaviour via employee 

behaviour 

Indirect 0.15 / 0.06 

Category: a 

Xiao et al. [17] 

Interface: mediator 

Shared green experience 

Green training to customer 

satisfaction via shared 

experience 

Indirect 0.248 

Category: a 

Han et al. [16] 

Organisation: mediator 

Green branding 

GHRM to consumer trust via 

green branding 

Indirect 0.169 

Category: a 

A. J. Khan et al. [18] 

Organisation: mediator 

Green corporate 
citizenship 

GHRM to green reputation 

via citizenship 

Indirect 0.262 

Category: b 
Opoku Mensah et al. [42] 

Organisation: mediator 
Environmental 

performance 

GHRM to environmental 
performance (0.582); 

performance to reputation 

(0.238) 

Indirect effect not estimated 
Category: b 

Umrani et al. [15] 

Institutional: moderator 

Environmental 

regulation 

GHRM dimensions and 

green reputation 

Interactions 0.156, 0.132, 0.211 

Category: b 

Tahir et al. [53] 

Leadership: moderator 

Transformational 

leadership 

Green HR practices and 

environmental commitment 

Strengthening (simple slopes 

0.79 high vs 0.16 low) 

Category: c 

Iftikhar et al. [36] 

Organisation: moderator 

CSR 

Green branding and 

consumer trust 

Strengthening 

Category: a 

A. J. Khan et al. [18] 

Employee: moderator 

Employee diffidence 

GHRM and employee 

behaviour and performance 

Moderation reported 

Category: a 

Xiao et al. [17] 

Organisation: moderator 

Organisational culture 

Green recruitment, training 

and rewards and reputation 

Not significant 

Category: b 

Faeni et al. [49] 

GHRM as moderator 

GHRM 

Service innovation and 

customer brand association 

γ = 0.29 

Category: b 

Lee et al. [37] 
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Level and variable Relationship examined Result and study 

GHRM as moderator 

GHRM 

CSR and passenger 

satisfaction / loyalty 

0.519 / 0.386 

Category: a 

C. Wang et al. [41] 

Fig. 4 integrates these findings into a conceptual framework. 

Employee-level mechanisms lead mainly to customer-directed employee outcomes, interface and 

organisation-level mechanisms lead to customer and reputation outcomes, and most reputation evidence rests 

on direct relationships between practices and outcomes. Notably, no study tested within a single model the 

full chain from green HRM through customer-directed employee behaviour to customer responses: studies 

that measured green service behaviour or service quality did not measure customer responses, and studies of 

customer responses did not measure employee service behaviour. 

 
Fig. 4. Integrative conceptual framework. 

3.7 What this review adds 

Prior reviews of green human resource management (GHRM) have treated customers and markets as 

peripheral outcomes. Some subsumed them under organisational or responsible performance [22, 23], others 

listed reputation as one sustainability outcome among many [24], and reviews of service industries mapped 

the nomological network of GHRM but stopped at the organisational boundary [9, 10]. By isolating 

customer- and market-facing outcomes and structuring the evidence with CIMO logic, this review reaches a 

more cautious conclusion. The literature consistently reports positive associations, but few studies observed 

customers directly, only three isolated a reward effect and none tested the employee-to-customer chain that 

most of its theorising presupposes (Fig. 4). 

3.8 Reputation evidence and the source of ratings 

Reputation outcomes produced the strongest certainty grade and the largest coefficients, but they are 

also the findings most vulnerable to method artefacts. Reputation is, by definition, a collective judgement 

held by external stakeholders, but 12 of the 13 studies relied on insiders, non-customers or an unstated rater. 

When the same insiders rate both GHRM and reputation, shared affect, consistency motives and social 

desirability can inflate covariation, precisely the conditions that Podsakoff et al. [25] describe as widespread 

and difficult to remedy after data collection. Temporal separation, psychological separation and distinct 

sources attenuate such inflation [54], but only one reputation study combined distinct sources with a time lag 

[37], and because that study modelled GHRM as a moderator, no study has yet estimated a direct effect of 

GHRM on reputation as customers perceive it. 

The roughly twofold gap between reputation and customer effect sizes (Fig. 3) should therefore not 

be read as evidence that GHRM shapes reputation more than it shapes customers. A simpler reading is that 
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internally rated outcomes covary more strongly with internally rated practices. Signalling theory makes the 

same point from the receiver’s side, since a practice can build reputation only if it is observable to, and 

interpretable by, external audiences [12]. Most HRM practices are invisible to customers, and the reviewed 

studies seldom specified how they would become visible. The uniformly positive vote count raises a further 

concern, since null results appeared only on paths that authors did not frame as focal, a pattern consistent 

with the selective reporting documented in management research more broadly [55]. The reputation evidence 

is therefore robust for internally perceived reputation but unproven for market reputation. 

3.9 The missing link between employees and customers 

The most consequential gap is structural. The service–profit chain predicts that HR investments 

reach customers through employee attitudes and service behaviour, and meta-analytic evidence supports the 

chain’s core links [11]. The reviewed literature splits the chain in two. Studies of green service behaviour 

stop at the employee [36, 48, 45], and studies of customer outcomes either skip the employee or measure 

customers’ responses to firm-level signals such as green branding [18]. 

The only interface mechanism identified, a green experience shared by employees and customers 

[16], suggests that visibility is the missing bridge. Hospitality research outside the GHRM tradition supports 

this reading. Front-of-house green practices shape guests’ pro-environmental behaviour differently from 

back-of-house practices, depending on hotel category [5], and guests reward perceived green practices with 

citizenship intentions through pride and moral elevation [4]. GHRM research has not yet asked which HRM 

practices produce employee behaviour that customers can actually see. 

Visibility can also backfire: when internal green practices are communicated but weakly 

implemented, decoupling raises the risk of perceived greenwashing and its performance penalties [1], even 

though greenwashed claims can still inflate perceived green credentials among environmentally concerned 

consumers [3]. Because the reviewed studies measured perceived practice and not implemented practice, 

none could distinguish substantive from symbolic adoption, a distinction that the greenwashing literature 

places at the centre of stakeholder trust [2]. 

3.10 Green rewards and the limits of the evidence 

The question in the title of this review received the thinnest answer. Only three studies isolated a 

reward effect, and their results disagreed on its relative importance [52, 49, 53]. The disagreement has a 

measurement explanation, because “green motivation” constructs bundled pay, recognition and appraisal, so 

that a strong or weak coefficient cannot be attributed to rewards as such. Employee-level evidence points in 

the same direction. A meta-analysis found green reward and compensation to be relatively more important 

for extra-role than for in-role green behaviour [7], and the effect of green rewards on individual 

environmental performance has been described as mixed and contingent on perceived organisational support 

[19]. 

Theory and experiments on incentives further suggest that the design of rewards, and not their mere 

presence, determines whether they help. Green compensation can align or misalign motivation depending on 

its framing, size, publicity and group basis [20], and monetary rewards for pro-environmental behaviour can 

crowd out internalised motivation in some national contexts but not in others [21]. The finding by Faeni et al. 

[49] that green rewards related to reputation but not to job satisfaction is at least compatible with a 

transactional response instead of an internalised one, although a single cross-sectional study cannot 

discriminate between these explanations. The field has borrowed the language of strategic reward without its 

core distinctions between monetary and non-monetary, individual and collective, and contingent and 

recognition-based rewards. Until these distinctions are measured, “green reward” remains a label attached to 

a scale item, not a tested driver of market outcomes. 

3.11 Boundary conditions and context 

The boundary conditions identified are few but theoretically informative. Environmental regulation 

strengthened the relationship between GHRM and reputation [53], suggesting that institutional pressure lends 

credibility to internal practices, and transformational leadership amplified the formation of employee 

commitment [36], but organisational culture did not moderate [49]. The two studies that positioned GHRM 

as a moderator invert the dominant logic, showing that GHRM amplified the market returns of CSR and 
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service innovation [37, 41]. This complementarity view may explain why direct effects of GHRM on 

customers are modest: GHRM may matter less as a stand-alone driver than as an enabler that makes 

customer-facing sustainability initiatives believable. 

Contextual concentration limits generalisation. All studies reporting a setting were conducted in 

Asian or African emerging economies. Customer scepticism, regulatory regimes for green claims and the 

salience of service encounters differ systematically across institutional contexts, as cross-national evidence 

on reward crowding-out illustrates [21]. Employee-level associations of GHRM have been observed with 

time-lagged data among UK hotel employees [8], but no comparable evidence exists for customer- or 

market-facing outcomes, so generalisation beyond the sampled contexts is unwarranted. 

3.12 Design propositions and implications 

Following design-science synthesis [27], Table 7 translates the evidence into propositions whose 

wording is calibrated to the certainty of the underlying evidence. 

Table 7. Evidence-Based Design Propositions 

No. Statement Evidence 

P1 In service and manufacturing firms in emerging 

economies, GHRM bundles are associated with stronger 

internally perceived corporate and green reputation, 

partly through green corporate citizenship and 
environmental performance. 

13 studies 

Strong (internal raters 

only) 

P2 GHRM bundles enhance frontline green service 
behaviour and service quality through employees’ 

environmental commitment and green knowledge 

sharing. 

6 studies 
Moderate 

P3 GHRM is associated with customer trust, satisfaction, 

loyalty and purchasing when green practices become 

visible to customers through employee behaviour, 

shared green experiences or green branding. 

6 studies 

Moderate 

P4 Explicit green rewards (recognition and incentives) 

relate positively to reputation and service quality, but 

their unique contribution relative to other GHRM 

practices is undetermined. 

3 studies 

Limited 

P5 External institutional pressure and transformational 

leadership strengthen the transmission of GHRM into 

mechanisms and outcomes. 

2 studies 

Limited 

P6 GHRM acts as a complementary resource that amplifies 

customer responses to CSR and service innovation. 

2 studies 

Limited 

For theory, customer-side perspectives, in particular signalling and attribution, need to enter GHRM 

research explicitly and not by analogy. HR attribution research shows that the way employees interpret why 

practices exist conditions their effects [13]. An analogous process on the customer side, in which customers 

infer why employees behave in environmentally responsible ways, remains unmodelled. For managers, the 

evidence supports investing in GHRM to build frontline green service capability, but it does not support 

expecting customer or market returns from practices that customers cannot observe or that are communicated 

more strongly than they are implemented. Recognition-based, publicly visible and group-based green 

rewards should accordingly be treated as options to be piloted and evaluated, not as proven means of 

improving customer outcomes [20]. 

3.13 Limitations and future research agenda 

Several limitations of the review process should be acknowledged. The search covered Scopus and 

the Web of Science Core Collection only, without citation chasing or grey literature, and the protocol was 

not registered. Six eligible reports could not be retrieved, and at least two of them, a study linking sustainable 

HR practices, including green rewards, to corporate reputation via job satisfaction [56] and a study reporting 

effects of GHRM on customer-directed citizenship behaviour [57], would have informed the central 
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questions; the conclusions for RQ2 may therefore understate the reward evidence. Full-text screening 

agreement was only fair (κ = 0.385), indicating that eligibility decisions required careful arbitration. 

Restricting the review to English-language journals may have excluded relevant studies from the very 

regions that dominate the corpus, and heterogeneous estimators precluded meta-analysis, so effect 

magnitudes are descriptive. The evidence base carries its own constraints, including the absence of 

probability sampling, the predominance of single-source cross-sectional designs, the measurement of 

perceived instead of verified practices and the absence of experimental evidence. 

Table 8 organises the future research agenda with the TCCM framework [29]. Methodologically, the 

priority is designs that break the shared-source problem, such as employee–customer dyads with time-

separated or multilevel data, objective or third-party reputation indicators, and experimental vignette studies 

that manipulate reward design and practice visibility [58]. 

Table 8. Future Research Agenda Organised by the TCCM Framework 

Dimension Evidence-based gap Research directions 

Theory Employee-side theories (social 

identity, AMO) dominate; 

customer-side theory is largely 

limited to signalling (three studies) 

Integrate signalling and attribution 

theories on the customer side; test a 

green service–profit chain; use 

motivation theory to separate 

monetary from non-monetary rewards 

(crowding-out) 

Context All reported settings are Asian or 

African emerging economies; 

online retail and digital service 

channels are not represented 

Cross-national designs contrasting 

green-claims regulation; digital and 

omnichannel service encounters; 

SMEs versus large firms 

Characteristics Rewards isolated in three studies; 

reputation rated internally; 
employee-to-customer chain 

untested; no null results 

Measure green rewards as a 

multidimensional construct; capture 
reputation and responses from 

customers; test serial employee-to-

customer models; report null findings 

Methodology No probability samples; 15 single-

wave cross-sectional surveys; high 

common method bias risk in 10 

studies; no experiments 

Dyadic and multi-source designs; 

time-lagged and longitudinal data; 

field and vignette experiments on 

reward design; pre-registration 

 

IV. CONCLUSIONS 

This review asked whether green human resource management reaches customers and markets, and 

what role green rewards play in that transmission. Across 23 empirical studies, every reported customer- and 

market-facing effect was positive, but the evidence is narrower than that consistency suggests. Reputation 

was almost always rated by insiders, customers were seldom observed and only three studies isolated a 

reward effect. 

The conclusion is therefore conditional. GHRM is reliably associated with internally perceived 

reputation and moderately associated with frontline green service behaviour and customer responses, but its 

market value depends on whether green practices become visible and credible to customers. Green rewards, 

the presumed motivational engine of GHRM, remain largely untested as a distinct practice. 

Further cross-sectional replication is unlikely to add much, and progress now depends on designs 

that follow the full chain from rewards to employees to customers, combining employee–customer dyads, 

customer-rated and objective outcomes, and experiments that vary reward design and practice visibility. 

Such evidence would allow organisations to align how they reward people inside with what they promise 

customers outside. 
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