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ABSTRACT : The article aims to demonstrate that green transition in the workplace (GTW) has a positive effect on expe-
rienced job satisfaction through its impact on the environment. A diagnostic survey based on the Job Characteristics 
Model was conducted among workers in four Central European countries. In each country, job satisfaction was related to 
a sense of meaningfulness of work, which was stronger when workers considered participation in GTW to be important 
for themselves and the community. A limitation of the study is that it examines only GTW-related factors in association 
with the impact on meaningfulness of work and job satisfaction. The practical implication is the conclusion regarding the 
value of GTW, not only because of its impact on the natural environment, but also because of an increase in job satisfac-
tion. The significance of the study lies in identifying GTW as a new factor contributing to job satisfaction.  
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Introduction

This study aims to demonstrate the positive impact of green transition in the workplace (GTW) 
on job satisfaction. It assumes that participation in GTW is a source of job satisfaction for the worker, 
through the enhanced sense of meaningfulness it provides to workers and the environmental rele-
vance of tasks they perform. This is explained on the basis of Hackman-Oldham’s Job Characteristics 
Model (JCM) (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; 2010) using Self-Determination Theory (Ryan & Deci, 2004; 
Legalut, 2017) and its contemporary development (Martela et al., 2021). 

Initiatives that enterprises undertake to conduct their business activity in compliance with envi-
ronmental protection principles tend to be categorised as CSR (Lips-Wiersma et al., 2020). However, 
it is a broad category, associated with a formalised corporate strategy that includes adherence to 
certain standards regarding workers and the environment (Fordham & Robinson, 2018). GTW can be 
an outcome of such a strategy. This article examines the manifestations of GTW as a source of job 
satisfaction for workers (not just employees) who, through participation and the impact they have on 
their environment, have a different perception of the significance of the tasks they perform and may 
achieve a greater sense of meaningfulness of work. Accordingly, the article proposes to extend the 
sources of job satisfaction, which can be derived not only from the purpose of a firm, but also from 
how work-related tasks are performed, which also gives them meaning.

The article is structured as follows: the first part explains the essence of GTW and its various 
forms of manifestation. This is followed by a review of potential job satisfaction factors, selected 
based on the criterion of what impact they have on the environment and the mechanisms through 
which they influence experienced job satisfaction. The review is conducted in order to explore 
whether GTW can be defined as one of such factors. The leading mechanism was the impact of task 
significance on meaningfulness of work, which justifies the assumption made in the introduction. The 
part concerning research methods presents the approach to the verification of the hypothesis (the 
main hypothesis and sub-hypotheses) by means of the authors’ original diagnostic survey, conducted 
in four Central European countries. The next part presents the results of the research using structural 
equation models (SEM). The article closes with a discussion of the results and conclusions.

Our contribution involves the demonstration of the role of GTW as a new factor leading to higher 
job satisfaction and the explanation of the mechanism by which this effect is generated through the 
impact on the environment, based on data obtained in a cross-sectional study on representative sam-
ples of working people in the four countries. The applicability of the article involves the conclusion 
about the value of green transition in the workplace, not only because of the impact on the natural 
environment, but also due to the effects generated in this way that increase job and life satisfaction 
(Howard & Frink, 1996; Martela & Riekki, 2018; Martela et al., 2018) and overall well-being.

An overview of the literature

Green transition in the workplace – the essence of the process

The essence of green transition in the workplace (GTW) involves the shift from a business model 
that focuses on financial gains to one that embraces environmental responsibility and sustainability. 
Narrowly, green transition refers to direct actions that aim to reduce the negative impact of work on 
the natural environment (Fura & Fura, 2016; Antczak & Gajdos, 2023). Accordingly, GTW can be 
equated with the concept of green workplaces (GWP) and is part of the sustainability transition of the 
labour market (Rollnik-Sadowska, 2023). Literature offers different approaches to defining GWP. 
Scully-Russ (2013) distinguishes between normative, industrial, and occupational approaches. 
In contrast, de la Vega, Porto and Cerimelo (2024) propose the approach based on industry affiliation, 
production methods used, and task content of occupation. The most commonly adopted approach to 
defining GWP is the industry affiliation approach. It identifies GWP only with employment in the 
industries that are considered to produce green goods and services (Yi & Liu, 2015; Song et.al., 2021). 
This is also the approach adopted by the Bureau of Labour Statistics (U.S.BLS, 2024), according to 
which GWP can be defined as work in enterprises that produce goods or services that benefit the 
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natural environment (e.g. installation of photovoltaic panels) or conserve natural resources (Kozar, 
2016). ILO (2019) emphasises that an integral component of GWP is decent work that contributes to 
the preservation, restoration or improvement of the natural environment.

In broader terms, GTW refers not only to workplaces in green industries and professions but also 
to a general shift towards sustainability in the workplace, which involves a bigger change in organi-
sational culture, strategy, and mission. By implementing green strategies and building green organi-
sational culture, firms reinforce pro-environmental behaviours in the workplace (PEBs) and a sense 
of positive impact on the environment (Sanchez-García et al., 2025). In this view, GTW is a process 
that occurs across different – not only green – industries, jobs and occupations, and is determined by 
environmentally friendly organisational behaviours (Afum et al., 2020) and PEBs. They encompass 
decisions and actions taken by firms that contribute to environmental protection and address climate 
change, pollution, and resource depletion (Steg et al., 2014), and, as a result, reduce the environmen-
tal footprint of organisations (Fernando et al., 2019; Korosuo et al., 2023). PEBs were initially viewed 
as voluntary actions by workers in support of environmental goals (Mirahsani et al., 2024; Zhang et 
al., 2025). Over time, this approach has evolved, and the concept of PEBs has come to encompass both 
voluntary pro-environmental initiatives and behaviours arising from professional obligations (Boiral 
et al., 2015; Zhang et al., 2024). Kollmuss & Agyemen (2002) emphasise that these actions are inten-
tional in nature. They can include, for example, the use of photovoltaic panels, reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions, reducing the use of energy, water, and materials, reducing waste generation and sort-
ing waste, and using energy-efficient light bulbs (Kollmuss & Agyemen, 2002; Casaló et al., 2019; 
Vesere et al., 2021). This study adopts a broader view of GTW by assuming that participation in GTW 
may be a source of job satisfaction.

Sources of job satisfaction in the context of green transition in the workplace

So far, few studies have viewed GTW and PEBs in the workplace as a source of job satisfaction 
(Composto et al., 2023). Composto et al. demonstrated that people are increasingly looking for mean-
ing in their work, which involves making a positive impact on the world by working in places that 
promote mission-oriented behaviour. This may be a response to climate change. Other research (Ber-
raies et al., 2014) showed that if people think that the organisations they work for reflect their values, 
their sense of empowerment and trust in the organisation increases, which also improves employee 
wellbeing and job satisfaction. This, in turn, is facilitated by organisational support for GTW (Lamm 
et al., 2015). Pinzone et al. (2019) demonstrated the impact of green training, a component of GTW, 
on job satisfaction. Research on the impact of GTW on job satisfaction as a mediating factor in stimu-
lating PEBs was conducted by Sey and Rachmawati (2025). Meanwhile, Shafaei and Nejati (2020)
demonstrated the role of meaningfulness of work as a mediator in research on job satisfaction under 
green human resource management. We identified a gap in knowledge about how workers perceive 
the impact of GTW and PEBs in the workplace on the environment as a source of meaningfulness of 
work and job satisfaction. Therefore, we derived the analysed relationships from the nature of job 
satisfaction and the factors that build it. Job satisfaction is nowadays an important component of 
quality of life and subjectively perceived well-being (Martela & Riekki, 2018; Martela et al., 2018). 
The GTW processes currently taking place in enterprises, explained above, justify extending the anal-
ysis of the sources of job satisfaction to include GTW-related factors.

The literature of the subject proposes various definitions of job satisfaction and its sources. 
In one of the early approaches, proposed by Smith et al. (1969), job satisfaction is understood as the 
degree to which an individual likes his or her job. Locke (1969; 1976) defined it as a positive emo-
tional state resulting from an appraisal of one’s work or related experiences. Based on Locke’s defini-
tion (1976), Cranny et al. (1992) described job satisfaction as an emotional response to one’s job, 
derived from a comparison of actual job performance with expected or desired performance. Job 
satisfaction factors were divided into personal and environmental, which can be studied separately 
or in an integrated manner (Arvey et al., 1991). In his work to systematise research in this area, Fields 
(2002), building on the studies of Howard and Frink (1996), proposed viewing job satisfaction as a 
complex construct encompassing feelings associated with one’s job and its performance, connected 
with both internal and external factors. In practical analyses, external factors – work-related situa-
tional/environmental factors (which are the focus of this article) – are estimated to account for 
40-60% of the impact on job satisfaction (Winkler, 2009), indicating their significant role. 
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One of the important research streams identifying the determinants of job satisfaction is JCM 
(Hackman & Oldham, 1976; 2010; Arvey et al., 1991). Based on JCM, job satisfaction arises as a result 
of three key psychological states: 1) experienced meaningfulness of work, 2) experienced responsi-
bility of outcomes of the work, and 3) knowledge of the actual results of the work activities (Hackman 
& Oldham, 1976). Meaningfulness of work is the subjective appraisal of the extent to which other 
people/the environment view it as meaningful and intrinsically valuable (Oldham, 1975; Hackman & 
Oldham, 1976; Rosso et al., 2010; Shafaei & Nejati, 2020). The three key psychological states are a 
result of the five motivational characteristics of work (task significance, skill variety, task identity, 
autonomy, and feedback), i.e. the ways in which work is organised and designed. In further analysis, 
we focus on task significance as best reflecting the relationship of workplace activities to the sur-
rounding natural environment and its link with experienced meaningfulness of work (Bryant et al., 
2023). Task significance is defined as the degree to which the work an individual does significantly 
impacts colleagues or people in the wider environment, or even the world at large (Hackman & Old-
ham, 2010). When an individual understands that their work can have a positive impact on other 
people’s well-being, i.e. it has significant meaning, they experience task satisfaction (Allan, 2017). 
Thus, task significance and meaningfulness of work are closely linked. Understanding meaningful 
work through the lens of its positive impact on other people is emphasised in various theoretical 
approaches (Michaelson, 2021). Meaningfulness of work is furthermore clearly distinguished from 
job satisfaction, as involving appraising one’s work with a certain degree of subjectivity. It also has an 
impact on the sense of meaning in life and its quality (Martela & Riekki, 2018; Martela et al., 2018).

In the literature, task significance is operationalised as the perception that one’s work contrib-
utes to the improved well-being of others. It can also be assumed that it encompasses an enterprise’s 
attitude towards the natural environment and the awareness of doing work that benefits the imme-
diate and broader environment through a sustainable approach (Bolton et al., 2011; Lips-Wiersma, 
2002; Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2009; Rollnik-Sadowska, 2023). Similarly, Allan (2017) writes about 
pro-social activities and a sense of making a positive impact on the wider community, society, and 
future generations (Garayová, 2025) as a motivating factor. Doing environmentally friendly work, 
reinforcing task significance, can directly contribute to the increased sense of meaningfulness of 
work, which in turn, as assumed above, is one of the main sources of job satisfaction according to 
Pratt & Ashforth (2003). They argued that while no universal factors constituting meaningful work 
exist, each society identifies a certain group of significant sources of meaningful work. Moreover, 
there seems to be a considerable similarity in the mechanism through which individuals experience 
meaningful work within a given society, which justifies the search for such phenomena. Lysova et al. 
(2023) demonstrated the possibility of identifying the factors of meaningful work at the state level. 
The specific cultural characteristics of the societies of individual countries (Hofstede et al., 2010; 
Lewis, 2006) may, in this case, be a vehicle for valuable information accounting for differences 
between countries in the perception of the significance of GTW as a source of meaningful work. This 
study adopts this perspective, as the presence of GTW tends to be universal, and we conduct our 
research in four countries.

The context of the influence of prosocial activities on meaningful work can also be found in Mar-
tela & Riekki (2018) and Martela et al. (2021), who adopted Hackman and Oldham’s (1976) defini-
tion of meaningfulness of work in their research on the determinants of meaningful work, which they 
conducted within the framework of self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2004) and basic psycho-
logical needs theory (BPNT) (Legalut, 2017). They demonstrated the impact of a phenomenon 
referred to as beneficence, understood as the sense of having a positive impact on the lives of others 
(including care for others), i.e. the sense of making a positive contribution (Martela & Riekki, 2018; 
Martela et al., 2018; Bryant et al., 2023). Furthermore, this factor was proven to act independently, 
not necessarily in association with other factors analysed in SDT (Martela et al., 2021).

The article attempts to demonstrate that benevolent, prosocial action can be pursued through 
the performance of tasks at workplaces participating in green transition (which impacts task signifi-
cance), having a positive influence on the environment (also by reducing the negative externalities, 
e.g. pollution, health risks, excessive water/energy consumption, etc.), co-workers and residents in 
the immediate area, the country and the world, as well as on future generations, influencing experi-
enced meaningfulness of work and, as a result, job satisfaction.
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Based on the literature on the subject, the following research hypotheses were formulated:
1. 	 Participation in GTW is accompanied by a declared increase in job satisfaction, achieved through 

a declared increase in the sense of meaningfulness of work.
1.a. 	when workers consider participation in GTW to be important to themselves, they have a stronger 

sense of meaningfulness of work,
1.b. the sense that participation in GTW is important for the local community, including the work-

place, positively influences the meaningfulness of work,
1.c. 	the sense that participation in GTW is important for the country in which the worker lives posi-

tively influences the meaningfulness of work,
1.d. the sense that participation in GTW is important for the world as a whole positively influences 

the meaningfulness of work,
1.e. the sense that participation in GTW is important for future generations positively influences 

meaningfulness of work.

Research methods

The research data come from a diagnostic survey designed by the authors. It covered the popula-
tion of working people aged 18-69 in four countries of Central Europe, Czechia, Poland, Slovakia, and 
Slovenia, using representative samples (a total of 2052 respondents) by gender and age. The survey 
was commissioned by an international research firm with access to appropriate research panels in 
each country and ensuring high-quality research. The survey was carried out using an online ques-
tionnaire technique. Respondents answered questions in the official language of the country con-
cerned. It was conducted from 29 November to 10 December 2024. The return rate of complete ques-
tionnaires amounted to 8.1%-11.9%, depending on the country.

At the first stage, a selection of respondents was performed by identifying a group that confirmed 
participation in GTW (at least one of its thirteen listed manifestations, Annex, SQI). As a result, 
418 respondents from Czechia, 449 from Poland, 478 from Slovakia, and 499 from Slovenia were 
included in the next stage. Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with the statements 
that GTW is important to themselves, for the local community, for the country they live in, for the 
world at large, and for future generations, and whether it gives meaning to their work and becomes 
a source of job satisfaction (Annex SQ2). The SEM method was used to verify the hypotheses formu-
lated in the study.

SEM is a multivariate method that allows the analysis of relationships between at least one exog-
enous variable and at least one endogenous variable. The application of SEM should always be 
grounded in a theory concerning the subject under study (Konarski, 2009). This was also the case 
here, as the aim of the article was to verify the relationships proposed by the JCM, with the inclusion 
of a new factor – GTW. All variables used in the model were directly observable. However, the SEM 
showed the impact on both meaningfulness of work and job satisfaction, as well as accounted for 
correlations between explanatory variables (also derived from theory), which could not have been 
achieved in a classical regression model. The SEM method is presented in a variety of publications 
and found application in modelling ecological data (Fan et al., 2016) or work-related issues  
(Fryczyńska & Pleśniak, 2024).

The structural equation model is represented as path diagrams in which double-headed arrows 
indicate a correlational relationship, while single-headed arrows indicate a causal relationship. 
In  this article, the values shown in the diagrams are standardised coefficients/parameters of the 
model so that the strength of the identified relationship can be determined and compared with rela-
tive ease. In addition, the values placed above the rectangular fields denoting exogenous variables are 
coefficients of determination (R²) (Byrne, 2010; Ullman, 2006). R² measures the proportion of vari-
ance in the dependent variable that is explained by the predictor variables included in the model. 
For example, an R² value of 0.9 means that 90% of the variance in the outcome variable is accounted 
for by the model. In other words, R² indicates how well the set of explanatory variables collectively 
explains the variability of the outcome variable.
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Results of the research

Using the SEM method in the IBM SPSS Amos software, models were built for each country  
(Figures 1-4) to illustrate workers’ perceptions concerning the importance of GTW for the respond-
ent, the local community, the country, the world and future generations as a source of meaningfulness 
of work and job satisfaction.

Figure 1. Structural equation model for Poland

Figure 2. Structural equation model for Czechia
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Figure 3. Structural equation model for Slovakia

Figure 4. Structural equation model for Slovenia

The estimated values of the total impact of each exogenous variable on each endogenous varia-
ble, as well as the goodness-of-fit scores, are presented in the Appendix (Tables 1 and 2). In each of 
the four countries, job satisfaction was dependent on the sense of meaningfulness of work (Hypothe
sis 1 confirmed), with the strongest link in Slovakia (0.49) and Slovenia (0.48), whereas the weakest 
in Czechia (0.39). Furthermore, according to the models, job satisfaction was directly and indirectly 
influenced by the other exogenous variables. Together with the perceived meaningfulness of work, 
these factors accounted for 69% of the variance in job satisfaction for Poland (R² = 0.69), 65% for 
Slovakia (R² = 0.65), 60% for Slovenia (R² = 0.6), and 57% for Czechia (R² = 0.57).

Based on path models for the four countries, Hypothesis 1a was positively verified, which means 
that workers have a stronger sense of meaningfulness of work when they consider participation in 
GTW to be important to themselves. This was revealed to the greatest extent in Slovakia (0.51) and to 
the least extent in Czechia (0.39). Hypothesis 1b, concerning the conviction that participation in GTW 
is important for the local community has a positive impact on the experienced meaningfulness of 
work, was also confirmed, to the greatest extent in Slovakia (0.37), while in the other countries, less 
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than 0.3. These two variables expressing the impact of GTW on the immediate environment accounted 
for a significant part of the variation in meaningfulness of work – 66% in Slovakia (R²  =  0.66). 
In Poland, in addition to these variables, the conviction about the importance of GTW for the country 
in which the worker lives also has a significant impact on the meaningfulness of work (0.22). For 
Poland, these three variables account for 65% of the variation in the meaningfulness of work 
(R² = 0.65). In Slovenia, the conviction about the importance of GTW for the world also has a signifi-
cant impact on the meaningfulness of work, and these three variables accounted for 60% of the vari-
ation in the meaningfulness of work (R² = 0.6). For Czechia, four variables have a significant impact 
on the meaningfulness of work: in addition to the importance of GTW for the respondent and the 
local community, the conviction about the importance of GTW for the country in which the worker 
lives (0.15) and for future generations (0.13) play a role. These four variables accounted for 60% of 
the variation in the meaningfulness of work (R²  =  0.6). Accordingly, Hypothesis 1c was positively 
verified for two countries (Poland and Czechia) and Hypothesis 1e only for Czechia. The model for 
Czechia gives the strongest confirmation of the adopted hypotheses. The models also reveal the pat-
tern that the conviction that GTW is important to the respondent and the local community had the 
greatest impact on the sense of meaningfulness of work. The more distant the assumed impact 
of GTW, the weaker – or even nonexistent – the relationship became.

In Poland and Slovakia, the conviction that participation in GTW is important for the world at 
large did not affect either the meaningfulness of work or job satisfaction, whereas in Czechia and 
Slovenia, a relationship between this conviction and job satisfaction was revealed, with no impact on 
the meaningfulness of work in Czechia and a weak impact in Slovenia (0.13; Hypothesis 1d confirmed 
for this country). Slovenia was the only country where the conviction of the importance of GTW for 
the country in which the respondent lives had no impact on the meaningfulness of work or job satis-
faction, although this variable was positively correlated with variables from the other levels of GTW 
impact. In all the four countries, the direct impact of the conviction concerning the importance 
of GTW for future generations on job satisfaction was reported (the strongest in Poland 0.32).

Discussion/Limitation and future research

Our study shows that participation in GTW has a positive impact on the meaningfulness of work 
and, in consequence, on job satisfaction. This makes this process an important source of job satisfac-
tion according to Oldham (1975), Hackman and Oldham (1976), Pratt and Ashforth (2003), and Sha-
faei et al. (2020), which is often achieved by enhancing PEBs in the workplace through pro-environ-
mental strategies or organisational culture (Sanchez-García et al., 2025). The importance of engage-
ment in PEBs at work for job satisfaction was also demonstrated by Composto et al. (2023). In addi-
tion, Borisov and Vinogradov (2022) identified inclusivity as a factor contributing to improved pro-
cesses in the workplace, which may be relevant to PEBs. In our study, the impact is most clearly visible 
when the worker perceives participation in GTW as important to him or herself and for the immediate 
environment. As a result, it is mainly at this level that the sense of making positive contributions 
takes place, as proposed by Martel & Riekki (2018) and Martel et al. (2021). The impact of the convic-
tion concerning the importance of GTW for the country in which the respondent lives on the sense of 
the meaningfulness of work was confirmed in Poland and the Czech Republic. This corroborates pre-
vious findings by Lysova et al. (2023) that these factors are country-specific, although the relation-
ship was not confirmed for the other countries. Czechia and Poland exhibit the highest levels of indi-
vidualism among respondents, a characteristic often associated with stronger observance of human 
rights (Hofstede et al., 2010), including the right to life in a clean environment. 

The observed absence of impact of the conviction concerning the importance of GTW for the 
world at large on the meaningfulness of work (in accordance with Hackman & Oldham, 2010), except 
very weak in Slovenia, can be explained by the fact that it is difficult for workers to visualise the tan-
gible global relevance of such micro-scale activities. The global perspective may be perceived as too 
distant, abstract, and associated with politics and corporate activity, without sufficient inclusion 
of citizens in the process (Leroy & van Tatenhove, 2002). Also, workers may be aware of the existence 
of polluter states or companies exerting significant negative impacts on the natural environment 
globally (CM, 2024; DeSombre, 2001; Posocco & McNeil, 2023). A global perspective can be ham-
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pered by a sense that local knowledge and traditional practices are overlooked in global strategies 
(Lam et al., 2020) and by the belief that the influence of individuals in creating a shared vision of 
a sustainable future is too weak (Vita et al., 2019). On a broader scale, it is also difficult to compare 
the achieved results of action with the expected outcomes, which is important for a sense of meaning-
ful work and job satisfaction (Cranny et al.; 1992; Bryant et al., 2023).

The study revealed the unexpected impact of the importance of GTW for future generations 
directly on job satisfaction (also on the meaningfulness of work, but only in Czechia), which may 
indicate that the respondents perceived it narrowly, through the prism of their own family and family 
obligations. It may also reflect the dominant short-term orientation characteristic of national cultural 
values in the four countries, which tends to encourage a focus on individual rights, liberties, and 
accomplishments (Hofstede et al., 2010; no data for Slovenia). These processes may be reinforced by 
a growing sense of insecurity, intensified in recent years as a result of the ambiguous impact of the 
fourth industrial revolution on Central Europe (Molnár et al., 2020), the Covid-19 pandemic (Hro-
mova, 2022) and the threat of armed conflict (Zimbardo & Boyd, 2008).

For Slovenians, the impact of GTW on the world at large rather than on their own country was of 
greater importance as a source of meaningful work and job satisfaction, which may be related to the 
country’s short history of statehood (since 1991; Hribar, 1993), as their sense of national and cultural 
identity was only formed in the mid-19th century. Slovenia has, over the centuries, aspired less 
towards state independence and more towards national autonomy within a larger state (unitarism) 
(Kubik, 2020). This corresponds with the low level of individualism of Slovenians (compared to the 
other states) and their orientation towards initiatives in the interest of the group or the nation and 
thinking in terms of “we” (Hofstede et al., 2010; Lewis, 2006).

As with all research, this study also has its limitations. These primarily stem from the fact that the 
article does not investigate the overall meaningfulness of work and total job satisfaction, but focuses 
on the potential impact of one group of factors related to GTW. Further research is worthwhile in 
order to achieve a better understanding of the process of enhancing the meaningfulness of work 
through activities oriented towards others, especially on a broader scale (society, world), especially 
in the context of pro-environmental initiatives, but also activities of a different nature. 

Conclusions

The article, presenting the research results from four Central European countries, showed that 
GTW gives meaning to work and has a positive impact (directly and indirectly) on job satisfaction. 
GTW can therefore provide a double benefit – not only in terms of achieving environmental goals, 
which it serves by design, but also indirectly through its impact on job satisfaction and, in conse-
quence, on the well-being of workers and their attitude towards the workplace. If the goal is for 
workers to develop a greater sense of meaningfulness of work and greater job satisfaction through 
GTW, the most effective arguments will involve the importance of the process for workers themselves 
and their immediate environment. Arguments concerning the impact of GTW on the country have 
a significantly weaker effect on the meaningfulness of workers’ work. Furthermore, arguments about 
its impact on the world have virtually no effect. An increase in the perceived importance of GTW on 
a global scale would require dedicated educational effort, raising awareness of the impact of GTW on 
a micro-scale – on every job, on the natural environment globally. The conviction that GTW is impor-
tant for future generations holds some significance – more for job satisfaction than for the meaning-
fulness of work – and, as shown, is generally understood rather narrowly and over the short term. 
Therefore, the long-term perspective in the design of activities involving GTW needs to be strength-
ened. People seem to attach more value to a shared vision of a sustainable future, which they can 
influence through participation in GTW, if they can take part in creating this vision or designing the 
steps needed to make it a reality, with their expectations and values taken into account. This advo-
cates for recommending a stronger emphasis on including workers in developing pro-environmental 
growth plans for both organisations and all levels of government.
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ZIELONA TRANSFORMACJA W MIEJSCU PRACY I JEJ WPŁYW  
NA OTOCZENIE JAKO ŹRÓDŁO SATYSFAKCJI Z PRACY.  
WYNIKI BADAŃ Z KRAJÓW EUROPY ŚRODKOWEJ

STRESZCZENIE: Celem artykułu jest wykazanie, że zielona transformacja w miejscu pracy (GTW) ma pozytywny wpływ 
na odczuwaną satysfakcję z pracy, poprzez wpływ na otoczenie. W oparciu o koncepcję Job Characteristics Model prze-
prowadzono badanie metodą sondażu diagnostycznego wśród osób pracujących w czterech krajach Europy Środkowej. 
W każdym z nich satysfakcja z pracy była zależna od poczucia sensu pracy, które było większe, gdy pracujący uznawali 
uczestnictwo w GTW za ważne dla siebie oraz dla społeczności lokalnej. Ograniczenie stanowi badanie wpływu na sens 
pracy i satysfakcję z pracy wyłącznie czynników związanych z GTW. Implikacją praktyczną jest wniosek o celowości GTW, 
nie tylko ze względu na wpływ na środowisko, ale także na wzrost satysfakcji z pracy. Wartość badania polega na wska-
zaniu nowego czynnika satysfakcji z pracy, jakim jest GTW.

SŁOWA KLUCZOWE: zielona transformacja w miejscu pracy, satysfakcja z pracy, poczucie sensu pracy, SEM, Europa 
Środkowa
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Appendix

Table 1. Estimated total impact of exogenous variables on endogenous variables in individual countries

Exogenous variables

Endogenous variablesGTW is important for:

me the local 
community the country future genera-

tions the world

PL 0.427 0.245 0.223 – – GTW makes work meaningful

0.195 0.265 0.102 0.323 – GTW is a source of job satisfaction

CZ 0.391 0.208 0.154 0.131 – GTW makes work meaningful

0.301 0.078 0.058 0.207 0.184 GTW is a source of job satisfaction

SK 0.510 0.365 – – – GTW makes work meaningful

– 0.121 0.118 0.178 – GTW is a source of job satisfaction

SI 0.444 0.293 – – 0.132 GTW makes work meaningful

0.335 0.140 – 0.166 0.180 GTW is a source of job satisfaction

Table 2. Goodness-of-fit scores in individual countries

Measures of model fit to data Poland Czechia Slovakia Slovenia

chi^2 4.02 (3 df) 7.56 (3 df) 0.35 (3 df) 1.48 (2 df)

p-value 0.259 0.056 0.951 0.476

GFI (goodness of fit index) 0.997 0.996 1.000 0.999

AGFI (adjusted goodness of fit index) 0.979 0.959 0.998 0.990

NFI (normed fit index) 0.998 0.997 1.000 0.999

CFI (comparative fit index) 1.000 0.998 1.000 1.000

TLI (Tucker-Lewis index) 0.998 0.987 1.006 1.002

RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) 0.028 0.056 0.000 0.000

Survey questions (SQ)

Please, indicate which of the listed green transition processes are implemented in your work-
place; answers: yes, no, I don’t know.
•	 waste sorting
•	 use of biodegradable or recycled materials, reuse of the same packaging, avoiding disposable 

crockery, etc.
•	 use of anti-contamination filters (for liquids, e.g. water; gases, e.g. air; etc.).
•	 use of electronic documents with the aim to reduce the use of paper-based documents
•	 use of energy-efficient building materials (adequate insulation and windows)
•	 use of renewable energy sources, e.g. solar panels
•	 use of technologies that reduce energy consumption (e.g. LED lighting, motion activated lighting) 

and/or water consumption (aerators and water purifiers)
•	 use of hybrid, electric or biofuel vehicles
•	 information initiatives (e.g. reminders to turn off water or lights) or other educational actions to 

promote pro-environmental employee behaviours
•	 professional training/consulting activity concerning environmental protection / the application 

for green transition funds
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•	 production or installation of equipment/systems related to renewable energy sources (RES) (e.g. 
solar panels, wind turbines) or hybrid, electric or biofuel engines, vehicles with such engines

•	 sustainable/organic agriculture or forestry activity
•	 restoration of degraded land, water revitalisation, the construction of green infrastructure, water 

reservoirs, drainage systems, etc.

In the previous question, you confirmed the presence of at least one of the listed processes at 
your workplace, which means that it is involved in green transition. To what extent do you agree with 
the following statements? Responses: 1- I strongly disagree, I disagree up to a point, 3 – Neither agree 
nor disagree, 4 – I agree up to a point, 5 – I strongly agree

•	 participation in green transition at the workplace is important to me

•	 participation in green transition gives meaning to my work

•	 my participation in green transition at the workplace is important for the local community where I work or live

•	 my participation in green transition at the workplace is important for the society in the country where I live

•	 my participation in green transition at the workplace is important for the whole world

•	 my participation in green transition at the workplace is important for future generations

•	 my participation in green transition at the workplace is a source of job satisfaction for me


