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Abstract 

In today’s society, environmental concern might be at a historical peak. 2778 companies in 60 

countries have now acquired the Benefit-Corporation (B-Corp) Certification in attempts to 

demonstrate their environmental responsibility. The aim of the present study was to investigate 

the effects of implementing the B-Corp Certification in a USA automotive dealership on 

employee pro-environmental behavior and life satisfaction, with consideration of the moderating 

role of commitment to the B-Corp Certification. A within-group quasi-experimental design was 

used to investigate the effects of the certification over a 5-month period through self-reported 

measures. Thirty-three employees participated in this study. One-way repeated-measures 

ANOVA was conducted to measure differences in employee pro-environmental behavior before 

and after the implementation of the B-Corp Certification. Through bivariate correlations the 

relationship between employee pro-environmental behavior and life satisfaction was analyzed. 

Partial correlation was used to test the moderating role of commitment in determining the 

strength of the implementation on employee pro-environmental behavior. There was no 

difference between pre- and post-measurements of employee pro-environmental behavior. 

Commitment to the B-Corp Certification did not moderate the effectiveness of the 

implementation of the B-Corp Certification on employee pro-environmental behavior. 

Additionally, no relationship was found between pro-environmental behavior and life 

satisfaction. Finally, results are discussed within the context of industrial- and organizational 

(IO) psychology, as are the implications for future research and interventions aimed at increasing 

employee pro-environmental behaviors. 

  

Key words: pro-environmental behavior; commitment; organizational change; life satisfaction; 

norm-activation model, value-belief and norm framework, social exchange theory; theory of 

planned behavior; B-Corp Certification. 
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Introduction 
Today, the debate surrounding environmental sustainability seems to be at a historical 

peak. Technological developments and mass production enable business entities to make larger 

profits than ever, often at the expense of the natural world. The consequences of this exploitation 

can be detrimental to the planet (Gifford, 2014; Kazdin, 2009; Ones & Dilchert, 2012). Ways of 

rectifying the problem have emerged, but their effectivity can be questioned. One way 

corporations have been addressing the issue is through charity checks. This passive approach is 

arguably ineffective, as it does not address the root of the problem, and can be used to cover up 

participation in environmentally dangerous business operations (Ones & Dilchert, 2012). 

New ways of pushing corporations in environmentally friendly directions focus on 

shifting their business models by pursuing highly valued certifications aimed at demonstrating 

their social and environmental responsibility. One such certification, the B-Corp Certification, 

has been acquired by 2778 companies within 150 industries in 60 different countries, and its 

popularity is increasing. The certification demands reports on the organizations’ effectiveness in 

achieving environmentally responsible goals, however, it does not assess the potential influences 

on employee pro-environmental behavior (PEB). Though the B-Corp Certification focuses 

mainly on environmental sustainability on an organizational level, its implementation in the 

dealership is also meant to target individual level outcomes. While there have been a number of 

studies investigating interventions aimed at increasing pro-environmental behaviors (De Groot & 

Steg, 2009; Stern, 1999), scientific scrutiny is lacking when it comes to this specific certification. 

As such, there is no scientific evidence that the B-Corp Certification has an effect on employee 

behaviors relevant for environmental sustainability or other organizational and personal 

outcomes. The similarities between the implementation of this certification and previously 

successful interventions could mean that the B-Corp Certification holds great potential in 

increasing employee PEB. Effective PEB interventions have incorporated procedures and 

strategies such as policy changes, feedback, support, and training (Young et al., 2015).  

PEB includes behaviors such as energy conservation, pro-environmental buying, 

recycling, and travel mode choice (Bamberg & Möser, 2007; De Groot & Steg, 2009; Ones & 

Dilchert, 2012). PEB is often explained by using multiple theories, which cover different aspects 

of the construct. The theory of planned behavior (TPB) by Ajzen (1991) explains behavior by 
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seeing it as the result of a rational evaluation of the specific behavior, leading to a certain degree 

of behavioral intention, while Schwartz’ (1977) Norm-Activation Model focuses on the 

activation of cognitive structures related to altruism. Incorporating aspects of the aforementioned 

theories, Stern’s (2000) Value-Belief and Norm model further attempts to explain the sequential 

processes leading to PEB, starting with current cultural aspects. Another perspective on adopting 

pro-environmental behaviors in line with organizational environmental goals draws on social 

exchange processes. Social Exchange Theory (Cole, Schaninger, & Harris, 2002; Cropanzano & 

Mitchell, 2005; Paillé, Boiral, & Chen, 2013) highlights employee-organization and employee-

supervisor exchanges as an important determinant for employee adoption of PEB. Besides 

helping the environment, these behaviors can have positive implications for life satisfaction 

(Schmitt, Aknin, Axsen, & Shwom, 2018; Binder & Blankenberg, 2017; Kasser, 2017; Ryan & 

Deci, 2000), which further highlights their importance. This relationship is yet to be explored in 

corporations acquiring the B-Corp Certification. Life satisfaction refers to an individual's 

subjective evaluation of his or her life, and has been considered an essential part of subjective 

well-being (Diener, 1984; Diener et al., 1985). 

The process of implementing the B-Corp Certification can be categorized as an 

organizational change, as it requires changes in policies and procedures. The effectiveness of this 

change on employee PEB might be moderated by different variables (Oreg, Michel, & By, 

2013). In this study, Meyer and Herscovitch’s (2001) Three-Component Model of Commitment 

is used to assess commitment to the B-Corp Certification. Commitment has been shown to be an 

important factor for the success of change implementations (Boiral, Paillé, & Raineri, 2015; 

Cunningham, 2006; Parish, Cadwallader, & Busch, 2008; Perez, Amichai-Hamburger, & 

Shterental, 2009; Raineri & Paillé, 2016). This model has, to our knowledge, yet to be evaluated 

in regards to the effectiveness of corporate certifications aimed at increasing environmental 

responsibility.  

The aim of the present study is to investigate the effects of implementing the B-Corp 

Certification on employee pro-environmental behavior and life satisfaction, taking into account 

the moderating role of commitment to the B-Corp Certification. The current work starts with a 

discussion of the concepts of pro-environmental behavior and life satisfaction, which is followed 

by a review of relevant theories in contemporary PEB research literature. The process framework 
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developed by Young and colleagues (2015) summarizes and integrates aspects that have been 

definitive for intervention success in the past. This framework will be reviewed and used to 

evaluate the potential of the B-Corp implementation. Finally, organizational commitment to 

change will be reviewed as an important factor for the present organizational change. The 

effectiveness of the implementation will be investigated by measuring potential changes in 

employee pro-environmental behavior and life satisfaction during the implementation phase, 

along with the potential moderating role of commitment to change. Implications for the 

certification will be discussed, as will the role of industrial and organizational psychology in 

similar investigations of the corporate world (De Groot & Steg, 2009; Gifford, 2014; Kazdin, 

2009; Ones & Dilchert, 2012). 

 

Theoretical Background 

The fundamentals of employee pro-environmental behavior is embedded into multiple theories. 

Theoretical approaches vary in scope thus necessitating the integration of various theories in 

order to properly grasp and comprehend employee pro-environmental behaviors. Previously 

conducted studies have focused on components such as attitudinal variables, subjective and 

personal norms, beliefs, social exchanges, and awareness. In the following sections, the 

theoretical underpinnings of pro-environmental behaviors will be reviewed. Additionally, 

research on interventions aimed at increasing employee PEB, and literature on commitment to a 

specific change will presented.  

 

Pro-Environmental Behavior and Theories Explaining it 

Individual behaviors which are intended to reduce negative impact on the natural world 

are labelled pro-environmental (Stern, 2000). Ones and Dilchert (2010 in press; 2012) define 

employee environmental behaviors as “scalable actions and behaviors that employees engage in 

or bring about that are linked with, and contribute to, environmental sustainability” (p. 456). 

These behaviors include creating sustainable products and processes, avoiding environmental 

harm, taking environment-friendly initiatives, conservation efforts, and influencing others to 

become more pro-environmental. Several theories have been used to explain different aspects of 

PEB such as norms, attitudes, altruism, cultural trends, perceived behavioral control, and social 
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exchanges (Ajzen, 1991; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Schwartz, 1977; Stern, 2000; Paillé & 

Boiral, 2013). 

The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) by Ajzen (1991) explains PEB as the outcome of 

an individual’s attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control. Attitudes regarding 

the behavior are either positive or negative, being either in favor of, or against the specific 

behavior. Beliefs regarding a behavior give rise to attitudes, which in turn represent the 

associations with other objects, events, or characteristics, to the specific PEB. According to TPB, 

subjective norms refer to norms that originate from social perception and pressure from others. 

They represent an individual’s belief of other people’s normative stances in relation to PEB, and 

the motivation to comply with them. As an example, expectations from others to use recycle bins 

can be perceived by hearing others talking about its importance or seeing other people using 

them. Consequently, an individual can acquire the perception that these individuals think that 

one ought to act in this way. Perceived behavioral control represents an individual's perceived 

contextual possibilities, limitations, and ability to perform the PEB. For example, if using public 

transportation is considered too expensive or requires too much time, the person can perceive a 

limited ability to reduce car driving. Attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral 

control influence the level of behavioral intention. Finally, perceived behavioral control also 

interacts with the level of intention, and a certain behavior is potentially performed (Ajzen, 1991; 

Fishbein & Ajzen, 1977).  

Schwartz’s (1977) Norm-Activation model focuses on personal norms as a foundation of 

altruistic behavior. Unlike subjective norms, personal norms are not restricted to being purely 

dependent on social perception and social pressure from others. Instead, personal norms can be 

cognitively activated and acted upon to live up to self-expectations. Acting in accordance with 

self-expectations can result in favorable self-evaluations such as pride, enhanced self-esteem, or 

security. On the other hand, violating self-expectations produces guilt, loss of self-esteem , and 

other negative self-evaluations. Based on the Norm-Activation Model, PEB would result from an 

activation of personal norms related to altruistic motives. De Groot and Steg (2009) found 

personal norms to be a determinant of behavioral intention and direct behavior based on two 

preceding factors: awareness of consequences (awareness of adverse consequences to other 

people and things created by actions or inactivity) and ascription of responsibility (a feeling of 
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responsibility created by the awareness of consequences). To summarize, TPB gives a good 

overarching explanation of PEB by including attitudes, subjective norms, perceived behavioral 

control, and the resulting intention as determining factors of the behavior. It is essential to note 

that Ajzen’s (1991) TPB is theoretically necessary because it also incorporates individual 

determinants that are not normative. In contrast, the Norm-Activation Model further elaborates 

the role norms play in PEB. The combination of both theoretical perspectives is needed for a 

comprehensive understanding of PEBs. 

Another framework addressing PEB is the Value-Belief and Norm Framework by Stern 

(2000), which incorporates the aforementioned theories. This framework adds societal values 

and the new ecological paradigm as underlying antecedents to all of the previously mentioned 

determinants. The new ecological paradigm refers to the worldview in contemporary western 

society where the viability of our fragile biosphere is seen as inextricably interconnected with 

human activity (Kaiser, Hübner, & Bogner, 2005; Stern 2000). Another determining factor added 

by Stern (2000) is attitude as a general disposition towards PEBs, in contrast to TPB that 

accounts for attitudes towards specific behaviors. In other words, the Value-Belief and Norm 

Framework postulates a general attitude that is prevalent across all situations where PEBs are 

relevant. 

Together, these three theories enable a comprehensive picture of the determinants of PEB 

with a focus on the individual and its relation to society. However, the implementation of an 

organizational change that can potentially increase employee PEB requires further explanation of 

the individual-organization relationship. Social exchange theory (SET; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 

2005) has been an influential conceptual paradigm (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Paillé & 

Boiral, 2013) in understanding human relationships and workplace behaviors. Within an 

organizational setting, social exchanges take place when something perceived to have significant 

value is exchanged between the workforce and the employer (Paillé & Boiral, 2013). The 

underlying principle of social exchange is reciprocity. Through bidirectional transactions, 

outcomes result in mutual and complementary engagements and cooperation (Corpanzano & 

Mitchell, 2005). Using a social exchange perspective, the increase in employee PEB is seen as 

employee inputs aiding the pursuit of the organization’s environmental goal (Corpanzano & 

Mitchell, 2005; Paillé & Boiral, 2013).  By using these different theories and concepts that 
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contribute to the understanding of PEB, researchers can create, implement, and evaluate 

interventions aimed at increasing employee PEBs. 

 

Interventions Aimed at Increasing Pro-Environmental Behaviors  

There have been a number of different interventions aimed at increasing employee PEB 

(Christmann & Taylor, 2006; Osbaldiston, Paul, & Schott, 2012; Unsworth, Dmitrieva, & 

Afriasola, 2013; Young et al., 2015). Although there is a lack of quantitative studies (Leeming, 

Dwyer, Porter, & Cobern, 2010; Osbaldiston & Schott, 2012; Paillé & Boiral, 2013), the 

literature offers some insights into what type of interventions can be most effective. It is 

important to recognize the meta-analytic work of Osbaldiston & Schott (2012), which reveals 

that there is no sole intervention strategy that is most effective for all types of PEBs. However, 

combinations of multiple intervention strategies have proven to be fruitful for a variety of PEBs, 

such as recycling and energy conservation (Staats, Wit, & Midden, 1996; Unsworth, Dmitrieva, 

& Adriasola, 2013).  

A review by Unsworth, Dmitrieva, & Adriasola (2013) combines goal attraction, 

perception of efficacy, and goal conflict into a model for intervention effectiveness. These 

concepts are closely related to Norm-Activation Model, TPB, and Value-Belief and Norm 

Framework (Farrow, Grolleau, & Ibanez, 2017; Young et al., 2015). Goal attraction as an 

intervention strategy refers to the process of attempting to link employee actions to their specific 

pro-environmental goals. In other words, the proposed action by the organization should align 

with employee pro-environmental goals to be more effective. Previous research indicates that the 

likelihood of engaging in a behavior is influenced by the attractiveness of the goal that this 

behavior is meant to achieve, to the degree that the goal is self-concordant (Sheldon & Elliot, 

1999; Unsworth, Dmitrieva, & Adriasola, 2013). When a behavior is self-concordant, it is a 

representation of individuals’ interests and values (Sheldon & Elliot, 1999; Unsworth, Dmitrieva, 

& Adriasola, 2013). This would imply that interventions that are in line with employees’ 

interests and values regarding pro-environmental goals are more effective. From the perspective 

of the Norm-Activation Model, an intervention goal that manages to activate personal norms 

concordant with the environmental goal would be more attractive. This can be interpreted as 

suggesting organization-specific and/or employee-specific interventions. Perception of efficacy 
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relates directly to the construct of perceived behavioral control within TPB, by referring to the 

individual’s perceived ability to reach the intervention goal. Finally, when interventions are 

aimed at reducing the conflict between competing goals, it further increases the tendency 

towards PEB (Unsworth, Dmitrieva, & Adriasola, 2013). In addition to the previously mentioned 

model for intervention success, corporate values and supervisory support have been found to 

affect intervention effectiveness (Raineri & Paillé, 2016). Furthermore, interventions 

incorporating educational sessions can serve to increase knowledge about the importance of the 

environment and pro-environmental attitudes and behaviors (Díaz-Siefer et al., 2015; Leeming et 

al., 2010). In turn, knowledge regarding the environment can serve to increase awareness of 

consequences and self-ascription of responsibility (Stern, 2000). 

The aspects previously emphasized as important for intervention effectiveness can be 

incorporated into the process framework by Young et al. (2015). This process framework builds 

upon Tudor, Barr, and Gilg’s (2008) model aimed at developing sustainable waste management 

behavior. Young et al.’s (2015) elaboration of the framework (shown in figure 1) serves as a 

good basis for creating and analyzing current intervention methods and can be used as a frame 

allowing for organization- or employee-specific interventions. It involves four broad categories 

of determinants shown to be important for employee behavior change: (1) individual level 

factors, (2) group level factors, (3) organizational level factors, and (4) external factors. 

Individual factors consist of attitudes, beliefs, environmental awareness, feedback, and financial 

incentives. Group factors also include feedback and financial incentives. The organizational 

factors include factors such as management support and training, policies, and culture. External 

factors are determinants originating outside of the organization such as national policies and 

economic context (Young et al., 2015). 
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Figure 1: Process framework including the four factors of employee behavioral change (Young 

et al., 2015). 

The determinants incorporated in TPB, Norm-Activation Model, and Value-Belief and 

Norm Framework can be categorized as individual level factors. Organizational, group, and 

external factors are more thoroughly explained using Social Exchange Theory and Value-Belief 

and Norm Framework. For example, on an individual level TPB, Norm-Activation Model, and 

Value-Belief and Norm Framework all incorporate attitudes and beliefs. The Value-Belief and 

Norm Framework further incorporates external factors, such as policy and economic context. 

Further, Social Exchange Theory is relevant for factors including feedback, management 

support, and financial incentives.  
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As mentioned, the aim of the implementation of the B-Corp Certification at an American 

automotive dealership is to influence employee PEB, using several intervention strategies also 

found in the process framework. Organizational level factors, as they provide organizational 

context, can be perceived as factors constraining or enabling successful behavioral change. 

Managerial support and training such as educational sessions at this dealership are an attempt to 

influence employees’ awareness of environmental responsibility. The awareness of consequences 

and self-ascription of responsibility can further lead to activation of personal norms, increasing 

the tendency of employees to perform PEBs (Schwartz, 1977; Stern, 2000). The implementation 

also included leaders and managers leading by example to target specific behaviors and actions 

(Young et al., 2015).  

Educational sessions were offered as part of the implementation. One of the aims of these 

sessions was to facilitate employees’ knowledge of how to be environmentally responsible. 

Realizing ways in which the individual can be environmentally responsible can further affect 

their perceived behavioral control. With increased perceived behavioral control, increased 

behavioral intention will more likely lead to PEB (Ajzen, 1991). The educational sessions 

incorporate structured monthly feedback regarding performance on environmental initiatives. 

Such an approach has been shown to be more effective than general communication in 

motivating employee PEB (Young et al., 2015). From a social exchange perspective, educational 

sessions including support and feedback can be qualitatively positive employee-organizational 

and employee-supervisory exchanges (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). For example, ego 

enhancing currencies (such as accepting employee suggestions and complimenting performance) 

exchanged by supervisors can lead to loyalty and job compliance (Cole, Schaninger, & Harris, 

2002). Using the framework by Young et al. (2015) in this way, can enable categorization of 

strategies in interventions. 

Even though interventions may target all four levels of the process model, the study’s aim 

is to specifically investigate changes on the individual level. There are clear similarities between 

aspects of the present intervention, including educational sessions, policy and procedure changes, 

supervisor support, feedback processes, and strategies proved to be effective in previous studies 

(Carr, Schmidt, Ford, & DeShon, 2003; Diaz-Siefer et al., 2015; Leeming et al. 2010; Raineri & 

Paillé, 2016). The implementation of the B-Corp Certification involves strategies included in 
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Young et al.’s (2015) process framework. Consequently, the implemented strategies on an 

organizational level, group level, and individual level can impact important determinants of PEB. 

Therefore, the first hypothesis is as follows: the implementation of the B-Corp Certification will 

lead to an increase in employee pro-environmental behavior.  

 

Pro-Environmental Behaviors and Life Satisfaction 

 Although past research has indicated that individual engagement in PEBs is positively 

associated with personal well-being and overall life satisfaction (Binder & Blankenberg, 2017; 

Kasser, 2017; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Schmitt et al., 2018), the causal nature of this relationship 

remains unexplored. Life satisfaction refers to an individual's’ subjective general evaluation of 

their own lives and is an essential part of subjective well-being (Diener, 1984; Kahana et al., 

2013; Shin & Johnson, 1987). According to Diener et al. (1985), there are three distinct 

components of subjective well-being, namely positive affect, negative affect, and life 

satisfaction. While positive and negative affect refer to an emotional state, life satisfaction is a 

cognitive evaluation (Diener, 1984; Diener et al., 1985). 

Schmitt et al. (2018) found a positive relationship between PEB and life satisfaction. This 

relationship held strongest for PEBs involving prosocial aspects (behaviors perceived to benefit 

others), as well as PEBs perceived as costly in terms of time, money, or effort. Although they 

consider the possibility of life satisfaction causing higher levels of PEB, the authors emphasize 

the potential of PEB in increasing life satisfaction. The latter relationship can be partly argued 

for by highlighting the prosocial aspects of PEB. Prosocial PEBs are voluntarily performed with 

the aim of aiding, helping, or taking care of other people (Aknin et al., 2013; Moyniha, DeLeire, 

& Enami, 2015; Schmitt et al., 2018; Zuffianó, Martí-Vilar, & López-Pérez, 2018). In this way, 

PEBs might fulfill needs for social connection, and lead to feelings of competence and autonomy 

(Aknin et al., 2013; Dunn, Aknin, & Norton, 2014; Schmitt et al., 2018). People tend to feel 

better after engaging in behaviors aimed at reducing someone else’s need if it is driven by truly 

altruistic motives (Batson & Weeks, 1996). Norm-Activation Model explains the prosocial 

aspects of PEB as altruistic norm activations resulting from an individual's personal norms 

(Schwartz, 1977). 
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The positive effect of PEB on life satisfaction can also result from shifts in one’s self-

image as an environmentally friendly individual (Binder & Blankenberg, 2017). This, in turn, 

could induce feelings such as pride, by acting in accordance with held moral principles (Godin, 

Conner, & Sheeran, 2005). There is also a possibility that the well-being or life satisfaction 

following PEB is due to the fulfillment of personal core and guiding goals (Ryan & Deci, 2000). 

Due to the lack of experimental studies, no conclusive claims regarding the causal nature of the 

relationship between PEB and life satisfaction exist. Following up on previous work (Kasser, 

2017), the present study aims to explore the hypothesis that engaging in PEB causes an increase 

in life satisfaction (Binder & Blankenberg, 2017; Pavot & Diener, 1993; Schmitt et al., 2018). 

Consequently, it would explore a way in which workplace interventions aimed at increasing 

employee PEB can affect employees’ lives outside of work. In other words, does PEB mediate 

the effect of the intervention on life satisfaction? Therefore, the second hypothesis is as follows: 

an increase in pro-environmental behavior cause an increase in employee life satisfaction.  

 

Employee Commitment to the B-Corp Certification as a Moderator of Implementation 

Effectiveness 

 Employee commitment to a specific change has been found to be an important factor in 

determining the success of organizational changes (Meyer & Allen, 1997; Meyer & Herscovitch, 

2001; Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). Similarly, the effectiveness of workplace PEB interventions 

is largely dependent on the involvement of employees (Boiral, Talbot, & Paillé, 2014). With this 

automotive dealership the intention is that employees adopt PEBs because they want to, not 

because the organization demands it. Therefore, the current change depends largely on 

employees voluntarily pursuing the goal of environmental responsibility. Consequently, the 

degree to which employees are committed to the present change implementation will partly 

determine potential increases in PEB. 

 Meyer and Allen (1991; 1997) emphasized three distinct components of organizational 

commitment, namely affective, continuance, and normative commitment. Affective commitment 

refers to employees’ affective attachment to, involvement in, and identification with the 

organization (Stinglhamber, Bentein, & Vandenberghe, 2002), while continuance commitment 

emphasizes the perceived costs of leaving the organization (Becker, 1992; Mowday, Porter, & 



THE B-CORP CERTIFICATION AND EMPLOYEE PEB 15 

Steers, 1982). On the other hand, normative commitment refers to employees’ sense of 

obligation and feelings of loyalty to remain in the company (Stinglhamber et al., 2002; Weiner, 

1982). Recently, these three components have also been used to describe different types of 

commitment to a specific organizational change. Herscovitch and Meyer (2002) conceptualize 

commitment to change as a mindset and psychological state that links individual actions to a 

desired organizational change. Further, they found that using the three components in this way 

more thoroughly explains self-reported behavioral support for change rather than commitment to 

the organization. All three types of commitment are evidently important for compliance with the 

requirements of a change. 

Commitment to organizational change is a complex phenomenon influenced by a number 

of factors such as individual differences (Armenakis, Field, & Harris, 2007; Chen & Wang, 

2007; Judge, Thoreson, Pucik, & Welbourne, 1999), the context of change (Cook, Horner, & 

Payne, 2008; Herold, Fedor, & Caldwell, 2007; Rafferty & Restuborg, 2009), the change process 

itself (Bernerth, Armenakis, Feild, & Walker, 2007), as well as the impact of the change (Herold, 

Fedor, & Caldwell, 2007). Commitment is an important factor in organizational changes as it is 

associated with discretionary support for the change, lower turnover (Cunningham, 2006; Parish, 

Cadwallader, & Busch, 2008), ratings of individual learning and improved performance, as well 

as the success of the change implementation (Parish, Cadwallader, & Busch, 2008). 

Consequently, Neubert and Cady (2001) showed that commitment to new organizational change 

initiatives was positively associated with participation throughout the implementation phase. 

With this in mind, the third hypothesis is as follows: commitment to the B-Corp Certification 

will moderate the change by further increasing employee pro-environmental behavior between 

pre- and post-measurements. 

 

Method 

Situational Setting 

This study was conducted at an American automotive dealership company, who owns 

multiple different car dealerships. The company purposefully chose one specific car dealership to 

be their first to acquire the B-Corp Certification and to test the effects of the implementation. 

The reason for this being that this specific car dealership seemed most compatible with the goals 
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of the B-Corp Certification. This car brand became the first auto factory with zero landfill. This 

means that 99% of the waste from the plant is successfully being recycled, and the remaining one 

percent is turned into electricity (Subaru, 2019). The car brand represented at this specific 

dealership has substantially lower gas emissions compared to the other brands represented at the 

car dealership company. Additionally, the brand associated with the chosen dealership has an 

initiative aimed at positively impacting individual lives and the community through operations 

aimed at benefiting the environment, health and educational sectors, employees and customer. 

The operations and events associated with this initiative are implemented not only locally, but 

also on a national level. The brand itself consistently develops environmental strategies and 

approaches to sustain its performance in the industry through environmentally responsible 

actions (Islam, Tseng, & Karia, 2019). 

The automotive dealership company has not gone through any significant changes 

throughout its operational history. Therefore, the B-Corp Certification can represent a potential 

threat to employees, as feelings of uncertainty and negative attitudes can be projected towards 

this change (Oreg, Michel, & By, 2013). On the other hand, this change process can also be 

interpreted as a positive experience, since employees have not gone through negative changes in 

the past and the culture of the company is in line with the present change (Oreg, Michel, & By, 

2013).  

 

Participants and procedure 

As the study was conducted in an English speaking environment, all questionnaires were 

provided in English. Employees were invited to participate in a longitudinal follow-up study 

throughout a 5-month implementation phase. Participants mainly consisted of salespeople and 

mechanics. The dealership had a total of 54 employees at the start of the study. Out of these, 40 

staff members participated in the first measurement (pre-test). The sample of these 40 employees 

consisted of 7 females (17.5%) and 33 males (82.5%). The age ranged from 22 to 59 (M = 35.5; 

SD = 10.8) years. Organizational tenure ranged from 2 months to 15.5 years  (M = 3.9 years; SD 

= 3.9). This demographic information was provided by the HR department. 

Turnover and new employee acquisitions at this car dealership during the implementation 

phase resulted in some attrition from the study.  As such, 5 months later at the follow-up 
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measurement (post-test), the study retained 33 employees, (82.5%), representing 60% of the 

dealership. From these participants, 6 of them were female (18%) and 27 were male (82%). The 

age of these 33 participants ranged from 22 to 59 (M = 36.4; SD = 11) years, and the 

organizational tenure ranged from 7 months to 16 years (M = 4.3 years; SD = 3.92). Participants 

with missing values in the pre- and/or post-measurement were excluded from the final analyses. 

More information about the sample distribution is provided in Table 1.  

 
Table 1 
Background characteristics (number and percent) for participants in the study  
Variable N % 
Gender 

Male 
Female 

 
27 
6 

 
82% 
18% 

Age 
< 23 years 
23-29 
30-39 
> 40 years 
 

 
2 
11 
9 
11 

 
6.1% 
33.3% 
27.3% 
33.3% 

Tenure 
< 1 year 
1-2 years 
2-4 years 
4-6 years 
> 6 years 
 

 
9 
5 
7 
5 
7 

 
27.2% 
15.2% 
21.2% 
15.2% 
21.2% 

Ethnicity 
White 
Not Specified 
Hispanic/or Latino 
American 
Indian/Alaska Native 
Two or more races 
Black/African 
American 
Asian 

 
22 
3 
3 
2 
 
1 
1 
 
1 

 
67% 
9% 
9% 
6% 

 
3% 
3% 

 
3% 

Note. N = 33 
 

Survey invitation links were sent to employees’ email addresses. The assessments, on 

average, took no more than 10 minutes for employees to complete. All questionnaire items were 

pre-approved by the HR department who screened them in terms of feasibility and ethical 
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suitability. The study assured that the collected data and information given in the questionnaires 

by the participants remained anonymous and confidential, and used only for research purposes. 

All employees were informed beforehand about the aim of the study and the surveys. 

Participants were informed both through the first email they received containing the link to the 

first surveys, and by the managers in the beginning of the first educational session. Participants 

were informed that organizational researchers are investigating the effects of the B-Corp 

Certification. PEB and life satisfaction were assessed at two points in time (T1 and T2). The first 

(pre-test) was before the official kick-off of the B-Corp Certification and the second (post-test) 

was conducted 5 months later. In between these measurements, a mid-measurement was 

conducted to assess employees’ commitment to the B-Corp Certification.   

 

The Implementation of the B-Corp Certification 

In order to accurately express the importance of environmental responsibility, educational 

training programs were offered by supervisors on a monthly basis (a total of five sessions) with 

the aim of influencing individual level outcomes. Additionally, a kick-off event was organized 

and served as the first educational session. Each educational session was scheduled a week 

before it took place, and each of them lasted for one hour. The educational sessions were meant 

to educate employees to not just sell a product, but to express the company’s belief that the 

product serves a dual purpose; it meets a need for reliable transportation while also contributing 

to socially and environmentally responsible practices. The educational sessions themselves also 

served a dual purpose, as they provided employees with support and knowledge regarding 

environmentally responsible goals. Additionally, these sessions were meant to unite employees 

and managers to commonly share the goals of the B-Corp Certification. The educational sessions 

were made up of lectures and presentations, including specific case studies from previously 

certified companies, and how they achieved changes and results. Annual reports including 

statistics from certified companies were further used to raise awareness regarding the challenges 

of current environmentally sustainable practices and possible solutions and actions. Additionally, 

supervisors initiated discussions about potential challenges and employee concerns. The 

supervisors’ goal in these discussions was to create more clarity and reduce feelings of 

uncertainty regarding the change. During the implementation phase, employees had the 
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possibility of suggesting environmental goals that resonate with their own goals and values. 

These goals could then potentially be pursued by both the organization and the employee. Lastly, 

the B-Corp Certification was also accompanied by changes in policies, such as replacing oil 

change procedures to more environmentally responsible ones.  

 

Instruments 

 All the surveys used in the current study are openly available at https://osf.io/s6ncx/.    

Pro-Environmental Behavior. A 25-item pro-environmental behavior (PEB) 

questionnaire (Hiramatsu, Kurisu, & Hanaki, 2015) was used to assess employees’ self-rated 

environmental behaviors in their daily activities. The questionnaire was designed to incorporate 

positive and negative prompts using a 6-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 

(strongly agree). Through these prompts, the measurement assesses employees’ concerns (if any) 

and perspective on environmental issues (“My concerns for environmental issues is not 

particularly high”), their awareness of environmental problems (When I make a purchase, the 

impact on the environment does not factor into my decision”), and the extent to which their 

behaviors contribute to and influence their environmental surroundings (“An individual action 

will not significantly influence the environment”). A high score on this instrument indicates high 

engagement and interest in PEBs. Within the assessment, six questions were slightly adjusted to 

be approved by the HR department (see appendix). Cronbach’s Alpha was used to examine 

internal consistency of the pro-environmental behavior scale measurement. Results indicated a 

high reliability of α = .89 for the overall construct.  

Commitment to Change. Employees’ commitment to the B-Corp Certification was 

assessed with the commitment to change scale (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001). The scale measures 

employees’ overall commitment to change with 18 items. Within the commitment assessment, 

the word “change” was replaced with “B-Corp Certification” to facilitate proper interpretation 

from employees at the company. The commitment scale is multidimensional and integrates three 

components, namely affective, continuance, and normative commitment. These three subscales 

have 6 items each. Affective commitment (“The B-Corp Certification is a good strategy for [this 

organization]”) refers to employees’ emotional attachment to and involvement with the B-Corp 

Certification (Oreg, Michel, & By, 2013). Continuance commitment (“I feel pressure to get 
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along with the B-Corp Certification”) refers to employees’ perceived cost of not supporting the 

B-Corp Certification, while normative commitment (“I feel a sense of duty to work toward the B-

Corp Certification”) indicates workers’ felt obligation to support the B-Corp Certification (Oreg, 

Michel, & By, 2013). A 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 

agree) was used to assess participants’ responses. Preliminary analysis was conducted to test for 

internal consistency of the commitment to the B-Corp Certification measure. Results indicate a 

lower Cronbach score (α = .43) than the preferable score of .70 (Field, 2013). Exploratory factor 

analyses was conducted to test for the potential exclusion of items with low reliability. However, 

item deletion would not have resulted in higher reliability. This can suggest that the instrument 

may have inconsistencies within the construct that it is supposed to measure (Field, 2013). 

Another possible reason for the low reliability was the varying context in which participants 

completed the surveys. Participants chose when (still approximate to the assigned pre/post time) 

and where to complete the surveys, as it was not required to complete them at the workplace. 

Life Satisfaction. The satisfaction with life scale (SWLS; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 

1985) is a measure of individuals’ life quality according to the evaluation and appraisal of their 

own personal criteria (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985; Guhn, Emerson, Schonert-

Reichl, & Gadermann, 2018). The scale measures overall life satisfaction rather than specific 

domains (“In most ways my life is close to ideal”). This scale includes five items on a 7-point 

Likert scale from 1 (disagree a lot) to 7 (agree a lot). A manual created by Diener (2006) will be 

used for scores interpretations. Internal consistency for the satisfaction with life scale resulted in 

a high reliability of α = .87, which indicates that the questionnaire consistently reflects the 

constructs it is measuring (Field, 2013).   

 

Statistical Analysis 

All statistical analyses were performed with IBM SPSS 25 statistics. All analyses were 

based on data from the aforementioned questionnaires and from the HR department at the pre-, 

mid-, and post-measurements. Pre- and post-measurements of PEBs were analysed through one-

way repeated-measures ANOVA. Analysis using partial correlation was performed to investigate 

the relationship between commitment to the B-Corp Certification and employee PEB change. 
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Lastly, the mediating role of pro-environmental behavior between the B-Corp Certification and 

life satisfaction was meant to be further assessed by mediation analysis.  

Preliminary analyses were conducted to check for the assumptions of normality and sphericity 

(Field, 2013). The pre-measurement of pro-environmental behavior indicated a non-normal 

distribution D(33) = .16, p = .03. Since all statistical analyses are related to PEB, log data 

transformation was performed with all variables. After transforming the data, the Kolmogorov-

Shapiro test for both, pre-measurement D(33) = 0.108, p = .22 and follow-up scores D(33) = 

0.10, p = .20 indicated a normal distribution. Both pre-measurement of life satisfaction D(33) = 

0.136, p = .13 and post-measurement of life satisfaction D(33) = 0,121, p = .20 were normally 

distributed. Scores representing Commitment to the B-Corp Certification were normally 

distributed D(33) = 0.11, p = .20. The Shapiro-Wilk statistic corroborated these results. Levene’s 

test for homogeneity indicated equal variances for both pre-measurement F(1,31) = 4.24, p = 

0.48, as well as for the post-measurement F(1, 31) = 1,12, p < .30 of PEB. Similarly, pre-

measurement of life satisfaction F(1,31) = .005, p = .94) as well as post measurement of life 

satisfaction F(1, 31) = 6,99, p = .13) showed equal variances. Additionally, scores representing 

commitment to B-Corp Certification further showed equal variances F(1, 31) = 0.79, p = .38. 

 

Results  

Table 2 displays descriptive statistics including mean, standard deviations, minimum and 

maximum scores for all variables. Descriptive statistics of the surveyed sample, such as age, 

gender, are further shown in 3. 

Table 2 
Descriptive Statistics for Commitment to the B-Corp Certification and Pre- and Post-Test for 
Employee Pro-Environmental Behavior and Life Satisfaction  
 Pro-Environmental Behavior 

Test              Re-Test 
Life Satisfaction 

     Test               Re-Test 
Commitment to the 
B-Corp Certification 

M 2.99 3.02 4.84 4.44 3.61 
SD .82 .78 1.35 1.27 .61 
Min. 1.72 1.73 2.60 2.00 2.41 
Max. 5.20 5.80 7.0 6.6 4.72 
Note. N = 33.  
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Table 3 
Descriptive Statistics for Organizational  Tenure (T1) and Participants’ Age (T1) 

 Organizational 
Tenure 

 
Age 

M 3.94 36.4 
SD 3.92 11.3 
Min. .17 22 
Max. 15.67 59 
Note. N = 33.  
 

Pro-Environmental Behavior 

Employees had a mean score of 2.99 (SD = .82) on a 6-point scale of PEB at the pre-

measurement. Post-measurement mean scores were 3.02 (SD = .78). Results from one-way 

repeated-measures ANOVA indicated no significant difference between the pre- and post-

measurements of pro-environmental behavior; Wilk’s Lambda = 0.997, F(1, 32) = 0.088, p = .77. 

Thus, B-Corp Certification process was not associated with any noticeable increase in employee 

PEB. The results do not support the study’s first hypothesis which read, the implementation of 

the B-Corp Certification will lead to an increase in employee pro-environmental behavior. 

 
Life Satisfaction           

 Due to the insignificant difference in pro-environmental behaviors’ pre- and post-

measurements, the study’s second hypothesis of regarding if an increase in pro-environmental 

behavior will lead to an increase in employee life satisfaction could not be assessed. However, 

exploratory analyses were conducted to check for the relationship between pro-environmental 

behavior and life satisfaction, both for pre- and post-measurements. Additionally, a potential 

change in scores of life satisfaction was explored between pre- and post-measurements. For the 

pre-measurement, employees at the automotive dealership had a mean score of 4.84 (SD = 1.36) 

on a 7-point Likert scale. On the follow-up measurement, the mean scores were 4.44 (SD = 

1.27). The mean of the total score for the pre-measurement of life satisfaction was 24.64, and for 

the post-measurement the total mean score was 22.36. Results from one-way repeated-measures 

ANOVA indicated no significant difference between the pre- and post-measurements life 

satisfaction; Wilk’s Lambda = 0.911, F(1, 32) = 3.14, p = .86.   
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Bivariate correlations were conducted, and the results indicated no significant 

relationship between neither pre-measurement of life satisfaction and pro-environmental 

behavior r = -.044, p (two-tailed) = .81, nor the follow-up measurement between the same 

variables r = -.107, p (two-tailed) = .55 (shown in table 4).  

Table 4 
Matrix Correlation Coefficient for Pre- and Post-Measurement of Life  
Satisfaction and PEB. 
Variables    1   2 3 4 
1. Satisfaction with Life Scale 
(Test) 

1    

2. Satisfaction with Life Scale 
(Re-Test) 

.448** 1   

3. Pro-Environmental 
Behavior 
(Test) 

-.044 -.226 1  

4. Pro-Environmental 
Behavior 
(Re-Test) 

-.113 -.107 .521** 1 

Note. N = 33. 
**. p < .01. 
 

Commitment to the B-Corp Certification 

Employees had a mean commitment to change score of 3.6 (SD = .61) on a 7-point Likert 

scale. To test the moderating effect of commitment, a partial correlation of pre- and post-

measurements of pro-environmental behavior was calculated while controlling for commitment 

to the B-Corp Certification. There was a significant relationship of the partial correlation 

between the pre- and post-measurement of pro-environmental behavior r = .521, p (two-tailed) = 

.02. Similar results were indicated between the pre- and post-measurement of pro-environmental 

behavior when commitment was controlled for r = .501, p (two-tailed) = .003. However, the 

relationship between pre- (r = .521) and post-measurement (r = .501) of employee PEB remained 

approximately the same when the effect of the commitment to the B-Corp Certification was 

controlled for. Results can further indicate that commitment to the B-Corp Certification has no 

moderating effect on pro-environmental behaviors. Thus, the study’s third hypothesis, 

commitment to the B-Corp Certification will moderate the change by further increasing 

employee pro-environmental behavior between pre- and post-measurements, was not supported 

by the results. 
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Discussion   

The purpose of this study was to measure the effects of the implementation of the B-Corp 

Certification on employee pro-environmental behavior, and the moderating role of commitment 

to the B-Corp Certification at an American car dealership. Additionally, a causal positive effect 

of pro-environmental behavior on life satisfaction was hypothesized. Results regarding the first 

hypothesis revealed no significant difference between pre- and post-measurements of PEB. This 

indicates that the implementation of the B-Corp Certification did not increase employee PEB 

during the current implementation. 

Hypothesis 1 was partly justified by the similarities of the current implementation and 

Young et al.´s (2015) process framework. Even though the present implementation shares 

aspects (such as educational sessions, policy change, and feedback) with Young and colleagues’ 

(2015) framework, the goal of increasing employee PEB was not achieved. As the framework is 

created through the compilation of successful interventions, the factors can be considered broad. 

Thus, as they do not explicitly describe the ways in which the factors should be utilized when 

constructing an intervention, it risks being highly relative to the particular workplace in which it 

is applied. Factors including aspects such as changes in policies and procedures will naturally be 

different in relation to the industry and the varying pro-environmental goal. Consequently, the 

lack of increase in PEB in the current study can be due to way the implementation was carried 

out in this specific context. Additionally, there is a risk that the environmental goals of the B-

Corp Certification and the car dealership (on employee PEB) were not addressed properly in the 

implementation processes. Stated differently, the intervention might have failed in affecting 

relevant individual factors such as attitudes, beliefs, norms, values, or perceived behavioral 

control, ultimately influencing employee PEB. For example, according to the Norm-Activation 

Model and the Value-Belief and Norm Framework, it is essential that the employees’ awareness 

of consequences and self-ascription of responsibility change. If these determinants are not 

altered, the subsequent determinants may remain the same after the implementation (Schwartz, 

1977; Stern, 2000). Another speculative possibility is that the effects of this change do not start 

to affect PEB until it is fully established, i.e.: when the dealership becomes an officially certified 

B-Corp organization. 
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Additionally, the social exchange processes may not have been of a certain qualitative 

reciprocal nature which would result in mutual engagements and cooperation of the employees 

(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). For example, it’s possible that employees do not perceive 

organizational support as high. When perceived organizational support is high, there is a higher 

tendency for organizational citizenship behaviors. Organizational citizenship behavior could lead 

to beneficial exchanges between employees and supervisors (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; 

Oreg, Michel, & By, 2013; Yang & Mishra, 2018). If the employees perceive low organizational 

support, this can decrease their tendency to engage in the organization’s desired environmental 

goals (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Further, the exchange relationship between employee-

supervisor and employee-organization can enhance or decrease work-related contributions, 

commitment, and loyalty. Social exchange theory suggest that an imbalance in the reciprocal 

value exchange, can hinder employees’ contribution, commitment, and loyalty to the 

organization (Cole, Schaninger, & Harris, 2002; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). In other words, 

if employees in the current study do not perceive that the organization or supervisors exchange 

something of value to them within the implementation, they are less likely to engage in 

aforementioned behaviors. 

The lack of intervention effect on employee PEB does not exclude the possibility that the 

B-Corp Certification can have beneficial environmental organizational level outcomes. Further, 

interventions focusing on goals aimed at reaching environmentally responsible outcomes, might 

not be as effective as interventions focusing specifically on environmentally relevant behaviors 

(Zhuang & Wu, 2019). As Zhuang and Wu (2019) suggested, the motives of performing a energy 

saving behavior can be different then the motive of saving energy. In their study, this is 

highlighted as particularly important for the organization-employee feedback processes. This 

focus can enable feedback for motives that drive the pro-environmental behavior, but are not in 

themselves motives tied to an environmental goal. For example, a person might reduce their meat 

consumption because they want to be healthier, rather than to reduce greenhouse gas emission. 

Feedback procedures regarding the reduction of meat consumption could then also focus on this 

behavioral goal which drives the environmental goal indirectly. 

Another aspect to consider is the company’s current culture related to PEB. The mean 

score of the organization’s indicated that self-reported PEB is incongruent with the company’s 
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expressed culture of being highly concerned about the environment. One explanation for the lack 

of change in employee PEB could be value-incongruence concerning the company’s goals and 

employee values. This would mean that employees do not share the values the car brand stands 

for. Value-incongruence should affect employee goal attraction, by making the pro-

environmental goals less self-concordant (Sheldon & Elliot, 1999; Unsworth, Dmitrieva, & 

Adriasola, 2013). Therefore, the value-incongruence risks reducing the effectiveness of the 

intervention.  

As there was no significant increase between pre- and post-measurements of PEB, the 

second hypothesis, an increase in pro-environmental behavior will lead to an increase in 

employee life satisfaction, was not tested. Therefore, the causal nature of the relationship 

between employee PEB and life satisfaction was not examined. However, exploratory analyses 

was conducted to examine the relationship between PEB and life satisfaction. In contrast to 

previous studies (Binder & Blankenberg, 2017; Kasser, 2017; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Schmitt et al., 

2018), the current study found no significant relationship between PEB and life satisfaction 

neither at pre- nor at post-measurement. The relationship between employee PEB and life 

satisfaction has been suggested to depend on the prosocial aspects of PEB (Aknin et al., 2013; 

Moyniha, DeLeire, & Enami, 2015; Schmitt et al., 2018; Zuffianó, Martí-Vilar, & López-Pérez, 

2018). Additionally, it has been suggested that PEB satisfies needs for social connection and 

feelings of competence and autonomy (Aknin et al., 2013; Dunn, Aknin, & Norton, 2014; 

Schmitt et al., 2018). Furthermore, an environmentally friendly self-image could be another 

factor contributing to the relationship between PEB and life satisfaction. The reason for this 

being that an environmentally friendly self-image can enable a sense of pride when acting in 

accordance with held moral principles (Binder & Blankenberg, 2017; Godin, Conner, & Sheeran, 

2005). However, the current study did not find a relationship between PEB and life satisfaction, 

and as such brings into question whether these factors important for life satisfaction are related to 

PEB. There can be, of course, other possible reasons why there was no relationship found 

between these constructs. As suggested by Schmitt et al. (2018), this relationship seems stronger 

when the PEBs are perceived as contributing to sustainable environmental impact. According to 

this line of thought, a lack of this perception among the participants may be one reason for the 

non-significant relationship. Additionally, there are different types of PEBs (such as recycling, 



THE B-CORP CERTIFICATION AND EMPLOYEE PEB 27 

energy conservation, use of public transportation) and the current measurement does not 

distinguish between them. Therefore, it is possible that the current study did not measure PEBs 

vital for the relationship between PEB and life satisfaction (Schmitt et al., 2018). It is also 

possible that the PEB questionnaire by Hiramatsu, Kurisu, & Hanaki (2015) may not have 

properly addressed socially relevant PEBs, such as volunteering activities. A variety of different 

instruments have been used across studies to examine diverse types of PEBs, and a 

comprehensive scale containing a full spectrum of employee PEBs has not yet been well-

validated (Ones & Dilchert, 2012; Schmitt, 2018). To our knowledge, this is the first study that 

has tested this relationship with the scale developed by Hiramatsu, Kurisu, & Hanaki (2015). The 

varying conceptual approaches to PEB represented in different scales likely affect the construct’s 

relationship with life satisfaction. Organizational changes can negatively impact mental health, 

by contributing to outcomes such as stress, anxiety, depression, and burnout  (Greenglas & 

Burke, 2000; Panchal & Cartwright, 2001). Further, it has been posited that negative emotions 

have an inverse correlation with life satisfaction (Kuppens, Realo, & Diener, 2008). This 

negative relationship seems to be more pronounced in individualistic countries (such as the 

USA) as opposed to collectivistic ones (Kuppens et al., 2008). Additionally, satisfaction in one 

specific life domain, such as job satisfaction, can impact judgements of overall life satisfaction 

(Pavot & Diener, 2008). In the case of the B-Corp Certification implementation, scores of 

employee life satisfaction from both pre- and post-measurement was in the average score range 

(Diener, 2006). An average life satisfaction score (scores between 20-24) implies that employees 

are mostly satisfied with their lives, however, they perceive some areas that are in need of 

improvement. One can speculate about the stability in life satisfaction in the present study.  

The stability can indicate that the change implementation did not have a tangible impact 

on employees’ satisfaction with life. A reason for this could be that the nature of the change in 

this study differs from previously investigated organizational changes in research on negative 

reactions as a result of organizational change. For example, studies on the negative effects of 

restructuring due to downsizing are often accompanied by job insecurity, increased conflicts, and 

working overtime (Armstrong-stassen, 1997; Maurier & Northcott, 2000; Oreg, Michel, & By, 

2013). In contrast, the current change might not cause job insecurity to the same extent as 

restructuring caused by downsizing. Even though the implementation of the B-Corp Certification 
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can imply changing working procedures, employees’ work roles do not undergo drastic changes. 

This stability might also indicate that the change, though it did not achieve its intended result, 

was implemented with due consideration for employees. However, a closer examination of the 

scores in PEB revealed that individual score did not remain stable. Rather, while some 

employees increased others decreased in PEB. These changes thus essentially cancelled each 

other out, which could in turn explain the correlation of .521 found between the pre- and post-

measurements of PEB at this automotive dealership. 

The results indicated that commitment to the B-Corp Certification had no moderating 

effect on employee PEB neither at pre-measurement nor at the follow-up measurement of PEB. 

This can indicate that employee commitment to the B-Corp Certification did not play a 

substantive role in determining intervention effectiveness on employee PEB. These results are 

not in line with the findings that commitment is important for successful organizational change 

(Meyer & Hamilton, 2013; Oreg, Michel, & By, 2013). For commitment to have a moderating 

effect, employee commitment to the certification would increase or decrease employee PEB. It is 

possible that even if employees commit to the B-Corp Certification on organizational level 

outcomes, they might not necessarily commit to individual behaviors. For example, employees 

can perceive their commitment to organizational level changes, such as commitment to comply 

with changes in policies and procedures, however, this would not necessarily imply that an 

employee would commit to individual PEBs such as recycling. In the present study commitment 

was unrelated to both to the predictor and outcome variables. Further, it is also important to note 

that the Commitment to the B-Corp Certification scale had a low internal reliability (α = .43), 

and therefore might not have assessed the construct properly.  

 

Strengths and Limitations 

Several methodological strengths and limitations are inherent in the current study design. 

First, the present study used a within-subject design, allowing a follow-up measurement of the 

same individuals. Having another dealership serving as a control group would have enabled 

comparisons to be made between different dealerships. Due to the influence of contextual 

factors, it is possible that the intervention discussed here would unfold differently in a different 

dealership. However, a between group comparison alone could potentially mislead the results of 
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the B-Corp Certification since the dealership characteristics could be a possible confounder 

impacting the intervention’s effect. The within-subject design tends to rule out potential 

individual differences skewing the results, allowing for a more thorough investigation of the 

intervention effect (Charness, Gneezy, & Kuhn, 2012). With this in mind, research regarding 

PEB could benefit from having multiple research methodologies. 

Many existing studies investigating the relationship between PEB and possible 

determinants are cross-sectional. Cross-sectional studies on PEB are inherently problematic due 

to the limited control of confounding effects such as sample- and context differences. Examples 

of this can be found in studies where the role of PEB was investigated cross-sectionally by 

variables such as attitudes, beliefs, norms, and values (Bamberg & Möser, 2007; Osbaldiston & 

Schott, 2012). Correlations of possible PEB determinants do not fully reveal the causal nature of 

the relationship, and therefore the usefulness of these studies in developing or analyzing 

interventions is limited. In comparison, the quasi-experimental design in the current study can 

allow for the drawing of conclusions regarding the causality. However, the present study does 

not quantitatively assess whether the intervention does in fact affect determinants of PEB. 

Therefore, the current study is, to an extent, limited when it comes to establishing the 

relationship between the current intervention and the determinants.  

A within-subject design has statistical benefits when forced to work with a smaller 

sample size such as the one in this study, because the sample does not need to be divided into 

two groups (Cohen, 1992; Zimmerman, 1997). Thus here, the within-subject design enables the 

study the statistical equivalent of a sample of 66 participants. According to Cohen (1992), an 

ANOVA would require a sample size of  64 for a medium effect size (α = 0.05), to have a sound 

statistical power of .80. By the same criteria, a large effect size would require 26 participants. 

Unfortunately, many studies on PEB do not seem too keen on reporting effect sizes even though 

they have statistically significant results (Ajzen, 1991; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; De Groot 

& Steg, 2009; Gifford, 2014; Kaiser, Hübner & Bogner, 2005; Kollmus & Agyeman, 2002; 

Paillé, & Boiral, 2013; Stern et al., 1999; Stern, 2000). This hinders researchers to estimate an 

appropriate sample size beforehand, and it affects the degree to which the results can be 

generalized. However, meta-analyses on interventions aimed at increasing PEB have been 

revealing effect sizes ranging from modest (Cohen’s d = 0.30) to large (Cohen’s d = 1.00) with 
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an average of d = 0.45 across 253 estimates (Ones, 2012; Osbaldiston & Schott, 2011). This 

would imply that the sample size of 33 participants in the current study is statistically sufficient. 

However, the meta-analysis solely included studies measuring actual behaviors, while the current 

study relies on self-reported measures. This can be considered a problem as self-report measures 

risk being weakly associated with actual behavior (Peterson & Kerin, 1981). Therefore, the 

current sample size estimate risks being flawed.  

Another limitation regarding the study is the use of self-reported measures, which could 

not only lead to common method bias and inconsistencies between the true correlations among 

variables, but also to Type I error (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). This can further restrict the study’s 

ability to detect critical flaws in terms of validity and reliability of the true face value of the 

research. However, this issue can potentially be minimized by temporally separating the outcome 

variables from the predictor (Podsakoff et al., 2003).  

The current study was conducted over a 5-month long period, which mitigates common 

method bias. Employees’ personal perception of the change initiative can further reflect common 

method bias, therefore, data from multiple sources may be obtained in the future to overcome the 

issue of common method bias. Examples of this can include ratings from supervisors and 

managers, as well as measures of actual behaviors (recycling, energy saving). Additionally, 

taking into account the rising concerns and shifting values about the environment and pro-

environmental behaviors, the influence of social desirability bias should be considered. Like 

other studies that rely on self-report data, this study has no means of detecting individual 

tendencies towards deceit or to respond more positively as a result of social desirability 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003). However, in contrast to the measurement used in the current study, most 

surveys on pro-environmental behavior use only positive prompts, which are more vulnerable to 

“yes-biases” (Hiramatsu, Kurisu, & Hanaki, 2015).  

Lastly, the present study was conducted with an American sample, and the question 

remains whether the result is generalizable in a different context. Considering the work roles 

(mainly mechanics and salespeople), there is a possibility that different occupational cultures 

react differently to these types of interventions (Ashkanasy, Wilderom, & Peterson, 2011; 

Silverthorne, 2005). One also needs to consider that different dealership brands may differ when 

implementing changes aimed at modifying employee behavior, such as PEB. 
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Implications and Future Directions 

 The current study examined an intervention by an organization aiming to increase 

organizational and employee environmental responsibility with a longitudinal design. This can 

be seen as the scientific community’s first attempt at investigating a popular certification’s 

effectiveness on employee PEB. The analysis of the current implementation was facilitated by 

the use of already existing theoretical frameworks of psychosocial theories such as Theory of 

Planned Behavior, Norm-Activation Model, and the Value-Belief and Norm framework. 

However, the study of employee PEB in the workplace calls for additional theoretical 

contributions from industrial and organizational (IO) psychology as suggested by Ones and 

Dilchert (2012). In line with this, the current study attempted to incorporate commitment, an 

important factor for organizational change. Additionally, aspects of social exchange theory can 

be further elaborated in future research to more thoroughly cover employee-organization and 

employee-supervisor exchanges relevant for workplace intervention.  

 Positive workplace interventions benefit from high-quality employee-supervisor and 

employee-organization social exchange relationships (Yang & Mishra, 2018). In other words, if 

the employee perceives that the organization and supervisors are supportive, it will lead to a 

positive return, such as organizational citizenship behavior and job performance (Yang & 

Mishra, 2018). This social exchange relationship can shape the organizational context, which 

further facilitates employee engagement in desired organizational goals. As an example, a study 

by Raineri and colleagues (2016) have investigated the underlying processes of employee pro-

environmental behaviors based on social exchanges. Their findings indicate that employees’ pro-

environmental behavior is dependent on perceived support of the organization and managers 

(Raineri et al., 2016). Further, their study revealed that perceived organizational support can 

facilitate the development of employee environmental initiatives as well as sharing knowledge, 

ideas, and feedback about environmental changes at the workplace. Future research could 

examine possible determinants of employee-supervisor and employee-organization reciprocity in 

the context of employee pro-environmental behaviors and other type of workplace environmental 

behaviors (waste management, energy savings, use of public transportation). This could be done 
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by investigating these social exchange aspects of interventions qualitatively, or by using a social 

exchange assessment multiple times throughout the intervention.  

One can also imagine that factors important for organizational change, such as the use of 

a communication model could further increase the efficiency of organization specific 

interventions (Barrett, 2002, Ford & Ford, 1995; Fugate, Harrison, & Kinicki 2011; Oreg, 

Michel, & By, 2013; Yüksek, & Bekmeier-Feuerhahn, 2013). In the future, interventions aimed 

at increasing employee PEB would benefit from a communication model in several ways. For 

example, high-quality change communication can reduce negative affective responses such as 

anxiety, and increase employee self-efficacy in impending changes, as well as acceptance, 

openness, and commitment towards change (Oreg, Michel, & By, 2013). Barret (2002) can be a 

good starting point to start developing efficient change communication, with the use of a 

strategic three-phased communication plan. This plan starts by (1) assessing current 

communication practices and designs a strategy for change communication. In this phase, a 

strategic multi-leveled and cross-functional communication team is established. In the current 

study this team could consist of a leader/leaders and HR personnel from the car dealership 

company and the specific dealership, as well as sales people and mechanics. Additionally, the 

currently used communication practices would be assessed and then followed by the 

development of change communication plan. Once the plan is established, (2) the 

communication would be refined by developing and testing preliminary messages, launching the 

new vision and strategies, while continuously developing the communication plan. Finally, (3) 

change communication should be monitored and further revised by ongoing feedback processes 

and then subsequently linked to the company’s business plan. 

Combining perspectives similar to these with Young et al.’s (2015) framework can 

specify the ways in which interventions are conducted in the future. Following up on Young and 

colleagues’ (2015) model in this way could further standardize an intervention model and enable 

applied researchers to generalize findings with more certainty. As the framework does not 

specify particular ways of constructing interventions based on the factors, it can be considered a 

broad framework. This favors the framework in several ways. First, it can be used to customize 

interventions specific to the particular workplace. Secondly, it can be used by organizations and 

leaders as a guiding tool, to continuously emphasize and improve factors important for the 
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success of the intervention. Third, it can serve as a first step in standardizing intervention 

procedures accompanying certificates aimed at increasing employee PEB. From a 

methodological point of view, the framework’s lack of specificity complicates its assessment and 

the comparison of results between different studies. Extending the process framework by 

specifying factors important for successful change, such as communication processes, can further 

aid future implementations and research endeavors. Future research should also integrate 

measures of  actual behaviors and self-reports when evaluating interventions aimed at increasing 

employee PEB. This can potentially increase the convergent validity of self-reported measures of 

PEB.  

 The present study is, to our knowledge, the first scientific attempt at investigating 

individual level outcomes of the B-Corp Certification. Results show that implementing the B-

Corp Certificate does not necessarily increase employee PEB. Using models relevant to 

employee PEB it exemplifies how research can investigate the potential of environmental 

certifications. The current work advances suggestions of how to integrate the industrial- and 

organizational psychology field with the study of PEB, by incorporating theories and 

perspectives not traditionally utilized in this context.  
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Appendix 

Scale of Pro-Environmental Behavior 
Number Items 
1. My Pro-Environment Behaviors (PEBs) are based on custom rather than 

environmental consciousness. 
2. My concern for environmental issues are not particularly high. 
3. Media information about the environment is not always reliable. 
4. Environmental issues are important problems to be solved. (R) 
5. If I am honest, I do not particularly care about the environment. 
6. I do not understand people who are enthusiastic about environmental activities. 
7. The terms “eco-/environmentally friendly” are suspicious. 
 
8. 

Companies and industries should make more effort than individuals to improve the 
environment. 

9. Individual action will not improve the environment. 
10. I do not think my behavior is responsible for global warming. 
11. I do not have enough time to actively change the environment. 
12. When I make purchases, the impact on the environment does not factor into my 

decision. 
13. PEBs should be adopted even if they are bothersome. (R) 
14. I will not display PEBs when I do not have the attention of others or society. 
15. Even if they are good for the environment, I avoid PEBs because they are 

inconvenient. 
16. I display PEBs to save money. 
17. Individual action is important to solve environmental problems. 
18. There is not enough useful information on adopting PEBs. (R) 
19. Honestly, I do not know what behaviors are good or bad for the environment. 
20. A solution to global warming will be found without my contribution. 
21. An individual action will not significantly influence the environment. 
22. For me, there are more important things than environmental issues. 
23. I display PEBs when others are paying attention to my behaviors. 
24. I became fed up with being told to display PEBs. 
25. I do not care about environmental issues even if they were to destroy the earth in 

the future. 
 Note. R = Reverse scored.  
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Satisfaction with Life Scale 
Number Item 
1. In most ways my life is close to my ideal . 
2. The conditions of my life are excellent. 
3. I am satisfied with my life. 
4. So far I have gotten the important things I want in life. 
5. If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing. 

 
Commitment to the B-Corp Certification Scale 
Number Item 
1. I believe in the value of the B-Corp Certification. 
2. I believe in the value of the B-Corp Certification. 
3. I think the management is making a mistake by implementing the B-Corp 

Certification (R) 
4. The B-Corp Certification serves as an important purpose to the company. 
5. Things would be better without the B-Corp Certification. (R) 
6. The B-Corp Certification is not necessary. (R) 
7. I have no choice but to go along with the B-Corp Certification. 
8. I feel pressure to go along with the B-Corp Certification. 
9. I have too much at stake to resist the B-Corp Certification. 
10. It would be too costly for me to resist the B-Corp Certification. 
11. It would be risky to speak out against the B-Corp Certification. 
12. Resisting the B-Corp Certification is not a viable option for me. 
13. I feel a sense of duty to work toward the B-Corp Certification. 
14. I do not think that it would be right of me to oppose the B-Corp Certification. 
15. I would not feel badly about opposing the B-Corp Certification. (R) 
16. It would be irresponsible of me to resist the B-Corp Certification. 
17. I would feel guilty about opposing the B-Corp Certification. 
18. I do not feel any obligation to support the B-Corp Certification. (R) 

Note. R = Reverse Scored.  
 


