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Change and environmental patterns are having an immense effect upon the world. Businesses, communities, and even individuals are struggling to perform their role within environmental protection. This paper investigates the role of leadership styles on organizational citizenship behavior for the environment (OCBE) directly and through the mediation of self-efficacy and psychological ownership. The survey technique was used to collect the data from Chinese banking, insurance, medicine, and teaching service sector employees for the current study. The reliability and validity of the scale items were tested. This study used AMOS-SEM for data analysis and testing the developed hypotheses. The empirical results confirmed that responsible, inclusive, authentic, and supportive leadership styles positively impact employees' OCBE. The results further confirm that self-efficacy and psychological ownership act as mediators between leadership and OCBE. The current study widens our understanding of leadership styles and their impact on OCBE, along with limitations associated with the study and future guidelines for investigators.
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HIGHLIGHTS

• The relationship between leadership styles and organizational citizenship behavior for the environment (OCBE) is quantitatively investigated.

• A significant relationship has been found through a direct relationship between leadership styles and OCBE.

• The mediation mechanism has been developed to analyze the mediating role of self-efficacy and psychological ownership.

• Self-efficacy partially mediates the relationship between leadership styles and OCBE.

• Psychological ownership partially mediates the relationship between leadership styles and OCBE.



INTRODUCTION

As the world's environmental prospects worsen, and business management is shifting its attention to maintaining viable ecological development (Bansal and Song, 2017), several renowned researchers have put efforts into researching sustainable business management. They made efforts to check and balance the environmental shifting patterns at the strategic level but failed to pay attention at the worker level (Galpin and Whittington, 2012). This has attracted more attention and efforts at the worker level. Since workers execute business strategies, their outlook toward the environment plays a key role in supporting sustainable management at the business level (Felin et al., 2015). Under this reference, organizational citizenship behavior for the environment (OCBE) refers to the workers' environmental practices that are not demanded, awarded, or formally recognized by the organizations. These practices also complement the environmental defensive attitude of social inhabitants and the green development strategic business analysis. At work, workers engage in OCBE, strictly building their environmental defensive attitudes and concepts, thus fulfilling the organization's green strategic analysis and philosophy (Ramus and Steger, 2000). Thus, workers' OCBE has an important influence on company environmental presentation and practices (Paillé et al., 2013; Paillé and Mejía-Morelos, 2014; Lamm et al., 2015; Temminck et al., 2015). Moreover, based on past experiences, it can be concluded that workers engaging in OCBE are of great significance. The present-day management researchers are, remarkably, evolving their interests in establishing the workers' organizational sustenance and growth (Paillé and Mejía-Morelos, 2014), environmental self-caring (Zhang et al., 2016), business environmental security procedures (Paillé et al., 2013), business environmental problems (Temminck et al., 2015), and business environmental behaviors (Lamm et al., 2015). In the case of prevailing attitudes, the study authenticates moral leadership (Zhang et al., 2016) and the presidency as being sustenance for environmental security (Priyankara et al., 2018) that can increase workers' OCBE. Even though some researchers have examined the effect of leaders on OCBE, others discovered the impact of responsible leadership on OCBE. A surfeit of literature is available on leadership and OCBE, but little is known about the role of different leadership styles, which has not gained much attention. The current study is an attempt to fulfill this research gap. Likewise, responsible leadership pays attention to society, the environment, and supports beneficial change (Pless et al., 2011). Synchronized development among people, nature, and society is the central differential between careful leadership and other customary leadership ideas such as transformational, supportive, authentic, and service leadership.

Nevertheless, several studies have identified the impact of numerous leadership styles (e.g., transformational, supportive, authentic, and service) on OCBE as being responsible, inclusive, authentic but, more specifically, focused on society, for sustainable environmental development and positive change (Pless et al., 2011). Many enterprise researchers investigated environmental behavior at the strategic and management level of sustainable organizational development but overlooked it at the employees' level (Galpin and Whittington, 2012). A profound look at past studies highlighted the role of leadership in green behavior (Kura, 2016; Zhang et al., 2016). OCBEs are intensely focused on individual discretionary behavior. A formal reward system is not directly recognized within the organization but is, more specifically, collectively, and immediately helping the natural environment and ultimately contributing to organizational sustainable development (Robertson and Barling, 2017).

Given the above discussion, two objectives can be evolved and are entailed by the current study. First, it examines how responsible, inclusive, authentic, and supportive leadership styles contribute to employees' OCBE. Second, it looks at the mediating role of self-efficacy and psychological ownership between the relationship of the leadership styles (responsible, inclusive, authentic, and supportive) and OCBE to support the green behavior of employees.


Literature Review and Theorization of Hypotheses
 
Leadership Styles and OCBE

The concept of OCBEs was introduced in 2009 by Daily et al. (2009), who described it as individual and discretionary social behaviors that are not explicitly recognized by the formal reward system and contribute to more effective environmental management organizations. The concept of OCBE is based on the idea of organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) but is distinct from it (Lamm et al., 2013). They said that OCBE is a combination of three attributes: First, it happens in the office and workers initiate it. Second, these activities are governed by motivation, and third, these actions lead to environmental protection and benefit the organization's environmental success and sustainability (Lamm et al., 2013). The voluntary behavior of OCBE includes reduced consumption of energy and resources, less carbon footprinting, less usage of paper to save trees, helping colleagues, and proposing work suggestions in environment-friendly ways (Boiral and Paillé, 2012).

They further added that OCBE behavior works in three contexts, i.e., eco-initiatives, eco-helping, and eco-civic engagements. Eco-initiatives are self-initiated and initial steps that the individual takes to upkeep the environmental activities. Eco-helping describes a work setting in which colleagues help each other in such activities that are pro-environmental. Moreover, eco-civic engagements are green activities in the workplace. These include steps and actions that contribute to the environment. On the one hand, OCBE, with the interaction of formal environmental management systems, fills the environmental gaps that are not addressed by regulatory systems, while, on the other hand, it reduces the organizational environmental costs by enhancing its reputation in the arena of environmental protection (Paillé et al., 2014; Alt and Spitzeck, 2016; Zhang et al., 2016).

Leadership is one of the essential phenomena in management studies. It is considered a fundamental concept which implies influence over followers and subordinates and helps in organizational and management development theory. In a conceptualized domain, leadership falls within the behavioral realms. According to Goleman (2004), a great emphasis has been placed on leadership concepts and practices dominant in organizational settings. Leaders are committed to, and interested in, achieving organizational goals effectively and efficiently. Leaders or managers tend to continue learning leadership skills and characteristics to manage upcoming challenges. Unforeseen situations that could occur unexpectedly, and may arise in different circumstances, can only be overcome through leaders learning various skills. Leaders always assist their organizations in various challenging situations successfully; therefore, those organizations that do not have well-developed leaders may face challenges, even failure. Management researchers widely accept these considerations, that the term “leaders” does not exclusively mean a “born leader,” but they arrive at a conclusion that leadership skills and qualities could be learned and developed. Several researchers made efforts to develop different instruments to measure the multiple styles of leadership, behavioral traits, and set of skills associated with leadership styles (Rooney and Gottlieb, 2007; Walumbwa et al., 2008; Carmeli et al., 2010; Voegtlin, 2011).

Past studies have revealed several factors that influence OCBEs; more precisely, past studies have shown that leadership can significantly affect the employees' green behavior. Past literature also indicated the positive associations between leadership styles and green behavior (Robertson and Barling, 2013; Kura, 2016). These leadership styles are numerous, but it can be found that specific leadership styles can influence specific behaviors and intentions (Conchie et al., 2012). The roles and implications of leadership are vital for an organization and are examined and proved in several prior studies (Nembhard and Edmondson, 2006; Walumbwa et al., 2008). Hence, different leadership styles and their traits can affect other characteristics and aspects. The current study specifically examines the role of leadership styles and traits, particularly affecting the OCBEs, where employees have had a role in the success of an organization, specifically in its environmental performance (Boiral and Paillé, 2012; Chan and Hsu, 2016). This study investigated four leadership styles: responsible, inclusive, authentic, and supportive leadership. It strives to promote a new perspective for OCBE.

The research model is depicted in Figure 1.
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FIGURE 1. Research framework.




Responsible Leaderships and OCBE

Responsible leadership is a set of behavioral traits that pay attention, not only to the interests of the business, but also to those of the stakeholders (Han et al., 2019a). Responsible leaders combine leadership traits with social responsibility by keeping in view the interests of various stakeholders of the organization. A responsible leader strives to integrate and protect the economic, social, and ecological interests and benefits of all the stakeholders, including employees (Han et al., 2019a; Zhao and Zhou, 2019). Responsible leadership places equal responsibility on all aspects of the organization, and takes justified decisions through rational analysis of the interests of all the stakeholders for sustainable development, trust-building, and green action choices. Responsible leaders can promote credible characteristics through their reputable actions and performance.

Employees in organizations with paper-saving behavior, lower energy consumption, enhanced environmental protection, giving assistance to others in practicing green behavior, and recommending enhanced environmental protection are typical examples of OCBE (Afsar et al., 2020). Social learning theory argues that individuals could learn through their behavior by observing others. Social learning theory also emphasizes that employees learn through focusing on a role model and adopt behaviors depending on what actions are rewarded (Bandura, 1986). Responsible leaders vie to integrate and save all the stakeholders' interests and benefits, particularly their ecological interests. This view is according to the scope of, and helps employees to engage in, the OCBE. Based on the above literature, the following hypothesis can be formulated:

H1: Responsible leadership has a significant relationship with OCBE.



Inclusive Leadership and OCBE

The concept of inclusive leadership is defined as “the degree to which an employee perceives that he or she is an esteemed member of the workgroup through experiencing treatment that satisfies his or her needs for belongingness and uniqueness” (Shore et al., 2011). Inclusive leadership includes the people and employees in the affairs of the organization. Inclusive leadership refers to doing things with people instead of doing things to people. In this way, inclusive leadership creates a sense of belonging and uniqueness. Employees consider themselves included when they feel a higher sense of being an integral part of the organization, develop their association with the organization, make efforts to accomplish the tasks for mutual benefits, and strive for long-term results. Employees reported that their work with others is unique, that they feel valued because of their exceptional talent, and perceived themselves to belong to a distinguished team (Sugiyama et al., 2016). Compared with other leadership styles, inclusive leadership has a unique level of acceptance within organizational perspectives based on its uniqueness, inclusiveness, and sense of belonging. Optimal distinctiveness theory, an extension of social identity theory, discusses that individuals always need to be both different from, and similar to, others simultaneously.

The conceptualization of inclusion is viewed as the individual's need for a sense of belonging and uniqueness. Creating the state of gain, inclusive leadership simultaneously refers to both being different from, and similar to, the others (Randel et al., 2018). In this way, it facilitates a sense of belonging within the organization and its policies. Inclusive leaders focus on including all employees in the discussion and decision-making process and also value their voice. The shared decision-making process and inclusion in organizational discussion encourages environmentally oriented employees to promote and implement new ideas and establish new practices to save the environment. Employees need the support of organizations that they found in the shape of inclusive leadership, to execute innovative and environmentally friendly behavior (Javed et al., 2017). Similarly, based on the literary discussion and theoretical premises, we can assume that:

H2: Inclusive leadership has a significant relationship with OCBE.



Authentic Leadership and OCBE

Authentic leadership is a branch of positive organizational behavior that claims that an authentic leader is aware of his strengths and weaknesses, encourages followers, and does not enforce his point of view on followers. His actions are according to personal values, feelings, and beliefs. Authentic leadership refers to the “behavior that draws upon and promotes both positive psychological capacities and a positive ethical climate. It fosters greater self-awareness, an internalized moral perspective, balanced processing of information, and relational transparency on the part of leaders working with followers, fostering positive self-development” (Walumbwa et al., 2008). Authentic leadership is a combination of four components, i.e., internalized morals, relational transparency, self-awareness, and balanced processing (Iqbal et al., 2018). Among other attributes, Avolio and Gardner (2005) consider a constructive moral perspective, leader self-regulation and awareness, follower self-regulation and understanding, and follower development very valuable in the organizational context.

The leadership role is vital in the development of employees' behavior and attitudes in the workplace. For the most part, authentic leadership plays a vital role in enhancing the voluntary behavior of employees in the workplace, i.e., OCB (Iqbal et al., 2018). The study of Liu et al. (2018) empirically proved that authentic leadership is significantly and positively related to the proactive behavior of subordinates. It also stimulates and upholds a positive and supportive climate, bringing transparency into a leader–employee relationship (Walumbwa et al., 2008). This helps employees develop self-awareness and positive behaviors, which are explicitly beneficial within organizational and societal contexts, citizenship, and environmental-protective behaviors. An authentic leader's behavior assists an open work environment and facilitates transparency that affects the employee's attitude and development toward satisfaction. Hence, in this study, we postulate that there is a positive relationship between authentic leadership styles and OCBE.

H3: Authentic leadership has a significant positive relationship with OCBE.



Supportive Leadership and OCBE

The concept of supportive leadership was introduced and broadened by House, in 1981, with three key components: emotional, informational, and instrumental support. Supportive leadership was narrowed down and defined as “supportive leadership occur when leader expresses concern for, take care of followers' desires and inclinations during making decisions” (Rafferty and Griffin, 2006). Supportive leaders produce an environment of trust, respect, cooperation, and emotional support. Supportive leaders help their followers to resolve the difficult situations they encounter by being open, honest, and fair in interactions (Elsaied, 2019). Emotional, informational, and instrumental support are three components of supportive leadership. Emotional support is when leaders listen to followers' personal and family concerns (McGurk et al., 2014), show sympathy (Rafferty and Griffin, 2006), and try to understand their followers' concerns. Examples of informational support might be demonstrated when army officers share the purpose of upcoming operations with soldiers (McGurk et al., 2014), involving employees in the decision-making process, and sharing the organization's policies. Instrumental support may include, but is not limited to, when a leader allows time and resources to help subordinates complete the tasks that help them achieve a promotion (McGurk et al., 2014).

Schema theory covers the ways people think about the situations they are facing and take steps to mitigate the problems. Their actions are backed by their cognitive-perceptive schemas that represent and exemplify the diversity of awareness and knowledge structures. Furthermore, they organize frameworks for understanding situations or social events and give form and meaning to a domain (Cooper and Shallice, 2006). According to the schema, all the knowledge and experiences are organized into units of information. Schema refers to accepting, understanding, and returning to the behavior of management. With the intellectual maps from these interactive schemas, workforces develop their association with managers (Langenberg and Wesseling, 2016). Previous researchers recognized the status and value of schema theory as a persistent and valuable context for elucidating and organizing knowledge, explaining leadership, and framing analysis of cognitive and intellectual problems in organizations. Employees use these knowledge schemas for scrambling and interpreting information about the supportive behavior of the supervisor. Supportive leadership leads employees to a commitment to organizations and their green policies. Supportive leaders help employees with their environmentally related voluntary behaviors emotionally, knowledge-wise, and instrumentally. The psychological empowerment and emotional support result in the employee's strong commitment to the organization and its green behaviors (Naqvi et al., 2011). Based on the schema theory and academic support, supportive leadership style directly and significantly affects the OCBE. Thus, the following hypothesis can be presumed:

H4: Supportive leadership has a significant relationship with OCBE.




Mediating Effect of Self-Efficacy

Bandura (1995) defined self-efficacy as “beliefs in one's capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required in managing prospective situations. Efficacy beliefs influence how people think, feel, motivate themselves, and act.” Efficacy belief is the foundation of peoples' motivation; it is a belief in their capabilities as to how they can influence events that will ultimately affect their lives. Saks and Ashforth (2000) argued that general self-efficacy is more likely to impact the workers' behavior in different circumstances by altering personal expectations. Cognitive, motivational, emotional, and selection are the ways through which self-efficacy regulates human behavior (Bandura, 2010). Self-efficacy as a behavior driver has gained the central position in behavioral research (Strzelecka et al., 2018). A leader always guides his followers to act and engage in particular behaviors (Walumbwa et al., 2008; Iqbal et al., 2018; Elsaied, 2019); they can even lead their followers beyond expectations (López-Domínguez et al., 2013). The self-efficacy of followers is connected to their leaders' behavior (Ren and Chadee, 2017). A leader always motivates followers to engage in positive behavior, increases their creativity and productivity, and increases his or her trust in themselves. In this way, leaders enhance followers' beliefs and, ultimately, their self-efficacy (Pillai and Williams, 2004).

Value-belief-norm theory debates that norms of helping pro-social behavior originate from personal values, yet believes that these values are in danger. One can reduce these dangers through action, thus restoring values (Strzelecka et al., 2018). Self-efficacy proponents believe that they are based on situational factors that depend on the surrounding environment. Schutte and Bhullar (2017) argue that negative changeability of environment and related behaviors ignite the motivation, self-efficacy, and self-responsibility, encouraging the person to engage in the activities that can undo these negative happenings. This mainly applies in the case of environmental degradation. The findings of the study of Lauren et al. (2016) advocate that past pro-environmental behavior establishes a sense of being extra skilled and capable of understanding the more difficult environmentally related tasks and challenges in the future. It raises the perception of self-efficacy, and the employee utilizes this for pro-environmental behaviors, for example, OCBE (Jugert et al., 2016).

This same passion for leadership means that the leader provides the foundation for followers to go beyond expectations (Vega-Vázquez et al., 2012) motivating and facilitating for extra-role performance, i.e., pro-environmental and OCBE (López-Domínguez et al., 2013). Followers who have a higher level of self-efficacy are most likely to think they can say they are more involved and committed. They can face difficulties more effectively and can accomplish complex behavior, i.e., OCBE. Lord and Brown (2001) noted that employees' behavior could be formed or influenced by their relationship with their leaders as to the ways these leaders choose to base their contextual effect. According to Podsakoff et al. (1996), self-efficacy is connected to the workers' competencies and motivation. It is more likely to impact the relationships that improve capability and encouragement. Eventually, it plays a moderating role among leadership styles and workers' involvement related to environmental behaviors. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H5: Self-efficacy mediates the relationship between responsible leadership and OCBE.

H6: Self-efficacy mediates the relationship between inclusive leadership and OCBE.

H7: Self-efficacy mediates the relationship between authentic leadership and OCBE.



Psychological Ownership

Psychological ownership is a state of mind in which a person develops feelings of ownership for their target. According to Pierce et al. (2001), the central idea of psychological ownership is mentally tied to an object. Psychological ownership is a part of psychological behavior that falls within the domain of positive organizational behavior. Psychological ownership enhances the positivity and endeavor of achievement and success (Avey et al., 2009). It works as a motivator and encourages employees to perform at higher levels (Pierce et al., 2001). Previous studies infer that psychological ownership and employee behavior are positively associated (Mayhew et al., 2007). They further added that the role of psychological ownership strongly influences the in-role and extra-role behaviors of employees. Previous studies indicated that leadership affects employees' psychological behavior (Avey et al., 2009; Bernhard and O'Driscoll, 2011; Kim and Beehr, 2017). Leaders are agents who try to connect employees and organizations and modify the behavior of employees toward organizational success.

On the other hand, cultural perspective by high powers at a distance, and employees' behavior change constrained by their leaders' behavior, is a strong predictor of employees' behavior and psychological ownership in the organization (Hofstede, 1984). The origin of psychological ownership is defined by identifying, and satisfying, basic needs such as home self-efficacy and self-identification (Avey et al., 2009). Responsible, inclusive, authentic, and supportive leadership styles have a significant advantage in meeting these basic needs; this leadership style enhances employees' trust and security. These leaders are also caring about home life and make efforts to satisfy or fulfill employees' needs. Psychological ownership also encourages employees toward organizational effectiveness and creates a strong sense of responsibility for the organization. Therefore, if employees have a sense of psychological ownership of an organization, they may engage in more proactive and positive behaviors. For instance, this could include OCBE. Thus, in this research study, we developed psychological ownership as a mediator between leadership styles and OCBE.

H8: Psychological ownership mediates the relationship between supportive leadership and OCBE.

H9: Psychological ownership mediates the relationship between responsible leadership and OCBE.

H10: Psychological ownership mediates the relationship between inclusive leadership and OCBE.

H11: Psychological ownership mediates the relationship between authentic leadership and OCBE.




METHODOLOGY


Sample and Procedure

The current research is designed to explain the relationship between leadership styles and OCBE. To examine the direct and mediation associations between responsible, inclusive, authentic, and supportive leadership styles, researchers developed 11 research hypotheses. The current study used a self-administered questionnaire and was distributed among 370 employees of the banking, insurance, pharmaceutical, and teaching service sectors of China. From the distributed questionnaires, we received 320 responses, 300 of which were useful (response rate of 82%), and 20 incomplete responses of which were excluded from the analysis. Data were collected following the free consent of the participants and a brief of the study's objectives. The questionnaire comprised 26 items measuring the different leadership styles, OCBE, self-efficacy, and psychological ownership. Participants of the study were asked to fill out the questionnaire and respond to questions about leadership styles and OCBE, psychological ownership, and self-efficacy. Furthermore, about 76% of respondents were males, and 23% were females; 11.7% of respondents were between 25 and 30 years of age; 70.7% of respondents were between 25 and 30 years of age; 7% were between 30 and 35 years of age, and 10% were above 35 years of age. Moreover, mean values indicated the average responses against each item (ranging from 2.54 to 2.90, SD ranging from 0.95 to 1.145) (see Table 1).


Table 1. Descriptive statistics, means, standard deviations, and variance.
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The questionnaire items were adopted from the previous studies. Responsible leadership was measured by using the scale developed by Voegtlin (2011). Sample item includes “My supervisor involves the affected stakeholders in the decision-making process.” Inclusive leadership was measured by using the scale of Carmeli et al. (2010), composed of three items. Sample item includes “My supervisor is attentive to new opportunities to improve work processes.” Authentic leadership style was measured by using the scale of Walumbwa et al. (2008), consisting of three items. Sample item includes “My supervisor can list his/her three greatest weaknesses.” Moreover, supportive leadership style was measured by using the scale of Rafferty and Griffin (2004) consisting of three items, Sample item includes “My supervisor considers my personal feelings when implementing actions that will affect me.”

OCBE was measured by using the scale developed by Boiral and Paillé (2012). This scale consists of five items, Sample item includes “I actively participate in environmental events organized by my company.” Psychological ownership was measured by using the scales developed by Pierce et al. (1991). Sample item includes “For me, the organization is home.” Self-efficacy was measured with four items on the scale adopted from Sherer et al. (1982). Sample item includes “When I make plans, I am certain I can make them work.” All the conceptual variables were measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = neutral, 4 = disagree, 5 = strongly disagree). Appendix 1 shows the complete questionnaire.



Measurement and Structural Models

The measurement models were developed to test the convergent and discriminant validity of the scales. Convergent validity aims to investigate whether the items measure the same concept or not. It consists of the average variance extracted (AVE) and composite reliability (CR). According to Hair et al. (2017), the AVE > 0.5 and CR > 0.70 are accepted. Simultaneously, discriminant validity was checked by the Fornell–Larcker criterion, i.e., taking the square root of AVE. The structural measurement model was developed to test the hypotheses, P-values, confidence intervals, β-values, and t-statistics, which were all calculated.



Data Analysis Tools

Data analysis was carried out through AMOS-SEM, a widely used statistical technique in social and management studies. Descriptive and inferential statistics were used in the preliminary analysis stage. All the ethics of the study were taken into consideration, while data were kept confidential and respondents were given enough time to answer the questionnaire honestly.




RESULTS

The study hypothesis was tested by the means of a structural equation model with maximum-likelihood estimation, using Amos 25 (Brown and Treviño, 2006). First, we investigated the fitness of the measurement model using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Before further investigation, we checked the normality and reliability outliers. Some missing values have been removed. We calculated the CR, AVE, and factor loadings of each factor, summing by the average score to measure the level of authentic, supportive, and inclusive leadership; psychological ownership; responsible leadership; and OCBE. All values were found to be within the acceptable range (threshold 0.70), and CR was also above the acceptable threshold (i.e., >0.70) (see Table 2).


Table 2. Composite reliability, Cronbach's alpha, average variance extracted, and discriminant validity among study variables.
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Table 2 also represents the Cronbach's alpha, rho A, CR, AVE, discriminant validity, MSV, and ASV. Cronbach's alpha of all the items and CR values range from 0.74 to 0.91 for each variable. Thus, all the internal consistencies meet the standard 0.70 criterion (Nunnally, 1978; Bagozzi and Yi, 1988). AVE is >0.5, but it is acceptable up to 0.4. Fornell and Larcker believed that if AVE is >0.5, but CR is more significant if >0.6, the convergent validity of the construct is still acceptable (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). The results of item loadings, as shown in Table 3, show that the item loadings of all constructs (i.e., responsible, inclusive, authentic, and supportive leadership, psychological ownership, self-efficacy, and OCBE) are in an acceptable range. As mentioned below in the table of statistics, standard loadings of each construct show an estimate of standardized factor loadings >0.70, CR of authentic leadership loading is 0.90, and the AVE is 0.06. The square root of the average variance is 0.078. Table 3 indicates CFA we conducted to examine the construct validity and model fitness.


Table 3. Factor loadings and convergent validity results.

[image: Table 3]

Table 3 indicates the results for validity and reliability estimates based on CFA. To fulfill convergent validity rules, AVE should be >0.5. To fulfill the discriminant validity standards, MSV should be less than AVE, AVE should be greater than ASV, and the square root of AVE should be greater than inter-construct correlations. Hence, the AVE value of discriminant validity has been fulfilled. Table 3 also represents the factor loading of each construct, and its items indicated that the item's total correlation values were found to be >0.5 (Hair et al., 2017). Thus, the reliability of all the items of each scale was established. Multicollinearity was measured by variance inflation factors (VIFs) and tolerance. A VIF value of more than 4.0, or tolerance of <0.2, means there is an issue of multicollinearity (Hair et al., 2010). Table 3 reports that all values of VIF show <4.0, which indicates that there is no multicollinearity.

Moreover, CFA was also performed to check the overall goodness of fit of the model. The goodness of fit indices for all the factors (i.e., responsible, inclusive, authentic, and supportive leadership; self-efficacy; and OCBE) indicated the adequacy of the overall model with all its constructs (X2 = 1011.729; df, 15, p < 0.00, CFI 0.931, NFI, 0.920, TLI, 0.903). The value of RMSEA >0.08 indicates that the model is not fit, but in the instance study, the value of RMSEA is 0.05 in Model 1 and 0.07 in Model 2. The results indicated that the M1 hypothesized measurement model is better than M2 (see Table 4).


Table 4. Summary of model fit indices.
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Hypothesis Testing

Results of hypotheses testing are shown in Table 5. At the p < 0.001, all the direct hypotheses were supported. Results indicated that there is a significant association between leadership styles and OCBE. All the hypotheses tested the best-fitted direct models. The results presented in the table indicated that all the variables have a significant relationship with OCBE. The results indicated that responsible leadership significantly correlated with OCBE (β = 0.32; p < 0.001), providing strong support for H1. Results also showed that inclusive leadership is significantly related to OCBE with (β = 0.18; p < 0.001) strongly supporting H. To test the significance of the direct relationship between authentic leadership and OCBE, the direct relationship was examined and found significant (β = 0.49; p < 0.001). Furthermore, supportive leadership has a significant relationship with OCBE, which is statistically proven (β = 0.43; p < 0.001), supporting H4.


Table 5. Hypothesis testing results.
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Thus, all the results suggested that all independent variables have significant relationships with OCBE. Furthermore, a supplementary analysis was carried out to understand how the mediation chain works in causal inferences (Schwab et al., 2011). Similarly, we also found significant results, which supported our hypothesis.



Mediation Analysis

Mediation analysis was carried out to test the mediating role of self-efficacy and psychological ownership in the association between leadership styles and OCBE. For this purpose, different structural models were developed and tested through AMOS-SEM. Results indicated in Table 6 show the mediation effects of self-efficacy and psychological ownership. H5 of the study supports the mediating role of self-efficacy between responsible leadership and OCBE. After testing this direct relationship, we establish that the value of responsible leadership and OCBE is still a significant/mediating hypothesis. Furthermore, we linked a full mediation model to a partial mediation model to probe whether there is any substantial variation in model fit, with or without the direct path from responsible leadership to OCBE. The process of mediation has some assumptions suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986). These include (a) the independent variable should be associated with the outcome variable, (b) the independent variable must be related to the mediating variable, (c) the mediator should be related to the outcome variable, and (d) if the predictor–outcome path is non-significant, there is complete mediation. If it is significant, there is partial mediation. Bootstrapping was performed using 2,000 resamples to test the significance of the indirect effect (Hayes, 2009). We tested (β = 0.042; p < 0.029). Through the path analysis, the results are still significant that there is a partial mediating role between self-efficacy and responsible leadership and OCBE. H6 indicated the mediating role of self-efficacy between inclusive leadership and OCBE, so, through the above approach, we found significant results during the analysis. We found (β = 0.029; p < 0.030). The value is substantial; self-efficacy plays a partial mediation role between inclusive leadership and OCBE. H7 was tested to examine the mediating role of self-efficacy between authentic leadership style and OCBE. We found (β = 0.067; p < 0.012) results, which indicate the partial mediation. Based on the direct links among variables, we carried out additional analyses to help in understanding how the mediation chain works in causal inferences (Schwab et al., 2011). When the direct path is not significant, the significant indirect path is categorized as indirect-only mediation or complete mediation (Schwab et al., 2011).


Table 6. Specific indirect effect.

[image: Table 6]

In this study, we developed H8 and tested a model that sought to better understand the effect of the well-indicated psychological behavior of employees, which mediates between supportive leadership and OCBE. We found (β = 0.021; p < 0.000). Thus, this research hypothesis supported a partial mediation because the direct effect was mentioned in the above table; there the relationship was significant with a p-value of <0.001. Furthermore, after mediator psychological ownership, there is no high effect of the path so psychological ownership mediates partially. Similarly, H9 predicted the mediating role of psychological ownership between responsible leadership style and OCBE. We found significant results (β = 0.12; p < 0.000), which shows the partial mediation; thus, H9 is accepted. H10 was tested to examine the mediating role of psychological ownership between inclusive leadership style and OCBE. We found (β = 0.16; p < 0.000) as we tested the already-established direct effect in Table 5 and we saw a significant relationship between inclusive leadership and OCBE. After the mediator, the results are still significant so our H10 is accepted; there is a partial mediation. H11 predicted the mediating role of psychological ownership between authentic leadership style and OCBE. We found (β = 0.11; p < 0.000). All values supported our research hypothesis regarding psychological ownership, which partially mediates the relationship between leadership styles and OCBE.

Therefore, these findings or statistics support how leadership style affects OCBE and how self-efficacy, or employees and psychological ownership, mediates the relationship between leadership styles and OCBE. Table 6 indicates the results are still significant when we enter a mediator in the analysis, so the results are still significant; thus, there is a partial mediation.




DISCUSSION

This research study investigated the mechanism that illuminates how different leadership styles (i.e., responsible, inclusive, authentic, and supportive) enhance the OCB within Chinese organizations' environments. We tested a series of hypotheses. Using AMOS-SEM, we examined the mediating role of self-efficacy and psychological ownership. The statistical results confirm that self-efficacy and psychological ownership positively mediates the relationship between leadership styles and OCBE. By answering the calls of previous studies (Zhang et al., 2016; Robertson and Barling, 2017; Priyankara et al., 2018; Han et al., 2019b), the findings of this study indicate that leaders' environmental support has a positive impact on employees' OCBE. The positive effect of a leader's support for the environment through OCBE is consistent with the findings of Raineri and Paillé (2016), who studied French business schools and found that leadership is positively associated with employees' OCBE. Building upon the characteristics of responsible leadership, this study established that responsible leadership behavior is closely associated with OCBE, and the findings of this study are aligned and accede that responsible leadership behavior is significantly and positively associated with OCBE. Responsible leaders safeguard stakeholders' interests, both organizational and communal, including environmental concerns, become socially responsible, and protect the ecological interests of employees and society (Han et al., 2019b; Zhao and Zhou, 2019). These findings are also aligned with the study of Afsar et al. (2020), who found that responsible leaders support the environmentally friendly behavior of employees and encourage them to reduce energy consumption, save paper, and assist colleagues in green practices. Furthermore, inclusive leaders encourage and include employees and followers in the organization's affairs by enhancing their sense of belonging and identification with the organization. Inclusive leadership is distinctive from other leadership styles as it allows employees to participate in organizational affairs (Sugiyama et al., 2016). This unique characteristic encourages employees to express behavior that is beneficial for the organization as well as society. The optimal distinctiveness theory also advocates distinctiveness, which encourages employees to engage in distinctive behaviors. The findings of the current study also support that decision-making encourages employees to engage in friendly behaviors, i.e., OCBE. These findings align with the previous research of Javed et al. (2017).

Likewise, authentic leadership encourages followers to act according to their values, feelings, beliefs, strengths, and weaknesses (Walumbwa et al., 2008; Iqbal et al., 2018). The constructive moral perspective of authentic leadership develops employees' vital attitude at the workplace, which inspires employees to engage in voluntary constructive behavior that is beneficial for the workplace and society, i.e., OCBE (Iqbal et al., 2018). This study also proved empirically, and acceded to, previous studies' similar findings (Iqbal et al., 2018; Liu et al., 2018) that authentic leadership is positively associated with OCBE. The supportive leadership style considers followers' desires and inclinations while making decisions, and is also regarded as responsible for employees' proactive, positive behaviors (Rafferty and Griffin, 2006). The environment of trust, respect, emotional support, and cooperation is produced in the shadow of supportive leadership behavior. This cooperation and emotional support help employees resolve complex problems, be open and honest, and interact freely with organizational and society-related issues, i.e., environmental issues. The current study concludes that emotional, informational, and instrumental support helps employees engage with positive behaviors, i.e., OCBE, aligning with the findings of previous studies (Rafferty and Griffin, 2006; Elsaied, 2019).

Furthermore, the study entails a mediation mechanism of self-efficacy and psychological ownership of employees, in connection to leadership styles and OCBE, which enhances employees' environmental performance and is also considered vital for environmental concerns and sustainability. The leader guides his followers to engage in particular positive behaviors. The self-efficacy of followers, connected with the leader's behaviors, magnifies these behaviors (Ren and Chadee, 2017), increasing his creativity and trust in himself. Employees experiencing a higher level of self-efficacy are most likely to consider themselves more important, involved, and committed. They can face difficulties more effectively and can accomplish challenging voluntary behavior.

Similarly, the current study's findings verified empirically that the mediating role of self-efficacy is positive with responsible, inclusive, authentic, and supportive leadership styles for OCBE. Being a state of mind, psychological ownership develops feelings of belonging toward the target object, sharing positivity, and endeavoring for achievement and success (Avey et al., 2009). As a motivator, it encourages employees to perform at higher levels. Leaders as an agent connect employees and organizations by motivating employees' psychological ownership, thus modifying the behavior of employees toward organizational success. Psychological ownership also encourages employees toward organizational effectiveness and creates a strong sense of responsibility for the organization. The current study used psychological ownership as a mediator for leadership styles and OCBE. If employees have a sense of psychological ownership of the organization, they may engage in more proactive and positive behaviors, for example, OCBE. The valuable findings of the study practically proved that psychological ownership mediates the relationship between responsible, inclusive, authentic, and supportive leadership behaviors and OCBE. This is also aligned with the findings of previous studies (Bernhard and O'Driscoll, 2011; Kim and Beehr, 2017). The above discussion concludes that OCBE is significantly associated with different leadership styles (responsible, inclusive, authentic, supportive) of Chinese banking, insurance, pharmaceutical, and teaching service employees. Moreover, self-efficacy and psychological ownership also mediate this relationship.



CONCLUSION

The current study aimed to analyze the effects of multiple leadership styles, i.e., responsible, inclusive, authentic, and supportive, connected with OCBE. Self-efficacy and psychological ownership were introduced as a mediator in the above relationship. AMOS-SEM was used to analyze the data collected from the employees in China's service and manufacturing sectors. The empirical results clarify that responsible, inclusive, authentic, and supportive leadership styles are positively and significantly associated with employee's OCBE. Positive organizational behavior advocates employees' proactive behavior targeted toward the organization, as well as toward society. The study identified the positive role of leaders to facilitate employees' OCBEs from a multiple leadership styles approach. Furthermore, the introduction of self-efficacy and psychological ownership as a mediator was also investigated with OCBE. The empirical results of this study explained that as the level of self-efficacy and feelings of psychological ownership is amplified among the employees, their level of OCBE also increased.


Managerial Implications

The current research study has considerable implications for managers and policymakers, and, in different ways, for human resource development practitioners. First, this research study indicated statistical findings that leadership styles tend to bring out OCBE. Leadership style helps employees change their perception of the environment and be more responsible and proactive for environmental-saving behaviors. Furthermore, OCBE is an essential consequence of an employee's performance and well-being. Therefore, by hiring responsible, inclusive, authentic, and supportive leaders, and providing adequate training to existing leaders, the trait of these leaders can be utilized to make employees more capable of exercising OCBE and change the perception of employees' values. Second, employees' self-efficacy, feelings, and trust regarding environmental issues play a vital role in developing environmentally protective behaviors. The management and policymakers should formulate such policies, and indulge employees in such training, that enhance employees' self-efficacy levels toward the environment. Third, the current study draws attention to psychological ownership. It also clarifies how leadership styles enhance employee OCBEs through psychological ownership. Furthermore, it offers a unique, theoretical lens to elaborate employee OCBEs by accompanying existing approaches from the social exchange, self-determination, and theory of planned behavior.



Theoretical Contributions

The findings of this study make important contributions to the literature. First, this research study indicates the relationship of leadership styles such as responsible leadership, inclusive leadership, authentic leadership, and supportive leadership with OCBE. Social learning theory suggests that human behavior is primarily learned through observation; thus, in this way, both direct and indirect learning occurs. Social learning theory argued that individuals could learn through their behavior by observing others. Social learning theory also emphasizes that employees learn through focusing on a role model and adopting behavior by discovering what action is rewarded (Bandura, 1986). This research study contributes to how leaders' support leads to OCBE. Theoretically speaking, the social learning theory supports an explanation of the complex mechanism of leadership, particularly responsible leadership with OCBE.

The responsible leader takes additional care of the interest of the stakeholders, exercises his effect on them, and encourages employees, thus influencing employees' values and self-assessment toward leaders and identification with the organization. When employees identify themselves with leaders and organizations, observing leaders and organizational environmental concerns, they are influenced and agree with the norms and values of leaders. They also act on behalf of leaders for sustainable development of the organization and environmental protection (Paillé et al., 2014). Responsible leaders strive to integrate and protect all the stakeholders' interests and benefits, particularly their ecological interests. According to the scope of social identity theory, this helps employees to engage in the OCBE. In such cases, responsible leadership and leader identification can be good explanatory mechanisms. Furthermore, in theoretical contribution, optimal distinctiveness theory, an extension of social identity theory, discusses that individuals always need to be both different from, and similar to, others simultaneously. This study also contributed to how inclusive leadership influences OCBE. The conceptualization of inclusion is viewed as the individual's need for belonging and uniqueness (Randel et al., 2018). It facilitates a sense of belonging within the organization and its policies. The current study investigates the unique framework and its interpretation to elaborate on the relationship between inclusive leadership and OCBE. Inclusive leaders include employees in the discussion and decision-making process and value their voice. The decision-making process, and inclusion in the organizational discussion, encourages environmentally oriented employees to promote and implement new ideas and establish new practices to save the environment. From the perspective of innovation and environmentally friendly behavior, employees need the support of organizations that they find in the shape of inclusive leadership (Javed et al., 2017). Specifically, through the theorizing and demonstration of constructive effects of inclusive leadership on OCBE, this study supports interactions between inclusive leadership and its impact on employees' citizenship behavior for the environment.

This study further contributed to four components of authentic leadership and OCBE. The leaders' self-awareness of identity, values, emotions, and goals (i.e., environmental goals and values) influences their traits which, subsequently, influence the employees. The findings of this study maintain the idea that the impact of authentic leadership style on OCBE of employees is stronger when these behaviors are objective and directed toward the organization or society, i.e., environment, compared to when they are directed toward individuals. Additionally, schema theory assertions are the ways of considering employees' situations and taking steps to mitigate their problems. Employees' actions are backed by their cognitive perceptive schemas that represent and exemplify the diversity of awareness and knowledge structures, organize frameworks for understanding situations or social events, and give form and meaning to a domain (Cooper and Shallice, 2006). Previous researchers recognized the schema theory as a valuable context for organizing knowledge, explaining leadership, and enclosing analysis of cognitive and intellectual problems in organizations. Employees use this knowledge schema for analyzing and interpreting information about the supportive behavior of leaders. Supportive leadership leads employees to a commitment to organizations and their green policies. Supportive leaders help employees with their environmentally related voluntary behaviors emotionally, knowledge-wise, and instrumentally. Supportive leaders produce an environment of trust, respect, psychological empowerment, and emotional support (Naqvi et al., 2011). The psychological empowerment and emotional support result in an employee's strong commitment to the organization and its green behaviors, and employees exert OCBE.

Finally, this study contributed to the value-belief-norm theory as a norm of helping pro-social behavior originate from personal values, and believes that these values are in danger. One should reduce these dangers through proactive action and restore values (Strzelecka et al., 2018). A leader's motivation for their followers' positive behavior increases his or her creativity and productivity and increases his or her trust in themselves, or, in other words, increases his self-efficacy. Self-efficacy beliefs are based on situational factors that depend on the surrounding environment. Negative environmental changes ignite employees' motivation, self-efficacy, and self-responsibility and encourage them to engage in the activities that can undo these negative happenings. This particularly applies to environmental degradation. Pro-environmental behavior establishes the sense of being extra-skilled and capable of facing the more difficult environmentally related tasks and challenges in the future. Thus, we contributed that this will raise the perception of self-efficacy, and employees will utilize this for pro-environmental behaviors, for example, OCBE.



Limitations and Future Directions

There are some limitations in the present study, but the limitations can serve as avenues for future research. First, this study is cross-sectional and obtained data at one point in time. Researchers are encouraged to pursue a longitudinal examination, multi-sourcing data to explore the causality of the relationships between multiple leadership styles and OCBE. Furthermore, causality may be established by following a quasi-experimental approach that could improve the findings. Third, other negative leadership styles, i.e., abusive leadership, should be tested with OCBE. Finally, the impact of other green human resource management practices, i.e., green hiring and green performance, should be seen in the magnitude of the relationship between leadership and OCBE.
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[image: Table ]

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2021 Ullah, Wisetsri, Wu, Shah, Abbas and Manzoor. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.



OPS/images/fpsyg-12-683101-t003.jpg
Variable Indicators S/L ssL SSsL Nol AVE AV/DV VIF

Responsible leadership RL1 0.830 0.68 23 3 0.76 0.76 22
RL2 0.876 0.76 23
RL3 0.922 0.85 25
Inclusive leadership (8] 0.83 0.69 241 3 o7 0.84 16
L2 0.84 0.70 16
L3 0.86 0.74 19
Authentic leadership AL1 0.77 0.59 19 3 0.64 0.80 L
AL2 0.92 0.85 22
AL3 0.70 0.49 14
Supportive leadership sL1 0.87 0.76 23 3 0.76 0.79 1.7
sL2 0.89 0.79 22
sL3 091 0.83 24
Self- efficacy SE1 079 0.63 30 4 0.76 087 18
SE2 0.82 0.68 241
SE3 091 0.83 23
SE4 0.95 091 25
Psychological ownership Py 0.67 0.54 2.7 4 0.68 0.82 1.4
PO2 0.88 0.77 28
PO3 0.92 0.86 35
PO4 0.79 0.63 1.7
Organizational citizenship behavior for environment OCBE 1 0.92 0.86 27 5 0.69 0.74 3.4
OCBE 2 091 0.84 36
OCBE3 0.73 053 19
OCBE 4 072 0.52 18
OCBES 084 0.71 27

Indicators, standrcized loadings, the sum of square standardized loadings, average variance extracted (AVE), number of indicators, RL, responsible leadership; AL, authentic leadership;
1L, inclusive leadership; SL, supportive leadership; SE, seff-efficacy; PO, psychological ownership OCBE, organizational citizenship behavior for the environment; S/L, standerd loadings;
SSL, square standardized loadings; SSSL, sum of square standardized loadings; NOI. number of indicators; AVE, average variance extracted; VIF, variance inflation factor.





OPS/images/fpsyg-12-683101-t004.jpg
Model x2 Df B CFI NNFI Tu RMSEA Model comparison
(M1) Two-factor model 1011.729 161 <0.001 0.931 0.920 0.903 0.05
(M2) One-factor model 2281.430 230 <0.001 0.879 0.868 0.843 0.07 M2-M1

X2, chi-square; DY, degree of freedom; CFI, comparative fit index; NNF}, non-nommed fitindlex; TL), Tucker-Lewis index; RMSEA, root'/mean square error of approximation.

Significant at p < 0.001.
Thus, the results of preliminary analysis enable the researchers to continue to further test the research hypotheses.

Ax?

1269.70





OPS/images/fpsyg-12-683101-t001.jpg
Age Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent
20-25 35 1.7 17 120

25-30 212 70.7 70.7 8.7

30-35 21 70 70 89.7

Above 35 32 103 103 100.0
Gender Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent
Male 231 76.7 76.7 770

Female 69 23.0 230 100.0

Total 300 100.0 100.0

Variable N Mean Std. Deviation Variance
Gender 300 1226 0.4272 0.183

Age 300 2.153 0.7692 0592
Responsible leadership 300 2.900 0.9528 0908
Inclusive leadership 300 2,656 1.058 1121
Authentic leadership 300 2643 1.063 1.182
Supportive leadership 300 2.727 1.081 1.169
Psychological ownership 300 2,662 1.145 1311
Self-efficacy 300 2,540 1.282 1519

OCBE 300 2,640 1.084 1175






OPS/images/fpsyg-12-683101-t002.jpg
Cronbach’s Alpha
Authentic leadership 0.721
Supportive leadership 0875
Inclusive leadership 083
Psychological ownership 0.839
Responsible leadership 085
Selfefficacy 0.89
Organizational citizenship behavior for environment 0887

rho A

0.769
0.885
0.801
0.873
0.884
0911
0.904

CR

0.845
0.923
0.882
0.893
0.909
0.928
0919

AVE

0.648
0.76

0.715
0.68

0.769
0.765
0.696

bv

0.805
0.894
0.845
0.825
0.877
0875
0.834

MsV

0.56
0.69
0.56
0.59
0.72
0.76
0.61

CR, composite reliability; AVE, average variance extracted: DV, discriminant validity; MSV, maximum shared squared variance; ASV, average shared squared variance.





OPS/images/fpsyg-12-683101-t007.jpg
Responsible leadership

My supenvisor involves the affected stakeholders in the decision-making process.
My supervisor tries to achieve a consensus among the affected stakeholders.

My supervisor weighs different stakeholder claims before making a decision.

Inclusive leadership

My supenvisor is attentive to new opportunities to improve work processes.

My supervisor is available for consultation on problems.

My supenvisor is accessible for discussing emerging problems.

Authentic leadership

My supervisor can lst his/her three greatest weaknesses.

My supervisor lets others know who he/she truly is as a person.

My supervisor admits my mistakes to others.

Supportive leadership

My supenvisor considers my personal feelings when implementing actions that will affect me.
My supervisor takes into account my personal needs

My supenvisor ensures the interests of employees are considered when making decisions
Psychological ownership

*For me,” the organization is home

1 am totally comfortable being in this organization

Ifeel that | belong in this organization

I feel that this organization’s success is my success.

Self-efficacy

When | make plans, | am certain | can make them work

If something looks too complicated, | will not even bother to try it

If I can't do a job the first time, | keep trying until | can

1 avoid facing diffculties

Organizational citizenship behavior for the environment

I actively participate in environmental events organized by my company

| voluntarily participate in environmental events outside the organization to contribute to the image of the organization
| spontaneously give my time to remind colleagues to pay attention to environmental protection at work
| make suggestions to my colleagues about ways o protect the environment more effectively
1 shall persuade the company or colleagues to buy environmental products.
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