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ABSTRACT 

 

 

This paper examines the factors that currently boost and/or undermine green behavior of the Macedonian 

employees. The statistical analysis of the data, gathered through a questionnaire, is based on Pearson correlation, 

testing the statistical significance of the hypotheses. Key findings show that factors such as attitudes of co-workers, 

company penalty system and leadership, and support of the superiors are positively related with employee green 

behavior and outcomes. The paper contributes to a deeper theoretical and empirical research of the green behavior in 

developing countries through the lens of motivational factors.  The research outcomes can encourage managers to 

improve their overall performance without harming the environment and while meeting environmentally friendly 

working behavior. Also it can provide important information for the policymakers which can be used for improving 

the overall country's pro-environmental efforts.    

 

Key words: green behavior, motivational factors, environmental sustainability, North Macedonia. 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

Nowadays climate change is one of the biggest problems that the world faces, affecting everyday workplace 

environments and overall quality of living. Being an eco-conscious individual means being concerned and well 

informed about the environmental issues that face the world and having the drive to initiate changes in 

organizational behavior and environmental habits that decrease further environment destruction and resources 

depletion. But, as one cannot easily change its detrimental behavior and habits the planet is furiously responding, 

with floods, fires, tsunamis, shrinking ice sheets, sea level rise, global temperature rise, and extreme atmospheric 

carbon dioxide rise, etc. The planet is warming up and people and businesses are the biggest part of this problem.  

Certain authors describe climate change as a “market failure” (Stern, 2008; Bowen, Dietz, & Hicks, 2012), because 

most of the time free markets, in an effort to make profit, overlook society's welfare, resulting in pollution, 

greenhouse effect, insufficient and inconsistent information about the impact on the environment, etc. In such cases, 

governments need to adopt a range of policies that address the side effects of these market failures. Being an integral 

part of these markets, businesses should understand their crucial role in either destroying or building a sustainable 

future. Companies are affecting the environment not only by the way they do business, but also by the way they 

communicate with their employees and customers, motivating or demotivating them to take environmentally 
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friendly actions. According to a 2011 McKinsey survey, in the last decade, many companies have been “actively” 

integrating sustainability principles in their businesses.   

With its 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and its 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), the United 

Nations conveyed an urgent call for action by all countries and businesses to recognize that ending poverty and other 

deprivations must go hand-in-hand with strategies that improve many aspects of living, spur economic growth, all 

while tackling climate change and environment protection and sustainable living.    

This is particularly important in developing countries such as the Republic of North Macedonia, which is facing 

many issues in terms of environmental protection and awareness of the public about its role in environmental 

protection and is still slow in implementing recommendations in line with the Environmental Performance Review 

(ECE Information Unit, 2019).  Therefore, this paper aims to investigate pro-environmental behavior of the 

companies and in particular employees’ green behavior in North Macedonia, both within their workplaces, and 

outside the workplaces.  

 

Theoretical background 

We are starting the discussion with the premise that many factors affect company environmental sustainability and 

performance. On one side, there are external factors such as market influence, overall society context or 

governement policies and pressures. On the other hand, the role of the managers and company’s characteristics and 

organizational culture are factors of the internal environment which are found to be very relevant  and influence a lot 

on the company’s environmental awareness and performance. 

The role of the government and market instruments is vital and creates basic incentives with its regulatory approach. 

In this regard, public policies are usually focused on the external environment because it is more compliant to policy 

intervention. The effectiveness of this approach depends on the level of adequate laws and the enforcement capacity. 

Therefore, the environmental policymakers should consider ensuring that their economic, industrial and education 

policies include aspects that are likely to improve the environmental performance of companies and that these are 

integrated with policy incentives. Also, consideration should be given to a greater enforcement of the given 

regulatory framework as one of the most significant factors in the effort to influence the environment (Stern, 2008; 

Tuan, 2014). 

Looking backward, most of the scholars have examined the effects and the environmental consequences of the 

external or regulatory factors and this question is always pertinent for policy makers to improve and design better 

their interventions (Levy-Leboyer et al., 1996). Unfortunately, the internal context is still not examined well, 

although there is increasing number of studies that are concerned with the questions of the effects of a company's 

internal characteristics on their environmental impact. Apart from the adoption of environmental management 

systems that enable organizations to reduce their environmental impacts while increasing operational efficiency,  

pro-environmental behaviors of the employees  (Tsai et al, 2016) can be a significant positive contributo to the 

overall organizational environmental performance. For example, saving energy and resources, reducing waste and 

advocating eco-friendly mindset in the company, could be a shared expectation and appropriated behavior embedded 

in the company’s organizational culture. We argue that within the overall organizational policies, more managerial 

effort is needed to incentivise employee engagement in these behaviors at their workplaces. Moreover, the role of 

managers is to create greater awareness and implement pro-environmental behavior within the organizational 

policies and practices and in regards to the employees' adoption. Employees' perceptions of organizational climate is 

one of the most important drivers of employees' attitudes and green behavior. (Norton et al, 2014). Therefore, 

managers can play a pivotal role in promoting environment related concerns only if they are skilled and know well 

the factors that motivate employees towards organizations environmental performance. To be able to analyze 

employee green behavior one must first understand its meaning.  Ones and (2012) define employee green behavior 

(hereinafter: EGB) as any measurable individual behavior that contributes to or detracts from environmental 

sustainability goals in the work context. On the other hand, Norton, Parker, Zacher and Ashkanasy (2015) define it 

as a workplace-specific form of pro-environmental behavior of employees which is categorized into required 

employee green behavior and voluntary employee green behavior. Required EGB is a green behavior performed 

within the context of employees required job duties (Bissing-Olson et al., 2013), such as choosing responsive 

alternatives when working, recycling, reducing, reusing, creating sustainable processes and products. Voluntary 

EGB is defined as green behavior involving personal initiative that exceeds organizational expectations (Norton et 

al., 2015). 
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Figure 1. Integrated multilevel model for employee green behavior 
Source: Norton, T.A., Parker, S.L., Zacher, H. & Ashkanasy, N.M. (2015). 

 

As shown in Figure1, there are different factors that influence the EGB. Under context factors at institutional level 

there is the external pressure, such as regulatory, normative and cultural-cognitive pressure (Scott, 1995). At the 

organizational level the organizational policies, incentives, facilities, norms and human resource practices. At leader 

level, factors directly related to the leaders, choosing to transmit green transformation leadership (ways to increase 

the pro environmental voluntary activities outside the working spaces). At the team level we have the identification 

of the employee directly with the team, such as group attitudes (perceived colleague support), team goal setting and 

green group norms. For this study the most important factor is the Person factor, or the employee level of green 

behavior divided in two categories: between-person and within-person.  

The between person factor refers to the attitude toward the environment between the employees. The between 

person factors refer to environmental attitudes, environmental concern, pro environmental behavior, habits, beliefs, 

social norms, motivators (autonomous and controlled motivation) and personality (conscientiousness). The within 

person refers to the positive affect and behavioral intentions that the person has in itself. This is the most important 

level that needs to be examined further in order to discover which motivational factors increase the knowledge and 

individual proactive environmental behavior. (Norton, Parker, Zacher & Ashkanasy, 2015) 

The following sections will provide an overview of variables used in the study and the appropriate hypothesis will 

be linked with each topic discussed in the theoretical overview. Our particular focus will be on exploring the 

personal factors and connecting with contextual variables enabling understanding of motivational states and 

explaining the employees green behavior. Specifically, the paper will look at the environmental habits, perceptions 

of sustainability policy, extrinsic and intrinsic motivation and environmental awareness. 

 

1. Environmental habits 

Individual beliefs and habits are a vital part of creating employee green behavior. Lee, Young and Marans (1995) 

found out that prior recycling experience at home is linked with organizational recycling behavior and that the 

organizational and physical context of workplaces also plays a role determining office recycling rates. Peoples’ 

habits, beliefs and social norms are created by the community, family and education. In order to have a proactive 

population, environmental habits must be implemented in the fundamentals of its nation. Environmental habits can 

be seen as a subconscious environmental lifestyle of every single person. This is not something that can be 

implemented in a short period of time. It’s a long-term process that needs time to be accepted from the nation in 

order to become an environmental habit (Whitebread & Bingham, 2013). 
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One strand of research looks at environmental behaviors as manifestations of personal capabilities, habitus, values 

and attitudes. As such, Bourdieu (1986) uses habitus to explain the green behavior. Habitus is a more deeply trained 

disposition expressed and reproduced through actions, often habits, but is not necessarily conscious. 

Anthropologically speaking, habitus has culture specific meanings. Culture is the phenomenon that acts as a 

powerful agent shaping our values, beliefs and day-to-day habits. His theory of social order argues that order is 

inscribed in people’s minds through “cultural products”. Cultural products include education, language, judgments, 

and principles, methods of classification and activities of everyday life (Bourdieu, 1986). Taking showers, washing 

hands, rinsing off dishes, turning on lights, turning on the fan, and turning on the T.V. are all done without giving a 

second thought. These are “normal” everyday activities that make us feel comfortable and help us satisfy certain 

lifestyle needs. Shove (2003) calls these lifestyle needs the three C’s: comfort, cleanliness and convenience. What 

these practices really represent are unconscious, inconspicuous forms of consumption. This type of consumption 

enables us to use more energy and water then necessary to fit our growing needs. So, how do new sustainable 

consumption practices become the norm? New practices take a conscious effort to change. Practices require active 

reproduction and performance, people must consciously participate in making changes (Shove, 2003). Individuals 

must take the time to consciously create new habits that not only benefit the environment, but also benefit 

themselves.Therefore, the habits that people have with regards to environmental protection are linked to employee 

green behavior (Norton et al., 2015; Tudor, Barr, & Gilg, 2008). To change the environmental attitude at work and 

at home it is necessary to change people’s habits and personal norms (Steg & Vlek, 2009). As such, the current 

paper proposes the following Hypothesis 1: Environmental habits are linked to employee’s green behavior. 

 

2. Perceived sustainability policy 

Understanding of sustainability policy is also crucial for the fundamentals of employee green behavior. The 

perceptions of the “green work climate” on an organizational level and the perceptions of green behavior of 

coworkers are linked to the environmental attitudes of the individuals (Norton, Zacher & Ashkanasy, 2014). The 

climate perception of the organization means the employees see the bigger picture of how their company acts on 

environmental issues and whether or not they should act the same (Bandura, 1977). Employees are generally 

motivated to show behaviors that are consistent with their perceptions of organization’s policies, procedures, and 

practices (Schneider, 1975). If an employee perceives that the organization has a positive impact on environment 

and that the whole organization is oriented to environmental sustainability, then the injunctive norm is that the 

organization approves a behavior that is oriented and benefits the environment and this would refer to the required 

or task related EGB. On the contrary if an employee perceives that his/her co-workers invest their time and are 

willing to involve in activities that will contribute to the environment than the descriptive norm would be that the 

employees of the organization behave positively toward the environment and this would refer to the voluntary or 

proactive EGB (Cialdini, Kallgren, & Reno, 1990). Tudor et al. (2008) also emphasized that the attitudes of the 

coworkers and the value the organization places on environmental protection are one of the key individual level 

factors to affect employee green behavior. Therefore, Hypothesis 2: The increase of perceived sustainability policy 

(green work climate perception of the organization and the co-workers) is linked to employee green behavior, is 

tested.  

 

3. Types of Motivation 

Ryan and Deci (2000) proposed the self-determination theory to explain the factors that influence extrinsic 

motivation and intrinsic motivation. The intrinsic motivation encompasses activities done for inherent satisfaction, 

whereas the extrinsic motivation encompasses activities done for their instrumental value in achieving other 

outcomes (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  

In an organizational context the intrinsic motivation is part of the autonomous motivation meaning that employees 

rely on self-determination of the value of an activity for their own values and goals (Gagné & Deci, 2005). The 

autonomously motivated employees are intrinsically interested in their work and are embracing the company’s 

values, procedures and rules (Stone, Deci & Ryan, 2009). In addition, in an experimental context using a resource 

dilemma, a clear link has been found between autonomous motivation and sustainable behavior (Baxter & Pelletier, 

2020). Therefore stimulating the intrinsic (autonomous) motivation among the employees by encouraging  and 

educating them about the importance of pro environmental activities can bring sizable environmental impact 

(Lindblom & Ohlsson, 2011). Green-Demers, Pelletier and Ménard (1997) found that individuals with higher self-

determined motivation are engaged in more private green behavior, especially as the perceived difficulty of the 

behavior increases. In addition, in an organizational setting the autonomous motivation has been found to have a 
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positive link with the pro environmental behavior (Graves et al., 2013). Therefore the paper tests the following  

Hypothesis 3: Higher extrinsic (controlled) motivation (such as rewards and incentives) is related to higher EGB. 

Extrinsic motivation is also known as controlled motivation as it is contingent upon external regulation of the 

behavior such as rewards and penalties. There are four levels of regulation ranging from external regulation, 

introjection, identification and integration (Ryan & Deci, 2000). When there is a reward system, then employees are 

more likely to engage in that behavior. “Introducing incentive payments for those not driving to work had often 

helped to achieve higher than average levels of behavior change” (Cairns, Newson & Davis, 2010, p.481). 

Individual financial incentive is assumed to be an extrinsic (controlled) motivational factor that encourages 

employees to engage in task related EGB (Stone, Deci and Ryan, 2009). Tam and Tam (2008) studied the influence 

of a stepwise incentive scheme in Hong Kong to assess the motivation of construction employees to reduce waste 

generation. The scheme was based on the premise that higher incentives will result in higher waste reduction. If 

employees reduced waste sent to landfill by 10% or more, they received a reward of 30% of the total cost saved. As 

a result, there was 23% less waste generated in the construction projects. However, the link between external 

motivation and EGB might not be as clear as the link between intrinsic motivation and EGB. In an experimental 

context using a resource dilemma a detrimental effect of punishment was found in the group being extrinsically 

motivated (Baxter & Pelletier, 2020). One study found that external (controlled) motivation, specifically beliefs 

around rewards and payment encourages EGB. However, the effect was contingent upon the level of 

transformational leadership. When transformational leadership was high there was a positive link between external 

motivation and EGB and when it was low the link was negative (Graves et al., 2013). In addition, extrinsic 

motivation did not have an effect on home recycling practices (Tabernero & Hernandez, 2011). Despite this author's 

(Zhu et al., 2021) note that the organizations can encourage EGB through human resource management practices 

and other organizational activities linked to external drivers of EGB. Aware of the differences in findings in the 

relation between extrinsic motivation and EGB and considering a generally positive link between extrinsic 

motivation and EGB we test the following Hypothesis 4: Higher intrinsic (autonomous) motivation is related to 

higher EGB. 

 

4. Environmental awareness 

Public awareness on climate change stimulated organizations to be more environmentally friendly oriented and to 

include the environmental sustainability policy as a part of the main strategy. The environmental policy will help 

organizations to reduce energy consumption and the use of resources, better performance with lower costs and better 

publicity (Repetto & Austin, 2000). The perception of the public that a certain organization is green can bring 

financial benefits, but only if the organization has a reputation of integrity and social responsibility when it comes to 

being a green business (Mason & Winkelman, 2017). Companies can motivate employee green behavior through 

appropriate Human Resource Management policies and procedures and a variable that is important is the 

environmental awareness and responsibility of the individuals (Dumont, Shen, & Deng, 2016; Mason & Winkleman, 

2017).  

For example, operations in the Canadian chemical industry were more likely to improve environmental performance 

if employees were aware of their environmental duties (Boiral, 2005). In a comparative study of energy conservation 

in two public schools, respondents reported that reminders to turn off lights and computers influenced their behavior 

(Schelly, Cross, Franzen, Hall, & Reeve, 2011). Therefore, the paper tests Hypothesis 5: The increase of employee’s 

environmental awareness is linked to an increase of proactive green behavior. 

 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

 

1. Survey design 

In this study a quantitative research strategy (questionnaire) was used, as most of the studies so far have used such 

approach and the current study being one of the first of its kind in the country intends to serve as a starting point for 

comparisons, both within the country and internationally (Bamberg & Möser, 2007; Norton et al., 2015). Section 

one of the questionnaire contains demographic questions. The second section consists of Yes/No questions related to 

the employees’ perception of the environmental policy and practice of their company. An example question for this 

section is: “Does the company have an environmental policy?”.  The questions have been developed based on 

previous studies (Tuan et al., 2014) and adapted to the local context. The variable derived from this section is 

“Perceived sustainability policy” and originally had 6 items, but only 5 showed acceptable parameters and were used 
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in further calculations. The employee’s environmental participation was also explored through 12 multiple choice 

questions. The participants were able to choose one of these answers: Never, Once a month, Once a week, 2-3 times 

per week or every day. This segment of the questionnaire was helpful in understanding the environmental habits and 

awareness of the employees. The next section had questions to determine the variables: Environmental habits, Work 

related employee green behavior, Proactive employee green behavior and Employee green behavior. The questions 

have been constructed using questions from various studies (Graves et al., 2013; Levy-Leboyer et al., 1996; Norton 

et al., 2014; Paille & Boiral, 2013) and are using Likert type scale with 5 point answers (never, once a month, once a 

week, every 2-3 days, everyday). The variable “Environmental habits” consists of 8 questions, such as “How often 

do you recycle?”. The variable “Work related employee green behavior” contains 7 items, such as “How often do 

you use scrap paper for notes?”, while the variable “Proactive Employee green behavior” contains 9 items such as 

“How often do you make suggestions for environmental improvement within the company?”. The variable 

“Employee environmental awareness” consists of 6 items and individual level feedback contains 2 items and 

“Employee Green Behavior” contains 15 items. The next section contains questions for the variables “Intrinsic 

motivation” and “Extrinsic motivation”. Each of the variables were measured using 4 items based on previous 

studies (Graves et al., 2013) and adapted to the local context. An example of intrinsic motivation questions is “Do 

you volunteer in a green committee?”. An example of extrinsic motivation is: “I often do things due to the country's 

penalty system”. Cronbach Alpha was calculated for each variable to test for internal consistency. Generally, the 

acceptable result for the tests is overall value of 0.7 and value above 0.4 for each item within the scale (Nunnally & 

Bernstein, 1994). Table 1 presents the results of the internal consistency testing using Cronbach Alpha for all 

variables. 

 

Table 1. Total Cronbach Alpha for all scales 
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0.929 0.762 0.814 0.746  0.942 0.91 0.908 0.945 

 

2. Sample 

The survey utilized a convenient sample using only employed participants from the capital of the country (Skopje). 

The Google Forms link was sent to 500 employees from companies in the SME sector locally founded and funded. 

The companies were found through various company registers and the only criteria was that they belong to the SME 

sector. This is one limitation of the study, but being among the first of this kind in the country it serves as a baseline 

for future studies and provides brief overview of the situation regarding EGB in the SME sector. The questionnaires 

were sent to line workers, supervisors or middle managers. The response rate was 39.2% with 197 received answers. 

Table 2 presents the demographic profile of the participants. The survey was answered more by females (67.5%) 

than males (32.5%). Most of the respondents were in the 20 to 29-year age group (45.7%) followed by 30-39 (36%). 

Most of the participants have bachelor degree (55.3%), followed by Master degree (32.5%). 

 

Table 2. Demographic profile 

 
Gender Male 32.5% 

Female 67.5% 

 

 
Age 

20-29 45.7% 

30-39 36% 

40-49 13.7% 

50-59 4.2% 

60 and older 0.5% 

 

 

Education 

High-School 7.6% 

Associate 3% 

Bachelor 55.3% 

Master 32.5% 

Doctorate 1.5% 
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The structure of the sample is one limitation of the study. However, having in mind that such studies are rare in the 

country, the results still provide useful information that could be used in the future as a basis for further research as 

well as policy actions especially on local level.  

 

 

RESEARCH RESULTS 

 

 

To get a better insight into the employee green behavior and the related variables this section will start with a 

presentation of the descriptive analysis of the results for each concept and then the results of the Hypothesis testing 

will be presented.  

 

1. Descriptive statistics 

1.1. Results for employee’s environmental perception of their company 

To understand how the employees perceive the situation in their companies related to environmental protection 

activities a number of questions were asked. Table 3 displays those answers. As can be seen, most respondents 189 

(95.9%)  report that they act environmentally outside of work. Interestingly the environmental reputation of the 

company is not playing a role when searching for a job for the majority of them (56.9%). In addition, their 

perceptions of the environmental activities within the companies is mixed. Majority of them 116 (58.9%) consider 

their company as environmentally responsible. However, this leaves around 40% of the people who do not have 

such a perception of their companies. Half of the respondents (52.3%) say that there is no written environmental 

policy in their company. Most of the respondents (88.3%) say that their company does not use solar panels as an 

energy source and majority (79.2%) say that their company is not organizing any environmental protection 

activities. The respondents who stated that their companies organize some environmental protection activities list: 

recycling, energy efficient heating/cooling, bike to work campaigns and cleaning of public spaces.  Most 

participants (66.5%) do not receive enough information nor feedback on how to increase their environmentally 

friendly activities. Half of them (52.3%) do not make any suggestions for improvement of their company's 

environmental performance.  Majority (81.2%) do not receive individual level feedback on their individual 

contribution to the environmental goal set by the company. This proves to be really important as 127 employees out 

of 165 (64.5%) have answered that they will increase their contribution to the company’s environmental goals if 

they receive individual level feedback. In addition, most of the participants (85.8%) say that their place of living 

does not have good urban city planning meaning that there are not enough walking and bicycle paths in the city in 

order to go to work safe and sound through the city. 

 

Table 3. Employees’ environmental perception of their company (percentages). 

 
 Yes No I don't know 

Environmental policy 47.7 52.3  

Implementation of environmental policy 40.6 9.1 7.6 

Company environmental responsibility 58.9 41.1  

Environmental information from the company 33.5 66.5  

Company environmental activities 20.8 79.2  

Being environmentally friendly out of work 95.9 4.1  

Suggestions for company environmental Improvement 47.7 52.3  

Individual level feedback 18.8 81.2  

If no, does it make difference? 64.5 19.3  

Company ecological reputation 43.1 56.9  

Company environmental salary bonus 34 3 62.9 

Solar panels 11.7 88.3  

 

1. 2 Results for employees’ activities related to green behavior 

The findings related to employee’s activities related to green behavior (see Table 4 below) are quite interesting. As 

can be seen around half of the participants (56.9%) use scrap paper for notes every day and edit the working 

documents on their computer everyday instead of printing them (47.7%). Most participants (88.3%) turn lights off 

every day when not in use, turn the computer off every day when not in use (74.6%) and save water and electricity 

every day (45.7%). Around half of the respondents (55.8%) never use one-time usage plastic cups nor plastic cutlery 
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set during work. A smaller percentage (39.6%) often collect the trash from the streets, throw it in a bin, and discuss 

environmental issues with other colleagues (43.1%). 

The least positive answers are related to recycling, where only 33% never put recycling materials (cans, paper, 

bottles or batteries) in separate recycling bins and a high percentage of companies do not have designated space for 

that (29.4%). Half of the respondents (51.3%) never separate the leftovers of organic materials (fruits and 

vegetables) in the compost bin and (39.6%) do not have composting bins in their workplace. Despite the positive 

answers explained in the paragraph above that employees don’t use one time plastic cups or cutlery sets, the 

negative answers, 35% do not have the habit to bring their own reusable bags when shopping.  

 

Table 4. Employee’s activities related to green behavior. 

 
Employee's environmental 

participation 

Never Once a 

month 

Once a 

week 

2-3 times 

per week 

Every 

day 

Don’t have 

compost/rec
ycling bins 

I print double sided 14.7 10.7 8.6 10.2 55.8  

Selection in compost bins 51.3 0 1.5 1 6.6 39.6 

Selection in recycling bins 33 1 1 9.1 26.4 29.4 

Plastics usage 55.8 9.6 11.2 8.1 15.2  

Turn lights off when not in use 7.1 0 2.5 2 88.3  

Turns computer off 14.7 2.5 3 5.1 74.6  

I collect trash when I see it 14.2  29.4 39.6 16.8  

Discuss for environmental issues 10.2  36.5 43.1 10.2  

Saving water and electricity 0.5  10.7 43.1 45.7  

Scrap paper for notes 17.3 6.1 7.6 12.2 56.9  

Edit work documents on screen 2  14.7 35.5 47.7  

Reusable bags when shopping 35 12.2 12.7 14.2 25.9  

 

1.3. Intrinsic motivational factors for employee green behavior 

Participants were asked which motivational factors will increase their green behavior at work (answers in Table 5 

below). The results of the analysis show that the motivational factor perceived by the employees to be most 

significantly linked to their green behavior at work is: country’s changes of the existing laws and by laws for 

environmental protection, and their strict implementation in practice (46.7%). Seeing and copying the behavior of 

the colleagues that act environmentally, with 27.9%, is the second most important motivational factor, while the 

moral support from superiors (17.3%) and company’s penalty system (17.3%) are perceived as equally important 

motivational factors, coming in third place.  

 

Table 5. Motivation factors for employee green behavior 
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Percent 17.3 14.7 27.9 7.6 46.7 17.3 0.5 

 

Furthermore, the participants were asked to provide answers as to which factors demotivate them to act 

environmentally friendly at the workplace. The answers are shown in table 6 below. The results show that the most 

significant demotivational factor that deters employees in North Macedonia from acting environmentally friendly is: 

Lack of infrastructure, i.e. recycling containers in the city (57.4%). Second demotivational factor, with a significant 

51.3%, is: Lack of implementation i.e. inspections and controls of companies’ compliance with country's 
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environmental protection laws and by laws (51.3%). Non-existing penalty system, i.e. no punishments for the 

employees who do not comply with the environmental protection requirements (49.2%) is the third demotivational 

factor for the participants in the study.   

 

Table 6. Demotivation factors. 
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2. Hypothesis testing 

To test the hypothesis of the research, Pearson correlation tests were conducted to determine the relationship 

between the variables (see Table 7 below) and to test for statistical significance. 

 

Table 7. Pearson correlation tests for hypothesis 1 to hypothesis 5. 
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Pearson correlation 0.990 0.952 0.984 -0.961 0.991 

Sig 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 

The results in table 7 show that the all tested hypotheses have strong correlation and they are all statistically 

significant. Most of the hypotheses were supported, with exception of Hypothesis 4. Namely, regarding Hypothesis 

4 Extrinsic motivation and work related EGB have strong statistically significant correlation of -0.961 indicating a 

perfect negative relationship. This means that the higher extrinsic motivation is related to lower employee green 

behavior. This finding is not in line with the assumptions. However, there might be several explanations for the 

finding. To begin with, other studies have found that extrinsic motivation is contingent upon other factors such as 

leadership quality (Graves et al., 2013) or the timing of the rewards and punishments (Baxter & Pelletier, 2020). The 

current study did not test for the effects of either of those factors, which might explain why the finding is 

inconsistent with the hypothesis.  Secondly, the sample of the study was self-selected which might mean that mostly 

intrinsically motivated people filled the questionnaire and for them the incentives provided can have detrimental 

effects on their self-determination like it has been shown in certain studies (Malek et al., 2020). In any case further 

research is needed to provide a deeper understanding of the issue.  
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 

 

• The organizational environmental behavior in the workplace has received significant attention and effort in 

the literature following the global acknowledgment of the environmental impacts. The fact is that external 

factors have great influence, and policy makers have overall responsibility and most significant role in 

inspiring or mandating environmental and sustainable behavior. Businesses, whoever, have the 

responsibility not only to follow the laws and the by laws, but to go beyond the legal requirements and 

introduce forward looking company policies and procedures, in order motivate their employees to behave 

environmentally friendly and sustainable.   

• Throughout the years, the Macedonian policymakers have shown some improvements for the overall 

environmental protection and sustainability, through different laws and by laws and amendments to the 

same. Overall, it is evident that the country is striving toward sustainable businesses and environmentally 

friendly existence, however there is a lack of institutional support and will to implement these laws and by 

laws in practice (United Nations Economic Commission for Europe, 2021).  

• The paper contributes to this endeavor by investigating the motivational factors related to employees’ 

involvement and personal commitment to being more environmentally friendly within Macedonian 

businesses. The findings in this paper correspond with previous empirical studies claiming that 

motivational factors, whether general or focused on the workplace, contribute to a more pro-environmental 

organizational culture. The results in this study extend the existing findings by showing that organizations, 

through their pro-environmental approach, can create incentives and change the attitude of the employees 

with regards to their personal commitment to behave in a more sustainable way. This also is well aligned 

with the theoretical model which was elaborated in the paper. We pinpoint on several aspects that might 

make a difference such as: 1) Seeing and copying the behavior of the colleagues that act environmentally 

can be rewarded as doing the right thing. Sharing practices among coworkers can influence stronger 

personal norms and a greater tendency to adopt environmental behavior. This is also well aligned with 

other findings previously highlighted in the literature review in which Tudor et al. (p.17) has emphasized 

that the key individual level factors to affect employee behavior are: the attitudes of co-workers, especially 

as a result of the value placed on the environment. More association can be found also in Venkatesan (p.18) 

who has argued that the fashion shops don’t need to convince us directly that their product is good, they 

need only to convince us that many others think so, which, among consumers, is often proof enough and 

Bandura (see p.18) who is mentioning the littering problem is also a part of copying other behavior as 

people think that littering would do less damage in an already littered environment compared to a clean 

environment. 2) Moral support from superiors is much appreciated.  These findings correspond with some 

previous studies (Lindblom & Ohlsson p.11) showing that inspiring employees to change their mindset, 

being able to encourage, educate and motivate them to act pro-environmentally, combined with the support 

and cooperation of the community and the government (changing infrastructural strategy to become more 

walkable city) can bring a huge environmental impact. This goes in line with Leithwood and Jantzi (2000), 

affirming that the leaders also play a key role in empowering and inspiring action within organizations.  

• In regards to the proposed hypotheses, the given data have confirmed all of them except the fourth one 

which has fully neglected the proposed rationale. From the results, it can be revealed that employee green 

behavior can be positively influenced by the environmental habits, intrinsic motivation, the level of 

deployed sustainability policy and the increase of employee environmental awareness.  These results can be 

matched to the literature in which it is well argumented that employees are nowadays more prone to 

develop personal habits and attitudes for coping with and managing green behavior. Also, that managers 

can impact the level of environmental awareness by spreading shared knowledge, group learning, 

informational and inspirational seminars, environmental books and brochures (Shove, 2012 p.15). The 

company itself through its organizational culture and values must be a good example of how the employees 

should behave (Bandura, 1977, p.19).  

• What can be interesting to consider from the results is that the fourth hypothesis which claimed that “higher 

extrinsic motivation is linked to higher proactive EGB” has been neglected. This means that the higher 

extrinsic motivation is related to lower employee green behavior. This finding is not in line with the 

assumptions. As stated previously in the paper, there might be several explanations which approve the 

findings. Namely, the current study did not consider factors such as leadership quality (Graves et al., 2013) 
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or the timing of the rewards and punishments (Baxter & Pelletier, 2020) which have been shown to have an 

effect on employee green behavior, nor did it use representative sample. In any case further research is 

needed to provide a deeper understanding of the issue.  

• This paper has limitations mostly related to the composition of the sample and the sample size. However, 

the attention is on the SME sector and on a topic which is rarely the focus of attention of the researchers in 

the country. As such it provides starting point for future studies in the country to understand the factors 

related to EGB and how best to stimulate it.  

• To sum up the main implications of the paper, the fact is that the relation between employee green behavior 

and organizational culture is a very important aspect for managing pro-environmental performance. The 

focus of this research was to see how employees within the companies from North Macedonia experience 

the green behavior practices with special attention to the existence of nexus between the personal factors 

and contextual variables enabling understanding of motivation and the level of green practices. The 

research data show that employees perceive different levels of pre-environmental behavior and that there is 

a link between personal and motivation factors and the overall green behaviors. If companies in North 

Macedonia are willing to improve their environmental status and to motivate their employees to act pro-

environmentally, they have more mechanisms and practices to explore and deploy such as provide moral 

support and lead a change, to develop a training system where employees by sharing and perception can 

learn from the manager/ leader’s and co-workers behavior. Another important issue is that the companies 

need to deploy environment protection policies and implement them consistently. Not to forget to mention 

that beyond all of this, the Macedonian government also has an important role in strengthening its 

capacities towards increased employee green behavior through  implementing various environmental 

policies, making frequent inspections of businesses and penalizing those that do not act environmentally 

friendly.    
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