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Abstract: Drawing on social identity theory, the authors demonstrated how and when responsible
leadership might relate to employee’s organizational citizenship behavior for the environment (OCBE).
Using data collected from 302 subordinates from one service chain hotel in China across 2 phases,
this study discussed the influence mechanism of responsible leadership on OCBE, as well as the
roles of leader identification and the perceived role of ethics and social responsibility (PRESOR).
Empirical results revealed that responsible leadership was positively related to OCBE, and that leader
identification played a mediating role between responsible leadership and OCBE. The relationship
between leader identification and OCBE was positively moderated by PRESOR, which also moderated
the indirect effect of responsible leadership on OCBE through leader identification, such that this
relationship was stronger when PRESOR was high. Finally, we outlined the theoretical and practical
implications and proposed some promising aspects and value variables for future research.

Keywords: responsible leadership; leader identification; organizational citizenship behavior for the
environment; the perceived role of ethics and social responsibility

1. Introduction

In recent years, the ideas that “involving everyone in environmental protection” and “clear
waters and green mountains are as good as mountains of gold and silver” highlight the country’s
awareness of ecological protection. In response, nearly every industry has been required to implement
corporate ecological performance systems and practices. However, most studies still concentrate
on environmental management practices from the consumer perspective, and remain lacking in
systematic investigations [1]; especially, the role of the employee perspective within organizations
was neglected to some extent [2,3]. However, the truth is that employee active green participation
(e.g., reducing waste and conserving energy) is vital for organizations’ sustainable development [4].
Therefore, scholars have started to focus on the concept of organizational citizenship behavior
for the environment (OCBE) in response to the function of employees to their organization’s
sustainable development [5,6]. OCBE refers to environmental efforts that are individual, voluntary and
discretionary acts within the organization setting, but which are not explicitly rewarded or required by
the formal management system [7]. As a type of proactive and voluntary work behavior, employee
OCBE not only aims to improve the status quo, but also has been considered as a critical driver of
desirable outcomes such as corporate sustainability performance, corporate social responsibility or
organizational effectiveness [7,8]. Therefore, from responding to the major policies of the state and its
utility, individual’s OCBE is of real importance.

Not surprisingly, because of the sustainable importance and potential benefits of OCBE, more and
more scholars have promoted it in organizations [9]. In past research, it was demonstrated that several
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factors influence employee OCBE, including perceived supervisory support for environmental efforts,
human resource management practices and leadership styles [5,9,10]. As leaders are adept at leading
and motivating subordinates and play irreplaceable roles in supporting and shaping employees’
willingness to perform extra-role behaviors [11,12], leadership has been recognized as an essential
factor in determining employee OCBE. In particular, responsible leadership, which requires leaders to
be morally conscious toward the stakeholders inside and outside of the corporation, has been theorized
and interpreted as an effective antecedent of employee OCBE. Because employees are critical internal
stakeholders, responsible leadership can raise employees’ levels of green participation motivation and
encourage the commitment to achieving sustainable goals [13,14].

As applied here, responsible leadership examines the leadership dynamics within the context of
stakeholder society, and includes the ethical perspective, i.e., the norms, values, and principles [15]
which are different from traditional leadership research focusing on cognition and behavior [16].
Nevertheless, responsible leadership is also committed to mobilizing different stakeholders to
cooperate and work together for a common sustainable development vision. Responsible leaders care
for their followers, and set an example of how to do things the right way concerning making decisions.
So, how responsible leadership influences an employee’s OCBE is a fundamental, and is a practical
research topic that needs to be investigated. However, there is a lack of empirical studies that focus on
this relationship; in particular, the mechanism through which responsible leadership relates to OCBE
has been less discussed, and there is still a shortage of in-depth research on this relationship. Therefore,
our first purpose in this research was to consider the standard problems and fill this gap, which can
help to extend the research on leadership and OCBE by examining whether responsible leadership
inhibits employee OCBE.

Some existing leadership studies have focused on the theory about how leaders cultivate
employees’ extra-role behavior by fostering and influencing their self-concepts [17,18]. The reviews
are attractive in advancing leadership research because they turn our attention from leaders’ effects
on social and organizational outcomes to employees’ motivation [19]. Unfortunately, most of the
previous research about self-concepts focused on individual identity [20] or organizational identity [21],
without considering leader identification. We suggest that leader identification reflects the level of
overlap between individual identity and the leader’s identity [22]. When employees have a high
level of identification with the leader, the effectiveness of the leader’s beliefs, goals and values
incorporate themselves into employees’ self-concept, i.e., they are likely to internalize and depend on
the leader’s expectations to understand their own work role. Responsible leadership is also devoted
to articulating a promising vision and setting a model which will encourage followers to generate a
strong intention to develop and maintain a mental connection with the identified responsible leader.
According to social identity theory, when employees have personal leader identification, they are
more likely to act on the leader’s behalf, because they share similar interests and norms with their
leaders and treat the leader’s perspectives and beliefs as their own. They are willing to respond to
sustainable principles and follow the leader’s example by performing OCBE to support such initiatives.
Therefore, in our study, we suppose that the reason why responsible leadership influences OCBE is
that responsible leadership improves employees’ abilities to identify with leaders. In turn, leader
identification enhances employee OCBE.

Moreover, we examine the influence of the perceived role of ethics and social responsibility
(PRESOR) on the relationship of leader identification and OCBE, and the indirect association of
responsible leadership on OCBE via leader identification, which refers to the importance of perceived
ethics and social responsibility as they apply to decision-making processes [23]. SJ Vitell and JG
Paolillo [24] mentioned that PRESOR was likely to be a crucial background factor and a key determinant
of whether or not an ethical issue was perceived in a given situation. In turn, PRESOR should have
a positive effect on organizational success and employee decisions, because the ethical judgments
of employees are likely to influence their behavior [25]. We consider that for an employee who
already has a high level of cognition of ethics and social responsibility, the effect of responsible
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leadership and leader identification may become stronger, since the individual’s values emphasize the
importance of ethics and social responsibility for sustainable development and are consistent with the
concept of responsible leadership. Consistency in attitudes toward responsible leadership increases
the employee’s awareness of sustainable corporate values and their support and identification toward
their leaders, thus increasing their OCBE. That is, an employee’s motivation to engage in OCBE may
be nourished by the influence of leader identification and PRESOR, and it is also expected to moderate
the indirect relationship between responsible leadership, leader identification and OCBE (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. The research model of this study.

Our investigation makes some contributions to this research by exploring the relationship between
responsible leadership and OCBE. First, we identify antecedents of OCBE. Our study suggests that
responsible leadership can be a means to foster and strengthen employee OCBE, which has rarely been
investigated. Second, we extend OCBE research by concentrating on a different mechanism; especially
from the self-concept perspective, we suggest that leader identification renders inconsistent the findings
on how personal identification could shape employee behavior at work. Third, the moderating effect
of PRESOR reinforces an individual’s value perspectives by influencing the employee’s sense of OCBE
and sustainable organizational development broadly.

2. Theory and Hypotheses

2.1. Responsible Leadership and OCBE

Responsible leadership focuses consciously on matters of responsibility, such as appropriate moral
decision-making, trust building, sustainable development and green action choices [26]. According
to T Maak and NM Pless [14], responsible leadership is seen as a leadership style where a leader acts
as a weaver of stakeholder relationships and responds to both existing gaps in theory and practical
leadership challenges. Therefore it has received much attention in recent decades, and has become
an essential and particular studied leadership style. Actually, there is much research examining the
effectiveness of responsible leadership as it relates to employee behaviors. K Groves [27] proposed that
employee ideas regarding CSR, and their willingness to devote themselves to citizenship behaviors,
are affected by responsible leadership. From the perspective of internal employees and their views of
leaders’ actions, empirical studies have shown the critical role of responsible leadership in employee
retention and satisfaction with the organization, as well as their socially responsible and ethical
foundation [28,29].

BF Daily, JW Bishop and N Govindarajulu [5] defined OCBE as voluntary acts conducted by
employees toward environmental improvement within the organization. The literature shows that
leadership styles are considered to have an essential effect on corporate ‘greening’ and employee
OCBE [10,15,30,31]. According to this logic, we infer that employee OCBE could be specifically
embedded in responsible leadership. First, as responsible leaders create a values-oriented vision of the
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future, they tend to draw a broader picture of a desirable social, human and sustainable aspect [16]
which will challenge employee perspectives about their choices, like caring about the sustainable
development of the organization. Second, by sending a signal to the current organization about their
sustainable values and priorities, responsible leaders will set an example and heighten employee
awareness of responsibility [32,33]. Third, while emphasizing discussion of CSR, responsible leaders
also consider the needs and interests of their employees by caring about their personal growth and
career development or fostering a cooperative and human working climate in the company. These
initiatives may drive employee’s feedback to the organization, such as sacrificing their own time or
energy responding to sustainable policies [31]. We therefore hypothesize:

Hypothesis 1. Responsible leadership will be positively related to employee OCBE.

2.2. The Mediating Role of Leader Identification

According to social identity theory, identification is the process in which an individual forms
a mental connection with “targets”, including organization, occupation, leaders, or co-workers [34].
Among the different “targets”, leader identification implies that the ways in which subordinates
emulate and learn from their leaders depend on the level at which those subordinates identify with
their leaders [35]. Responsible leadership is concerned with CSR or extended stakeholder management
where leaders live up to their responsibilities [36,37]. NM Pless [15] defined responsible leadership as
being “value-based”, and went on to point out that “ethical principles have driven the relationship
between leaders and stakeholders.” It transforms traditional leadership from the dyadic leader-follower
model to leader-stakeholder interactions [15]. As key stakeholders, employees are taken seriously
by responsible leadership; responsible leaders can exert influence on employee self-concepts such
as personal identification. They are committed to articulating a promising vision and to setting a
model to be emulated, and they also pay much attention to their subordinates’ needs. For example,
responsible leaders are willing to produce humanized decisions, care about employee benefit and,
if possible, seek mutually beneficial solutions [15]. These measures express leaders’ concerns and
attract employee sympathy, while increasing their sense of higher purpose. Consequently follower
convictions about responsible leaders become self-referential and self-defining, and trust bonds with
leaders are established. Scholars suggest that people identify more with leaders when trust is present,
and their needs are satisfied [38,39]. Under these circumstances, responsible leadership can increase
employee-leader identification.

What’s more, responsible leadership is seen as a leadership style of great charm, because of
characteristics such as global view, CSR consciousness, long-term perspective, etc. It is evident when
an individual attempts to emulate their leaders, because these characteristics will be present. Therefore,
the emulation process will help subordinates foster a mental connection with responsible leaders.
Consistent with recent theoretical and empirical studies [29], we use the term ‘leader identification’
to indicate the extent to which leaders are included in subordinates’ relational selves. That is to say,
responsible leadership is likely to encourage employees to share the leader’s norms and goals, and
thus, to incorporate the leader as an essential partner in their own self-identity.

Social identity theory further proposes that when subordinates’ are feeling greater leader
identification, they tend to be more willing to act on the leader’s behalf. Because they share similar
interests with their leaders and treat the leader’s perspectives and beliefs as their own, they become
inclined to imitate and respond to the leader’s values, norms, and visions to define their own job roles.
For example, they are more likely to perform volunteering extra-role behaviors which go beyond their
job descriptions [40], such as in the case of OCBE. They will be more considerate vis a vis the leader’s
requirements, and more willing to satisfy the leader’s expectations. They will generate a stronger will
to develop and maintain favorable social exchange relations with the identified responsible leaders.
Individual leader identification promotes the influence of leaders because of employees’ increased
sensitivity to their leader’s practices and expectations. According to this logic, we infer that when
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responsible leadership focuses on the sustainability performance of the company and sets an example
for how to follow sustainable principles, subordinates who identify with that leader will also view
these short- or long-term plans and demands as being useful and necessary. At the same time, they
will follow the leader’s example by performing OCBE to respond to initiatives such as reducing
energy consumption, saving resources, making suggestions to minimize construction waste, and
working in an environmental-friendly way [41]. Thus, we argue that responsible leadership and leader
identification are essential constructs for OCBE. We therefore hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2. Leader identification mediates the positive relationship between responsible leadership and
employee OCBE.

2.3. The Moderating Role of PRESOR

Empirical studies imply that the individual’s sustainable behavior makes a significant contribution
to corporate greening and to the implementation of environmental programs within the organization [8,
42]. However, the extra-role initiatives of employees depend in no small part on their specific
characteristics and values, especially regarding OCBE, which cannot be required through formal
regulation systems alone, and relies on the spontaneous and voluntary involvement of individuals.
The concept of PRESOR was first developed by A Singhapakdi, SJ Vitell, KC Rallapalli, and KL
Kraft [43], who believe that when employees make personal decisions, it is vital for them to first
perceive ethics and social responsibility to be important; subsequently, they behave more ethically and
reflect greater social responsibility [23,43]. This is in line with CSR practices and the environmental
philosophy of the organization [25]. Therefore, PRESOR refers to employee recognition of the role of
self-ethics and social responsibility as they relate to organizational effectiveness [44]. Empirical studies
have shown that employee perceptions [45], attitudes [46], and behaviors [47] are significantly different
under high- and low-PRESOR conditions. Compared to low-PRESOR individuals, high-PRESOR
individuals have a greater sense of ethics and social responsibility, which urge them to consider
the potential impacts upon the organization and society when making personnel decisions. Once
subordinates have a strong awareness of ethics and social responsibility, their motivation to adjust their
behavior and behave responsibly tend to be more influenced by their identification with responsible
leaders. Employees are more prone to perceiving responsible leadership behaviors as genuine signals
that the leader is devoted to long-term relationships, and developing strong social-emotional bonds
beyond cost and beneficial transactions. This supervisor-subordinate relationship tends to encourage
employees to share the leader’s work norms and goals, and thus, to personally identify with the
leader. This identification will drive employee feedback to the organization, and employees are more
willing to engage in OCBE behavior, such as recycling paper, voluntary voicing behavior and sharing
the knowledge and skills of environmental protection [10]. In this case, high PRESOR may enhance
the relationship between leader identification and OCBE and also the positive impact of responsible
leadership on the OCBE via leader identification.

In contrast, an individual with low PRESOR tends to perceive that his/her own benefit outweighs
the importance of CSR or ethics and social responsibility values, and he/she is likely to oppose such
behavior. Motivation to perform OCBE are more likely to be affected by the compulsory regulations
and rewards of the organization; as such, it is difficult for them to accept and respond to a responsible
leader’s values and to identify with the leader [44]. Under these circumstances, leaders have to
work harder to establish a relationship, so that employees can become aware of their responsibility
to conduct ethical behavior that is needed, but not rewarded, by the organization’s practices [45].
C Pettijohn, L Pettijohn and AJ Taylor [46] found that higher PRESOR scores are associated with better
cognition and responsible behavior. Therefore we put forward the following model:
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Hypothesis 3. The individual’s PRESOR moderates the positive relationship between leader identification and
employee OCBE. It also moderates the mediated relationship between responsible leadership and employee OCBE.
The mediated relationship is stronger at a high level of an individual’s PRESOR than at a low level.

3. Materials and Methods

3.1. Sample and Procedure

To reduce common method variance and illusionary correlations, we adopted a longitudinal
research design with two stages; the time lag was five months. Matching codes were employee
identification numbers, which were known to the employees only. Specifically, employees completed
their questionnaires separately and reported their identification numbers, which made it convenient
to identify them in the second stage. The questionnaires were separately completed during working
hours and were collected by the researchers in different stages. With the assistance of a service chain
hotel in Shanghai, China, we conducted a two-phase survey between 2017 and 2018. Participants
were employees whose information was provided by the human resource department. In December
2017 (time point 1), we distributed the first batch of questionnaires on responsible leadership, leader
identification and PRESOR to 400 employees, among which 340 were returned (after excluding 60
invalid samples), registering an effective rate of 85%. In May 2018 (time point 2), according to
participants’ identification numbers, we distributed the second batch of questionnaires on OCBE
according to same procedure. Finally, 302 valid questionnaires were collected, resulting in an overall
response rate of 88.8%. Among our sample of 302 subordinates, 156 (51.7%) were male; the average
age was 23.75 years (SD = 4.25), and the average organizational tenure was 1.56 years (SD = 3.07).

3.2. Measurement of Variables

To ensure the scientific soundness of the study, the measures we chose were initially written in
English and were mature scales with high reliability and validity. Before we conducted the survey,
the English language measures were translated into Chinese following translation-back-translation
procedure recommendations. All measures anchored on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree;
5 = strongly agree).

Responsible leadership. We assessed responsible leadership using the 5-item responsible
leadership scale developed by C Voegtlin [28]. Sample items included “My direct supervisor
demonstrates awareness of the relevant stakeholder claims” and “My direct supervisor considers the
consequences of decisions for the affected stakeholders.” The scale’s coefficient alpha in this study
was 0.89.

Leader identification. We measured leader identification using five items from F Mael and BE
Ashforth’s [48] and B Shamir, E Zakay, E Breinin and M Popper’s [49] leader identification scale.
The sample items were: “When someone praises my leader, it feels like a personal compliment”, and
“My leader’s successes are my success.” The scale’s coefficient alpha was 0.88.

Ten items were used to measure OCBE [6]. Sample items were: “I encourage my colleagues
to express their ideas and opinions on environmental issues” and “I spontaneously speak to my
colleagues to help them better understand environmental problems.” Scale reliability was determing
to be 0.95. Following P Paillé, Y Chen, O Boiral and J Jin [50], we used the one-factor model of
OCBE. To test the homogeneity of OCBE’s three sub-dimensions, we conducted a second-order
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Among the ten measurements, three were loaded into the
sub-dimensions of eco-initiatives, while the other four and three were loaded into eco-civic engagement,
and eco-helping respectively. All three sub-dimensions were loaded into a second-order factor to
test OCBE. Using MPLUS 7.0, we examined the model fit of Chi-square (X2), RMSEA, SRMR, CFI,
and TLI. The second-order CFA results showed a good fit for the data (X2 = 44.64, RMSEA = 0.07,
SRMR = 0.03, CFI = 0.97, TLI = 0.96). The full scale’s coefficient alpha was 0.97, which exhibited a high
level of reliability.
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We adopted the five-item scale developed from JM Etheredge [51] to measure PRESOR. It should
be noted that PRESOR measurement consisted of two factors (PRESOR importance and subordination).
Given that this article focuses on the perceived importance of ethics and social responsibility in
achieving organizational effectiveness, we used PRESOR importance to measure PRESOR, for example:
“Being ethical and socially responsible is the most important thing a firm can do” and “Business has a
social responsibility beyond making a profit.” The scale’s coefficient alpha was 0.94.

Control variables. We chose several variables as controls, such as gender, age, career tenure, and
organizational ethical climate, mainly because these variables are likely to have an impact on employee
OCBE [52,53]. Specifically, gender was coded as 0 = male and 1 = female; age and organizational
tenure were set according to the actual situation of the participants. Additionally, the nature of the
organization’s ethical climate was also controlled in this study, because the literature suggests that the
organizational ethical climate plays an instrumental role in organization member’s ethical decision
making, and that this can foster ethical values such as honesty and trust. If the organizational climate
is pro-environmental, employees are more likely to perform OCBE [54]. The organizational ethical
climate scale came from a 7-item developed by CH Schwepker [55].

4. Results

4.1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

As our data were collected from the same source, with maximum likelihood estimation using
MPLUS7.0, we conducted confirmatory factor analyses to examine the construct distinctiveness of our
four main measures. The CFA results in Table 1 show that the hypothesized four-factor model provided
the best fit to the data (X2 = 287.17, df = 146, RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR = 0.05, CFI = 0.95, TLI = 0.95),
compared with the other four alternative models. For example, three-factor model 1 was responsible
leadership and PRESOR combined into one factor (X2 = 871.69, df = 149, RESEA = 0.13, SRMR = 0.12,
CFI = 0.77, TLI = 0.73); three-factor model 2 was responsible leadership and leader identification
combined into a single factor (X2 = 430.05, df = 149, RMSEA = 0.08, SRMR = 0.06, CFI = 0.91, TLI = 0.90),
which fit the data significantly less well. These results proved that the four-factor model was the most
appropriate, and provided support for the discriminant validity of our variables.

Table 1. Results of confirmatory factor analysis of the measurement models.

Models X2 df RMSEA SRMR CFI TLI

4-factor model (responsible leadership, leader
identification, PRESOR, OCBE) 287.17 146 0.06 0.05 0.95 0.95

3-factor model 2 (responsible leadership and leader
identification were combined into one factor) 430.05 149 0.08 0.06 0.91 0.90

3-Factor model 1 (responsible leadership and PRESOR
were combined into one factor) 871.69 149 0.13 0.12 0.77 0.73

2-factor model (responsible leadership, PRESOR, and
leader identification were combined into one factor) 1011.47 151 0.14 0.12 0.72 0.68

1-factor model (all variables were combined into one factor) 1138.15 152 0.15 0.12 0.68 0.64

Note: N = 302; PRESOR represents the Perceived Role of Ethics and Social Responsibility; OCBE represents
Organizational Citizenship Behavior for the Environment; RMSEA is the Root-Mean-Square Error of Approximation;
SRMR is the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual; TLI is the Tucker-Lewis Index; CFI is the Comparative Fit
Index; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.

4.2. Descriptive Statistics

Table 2 shows the main variables of means, standard deviations and correlations. In addition,
responsible leadership was strongly related to leader identification (r = 0.60, p < 0.01) and OCBE
(r = 0.74, p < 0.01); leader identification and OCBE (r = 0.64, p < 0.01) also had a positively correlation.
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Table 2. Means, standard deviations and correlations for the study variables.

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Gender 1.49 0.50 -
2. Age 23.75 4.27 −0.08 -

3. Tenure 1.56 3.07 −0.11 * 0.71 ** -
4. Organizational ethical climate 3.71 0.80 −0.10 0.04 −0.05 -

5. Responsible leadership 3.71 0.83 −0.07 −0.05 −0.18 ** 0.63 ** -
6. Leader identification 3.97 0.75 −0.04 −0.03 −0.10 0.66 ** 0.60 ** -

7.OCBE 3.82 0.76 −0.08 0.00 −0.14 * 0.68 ** 0.74 ** 0.64 ** -
8. PRESOR 2.44 1.30 −0.13 * 0.13 * 0.18 ** 0.14 * 0.61 −0.03 0.04 -

Note: N = 302; OCBE represents Organizational Citizenship Behavior for the Environment; PRESOR represents the
Perceived Role of Ethics and Social Responsibility; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.

4.3. Hypothesis Testing

4.3.1. Direct Effect Hypothesis

H1 suggested that responsible leadership would be positively related to employee OCBE. The
SEM analysis from Figure 2 shows that the model fit to the data well; X2 (101) = 195.04, X2/df = 1.93
(RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR = 0.05, CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.95) and the path from responsible leadership to
employee’s OCBE (β = 0.58, p < 0.01) was positive and significant. Thus, our H1 was supported.
Additionally, Figure 2 also demonstrates some evidence of a mediating effect; however, whether it was
the full or partial mediation suggested in H2 remains to be determined.
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4.3.2. Mediation Analyses

Following the suggestions of KJ Preacher, DD Rucker and AF Hayes [56], we compared our
proposed model to an alternative model, with no direct path from responsible leadership to employee
OCBE, in other words, via a fully mediated model. The fit indices and path estimates showed that
the alternative model fit poorly with the data. X2 (102) = 242.66, X2/df = 1.93 (RMSEA = 0.07, SRMR
= 0.09, CFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.93). Therefore, we chose the proposed model as the final model, and the
hypothesis that leader identification partially mediates the relationship between responsible leadership
and employee OCBE was supported by our data.

We employed bootstrap to test the SEM results, that is, we examined the indirect effect responsible
leadership on OCBE through leader identification by estimating and constructing a 95% bias-corrected
confidence interval. The impact is significant if the confidence interval does not overlap zero.
The results in Table 3 (estimate = 0.26) demonstrate that responsible leadership has a significant
indirect effect on employee OCBE, with the confidence interval (CI) ranging from 0.14 to 0.41. Thus,
our H2 was supported.
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Table 3. Results of complete standardization of the main path coefficients of the leader-identification
mediating model.

Effects Estimate S.E. Est./S.E. P-Value 95% Confidence
Interval

Responsible leadership→ OCBE 0.33 ** 0.11 3.00 0.00 [0.13, 0.56]
Responsible leadership→ Leader identification 0.74 ** 0.08 9.19 0.00 [0.59, 0.90]

Leader identification→ OCBE 0.35 ** 0.09 3.84 0.00 [0.17, 0.54]
Responsible leadership→ Leader identification

→ OCBE 0.26 ** 0.07 3.78 0.00 [0.14, 0.41]

Note: OCBE represents Organizational Citizenship Behavior for the Environment; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.

4.3.3. Moderation Analyses

H3 suggested that an individual’s PRESOR will moderate the positive relationship between leader
identification and employee OCBE. As shown in Table 4, the interactive effect of leader identification
and PRESOR was significant (β = 0.68, p < 0.05). The moderation effect received support, which
implied that the individual’s PRESOR did have a moderating effect between leader identification and
employee OCBE.

Table 4. The moderating effect of PRESOR between leader identification and employee OCBE.

Variables
OCBE

M1 M2 M3

Control variables
Gender −0.04 −0.04 −0.03

Age 0.11 * 0.11 * 0.11 *
Tenure −0.18 ** −0.18 ** −0.18 **

Organizational Ethical Climate 0.45 ** 0.45 ** 0.44 **
Independent variable
Leader identification 0.32 ** 0.32 ** 0.12
Moderated variable

PRESOR −0.01 −0.65 *
Interaction

Leader identification × PRESOR 0.68 *
R2 0.54 0.54 0.55

∆R2 0.54 0.00 0.01
F 69.68 ** 57.88 ** 51.47 **

∆F 69.68 ** 0.02 6.52 *

Note: N = 302; PRESOR represents the Perceived Role of Ethics and Social Responsibility; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.

The analysis of the moderated mediation effect in Table 5 demonstrated that responsible leadership
had a more positively indirect impact on employee OCBE when the individual’s level of PRESOR was
high (estimate = 0.03, bias-corrected CI [0.03, 0.16]), while with a low level of PRESOR, the indirect
effect of responsible leadership was not significant for employee OCBE (estimate = 0.03, bias-corrected
CI [−0.02, 0.09]). The index of moderated mediation was significant (estimate = 0.01, bias-corrected CI
[0.01, 0.05]). Taken together, an individual’s PRESOR moderates the mediated relationship between
responsible leadership and employee OCBE. Therefore, we have evidence to support H3.
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Table 5. Results for the conditional indirect effect of responsible leadership on employee’s OCBE via
leader identification across levels of PRESOR.

Dependent
Variable Mediator Moderator Level Mean Effect

Size Boot SE LL 95%
CI

UL 95%
CI

OCBE Leader
identification

PRESOR
Low (−1 SD) 1.14 0.02 0.03 −0.02 0.09

High (+1 SD) 3.74 0.08 0.03 0.03 0.16

PRESOR 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.05

Note: N = 302; OCBE represents Organizational Citizenship Behavior for the Environment; PRESOR represents the
Perceived Role of Ethics and Social Responsibility.

5. Discussion

In this study, based on social identity theory, we discussed the reasons why responsible leadership
influences employee OCBE, and how employee characteristics influenced the effect of responsible
leadership, from a two-phase survey data collection in the hospitality industry. We found that:
(a) responsible leadership was positively related to employee OCBE; (b) leader identification partially
mediated the relationship between responsible leadership and OCBE; (c) PRESOR moderated the
positive influence of leader identification on employee OCBE; and (d) with a high level of individual
PRESOR, the indirect effect of responsible leadership on OCBE through leader identification was
more significant. In other words, those who realized the importance of ethics and responsibility
tended to be more positive in response to the propositions of responsible leaders than those who
thought that their personal benefit outweighed the importance of ethical and socially responsible
values. These conclusions extend our explanation of the influence mechanism and conditions through
which responsible leadership affects employee extra-role behavior.

5.1. Theoretical Implications

The findings in this study have three theoretical implications. First, this paper contributes to the
antecedents of OCBE and explains the formation mechanism. We found that responsible leadership was
positively related to OCBE; this was in line with the findings of previous studies [57,58], which argued
that responsible leadership was essential to promoting sustainability-related behavior (e.g., OCBE)
among employees, because responsible leaders can send signals to current employees about their
sustainable values and priorities, and as a consequence, employees tend to emulate and perform
OCBE. Compared to traditional leadership from the dyadic leader-follower perspective, responsible
leadership contributes to the improvement of personal sustainable behavior, regarding employees
as key stakeholders. Therefore, organizations with responsible leaders should generate superior
sustainability practices due to their emphasis on aligning a responsible leader’s perspectives or beliefs
with the internal personal environment efforts. As such, we extend the OCBE literature by identifying
responsible leadership as a new predictor of OCBE. This study is among the first to explore the
influence of leadership style on OCBE and to provide empirical evidence about the positive effect of
responsible leadership on employee OCBE.

Second, in addition to exploring a direct relationship between responsible leadership and OCBE,
this study also found that employee identification with the leaders of the organization partially
mediated the relationship mentioned above. Our results contribute to the empirical research evidence
for the impact of responsible leadership on the OCBE formation mechanism. Actually, research on
OCBE is in an early stage, and prior research of the influence path is limited by the traditional research
paradigm which primarily focused on the direct effect of supervisors (e.g., leader support) on OCBE,
but ignored employees’ inner self-concepts [6]. Social identity theory helps to explain the complex
mechanisms of responsible leadership as they relate to OCBE; responsible leaders can exert influence
on the employees’ self-concepts, such as personal identification, which influences employee values
and increases their sense of a higher purpose. When employees identify with their leaders, they are
more likely to accept those leaders’ norms and values and act on the leader’s behalf [59]. What’s
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more, this study also underscores the importance of leader identification compared to other targets
of identification (e.g., organization identification), which was found to connect with the concepts of
employee behavior that have been proved previously in organizational research. TA Jenkin, L McShane
and J Webster [60] proposed that organizational sustainable orientation would affect OCBE. In such
cases, responsible leadership and leader identification can be good explaining mechanisms. Therefore,
future studies should examine more outcomes of leader identification to determine whether these
conclusions are similar to those of organizational identification.

Third, we contribute a new boundary condition, PRESOR, as a moderating role, under which
leadership identification affects employee OCBE, and responsible leadership indirectly affects
employee OCBE via leader identification. Therefore, employees with high levels of PRESOR have
a keen awareness of ethics and social responsibility, and are motivated to adjust their behavior to
bring it in line with that of their leaders. From the perspective of individual traits, PRESOR reveals
the "black box" of the mechanism and extends the literature on responsible leadership, in that we
demonstrate a necessary boundary condition for how and when responsible leaders affect employee
behavior. Furthermore, by clearly figuring out the moderated role of PRESOR, we respond to the
call of E Lamm, J Tosti-Kharas and EG Williams [30] for more research on personal characteristics
to understand followers’ OCBE. We also echo D Dawson’s [45] and C Pettijohn, L Pettijohn, and AJ
Taylor’s [46] research, which implied that employee attitudes and behavior are significantly affected
by different PRESOR conditions.

5.2. Practical Implications

Some scholars have started to recognize that stimulating the enthusiasm of employees is one
of the most effective methods for organizations to maximize economic performance [61,62]. From a
practical perspective, our study has two implications. First, with the current situation of increasingly
strain on the environment, some organizations must expect more from their employees in terms of
performing extra-role or proactive tasks, such as OCBE. Our findings indicate that the organization
should consider responsible leadership to motivate employees. Responsible leaders can send signals
to the current organization about their sustainable values and priorities to heighten their subordinates’
levels of awareness of responsibility.

Additionally, from the findings on the mediation effect, we can infer that an effective way to
motivate employee OCBE is to increase leader identification. Leaders can provide individualized
support, such as considering their followers’ needs, listening to their new ideas, and encouraging
personal growth. As a result, a trusting, responsible and supportive climate is developed, and
employees may feel valuable and safe to engage in OCBE. Thus, our study indicates that organizational
interventions focused on creating a supportive atmosphere and fostering follower identification with
leaders will significantly strengthen the effectiveness of responsible leadership.

Second, our findings suggest that personal characteristics are also fundamental (e.g., PRESOR)
to the relationship between responsible leadership, leader identification, and OCBE; therefore,
leaders need to pay attention to individuals with high PRESOR, who are ethics- and social
responsibility-oriented. If leaders encourage and praise them, an excellent organizational atmosphere
can be created in which those employees serve as exemplary models. In a word, when trying to
motivate productive behavior among employees in an organization, it is essential to comprehensively
consider factors of the personal traits of each employee, leadership style and the organizational system.

5.3. Limitations and Future Directions

There are some limitations and many avenues for future research that need to be acknowledged.
First, because all of our variables come from the same source, there might be problems of common
method biases. Although we conducted a two-phase survey and used confirmatory factor analysis
for our model comparison and discriminant tests, future research should still pay attention to the
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influence of common method biases. We call for a more extended period and longitudinal analysis to
determine causality in the future.

Second, we overlooked other mediated and moderated paths affecting OCBE, since, in this
research, we only focus on one mediated (leader identification) and moderated factor (PRESOR).
In the future, additional research should attempt to determine the mechanisms of responsible
leadership on OCBE, such as coworker exchange and leader support as mediated variables, and
environmental climate and employee goal orientation as the moderated factors which may affect the
relationship between responsible leadership and OCBE. What’s more, researchers can also consider
other antecedents of OCBE. E Lamm, J Tosti-Kharas and EG Williams [30] indicated that OCBE is the
result of multiple interactions of individuals, team, and even firm-level factors. For example, because
of the rapid development of work teams, antecedents at the team level may have stronger effects, in
terms of team climate or cohesion.

Third, our data came from only one kind business organizations in China. E Temminck, K Mearns
and L Fruhen [7] have indicated that the particularities of a given type of enterprise would cause
data deviation when analyzing OCBE. So, considering the context-dependence of OCBE, data from
different aspects in future research are necessary, which can guarantee the generalization of the results
to some extent.

6. Conclusions

In this study, we found that responsible leadership is a vital antecedent for OCBE, which has
a positive effect on promoting employee OCBE through leader identification. Employee PRESOR
is an essential variable in moderating the relationship between leader identification and employee
OCBE, which also moderates the indirect positive effect of responsible leadership on OCBE through
leader identification. Thus, our study provides evidence of the effective mechanisms of responsible
leadership on OCBE, which contributes to the theoretical and practical implications of our findings.
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