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Abstract


This study addresses a critical gap in sustainable human resource management research by examining the psychological mechanisms through which Green Human Resource Management (GHRM) influences Sustainable Employee Performance in hospitality organizations. Data were collected through a two-wave time-lagged design from 392 hotel employees in Egypt’s hospitality sector. Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) was employed to test direct effects, parallel mediation, and sequential mediation pathways. The results reveal that GHRM significantly shapes both Moral Self and Moral Integrity, which in turn drive Sustainable Employee Performance. The sequential mediation pathway through which GHRM influences Moral Self, subsequently cultivating Moral Integrity and ultimately enhancing performance, was strongly supported, with approximately 81% of GHRM’s total effect operating through these moral identity mechanisms. Sustainable performance was found to be explained by over 61% of variance in the model, illustrating substantial predictive validity, thus confirming that moral identity is the central psychological conduit for the direct effect of the organizational sustainability system on employee behavior.
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1. Introduction


There is a contradictory situation wherein, in spite of considerable investments in environmental management systems, hospitality organizations struggle with a persistent problem of employees understanding sustainability principles but not consistently applying them to daily operations [1,2]. This gap in action-taking concerning knowledge of what sustainable practices require under operational pressure represents another critical barrier to the attainment of environmental goals in service-intensive industries [3,4]. This gap is increasingly felt acutely in hospitality contexts, wherein employees make several thousand discretionary decisions regarding resource use, waste management, and service delivery daily, which more often than not are kept out of direct observation and do not have immediate accountability concerning environmental choices [5]. It has become critical for the advancement of theory and practical effectiveness in organizational sustainability to understand why some employees do bridge the gap while others do not.



Green Human Resource Management has come up as a chance for organizations to align their environmental goals with recruitment, training, performance appraisal, and reward systems [6,7]. GHRM practices are indeed effective at promoting pro-environmental behavior and reducing organizational impact on the environment [8,9]. However, the mechanism of realization—thereby raising the question as to what psychological mechanisms allow these HR practices to convert into sustained employee performance—remains largely unexplored [2,10]. The present literature has practically focused only on behavioral outcomes; very little consideration has been given to exploring the identity-based processes that actually underlay and induce these behaviors to occur and be sustained over time [11,12]. This theory-oriented gap prevents us from having a clear understanding of when and why GHRM interventions work or fail and makes the psychological transformations that ought to be achieved to move from mere compliance toward real commitment stay obscured.



We argue that the existence of this gap could be due to undue neglect on the part of existing research of an important insight from moral psychology: sustainable behavior, in the final analysis, is rooted in moral identity—whether individuals see environmental responsibility as being central to who they are [13,14]. Once sustainability values become fused into employees’ self-concepts, their actions should move away from being externally motivated compliance to being internally driven commitment [15,16]. Moreover, contemporary moral identity theory distinguishes between two critical dimensions: Moral Self (the internalization of moral values as core identity features) and Moral Integrity (the consistent enactment of those values through principled action) [17,18]. This distinction captures the developmental progression from meaning to action and from understanding oneself as responsible to acting responsibly that existing GHRM research has failed to examine.



The present study develops and tests an integrated model positioning moral identity as the central psychological mechanism linking GHRM to Sustainable Employee Performance in hospitality organizations. We conceptualize Sustainable Performance as employees’ capacity to perform proficiently, adaptively, and proactively while maintaining ethical and environmental responsibility over time [19]. Our theoretical framework advances four key propositions. First, GHRM shapes both dimensions of moral identity by signaling organizational values that employees internalize (Moral Self) and by providing institutional support for consistent ethical behavior (Moral Integrity). Second, these identity dimensions are developmentally sequenced: internalized values provide the motivational foundation for behavioral consistency. Third, both dimensions independently influence sustainable performance through distinct psychological pathways. Fourth, and most comprehensively, GHRM influences performance through sequential mediation: shaping Moral Self, which cultivates Moral Integrity, which drives sustainable performance.



This research makes three primary theoretical contributions. First, we extend the GHRM literature by explicating the identity-based psychological mechanisms through which HR practices generate enduring behavioral change, addressing calls to move beyond documenting outcomes toward explaining underlying processes [2,6]. By demonstrating how GHRM shapes moral identity structures, we explain why some initiatives produce sustained commitment while others yield only transient compliance. Second, we advance moral identity theory by examining its operation within organizational sustainability contexts and demonstrating how organizational systems shape identity development and extension from individual to organizational levels of analysis. Third, we contribute to the sustainable performance literature [19] by identifying moral identity as a key psychological antecedent and validating this performance construct in hospitality settings where discretionary environmental behaviors are critical yet understudied.



Methodologically, we employ a two-wave time-lagged design, addressing common method variance concerns and enabling stronger causal inference than predominant cross-sectional approaches. We test our model with hospitality employees (N = 392) from multiple hotel properties, using structural equation modeling to examine direct effects, parallel mediation, and sequential mediation pathways.



For practitioners, our findings illuminate how to design HR systems that cultivate deep, identity-based commitment rather than securing mere compliance. Understanding the sequential nature of moral identity development from value internalization to behavioral enactment enables realistic expectations about intervention timelines and highlights the necessity of sustained HR practices for identity transformation to occur. By differentiating Moral Self and Moral Integrity, we identify distinct intervention targets: practices facilitating value internalization versus those enabling behavioral consistency.



The paper proceeds as follows. We first establish theoretical foundations by reviewing the GHRM, moral identity theory, and sustainable performance literature. We then develop our framework and derive ten hypotheses specifying relationships among constructs. Subsequently, we describe our methodology; present results; and discuss theoretical contributions, practical implications, limitations, and future research directions.




2. Theoretical Framework and Hypothesis Development


2.1. The Direct Effect of GHRM on Sustainable Employee Performance


It is a complete organizational system to strategically integrate sustainability in the environment into core human resource functions: recruitment, selection, training and development, performance management, and compensation systems [6]. This constitutes a combination of complementary human resource practices through a resource-based view, developing and leveraging the abilities and motivation resources of employees that are deemed valuable, rare, and difficult to imitate concerning sustainability-oriented knowledge and skills [7,10]. Embedding sustainability values throughout the architecture of human resource activities creates an infrastructure in which an individual will have the competencies, clarity of expectations, and motivational incentives to act responsibly over long periods of time.



This can be further conceived with the help of signaling theory, which states that HR practices are symbolic cues indicating the priorities of an organization and shaping sensemaking among employees [20]. When sustainability is emphasized through various HR touchpoints, employees receive consistent signals about their organizations’ engagement with environmental management that affect their perceptions regarding role expectations and acceptable behaviors. This signaling effect becomes highly pronounced in hospitality contexts, wherein operational demands are intensive, resource consumption is high, and employees are mostly at their own discretion in judging sustainability trade-offs [8].



The empirical evidence still tells a positive story about GHRM and several employee performance dimensions. Some studies have shown that green recruitment attracts environmentally minded candidates who have a tendency toward sustainable behavior [6], while green training programs turn out to develop employees’ environmental capabilities and problem-solving competencies [7]. Performance appraisal systems with sustainability criteria develop accountability frameworks that encourage desirable behaviors; green rewards provide tangible recognition that enhances motivation toward ongoing involvement in pro-environmental behaviors [8,9].



As defined by Ji et al. [19], sustainable performance involves proficiency (consistent high-quality task execution with minimum waste), adaptiveness (flexibility to respond to emerging sustainability standards), and proactivity (self-initiated results toward better environmental outcomes). These proficiencies are not only about having technical competence but are also influenced by sustained psychological commitment and self-regulatory capacity resources, developed and cultivated through GHRM’s multifaceted influence on employee development, motivation, and organizational identification. Thus, we propose the following:



H1. 

Green Human Resource Management has a positive direct effect on Sustainable Employee Performance.






2.2. GHRM and the Development of Moral Self


GHRM’s causal link with performance is accepted; however, investigation into the mediating psychological mechanisms requires an examination of identity-linked processes. Clearly specified in the previous literature, the Moral Self represents the degree to which moral values are internalized as central and defining features of a person’s self-concept, such as honesty, fairness, responsibility, and care; this dimension of moral identity, in turn, affects how one interprets one’s responsibilities and oneself within an organizational context.



The social identity theory sets the standard for understanding how organizational practices shape employee self-concepts [21]. Here, employees negotiate their identities along a continuum in which those values are incorporated within the larger rubric of being a member of the organization. Thus, GHRM represents perhaps one of the most powerful identity-shaping factors, which concomitantly embeds sustainability-oriented moral values into the employee experience. From recruitment and induction, green HR practices signal that environmental responsibility is really a part of organizational identity. In training programs, employees obtain value-laden narratives and knowledge that construct sustainability as more than an operational norm—it is now a moral obligation. Meanwhile, performance management systems that assess value attached to sustainability contributions reinforce the identity relevance of environmental stewardship [6,7].



The process by which GHRM, therefore, works upon Moral Self is one of repeated exposure to morally salient organizational cues. Moral identity theory tells us that when persons are in front of conscious situations that illuminate moral considerations, and when value structures and reward systems support those considerations, internalization ensues—the moral considerations spread into, and over time become actively incorporated into, one’s self-concept, which now propagates avenues for social consultancy in support of behavior [13,14]. In comprehensive GHRM-operating hospitality organizations, sustainability values come out prominently via several channels, thereby creating a moral environment quite conducive to internalization.



Empirical research substantiates the nexus between organizational sustainability initiatives and the moral identity realization of employees. Corporate social responsibilities enhance moral identity centrality for employees, according to a study by Kim et al. [22], while Saeed et al. [9] argued that Green HRM practice supports value congruence and moral awareness. Thus, the implication of these empirical findings is that when organizations deliberately strive to embed sustainability into the fabric of their HR systems, then the employees shall come to embrace such embeddedness with a stronger correlation between their self-concept and environmentally responsible actions, thus enhancing their Moral Self. We hypothesize the following:



H2. 

Green Human Resource Management positively influences employees’ Moral Self.






2.3. GHRM and the Cultivation of Moral Integrity


Beyond shaping internalized moral meaning, GHRM also influences the behavioral dimension of moral identity: Moral Integrity. Moral Integrity emerges from how much individuals truly apply their moral values in real life, judging from different behavioral contexts, including those with high personal cost, under time pressure, or with ethical ambiguity [14,17]. While the Moral Self captures what individuals think of themselves as moral beings, Moral Integrity describes the actualization of those beliefs into coherent and principled actions. This distinction is especially relatable to the hospitality industry, characterized by high emotional labor, resource constraints, frequent role conflicts, and intense interpersonal interactions—all conditions that regularly challenge the ability of employees to retain ethical consistency [23].



The connection between GHRM and Moral Integrity may be interpreted in the light of institutional support theory, which postulates that systems within the organization, which clarify expectations, provide resources, and reinforce desired behavior, allow an employee to behave with integrity in accordance with their values [24]. Organizations that communicate sustainability expectations clearly, train their employees, equip them with the necessary tools, and recognize them for their contributions create an environment where individuals tend to act with integrity, and their behavior aligns with green values. GHRM provides institutional scaffolding through such mechanisms as green training, which further heightens moral competence by preparing employees to understand ethical dilemmas, weigh alternatives, and implement sustainability solutions.



Empirical studies support that such training imparts skills that make it possible for individuals to maintain behavioral consistency in an environment of complex organizational circumstances [8,25]. Second, performance management systems that are infused with sustainability criteria define expectations with respect to the organization, as well as accountability frameworks that inhibit unethical behaviors. Thirdly, reward systems that acknowledge and promote environmentally responsible behaviors provide positive reinforcement, thereby enhancing the connection of ethical behavior with personal gain and reducing the perceived costs of integrity in difficult situations [23,26].



In addition, GHRM nurtures Moral Integrity by fostering an ethical climate of legitimate practice and collective efficacy regarding sustainability. Such an environment allows employees to “believe that ethical behavior will be rewarded rather than punished” [8] when the organization is perceived as rewarding environmental responsibility. The belief itself enhances their collective capability to achieve sustainability objectives (Tang). Thus, the organizational climate reduces the barriers to moral actions and helps to enact these sustainability values regularly.



Several empirical studies have substantiated this relationship. Aboramadan et al. [23] held that Green HRM practices enhance employees’ pro-environmental behaviors through improved organizational support perceptions, whereas Tang et al. [8] offered evidence that environmental training and involvement build employees’ environmental passion and subsequent green behaviors. These findings suggest that GHRM processes not only shape what employees value but also help them to act consistently on those values. Thus, we propose the following:



H3. 

Green Human Resource Management positively influences employees’ Moral Integrity.






2.4. The Developmental Link: From Moral Self to Moral Integrity


A representative core idea of modern theories concerning moral identity is that internalized moral meaning comes before and predicts moral action, which is a developmental order captured in the relationship between Moral Self and Moral Integrity [14,17]. This principle resonates with Festinger’s [27] theory of cognitive dissonance, holding that consistency between self-concept and behavior is maintained by individuals, of which later extensions show that dissonance is most powerful when identity is threatened, bringing moral identity back as a primary basis for regulating behavior. A strong Moral Self reflects central moral value placement within the self-concept, at which point individuals are particularly motivated to regulate their behavior in the manner specified above to preserve that valued aspect of identity [13,18].



Self-consistency theory develops the theoretical foundation for understanding this motivational mechanism. According to this model, one’s self-concept, as a cognitive-affective schema, controls information processing, decision-making, and behavior choice [28]. The Moral Self being that well developed would induce automatic moral evaluation of situations and create high sensitivity in terms of ethical implications and acting in a way that self-validates that moral identity. This motivation arising through identity is most pronounced within hazy and difficult conditions of less external surveillance, the circumstances under which Moral Integrity is most tentatively tested [14,15].



This also speaks to the relationship between Moral Self and Moral Integrity: it embodies internal self-regulation—how people monitor their conduct against self-internalized standards and adjust those behaviors [29]. Employees who have a strong Moral Self in their morality have clear internal benchmarks for ethical conduct and experience self-evaluative reactions (pride or guilt) based on conformity with these standards. Typical of these developments, self-regulation takes place all the time across contexts in which such behaviors are adopted and even predisposes individuals to continued behavioral consistency in situations where power may apply pressure for compromise [17].



Research is mostly consistent on moral identity, through which one can extrapolate on behavioral integrity. Research consistently shows that moral identity fosters prosocial and ethical behavior, with early work [30] establishing its role in reducing moral disengagement and strengthening prosocial conduct, and more recent studies [31,32] extending these findings by uncovering psychological mechanisms such as belongingness and moral elevation. In organizational contexts, studies show that employees who view moral values as central to their self-concept demonstrate greater ethical leadership behaviors, reduced counterproductive work behaviors, and enhanced citizenship behaviors [33]. These findings indicate that the Moral Self provides the motivational foundation necessary for maintaining Moral Integrity. Accordingly, we hypothesize the following:



H4. 

Moral Self positively influences Moral Integrity.






2.5. Moral Integrity as a Driver of Sustainable Performance


Moral integrity, as the active manifestation of moral identity enabling sustainable performance, remains of central importance to the proposed model. Sustainable performance, characterized by proficiency, adaptivity, and proactivity, performed with environmental consciousness and ethical considerations [19], waits for neither mere technical ability nor short-term compliance. It calls for resilience and steadfastness to ethical principles even in the face of operational pressure [34].



Moral integrity thus interrelates with sustainable performance through three mechanisms. First, self-regulation governed by personal moral standards provides an obstacle to the undermining of sustainability standards through morally prohibited shortcuts [35]. Integrity empowers hospitality employees with the self-regulation needed to perform excellently in environmental matters when they come under unusual operation stressors: “The integration with unethical practice is impertinent when work is stressful and under monitored” [36]. Second, integrity aids in the ethically ambiguous decision-making situations that frequently arise in service delivery. Those with a higher sense of moral integrity index ethical dilemmas salient to responsible service delivery with enhanced sensitivity and principled reasoning [15,37], thus supporting the performance measures of proficiency, adaptivity, and proactivity. Third, integrity spurs intrinsic motivation. Self-determination theory states that values-led behavior is more autonomous, more resistant, and less reliant on punishment and reward sustenance [38]. The pro-environment conduct of employees operating with integrity flows naturally from within, thus charging proactive measures and innovation in sustaining activities in their spirit [39].



These propositions find empirical backing. Moral identity leads to the prediction of ethical leadership and organizational outcome [35], while internalized values are established to induce enduring pro-environmental behavior in environmental psychology [40]. The latter finds support in the context of hospitality, where employees’ green values and moral orientations positively affect outdoor environmental performance [41], therefore supporting integrity-related traits predicting various sustainability dimensions [11]. Taken together, these findings elevate the relevance of moral integrity as a potential proximal predictor of sustainable performance.



H5. 

Moral Integrity positively influences Sustainable Employee Performance.






2.6. The Direct Influence of Moral Self on Sustainable Performance


The Moral Self integrates moral values into one’s self-concept so that those values become chronically accessible schemas that guide attention, perception, and action. When moral identity is salient, people tend to interpret situations through the moral lens and act in ways consistent with their values [13]. This identity-oriented mode of consideration means that sustainability-enabling behaviors are not just externally regulated; they intuitively spring up from internalized motivations aligned with one’s identity.



Goal systems theory may serve well in illuminating this process. Identity-pivotal values will be held at superordinate positions within hierarchically structured goal systems, directing the pursuit of subordinate goals [42]. When values concerning sustainability are internalized into the Moral Self, they become chronic life goals that automatically generate intentions to behave in the appropriate way. Hence, employees with a strong Moral Self are more likely to establish sustainability-oriented performance goals and, in doing so, could achieve actual satisfaction from behaving in environmentally sound ways.



The Moral Self makes a second contribution to building moral sensitivity. Individuals whose identities are centered on moral values display increased attentiveness toward moral aspects of situations and the consequences of their acts [37,43]. In organizational contexts, this attentiveness allows employees to identify sustainability opportunities hidden from the gaze of others, thus facilitating adaptive and proactive performance.



According to identity theory, individuals are motivated to behave so as to verify and affirm salient identity meanings [44]. When moral values are central to self-definition, sustainable actions are true expressions of identity. This identity-congruent motivation is then amplified by intrinsic psychological rewards, such as authenticity, meaning, and self-affirmation, sustaining performance over time [38].



These mechanisms have some empirical support. Moral identity predicts prosocial and ethical behaviors in a wide variety of contexts [33,45] regarding environmentally responsible performance, while values and personality traits associated with moral character do as well [11]. Taken together, these findings suggest that the Moral Self thereby enhances sustainable employee performance not only through consistency of behavior but also through direct motivation and perceptual processes.



H6. 

Moral Self positively influences Sustainable Employee Performance.






2.7. The Mediating Role of Moral Self in the GHRM-Performance Relationship


“Green Human Resource Management” (GHRM) does not merely develop abilities and motivation for sustainable performance; GHRM creates identity-based motivation, according to which cognitive and affective mediators’ behavior can be affected by environmental systems, not just direct control [46]. Therefore, GHRM can act as an internal influence on the organization by stimulating the psychosocial mediator called Moral Self, the internalization of moral values related to sustainability, which then fuels sustainable performance. This is a way to explain change in behavioral durability: sustainable systems do indeed work by changing self-concepts rather than merely tuning up outside contingencies.



The process takes this course through socialization and identification in the organization. Employees of an organization that implements GHRM more holistically see sustainability reflected in consistently delivered cues, recruitment messages, training narratives, performance feedback, and recognition, as well as being core to membership and excellence [6]. Empirical work shows that GHRM practices can create an employee-oriented avenue for pro-environmental behaviors through psychological green climate and green values facilitation [7], whereas organizational identification mediates the relationship between GHRM and eco-friendly behavior [47] and thus supports an identity-centered pathway.



Once internalized, moral sustainability values serve as self-guides to motivate responsible behavior on their own. Thus, moral identity functions like a self-schema that frames moral cognitions and action [13], while self-determination theory would indicate that such identity congruency will motivate individuals intrinsically without any constant outside reinforcement [38]. Identity theory further asserts that people tend to validate their most salient identity via their behavior; thus, action for sustainability becomes an authentic manifestation of the Moral Self [44].



Empirical precedent backs identity-based mediation. CSR research shows that organizational initiatives affect employee outcomes through value congruence and identification [48]. Identity research shows that identity means mediate the relationship between social structures and behavior [16], while environmental psychology demonstrates that organizational practices and biospheric values strengthen environmental self-identity, which predicts green behaviors [40,49]. Jointly, these findings serve to uphold the position of the Moral Self as a mediator in translating GHRM into sustainable performance. Accordingly, we hypothesize the following:



H7. 

Moral Self mediates the relationship between Green Human Resource Management and Sustainable Employee Performance.






2.8. The Mediating Role of Moral Integrity in the GHRM-Performance Relationship


The second pathway through which GHRM drives sustainable performance operates via Moral Integrity: consistent, principled enactment of moral values in daily work. Whereas the Moral Self pathway centers on identity construction and internalized meaning, the Moral Integrity pathway emphasizes capability development and behavioral enablement, reflecting moral identity’s dual nature as both meaning and action [14,17].



AMO theory offers a clear structure for this mechanism: HR systems enhance performance by building employees’ abilities, strengthening motivation, and creating opportunities to act [50]. Applied to integrity, GHRM elevates ability through green training, which develops ethical decision-making and environmental problem-solving; bolsters motivation through performance management and recognition, which clarify expectations and reinforce consistency; and expands opportunities through supportive climates and job design, which legitimize and facilitate ethical action [8,23,25,26].



This mediation highlights a practical insight: internalized values alone may not yield consistent, sustainable performance when competencies or support are lacking. GHRM closes this implementation gap by providing institutional scaffolding for moral action. Green training helps employees in intricate hospitality environments to recognize sustainability opportunities, analyze trade-offs, and implement solutions, while the performance system establishes standards for behaviors and provides rewards that offset the perceived costs of doing the right thing in tough situations [8,25,26]. Moreover, climates with organizational support indicate ethical legitimacy that discloses value and backing toward environmentally responsible behavior, eliminating barriers toward discretionary moral acts [23,24].



Empirical findings affirm behavioral mediation in HR–performance links: GHRM affects environmental performance via employees’ pro-environmental behaviors [26], and validated GHRM practices and green involvement are associated with enhanced green behaviors [8]. Together, these results indicate that GHRM generates performance not only through skills but by cultivating consistent ethical conduct, capturing Moral Integrity as the behavioral pathway.



Accordingly, we hypothesize the following:



H8. 

Moral Integrity mediates the relationship between Green Human Resource Management and Sustainable Employee Performance.






2.9. The Mediating Role of Moral Integrity in the Moral Self-Performance Relationship


Beyond parallel pathways through Moral Self and Moral Integrity, we specify a sequential mediation from Moral Self to Sustainable Employee Performance via Moral Integrity. While Moral Self can exert direct effects on performance (H6), a substantial portion of its influence likely operates indirectly by cultivating Moral Integrity, the capacity to consistently enact moral values in behavior. This logic aligns with moral identity theory’s developmental perspective: internalized moral meaning must be translated into principled action to fully manifest in performance outcomes [14,17].



Moral Self represents identity-based motivation, the degree to which individuals prioritize moral considerations because they are self-defining [13]. Yet motivation does not guarantee action. Moral psychology consistently documents a moral intention–behavior gap: people may know and endorse “the right thing” but fail to do it when effort, sacrifice, or courage are required [18,37]. Moral Integrity, therefore, reflects the self-regulatory capacity to bridge this gap, translating moral intentions into consistent actions despite situational constraints and competing temptations. Self-regulation theory clarifies the mechanism. Behavioral regulation involves setting standards, monitoring conduct, and adjusting actions to reduce discrepancies [51]. When moral values are central to identity, they function as chronic standards against which behavior is evaluated. The quality of dedication that encompasses continued behavioral adjustment during integrity demands skills like impulse control, delayed gratification, and emotion management [17]. Such capacities determine whether behavior maintained at certain times will be changed by future pressure and will show consistency with the moral standards of the individual concerned.



Empirical evidence supports sequential pathways, from moral identity and behavioral consistency to outcomes. Moral identity predicts prosocial behavior through self-regulatory processes [15], and ethical leadership research indicates leaders’ moral identities influence organizational outcomes via their consistent ethical behaviors [52]. Together, these findings suggest that moral meaning must be reliably enacted to drive performance, supporting the mediating role of Moral Integrity. Thus, we propose the following:



H9. 

Moral Integrity mediates the relationship between Moral Self and Sustainable Employee Performance.






2.10. Sequential Mediation: The GHRM → Moral Self → Moral Integrity → Performance Pathway


We propose a two-stage psychological pathway through which Green Human Resource Management (GHRM) predicts sustainable performance: GHRM shapes the Moral Self (identity-central sustainability values), which cultivates Moral Integrity (consistent enactment), which ultimately drives performance. Serial mediation models specify ordered causal chains in which an independent variable affects a first mediator that, in turn, influences a second mediator before impacting outcomes [53]. The sequence here reflects a core developmental principle: moral meaning-making precedes and enables moral action [14,17,18].



GHRM functions as an environmental system that structures employees’ experiences, recruitment messaging, training, performance criteria, and recognition, creating strong, consistent signals about sustainability [6]. Through the HR system’s “strength” and shared sensemaking, these signals foster a climate where expected and rewarded behaviors are commonly understood [20]. Empirically, GHRM practices increase employee workplace green behavior via psychological green climate and green values, indicating internalization of sustainability-related meanings [7]. As these values become identity-central, the Moral Self is formed [13].



Identity-congruent motives and dissonance pressures then drive behavioral consistency. Individuals regulate their actions to align with identity meanings [44], and discrepancies between moral self-concept and behavior evoke dissonance, motivating adjustment toward consistency [27]. With the sustained, cross-situational enactment of moral values, Moral Integrity emerges as employees repeatedly choose responsible actions under varying conditions [14,17]. This integrity should enhance sustainable performance by reducing waste and errors (proficiency), maintaining principles under change (adaptivity), and initiating improvements (proactivity). While E-SuPer clarifies these dimensions conceptually [19], causal links from moral constructs require empirical testing in the present model.



Precedents for processes conceived as sequential lend support to our formulation, whereby socialization strategies in an organization first diffuse values, and alterations to attitudes and behaviors follow [44]; ethical context induces behavior through value internalization and ethical judgment [42]; and identity related to the environment will predict future pro-environmental conduct, thus demonstrating identity-to-behavior sequences [40,49]. As organizational systems and identity formation intertwine with behavioral enactment, an intelligible cascade is formulated in the interface between GHRM and lasting sustainable performance.



Accordingly, we hypothesize the following:



H10. 

The relationship between Green Human Resource Management and Sustainable Employee Performance is sequentially mediated by Moral Self and Moral Integrity.






2.11. Theoretical Integration and Model Summary


This study advances a multilevel framework explaining how Green Human Resource Management (GHRM) fosters Sustainable Employee Performance in hospitality organizations. Rather than viewing GHRM as simply a tool for skills training or incentive alignment, we position moral identity expressed through Moral Self and Moral Integrity as the central psychological mechanism that transforms organizational sustainability systems into enduring behavioral change.



The conceptual framework as illustrated in Figure 1 integrates several pathways. GHRM directly enhances performance by equipping employees with competencies, clear expectations, and motivational incentives (H1). It also shapes the Moral Self (H2) and Moral Integrity (H3), which themselves drive performance through distinct processes: identity-congruent motivation and moral awareness (H6), along with behavioral consistency and self-regulation (H5). Developmentally, Moral Self provides the motivational foundation that enables Moral Integrity (H4).



Beyond these direct effects, three mediation pathways explain how GHRM’s influence unfolds. Moral Self mediates the GHRM–performance link by showing how organizational values become personal identity (H7). Moral Integrity mediates by capturing the capability and behavioral enablement processes that sustain ethical action (H8). Moral Integrity also mediates the Moral Self–performance relationship, reflecting the translation of moral motivation into consistent behavior (H9). Finally, the sequential mediation pathway (H10) integrates these processes into a developmental cascade: GHRM shapes Moral Self, which cultivates Moral Integrity, which ultimately drives sustainable performance.



This framework contributes to theory and practice in four ways. First, it extends Green HRM theory by identifying identity-based psychological mechanisms behind lasting behavioral change. Second, it applies and expands moral identity theory to organizational contexts, showing how HR systems shape identity and how identity influences work outcomes. Third, it explains the durability of GHRM effects, addressing a gap in prior research that documented behaviors without clarifying the psychological processes sustaining them. Finally, it offers a multilevel, multi-pathway model that captures the complexity of human motivation while maintaining parsimony by centering moral identity as the organizing construct.



Table 1 synthesizes 15 seminal studies across three theoretical domains: Green Human Resource Management (GHRM), moral identity research, and Sustainable Employee Performance (E-SuPer) research. It highlights their theoretical frameworks, research contexts, methodologies, key findings, identified research gaps, and relevance to the present study.



Conceptual Integration Gap and Relevance to the Present Study:



Table 1 clearly illustrates the existing integration gap across the three theoretical domains. Specifically:




	
GHRM research (e.g., Renwick et al. [6]; Dumont et al. [7]; Tang et al. [8]; Pham et al. [12]; Saeed et al. [9]) primarily focuses on how organizational systems and practices lead to pro-environmental behaviors and environmental performance outcomes. However, these studies provide a limited explanation of identity-based psychological mechanisms and do not delve into how GHRM influences the formation of an employee’s moral identity.



	
Moral identity research (e.g., Aquino & Reed, [13]; Hardy & Carlo [15]; Lapsley [14]; Gibbs [17]; Aquino et al. [33]) establishes robust identity–behavior relationships in moral and prosocial domains. While these studies elucidate how moral identity drives ethical actions, they do not examine organizational sustainability contexts or the influence of HR systems on moral identity development.



	
Sustainable Employee Performance research (e.g., Ji et al. [19]; Griffin et al. [54]) has successfully validated the dimensions of sustainable performance (proficiency, adaptivity, and proactivity). Nevertheless, these studies do not investigate the moral-psychological antecedents of such performance or the specific influences of GHRM practices.








Relevance to the Present Study:



The present study directly addresses this integration gap by proposing and testing a comprehensive model that bridges these literatures. It explicitly examines the integrated pathway:



GHRM → Moral Self → Moral Integrity → Sustainable Employee Performance



By doing so, this research aims to explain the psychological mechanisms through which GHRM fosters sustained employee performance, moving beyond mere compliance to identity-driven commitment. It extends the GHRM literature by explicating identity-based processes, advances moral identity theory by examining its operation within organizational sustainability, and contributes to the sustainable performance literature by identifying moral identity as a key psychological antecedent. This integrated approach provides a more nuanced understanding of how HR practices can cultivate deep, identity-based commitment to sustainability within organizations.





3. Materials and Methods


3.1. Research Design and Data Collection


To test the sequential mediation from Green Human Resource Management (GHRM) → Moral Self → Moral Integrity → Sustainable Employee Performance (SEP), we employed a quantitative, time-lagged design. A cross-sectional snapshot would not capture temporal precedence or the causal flow hypothesized. Collecting data across two waves reduced common method bias and strengthened causal inference, consistent with recent hospitality research advocating multistage data collection [55].



The study was conducted among supervisory and non-supervisory employees in top-rated hotels in Sharm El Sheikh, Egypt, a premier tourism destination that has been extensively validated as an appropriate setting for examining employee psychological processes and organizational climate dynamics in hospitality contexts [55]. To ensure responses reflected genuine organizational experience, participants were required to have at least two years of tenure and direct, routine guest contact. Prior research shows that organizational socialization and value internalization require sustained exposure to HR practices and culture [6,56]. Employees with shorter tenure were excluded to avoid speculative responses, consistent with hospitality research emphasizing tenure thresholds and multistage data collection for validity [55,57].



Respondents were drawn from front office, food and beverage, housekeeping, guest relations, and recreation/leisure units, along with their supervisors. These departments form the operational core of guest-facing services and are directly implicated in sustainability practices, such as energy conservation, waste reduction, eco-friendly service delivery, and guest communication about environmental programs. Focusing on these units ensured that participants were embedded in daily guest interaction and actively engaged in the hotel’s sustainability agenda, yielding data that was both authentic and contextually rich.



A purposive sampling technique was employed to recruit participants from top-rated hotels in Sharm El Sheikh, Egypt. This non-probability sampling approach was justified as it allowed for the selection of “information-rich” cases—specifically, employees with at least two years of tenure and direct guest contact—who possess the necessary experience to evaluate organizational GHRM systems and their own long-term behavioral consistency [58].



Data Collection Procedure and Common Method Bias Mitigation


We employed a two-wave time-lagged design using employee self-reports for all measures. While supervisor ratings would have been ideal, self-reports were necessary for three reasons. First, moral identity constructs represent internal experiences that only employees can assess [13]. Second, sustainable performance often involves discretionary behaviors outside supervisory view, for example, housekeepers making resource decisions autonomously or front desk staff suggesting ecofriendly alternatives to guests [19]. Third, practical constraints in Egyptian hospitality—high supervisor ratios, shift scheduling, and organizational restrictions—made systematic supervisor participation infeasible.



Recognizing that single-source data can raise validity concerns, we implemented multiple safeguards recommended in the common method bias literature [59,60]. Data collection proceeded in two waves separated by two months to establish temporal precedence and reduce common method variance. In Wave 1 (June 2024), 450 survey packets were distributed to eligible employees across participating hotels. Each packet contained a cover letter explaining the study’s purpose, informed consent procedures, confidentiality protections, and a unique identification code for matching responses across waves. Of 450 distributed surveys, 397 employees returned completed questionnaires measuring Green Human Resource Management (GHRM) and Moral Self, yielding an 88% response rate. Two months later, in Wave 2 (August 2024), follow-up surveys were distributed to the 397 Wave 1 respondents, who assessed Moral Integrity and Sustainable Employee Performance. Of these, 392 completed the second wave. This temporal spacing allowed moral identity processes to unfold naturally [15] while reducing the likelihood of artificially consistent responses across waves [61]. Data-screening procedures excluded 5 responses: 1 case with missing data exceeding 10% on any construct and 4 cases due to turnover. The final analytical sample comprised N = 392 employees with complete, high-quality data across both measurement waves, yielding a 98.7% retention rate from Time 1 to final analysis. Attrition was minimal due to common causes such as turnover, scheduling conflicts, or incomplete responses, and retention above 95% is considered excellent for time-lagged designs [60,61]. This exceptionally high retention strengthens confidence that the findings reflect genuine psychological processes rather than artifacts of sample loss. The procedural separation of predictor and outcome measures, combined with the high retention rate and rigorous data screening, provides strong evidence that the observed relationships represent substantive psychological processes rather than methodological artifacts.



Beyond temporal separation, we employed four procedural safeguards. First, we varied response formats across constructs (agreement, importance, frequency, and quality scales) to prevent patterned responding [59]. Second, anonymity was ensured through unique codes, independent administration, sealed envelopes, and assurances that responses would not reach supervisors, reducing social desirability bias [59]. Third, items were intermixed and counterbalanced to obscure hypothesized relationships [62]. Fourth, pilot testing with 40 employees refined items to be concrete and specific, minimizing abstract theorizing [63].



Because the sample was Arabic-speaking, surveys were translated using a rigorous forward–back translation procedure [64,65]. Engagement was maintained through transparent communication and reminders between waves. The final sample (N = 392) substantially exceeds recommended thresholds for structural equation modeling, as samples above 200 provide stable estimates for complex mediation models [66].



While self-reports are not flawless, they ensure construct validity by measuring identity and discretionary behaviors directly. Combined with temporal separation, varied formats, anonymity, question mixing, careful translation, and a high retention rate, these safeguards provide confidence that the results reflect genuine psychological processes rather than measurement artifacts.





3.2. Measures


All constructs were assessed using established, validated scales. The measurement items and their respective sources are provided in Appendix A (Table A1). Items were rated on five-point Likert scales (1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree), with formats including agreement, importance, frequency, and quality to reduce response bias.



3.2.1. Green Human Resource Management (GHRM)


Green Human Resource Management was measured using Dumont et al.’s [7] 6-item scale, selected based on four methodological and theoretical considerations. First, the scale operationalizes GHRM according to the Ability–Motivation–Opportunity (AMO) framework [50], measuring ability-enhancing practices (green training), motivation-enhancing practices (green performance management and compensation), and opportunity-enhancing practices (green empowerment and involvement). This theoretical alignment matches our conceptualization of GHRM as an integrated HR system that develops capabilities, motivates behaviors, and enables environmental engagement [15]. Second, the scale captures employee perceptions of GHRM rather than organizational policies, which is critical for examining identity formation processes that depend on individual sensemaking [20]. Alternative measures focusing on organizational-level practices (e.g., Renwick et al. [6]) would create a level-of-analysis mismatch with our employee-level psychological outcomes. Third, the 6-item scale provides measurement parsimony essential for reducing respondent fatigue in our multi-wave design while maintaining construct coverage ([67] Fourth, the measure demonstrates robust psychometric properties (α = 0.89–0.94, AVE = 0.68) and has been successfully validated in hospitality contexts [12,23], confirming its factor structure, reliability, and predictive validity in service settings with sustainability implementation challenges similar to our research context. Sample items include “My company provides employees with green training to promote green values”.




3.2.2. Moral Identity


Moral identity was conceptualized as two sequential layers: Moral Self (the centrality of environmental morality to self-concept) and Moral Integrity (consistency between moral beliefs and behavior), following Black and Reynolds [68]. We employed the Moral Identity Questionnaire (MIQ), rather than the traditional MIS [13], in line with critiques and evidence showing MIQ’s superior predictive validity for moral behavior. Recent sustainability studies (Ne’eman Haviv et al. [69]) confirm its utility. Clayton’s [70] Environmental Identity Scale was not used, as it emphasizes connection to nature rather than workplace moral obligation, which was central to our model.



	
Moral Self sample item: “Being moral is an important part of who I am.”



	
Moral Integrity sample item: “I do what is right even if it costs me something.”







3.2.3. Sustainable Employee Performance (SEP)


SEP was measured using the Employee Sustainable Performance (E-SuPer) scale developed by Ji et al. ([19]. This multidimensional measure captures task performance (meeting objectives), relational performance (working effectively with others), and health-related performance (maintaining vitality and well-being). Its relevance is particularly strong in hospitality contexts characterized by high pressure and burnout. Recent validation in hospitality (As’ad et al. [71]) supports its effectiveness in linking organizational resources to long-term employee performance.



	
Sample item: “I am able to maintain the quality of my work performance over the long term.”








3.3. Data Analysis Strategy


To ensure both clarity and rigor, we relied on Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) using SmartPLS (version 4.1.0.9) [72]. This approach was selected over covariance-based SEM (CB-SEM) for three primary reasons. First, the model involves a complex sequential mediation pathway with multiple mediators, which PLS-SEM handles with greater statistical power [73]. Second, the study aims to predict the variance in Sustainable Employee Performance, aligning with the predictive focus of PLS-SEM. Following established methodological protocols [73], the analysis unfolded in two stages: first, validation of the measurement model’s reliability and validity [74]; second, assessment of the hypothesized structural paths. To estimate indirect effects with precision, we employed a bootstrapping procedure with 5000 resamples. This nonparametric technique is widely recommended because it produces accurate confidence intervals without restrictive distributional assumptions, thereby enhancing the credibility of mediation findings [75,76,77].





4. Results


4.1. Sample Characteristics


The final dataset comprised 392 valid responses collected across two waves from leading hotels in Sharm El Sheikh. The sample was predominantly male (78%), with nearly two-thirds (64.3%) aged between 21 and 30 years. A smaller proportion (14%) fell within the 41–50 age bracket. In terms of education, most respondents held a bachelor’s degree (69.4%), while about one in five (20.9%) had completed secondary school. Regarding tenure, the majority had 2–4 years of experience (41%), followed by 28% with 5–7 years and 31% exceeding 7 years. This distribution suggests that participants’ perspectives were shaped by meaningful workplace experience rather than brief exposure.




4.2. Measurement Model Assessment


The initial assessment of the measurement model confirmed the robustness of our chosen scales, demonstrating strong reliability and validity across all constructs (see Figure 2). To ensure the measurement scales were trustworthy and accurate, we evaluated them using several well-established statistical techniques. We looked at Cronbach’s Alpha, rho_a, factor loadings, Composite Reliability (CR), and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) to confirm that our scales consistently measured what they were supposed to measure. We also checked discriminant validity, meaning that each scale measured something distinct from the others using two approaches, the Heterotrait–Monotrait (HTMT) ratio and Fornell and Larcker’s criterion, following the guidelines recommended by Fornell and Larcker [74] and Hair et al. [75].



4.2.1. Reliability and Convergent Validity


The measurement model exhibited strong psychometric properties across all constructs, as presented in Table 2. Composite Reliability values ranged from 0.876 for Green HRM to 0.942 for Sustainable Employee Performance, all substantially exceeding Bagozzi and Yi’s [78] recommended threshold of 0.70, which confirms excellent internal consistency. Convergent validity was equally well established, with Average Variance Extracted values spanning 0.579 for Moral Self to 0.654 for Sustainable Employee Performance, all surpassing Fornell and Larcker’s [74] minimum criterion of 0.50. Additionally, individual item loadings consistently exceeded 0.70, providing robust evidence that each construct effectively captures variance from its respective indicators [73]. These findings collectively demonstrate that the measurement instruments are reliable and that items within each construct converge appropriately to measure their intended latent variables.




4.2.2. Discriminant Validity


Discriminant validity was rigorously assessed through two complementary approaches: the Fornell–Larcker criterion and the Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio. The Fornell–Larcker assessment confirmed that the square root of each construct’s AVE exceeded all corresponding inter-construct correlations, indicating that each latent variable captures more variance from its own indicators than it shares with other constructs. The HTMT ratio provided additional confirmation, with all values falling below the 0.90 threshold recommended by Henseler et al. [79]. The highest HTMT value of 0.866 occurred between Green HRM and Moral Self, which, while notable, remains within acceptable limits and likely reflects the theoretical connection between environmentally oriented HR practices and employees’ moral self-concepts, both of which are grounded in value-based behavior. All remaining HTMT values were considerably lower, further substantiating the distinctiveness of the constructs. Overall, these results demonstrate that the measurement model possesses adequate discriminant validity, ensuring that each construct is empirically distinct and justifying its treatment as a separate variable in subsequent structural model analysis.




4.2.3. Collinearity Assessment


Finally, an assessment of collinearity using the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) showed, as detailed in Table 3, that VIF values across all indicators ranged from 1.922 (MI12) to 3.315 (MI8), with the majority of values falling comfortably below 3.0. All values remained well beneath the commonly accepted threshold of 5.0 recommended by Hair et al. [73], and most adhered to the more conservative cutoff of 3.0, indicating minimal multicollinearity concerns. These findings collectively confirm that collinearity is not a concern in our model.





4.3. Structural Model Assessment


4.3.1. Model Fit and Predictive Power


Before interpreting the path coefficients, we first evaluated the overall fit and predictive power of the structural model. The Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), the most reliable goodness-of-fit measure for PLS-SEM [75], was 0.044, which is comfortably below the recommended threshold of 0.08 [80], indicating an excellent fit between the hypothesized model and the empirical data. The Normed Fit Index (NFI) was 0.868, an acceptable fit given the model’s complexity [81]. These results, summarized in Table 4, confirm that both SRMR and NFI fall well within recommended thresholds, providing strong evidence of the model’s overall adequacy and robustness.



The mediation analysis revealed a nuanced pattern of indirect effects. As shown in Table 5, the combined variance accounted for (VAF) of 80.6% (95% CI [73.2%, 87.4%]) places the model at the threshold between partial and full mediation, consistent with the criteria outlined by Hair et al. [73]. While Moral Self accounted for minimal mediation (19.4%), Moral Integrity demonstrated partial mediation (29.3%), and the sequential pathway contributed 31.9%. Together, these indirect effects explained more than 80% of the total relationship, underscoring the complementary role of moral identity dimensions. Confidence intervals for all indirect effects excluded zero, providing robust statistical support [75]. These findings highlight that sustainability initiatives must engage employees’ moral identity at multiple levels, as these constructs serve as critical conduits through which HR policies translate into sustainable workplace behaviors.



The structural model demonstrated substantial explanatory and predictive power. As shown in Table 6, R2 values indicated that the model explained 59.0% of the variance in Moral Self, 40.0% in Moral Integrity, and 60.9% in Sustainable Employee Performance, all exceeding [78] thresholds for moderate (≥0.13) and substantial (≥0.26) effects. The R2 of 0.612 for Sustainable Employee Performance is particularly noteworthy, given the difficulty of predicting behavioral outcomes in organizational contexts. Stone Geisser’s Q2 statistics further confirmed predictive relevance, with values of 0.587 for Moral Self, 0.334 for Moral Integrity, and 0.327 for Sustainable Employee Performance. According to Hair et al. [75], thresholds of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 indicate small, medium, and large predictive relevance, respectively. Moral Self demonstrated a large predictive accuracy value, while Moral Integrity and Sustainable Employee Performance exhibited medium to large predictive capability values. Collectively, these results confirm that the integrated framework of green HRM and moral identity constructs provides both strong explanatory power and practical utility for hospitality organizations [81].




4.3.2. Hypotheses Testing and Path Coefficients


The structural model provided empirical support for all hypothesized relationships (Table 7). Green HRM significantly predicted Sustainable Employee Performance (SEP) (β = 0.112, t = 2.343, p < 0.05; H1), though its direct effect was modest compared to its influence on psychological mediators. Specifically, Green HRM strongly predicted Moral Self (β = 0.768, t = 34.105, p < 0.001; H2) and Moral Integrity (β = 0.279, t = 4.295, p < 0.001; H3). Moral Self, in turn, significantly predicted Moral Integrity (β = 0.395, t = 6.126, p < 0.001; H4). Both moral constructs contributed to SEP, with Moral Self exerting a weaker effect (β = 0.146, t = 2.860, p < 0.01; H5) and Moral Integrity emerging as the strongest predictor (β = 0.606, t = 16.474, p < 0.001; H6).



Bootstrapping (5000 subsamples) confirmed significant mediation effects. Moral Self mediated the relationship between Green HRM and SEP (β = 0.112, t = 2.826, p < 0.01; H7), while Moral Integrity also acted as a mediator (β = 0.169, t = 4.100, p < 0.001; H8). Additionally, Moral Self’s effect on SEP was mediated by Moral Integrity (β = 0.239, t = 5.870, p < 0.001; H9). Importantly, the sequential mediation pathway was validated, with Green HRM → Moral Self → Moral Integrity → SEP proving significant (β = 0.184, t = 5.693, p < 0.001; H10).



Taken together, the consistency of significant direct, indirect, and sequential effects underscores the central role of moral identity in translating HRM practices into sustainable employee outcomes. The findings highlight both the theoretical contribution of moral constructs as mediators and the practical importance of embedding moral dimensions within HRM strategies to achieve long-term sustainability in the hospitality sector.






5. Discussion


The findings of this study provide compelling evidence for the psychological pathways through which Green Human Resource Management (GHRM) practices translate into Sustainable Employee Performance (SEP). The sequential mediation model revealed that the majority of GHRM’s influence operates through moral identity mechanisms, with 80.6% of the total effect mediated. This result supports recent theoretical frameworks that emphasize the moral foundations of sustainable behavior in organizations [10,12].



A particularly striking outcome was the strong relationship between GHRM and employees’ moral self-concept, which aligns with Social Identity Theory and extends recent work by Singh et al. [82] and Ahmad et al. [83]. These scholars argued that environmental HR practices serve as identity-shaping mechanisms, and our findings confirm that when organizations implement green recruitment, training, and performance management systems, employees develop stronger environmental self-concepts. This enhanced moral self-awareness subsequently strengthens moral integrity, which then manifests in sustainable performance behaviors. In this way, the sequential pathway provides empirical support for the moral identity model proposed by Aquino and Reed [13] and recently extended by Chen et al. [84] in sustainability contexts.



The particularly strong effect of moral integrity on SEP (β = 0.606, p < 0.001) underscores its role as the most proximal determinant of sustainable behavior. This finding resonates with meta-analytic evidence suggesting that moral identity is among the strongest predictors of pro-environmental behavior in organizational settings [85]. It also extends the work of Li et al. [86], who demonstrated that moral emotions, such as moral anger, mediate the link between environmental awareness and sustainable behaviors.



The hospitality sector context makes these implications particularly salient. Given the industry’s significant environmental footprint and increasing regulatory pressures, integrated GHRM systems that emphasize moral development alongside technical competencies can move organizations beyond surface-level compliance toward authentic cultural transformation [87,88]. The strong predictive power of the model (R2 = 0.612 for SEP) suggests that organizations investing in morally grounded GHRM can expect substantial returns in terms of sustainable employee behaviors, consistent with ROI analyses by Liu et al. [89] and Yusoff et al. [90].



Finally, contextual considerations enrich the interpretation of these findings. The study’s focus on the Egyptian hospitality sector highlights how collectivistic cultural orientations may amplify moral identity processes, consistent with Hassan et al. [91] and Mahmoud et al. [92]. Future research should examine whether these relationships hold in individualistic societies, where moral identity may operate differently [93]. Moreover, the predominantly male sample (78%) underscores the need for gender-sensitive approaches. Evidence suggests that women respond more strongly to values-based interventions, while men are more influenced by performance-based incentives [94,95].



Taken together, these findings confirm the centrality of moral identity in translating HRM practices into sustainable employee outcomes. They highlight both the theoretical contribution of moral constructs as mediators and the practical importance of embedding moral dimensions within HRM strategies to achieve authentic, long-term sustainability in the hospitality sector.




6. Theoretical Implications


Theoretically, these results extend Social Identity Theory into the sustainability domain and provide empirical support for the moral identity model proposed by Aquino and Reed [13]. They also resonate with recent scholarship emphasizing that environmental HR practices act as identity-shaping mechanisms [82,83] and confirm meta-analytic evidence that moral identity is among the strongest predictors of pro-environmental behavior in organizations [85].



The findings of this study contribute to three interconnected theoretical domains. First, they advance Green HRM theory by identifying moral identity mechanisms as the primary psychological pathways through which HR practices generate lasting behavioral change. Second, they extend moral identity theory by demonstrating its operation within organizational sustainability contexts, showing how HR systems shape identity development. Third, they validate the moral identity model in hospitality settings where discretionary environmental behaviors are critical yet understudied.




7. Practical Implications


From a practical perspective, these findings highlight the importance of embedding environmental values across HR systems. Leaders should move beyond compliance mandates and instead cultivate employees’ moral self-concept through integrity-based recruitment, values-driven training, and mentoring initiatives. Performance management systems must reinforce these efforts by incorporating sustainability metrics that recognize and reward identity-congruent behaviors. Such comprehensive, values-driven systems ensure that sustainability emerges as an intrinsic expression of employees’ values rather than as externally imposed obligations [96].



Industry reports further highlight that genuine employee engagement rooted in value alignment rather than mandated participation is critical for achieving sustainability certifications and environmental performance targets [97]. The findings offer clear guidance for hospitality organizations facing mounting environmental pressures. Leaders should embed environmental values across recruitment, training, and performance management systems, creating conditions where sustainability is not an external obligation but an authentic expression of employees’ moral identity. Integrity-based recruitment, values-driven training, and performance metrics that reward identity-congruent behaviors can transform sustainability from a compliance exercise into a cultural norm. For the hospitality sector, an industry with significant environmental footprints, such integrated approaches are particularly critical, as they align employee engagement with organizational sustainability goals and regulatory demands.



7.1. Differentiated Implementation Strategies by Hotel Resource Level


Implementation strategies should be tailored to hotel resource levels, recognizing that different property types face distinct operational constraints and financial capabilities. Resource-Constrained Properties (Budget Hotels and Independent Operators): Resource-constrained properties should prioritize low-cost, high-impact GHRM practices that leverage existing organizational processes: 1. Focus on low-cost, high-impact GHRM practices: Incorporating sustainability criteria into existing recruitment interviews (no additional cost), integrating environmental modules into mandatory onboarding training, and recognizing sustainability contributions through non-monetary rewards (e.g., employee-of-the-month programs highlighting green initiatives). 2. Leverage peer-to-peer identity development: Creating employee-led “green teams” where sustainability champions mentor colleagues, building moral identity through social influence without formal training costs. This approach harnesses existing social networks to cultivate moral self-concept organically. 3. Partner with external resources: Accessing free sustainability training from tourism boards, environmental NGOs, or industry associations to build employee competencies without internal development costs.



Mid-Range Properties (Three- to Four-Star Hotels, and Regional Chains): Mid-range properties can implement structured GHRM bundles that balance investment with operational feasibility: 1. Implement structured GHRM bundles: Formal sustainability training programs, incorporating environmental performance metrics into annual reviews (weighted 10−15%), and establishing modest financial incentives for department-level sustainability achievements. 2. Deploy technology-enabled identity development: Using learning management systems for sustainability micro-learning modules, digital dashboards showing individual/team environmental impact, and gamification elements that make moral identity salient. These digital tools provide scalable identity-cultivation mechanisms. 3. Create cross-functional sustainability roles: Designating department sustainability coordinators who receive specialized training and serve as moral exemplars, facilitating identity development through role modeling. These coordinators bridge operational units and embed sustainability values throughout the organization.



High-Resource Properties (Five-Star Hotels, Luxury Resorts, International Brands): High-resource properties should pursue comprehensive GHRM integration that maximizes moral identity development: 1. Comprehensive GHRM integration: Embedding sustainability throughout the employee lifecycle from values-based recruitment using psychometric assessment to identify moral identity alignment, intensive onboarding immersion in organizational sustainability culture, ongoing development through advanced certification programs, performance systems with substantial weighting (20−30%) for environmental outcomes, and significant monetary incentives tied to property-level sustainability KPIs. 2. Invest in identity-deepening interventions: Offering paid time for environmental volunteering and community projects that strengthen moral self-concept, providing sabbatical opportunities for environmental leadership development, and creating innovation labs where employees design sustainability solutions. These investments cultivate deep moral integration. 3. Leadership in industry transformation: Positioning sustainability-committed employees as thought leaders through conference presentations, industry publications, and peer-property consulting, reinforcing moral identity through professional recognition. This approach transforms employees into sustainability ambassadors whose moral identities are publicly validated. These differentiated recommendations enable practitioners across the hospitality sector to implement identity-based sustainability strategies aligned with their operational and financial realities. Regardless of resource level, the fundamental principle remains constant: sustainability outcomes are most effectively achieved when HR systems cultivate employees’ moral identity rather than relying solely on compliance mechanisms.




7.2. Implications for Team Management, Internal Branding, and Leadership for Sustainability


The findings reveal critical implications for operationalizing moral identity development through Green HRM practices at the managerial, team, and organizational leadership levels. These multilevel considerations extend resource-differentiated implementation strategies (Section 7.1) by specifying how GHRM-induced moral identity processes can be leveraged across different organizational strata.



Team Management Implications: The sequential mediation model, wherein 80.6% of GHRM’s total effect operates through moral identity mechanisms, suggests that team-level interventions represent critical leverage points for sustainability transformation. Building upon the peer-to-peer identity development mechanisms identified for resource-constrained properties, managers should reconceptualize teams as moral communities wherein sustainability constitutes a collective identity marker rather than an individual attribute. This viewpoint is congruent with the assertions of Social Identity Theory, which posits that affiliations to social groups fundamentally influence the individual’s self-concept [13,82]. Specifically, team leaders can facilitate collective moral identity development through three mechanisms: First, embedding sustainability goal setting within regular team processes transforms environmental performance into shared accountability, thereby consolidating collective moral self-concept. Second, establishing team-based sustainability challenges leverages peer influence and social learning processes, supporting moral identity formation through group-normative processes consistent with meta-analytic findings on pro-environmental behavior [85]. Third, publicly celebrating team environmental achievements provides social validation of moral identity at the collective level, creating positive reinforcement loops that amplify identity–behavior alignment. The particularly strong effect of moral integrity on SEP (β = 0.606, p < 0.001) underscores that when sustainability is embedded in team dynamics rather than imposed individually, employees experience stronger identity–behavior congruence through social validation mechanisms. This team-level approach addresses the hospitality sector’s reliance on discretionary environmental behaviors by creating normative environments where sustainable practices become identity-congruent rather than compliance-driven.



Internal Branding Implications: The transition from compliance-based to identity-based sustainability necessitates strategic internal branding that positions environmental stewardship as constitutive of organizational identity. This requirement emerges directly from the study’s finding that GHRM practices operate primarily through moral self-concept development (first mediation path), suggesting that organizational symbolism and communication must consistently reinforce environmental values as central to “who we are” rather than merely “what we do.” HR and communications leaders should implement three complementary strategies: First, developing internal campaigns showcasing employee sustainability champions as moral exemplars makes moral identity salient and aspirational, providing behavioral templates consistent with Aquino and Reed’s [13] moral identity framework. Second, creating narrative platforms wherein employees articulate their sustainability journeys reinforces the cultural narrative that environmental values are intrinsic rather than imposed, facilitating authentic moral identity integration. Third, designing consistent visual and communicative touchpoints across employee interfaces (portals, newsletters, and workspace displays) that signal sustainability as a moral priority creates the identity-affirming organizational context necessary for moral self-concept development. This internal branding infrastructure transforms GHRM from discrete practices into a comprehensive identity cultivation system. The model’s strong predictive power (R2 = 0.612 for SEP) suggests that when internal branding consistently reinforces environmental values, employees develop the robust moral self-concepts that translate into sustained performance outcomes, delivering the substantial behavioral returns identified in recent ROI analyses [89,90].



Leadership Implications for Sustainability: Senior leadership plays a pivotal yet under-examined role in legitimizing and accelerating moral identity development processes. The findings indicate that authentic leadership commitment serves as a critical boundary condition for the GHRM–moral identity pathway, as leaders provide both symbolic validation and resource allocation that enable moral self-concept formation. Leaders must enact three interdependent responsibilities: First, articulating sustainability as a moral imperative rather than merely a strategic priority signals that environmental values are central to organizational identity, thereby legitimizing employees’ moral self-concept development. This authentic framing is particularly critical in the hospitality context, where mounting environmental pressures could otherwise position sustainability as externally imposed compliance [87,88]. Second, demonstrating personal commitment through visible behaviors—participating in green teams, foregrounding sustainability in strategic communications, allocating resources to environmental initiatives—provides behavioral modeling that validates employees’ developing moral identities and offers concrete templates for identity-congruent action. Third, empowering middle managers as sustainability advocates through training, resources, and authority creates a leadership cascade that embeds moral identity development throughout organizational structures. The cross-functional sustainability coordinator roles prescribed for mid-range properties exemplify this distributed leadership model, wherein designated managers serve as moral exemplars who facilitate identity development across departmental boundaries. For high-resource properties, positioning sustainability-committed employees as industry thought leaders (conference presentations, publications, and peer consulting) extends this principle by providing professional recognition that publicly validates and reinforces moral identity.



Integrated Multilevel Framework: These three dimensions—team management, internal branding, and leadership—operate synergistically to create the comprehensive identity cultivation system that the sequential mediation model implies. When leadership authenticates sustainability as a core value, internal branding renders it culturally salient, and team management embeds it in daily practice, employees receive consistent signals that align moral self-concept with organizational environmental objectives. This multilevel integration addresses the collectivistic cultural orientation prevalent in the Egyptian hospitality sector [91,92], wherein group-level processes may amplify individual moral identity development. Importantly, this integrated approach is scalable across the resource-differentiated implementation strategies outlined in Section 7.1. Resource-constrained properties can leverage low-cost team-based peer influence and leadership role modeling, mid-range properties can deploy technology-enabled internal branding alongside cross-functional coordination, and high-resource properties can implement comprehensive leadership development and sophisticated branding campaigns. Regardless of resource level, the fundamental principle remains constant: sustainability outcomes are most effectively achieved when multilevel organizational systems—from team norms and leadership exemplars to symbolic communications—collectively cultivate employees’ moral identity rather than relying solely on compliance mechanisms or isolated GHR practices.





8. Limitations and Future Research Directions


While this study provides robust evidence for the proposed theoretical model, several limitations should be acknowledged. First, the study’s focus on the Egyptian hospitality sector constrains generalizability. Egypt’s cultural profile—characterized by high collectivism and high power distance [98]—may amplify organizational influence on individual identity formation compared to individualist societies. In collectivist cultures, institutional signals and group norms carry greater weight in shaping self-concept [99], suggesting that GHRM practices may exert stronger identity effects in Egypt than in Western contexts. Additionally, while moral identity’s basic structure appears universal [13], the specific content of moral values and their relative centrality to self-concept vary across cultures [100]. Future research should examine whether the sequential mediation pathways observed here appear in individualist cultures, whether GHRM effect sizes vary systematically with cultural dimensions, and whether different sustainability values (e.g., waste reduction vs. energy conservation) show cultural variation in moral centrality. Cross-cultural comparative designs would clarify the boundary conditions of our theoretical model and identify culture-specific implementation strategies. Second, the predominantly male sample (78%) limits insights into gendered responses to GHRM, as prior evidence suggests women may be more responsive to values-based interventions, while men may react more strongly to performance-based incentives. Third, the non-experimental design precludes definitive causal claims. While our two-wave, time-lagged design strengthens causal inference compared to cross-sectional approaches by establishing temporal precedence and reducing common method bias [63], the reliance on survey data restricts definitive causal conclusions. Alternative causal explanations remain plausible. Reverse causality is possible: employees with pre-existing strong moral identities may perceive and recall GHRM practices more favorably (positive affectivity bias). Additionally, unmeasured third variables—such as organizational ethical climate, leader moral modeling, or peer sustainability norms—may simultaneously influence GHRM implementation quality and employee moral development, creating spurious associations. While mediation pathways were statistically supported, longitudinal research with three or more measurement waves could strengthen causal claims by tracking how moral self-concept and integrity evolve over time in response to GHRM interventions. Such extended longitudinal designs would enable cross-lagged panel analysis, clarifying directional relationships and ruling out reciprocal causation. Moreover, experimental designs randomly assigning GHRM practice bundles would provide stronger evidence of causality and rule out alternative explanations such as reverse causality or omitted variable bias. Future research should prioritize experimental and extended longitudinal approaches to definitively establish causal mechanisms. Fourth, the study concentrated on moral identity constructs, leaving other psychological mechanisms (e.g., environmental passion, moral emotions, and organizational climate) unexplored. Fifth, the self-report nature of performance measures may be subject to social desirability bias. Our reliance on employee self-reports may introduce common method bias, even though we applied safeguards such as temporal separation, varied formats, and anonymity. Future research should incorporate multi-source performance assessment combining self-ratings, supervisor evaluations, and objective sustainability indicators (e.g., energy consumption per guest night, waste diversion rates, and water usage metrics) to triangulate findings and strengthen construct validity. Finally, while we focused on constructive GHRM mechanisms that cultivate moral identity, we did not examine how negative organizational practices such as workplace bullying might undermine moral development processes; destructive influences could attenuate or reverse the identity pathways we document and, therefore, represent an important boundary condition for the model.



Future studies should address these limitations by adopting cross-cultural comparative designs to examine whether moral identity operates differently across cultural orientations. Gender-balanced samples are needed to clarify how men and women internalize sustainability values through HR practices. Longitudinal research could strengthen causal claims by tracking how moral self-concept and integrity evolve over time in response to GHRM interventions. Moreover, future work should explicitly examine destructive organizational influences (e.g., workplace bullying; Elshaer et al. [55]), alongside constructive GHRM practices, and integrate additional psychological constructs such as moral emotions [86], environmental passion, and organizational justice to assess their relative strength and interaction and to determine whether and how negative practices disrupt moral identity formation and the pathways linking HRM to sustainable performance. Finally, sectoral comparisons beyond hospitality, such as manufacturing or healthcare, would test the robustness of the framework across industries with varying sustainability pressures.




9. Conclusions


This study provides comprehensive empirical evidence for a theoretically grounded framework explaining how Green Human Resource Management (GHRM) practices foster Sustainable Employee Performance (SEP) in the hospitality sector. By examining 10 distinct hypotheses across multiple pathways, our research demonstrates that GHRM’s influence operates through both direct mechanisms and sophisticated psychological processes centered on moral identity development.



Integration of Multiple Pathways: Our findings reveal three complementary pathways through which GHRM influences sustainable performance. First, GHRM exerts a direct, though modest, effect on SEP (β = 0.112, p < 0.05), consistent with AMO theory’s prediction that HR practices can directly enhance employee capabilities and motivation for sustainability. This direct pathway confirms that well-designed green HR systems do provide immediate benefits through skill development, knowledge transfer, and incentive alignment. However, the preponderance of GHRM’s influence operates indirectly through moral identity mechanisms. The Moral Self pathway (GHRM → Moral Self → SEP) accounts for a significant portion of GHRM’s total effect, demonstrating that when employees internalize environmental values as central to their self-concept, they are intrinsically motivated to perform sustainably. This finding extends Social Identity Theory into the sustainability domain, showing that organizational practices shape not just what employees know or can do, but fundamentally who they perceive themselves to be. The Moral Integrity pathway (GHRM → Moral Integrity → SEP) proved even more consequential, with Moral Integrity demonstrating the strongest predictive relationship with sustainable performance in the entire model (β = 0.606, p < 0.001). This underscores that behavioral consistency, the alignment between values and actions, serves as the most proximal driver of sustainable performance. Employees who maintain moral integrity translate their environmental commitments into consistent, observable behaviors regardless of situational pressures or conveniences. Most significantly, our sequential mediation analysis revealed that the complete pathway (GHRM → Moral Self → Moral Integrity → SEP) represents the primary mechanism through which green HR practices achieve their effects, accounting for 80.6% of the total mediation. This finding illuminates a developmental process: GHRM first cultivates internalized moral values (Moral Self), which then motivate behavioral alignment (Moral Integrity), ultimately manifesting in superior sustainable performance. The strength of this sequential pathway suggests that fragmented approaches targeting only values or only behaviors will prove less effective than integrated systems that recognize the developmental progression from identity to action.



Theoretical Contributions Across Domains: These findings advance three interconnected theoretical domains. First, they extend Green HRM theory by shifting focus from what practices organizations implement to how these practices psychologically transform employees. While the existing literature has established that GHRM correlates with various employee outcomes, our study explicates the specific psychological mechanisms—identity development and behavioral integrity—that explain these relationships. This represents a theoretical advancement from descriptive correlation to mechanistic explanation. Second, our research contributes to moral identity theory by demonstrating its applicability beyond traditional ethical domains into organizational sustainability contexts. Previous moral identity research has primarily examined prosocial behavior, ethical decision-making, or consumer choices. Our findings demonstrate that moral identity frameworks effectively explain employee behavior in environmental contexts, suggesting broader applicability than previously recognized. Moreover, by distinguishing between moral self (identity) and moral integrity (behavioral consistency) and demonstrating their sequential relationship, we provide empirical support for theoretical models that position identity as an antecedent to behavior. Third, our study bridges organizational behavior and environmental psychology by demonstrating that workplace practices can cultivate the same psychological orientations (environmental values, moral identity) that environmental psychologists have identified as crucial for pro-environmental behavior. This integration suggests that organizations represent powerful contexts for fostering broader environmental citizenship, not merely workplace compliance.



Contextual Considerations and Boundary Conditions: The hospitality industry context makes these implications particularly salient. Given the sector’s significant environmental footprint, direct customer interface, and labor-intensive operations, cultivating employees who are intrinsically committed to sustainability rather than merely compliant offers substantial advantages. Hotels cannot surveil every employee interaction, and sustainability initiatives often depend on discretionary behaviors—noticing waste opportunities, suggesting improvements, and educating guests—that cannot be mandated. Identity-based commitment addresses this challenge by internalizing motivation.



Furthermore, our study’s Middle Eastern context enriches interpretation. The strong effects we observed may partly reflect cultural orientations toward collectivism and social harmony that amplify the effectiveness of identity-based management approaches. Employees in collectivist cultures may be particularly responsive to organizational practices that signal valued identities and community membership. This suggests potential boundary conditions: the mechanisms we identified may operate somewhat differently across cultural contexts, with identity-based pathways potentially stronger in collectivist settings and compliance-based approaches relatively more influential in individualistic cultures. The relatively resource-rich context of five-star hotels in a major tourist destination also warrants consideration. Organizations with greater resources can invest in comprehensive GHRM systems, extensive training, visible environmental initiatives, and supportive leadership, which send stronger identity-relevant signals. The pathways we identified may manifest differently in resource-constrained contexts where fragmented or symbolic environmental practices send weaker or inconsistent signals about organizational values.



From Compliance to Identity: A Paradigm Shift in Sustainability Management: Our findings suggest a paradigm shift in how organizations should conceptualize sustainability management. Traditional approaches have emphasized compliance mechanisms, policies, monitoring, sanctions, and incentives that treat sustainable behavior as something organizations must induce through external controls. Our research demonstrates that this compliance paradigm, while producing direct effects, leaves the majority of potential influence unrealized.



An identity-based paradigm recognizes that the most powerful driver of sustainable performance is not external control but internal conviction. When employees embrace environmental values as central to their self-concept and demonstrate the integrity to align their behaviors with these values, sustainable performance emerges not as compliance but as self-expression. Organizations do not primarily foster this transformation through monitoring and incentives but through HR systems that credibly signal environmental commitment, provide opportunities for environmental engagement, and create communities where sustainability defines collective identity. This paradigm shift has profound practical implications. It suggests that organizations should evaluate GHRM initiatives not merely by their direct behavioral effects but by their capacity to cultivate moral identity. Training programs should emphasize not just skills but values. Recruitment should assess not just capabilities but value alignment. Performance management should recognize not just compliance but initiative and advocacy. Leadership should model not just technical proficiency but authentic commitment. The goal is to create organizational contexts where employees’ environmental values are activated, validated, and integrated into their working identities.



Concluding Reflection: Ultimately, this study demonstrates that employees become environmental stewards not because organizations compel them through monitoring and incentives but because sustainability resonates with who they fundamentally are. The sequential pathway we identified—from organizational practices to internalized values to behavioral integrity to performance outcomes—reveals a developmental process through which work experiences shape identity, which in turn directs behavior. This insight challenges instrumentalist assumptions that view employees primarily as subjects to be controlled or incentivized. Instead, it suggests that employees are moral agents whose self-concepts can be cultivated through organizational practices. When organizations invest in morally grounded HRM systems that signal authentic environmental commitment, they initiate a transformation whereby employees do not merely work for sustainable organizations; instead, they become sustainable people. This transformation produces more authentic, resilient, and impactful sustainability outcomes that advance both organizational performance and societal well-being.



For the hospitality industry specifically, this research demonstrates that the path to genuine sustainability leadership lies not in greenwashing or superficial initiatives but in fundamental transformation of organizational culture and employee identity. Hotels that successfully cultivate environmental moral identity among their workforce will not only achieve superior operational sustainability but will also send thousands of employees into their communities and personal lives with strengthened environmental values and behavioral commitments. In this way, organizational GHRM practices can create ripple effects that extend far beyond workplace boundaries, contributing to broader cultural shifts toward environmental responsibility.
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Table A1. Measurement scales and items.





	Construct/Source
	Items





	Green Human Resource Management (GHRM)

Dumont et al. [7].
	1. My company sets green goals for its employees

2. My company provides employees with green training to promote green values

3. My company provides employees with green training to develop employees’ knowledge and skills required for green management

4. My company considers employees’ workplace green behavior in performance appraisals

5. My company relates employees’ workplace green behaviors to rewards and compensation

6. My company considers employees’ workplace green behaviors in promotion



	Moral Identity Questionnaire (MIQ)

Black et al. [68]
	Moral Self:

1. It is important for me to be fair to other people

2. Being moral is an important part of who I am

3. It is important for me to help others even when it is not expected of me

4. I want people to know that they can rely on me

5. Acting honestly is essential to my self-image

6. I value being a person who keeps his or her promises

7. I feel good about myself when I do what is right

8. I aspire to be a person who treats others kindly

Moral Integrity

9. I will go along with a group decision even if I know it is morally wrong. (reverse scored)

10. I would lie to avoid trouble, even if I know it is wrong. (reverse scored)

11. I stand by my ethical principles even when pressured by others

12. My actions are consistent with my beliefs about right and wrong

13. I do what is right even if it costs me something

14. I find it difficult to do something I believe is wrong

15. I resist doing something that goes against my values

16. I do what I think is right, even if others disagree

17. I do the right thing, no matter how inconvenient

18. I avoid acting against my conscience

19. I hold onto my principles in difficult situations

20. I act in accordance with my values even when it is challenging



	Employee Sustainable Performance (E-SuPer)

Ji et al. [19].
	1. I successfully achieve the objectives of my tasks

2. I meet the requirements of my job

3. I fulfill my duties at work

4. I complete tasks efficiently and accurately

5. I meet the expectations of my supervisor

6. I am able to keep up my work performance in the future

7. I am able to maintain the quality of my work performance over the long term

8. I am able to adapt my work performance when necessary to meet future requirements

9. I am able to maintain my motivation for work in the future

10. I am able to keep myself productive and useful for the organization in the future
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Figure 1. The conceptual framework. Note: dashed arrows represent Indirect Mediation paths. 






Figure 1. The conceptual framework. Note: dashed arrows represent Indirect Mediation paths.



[image: Sustainability 18 02044 g001]







[image: Sustainability 18 02044 g002] 





Figure 2. The measurement model. 
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Table 1. Summary of prior research on GHRM, moral identity, and Sustainable Employee Performance.
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	Authors
	Theoretical

Framework
	Research

Context/Industry
	Methodology
	Key Findings
	Identified

Research Gap
	Relevance to the Present Study





	Renwick et al. [6]
	Ability–Motivation–Opportunity (AMO) Theory
	General/Literature Review (Multiple Industries)
	Systematic Literature Review
	Identified key GHRM practices and their impact on environmental performance.
	Lack of focus on individual-level psychological mechanisms and identity-based processes.
	Provides the foundational GHRM framework (AMO) and identifies the need for psychological explanations.



	Dumont et al. [7]
	Social Cognitive Theory/Social Exchange Theory
	Manufacturing/China
	Quantitative (Survey, n = 267)
	GHRM influences both in-role and extra-role green behaviors through psychological green climate.
	Limited exploration of how GHRM shapes core self-concepts or moral identity.
	Establishes the link between GHRM and employee behavior via psychological mediators.



	Tang et al. [8]
	Resource-Based View (RBV)/AMO Theory
	Manufacturing/China
	Quantitative (Survey, n = 309)
	Developed a GHRM scale and found that GHRM enhances environmental performance through green behaviors.
	Called for more research on the psychological pathways and individual-level outcomes.
	Validates GHRM practices and their behavioral outcomes in organizational settings.



	Pham et al. [12]
	Social Exchange Theory/AMO Theory
	Hospitality (Hotels)/Vietnam
	Mixed Methods (Survey n = 203 + Interviews)
	GHRM practices directly and interactively influence Organizational Citizenship Behavior for the Environment (OCBE).
	Does not examine the identity-based transformations required for sustained commitment.
	Provides a direct context (hospitality) and shows the impact of GHRM on discretionary behaviors.



	Saeed et al. [9]
	Social Information Processing Theory
	Manufacturing & Services/Pakistan
	Quantitative (Survey, n = 432)
	GHRM promotes pro-environmental behavior through green climate and individual green values.
	Focuses on values and climate but lacks a deep dive into the “Moral Self” and “Moral Integrity” structure.
	Links GHRM to value congruence and moral awareness.



	Aquino & Reed [13]
	Social-Cognitive Theory of Moral Identity
	General/University Students & Adults
	Quantitative (Scale Development & Validation)
	Defined moral identity through two dimensions: internalization (Moral Self) and symbolization.
	Does not examine organizational systems (like HR) or sustainability contexts.
	Provides the primary conceptualization and measurement of the Moral Self.



	Hardy & Carlo [15]
	Identity Theory/Moral Development
	Developmental Psychology/Adolescents & Young Adults
	Theoretical Review/Meta-analysis
	Moral identity acts as a bridge between moral reasoning and moral action.
	Limited application to organizational behavior or sustainability-specific performance.
	Establishes the identity–behavior link as a core psychological mechanism.



	Lapsley [14]
	Social–Cognitive Developmental Theory
	Developmental Psychology
	Theoretical Synthesis
	Moral identity is the goal of moral development; emphasizes the chronic accessibility of moral schemas.
	Focuses on individual development rather than organizational influences like GHRM.
	Supports the developmental link between internalized meaning and consistent action.



	Gibbs [17]
	Cognitive–Developmental Theory (Revised)
	Moral Psychology
	Theoretical Treatise (Book)
	Distinguished between moral judgment and the “reality” of moral action (Moral Integrity).
	Does not address sustainability or HR systems in organizations.
	Provides the theoretical basis for Moral Integrity as the enactment of moral values.



	Aquino et al. [33]
	Social–Cognitive Model of Moral Behavior
	Organizational Behavior/Multiple Samples
	Quantitative (Experimental & Survey)
	Moral identity centrality moderates the effect of situational factors on prosocial behavior.
	Focuses on general prosocial behavior, not specific sustainable performance dimensions.
	Demonstrates how moral identity functions within organizational settings to drive behavior.



	Ji et al. [19]
	Performance Theory/Sustainability
	Multiple Industries/Netherlands & China
	Quantitative (Scale Development, n = 545)
	Validated the E-SuPer construct with three dimensions: proficiency, adaptivity, and proactivity.
	Does not examine moral–psychological antecedents or the influence of GHRM.
	Provides the primary outcome variable and its multi-dimensional structure.



	Griffin et al. [54]
	Work Role Performance Model
	General/Multiple Organizations
	Quantitative (Survey, n = 1500+)
	Established the proficiency, adaptivity, and proactivity framework for work role performance.
	General performance focus; lacks the “sustainability” and “moral” integration.
	Provides the structural foundation for the performance dimensions used in E-SuPer.



	Ren, Tang, & Jackson [10]
	GHRM Review
	General
	Review
	Called for research on “why” and “how” GHRM works at the individual level.
	GHRM research explains organizational systems → behavior, but not identity formation.
	Highlights the gap that the present study fills by integrating GHRM with identity-based mechanisms.



	Winterich et al. [30]
	Moral Identity
	Consumer Behavior
	Quantitative (Experiments)
	Recognition and moral identity internalization predict prosocial behavior.
	Moral identity research explains identity → behavior, but not sustainability in organizations.
	Shows the identity–behavior link and sets the stage for applying it to sustainable performance.



	Paillé et al. [26]
	GHRM and OCBE
	Manufacturing/France
	Quantitative (Survey)
	GHRM affects environmental performance via employees’ pro-environmental behaviors.
	Sustainable performance research explains performance structure, but not psychological antecedents.
	Establishes the GHRM → behavior link, which the present study extends to include moral identity as a mediator.










 





Table 2. Construct reliability and convergent validity.
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	Construct
	Cronbach’s Alpha
	Composite Reliability
	AVE
	GHRM
	MS
	MI
	SEP





	Green HRM (GHRM)
	0.875
	0.876
	0.616
	0.785
	
	
	



	Moral Self (MS)
	0.896
	0.939
	0.579
	0.768
	0.761
	
	



	Moral Integrity (MI)
	0.938
	0.897
	0.597
	0.582
	0.609
	0.773
	



	Sustainable Employee Performance (SEP)
	0.941
	0.942
	0.654
	0.576
	0.601
	0.760
	0.809







Note. Composite Reliability (CR) values > 0.70 indicate internal consistency [78]. Average Variance Extracted (AVE) > 0.50 confirms convergent validity [74]. Bolded diagonal values represent the square root of AVE, which exceeded inter-construct correlations, confirming discriminant validity.













 





Table 3. Collinearity assessment (Variance Inflation Factor, VIF).
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	Indicator
	VIF
	Indicator
	VIF
	Indicator
	VIF
	Indicator
	VIF





	GHR1
	2.412
	MS1
	2.176
	MI1
	2.038
	SuPer1
	2.293



	GHR2
	2.041
	MS2
	2.014
	MI2
	2.099
	SuPer2
	2.794



	GHR3
	2.210
	MS3
	1.981
	MI3
	2.185
	SuPer3
	2.457



	GHR4
	2.176
	MS4
	2.211
	MI4
	2.152
	SuPer4
	2.405



	GHR5
	2.102
	MS5
	2.187
	MI5
	2.137
	SuPer5
	2.323



	GHR6
	1.971
	MS6
	2.526
	MI6
	3.051
	SuPer6
	2.284



	
	
	MS7
	2.213
	MI7
	3.035
	SuPer7
	2.434



	
	
	MS8
	2.157
	MI8
	3.315
	SuPer8
	2.202



	
	
	
	
	MI9
	2.230
	SuPer9
	2.564



	
	
	
	
	MI10
	2.185
	SuPer10
	2.453



	
	
	
	
	MI11
	2.191
	
	



	
	
	
	
	MI12
	1.922
	
	







Note. VIF values < 5.0 indicate no multicollinearity concerns [73]. Most values < 3.0, consistent with conservative guidelines.













 





Table 4. Model fit indices.
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	Fit Index
	Saturated Model
	Estimated Model
	Recommended Threshold





	SRMR
	0.044
	0.044
	<0.08



	NFI
	0.868
	0.868
	>0.80 (Acceptable)










 





Table 5. Variance accounted for (VAF) percentages.
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	Mediation Pathway
	Indirect Effect
	Total Effect
	VAF (%)
	Interpretation





	Green HRM → Moral Self → SEP (H7)
	0.112
	0.577
	19.4
	No mediation



	Green HRM → Moral Integrity → SEP (H8)
	0.169
	0.577
	29.3
	Partial mediation



	Green HRM → MS → MI → SEP (H10 Sequential)
	0.184
	0.577
	31.9
	Partial mediation



	Combined Indirect Effect
	0.465
	0.577
	80.6
	Near-full mediation







Note. Direct effect = 0.112. VAF thresholds: <20% = no mediation; 20–80% = partial mediation; >80% = full mediation [73]. MS = Moral Self; MI = Moral Integrity; SEP = Sustainable Employee Performance.













 





Table 6. Predictive power (R2 and Q2).
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	Endogenous Construct
	R-Square
	Adjusted R2
	Q2 Predict





	Moral Self
	0.590
	0.589
	0.587



	Moral Integrity
	0.403
	0.400
	0.334



	Sustainable Employee Performance (SEP)
	0.612
	0.609
	0.327







Note. R2 ≥ 0.26 indicates substantial explanatory power ([78]). Q2 values > 0 confirm predictive relevance; thresholds are 0.02 (small), 0.15 (medium), and 0.35 (large) [73].













 





Table 7. Hypothesis testing results (direct, indirect, and sequential paths).






Table 7. Hypothesis testing results (direct, indirect, and sequential paths).














	Hypothesis-Pathway
	β
	t
	p
	Significance
	Interpretation
	Finding





	Direct Paths
	
	
	
	
	
	



	H1
	Green HRM → SEP
	0.112
	2.343
	0.019
	p < 0.05
	Supported



	H2
	Green HRM → Moral Self
	0.768
	34.105
	0
	p < 0.001
	Supported



	H3
	Green HRM → Moral Integrity
	0.279
	4.295
	0
	p < 0.001
	Supported



	H4
	Moral Self → Moral Integrity
	0.395
	6.126
	0
	p < 0.001
	Supported



	H5
	Moral Self → SEP
	0.146
	2.86
	0.004
	p < 0.01
	Supported



	H6
	Moral Integrity → SEP
	0.606
	16.474
	0
	p < 0.001
	Supported



	Indirect Mediation paths
	
	
	
	
	
	



	H7
	Green HRM → Moral Self → SEP
	0.112
	2.826
	0.005
	p < 0.01
	Supported



	H8
	Green HRM → Moral Integrity → SEP
	0.169
	4.1
	0
	p < 0.001
	Supported



	H9
	Moral Self → Moral Integrity → SEP
	0.239
	5.87
	0
	p < 0.001
	Supported



	Sequential Mediation
	
	
	
	
	
	



	H10
	Green HRM → Moral Self → Moral Integrity → SEP
	0.184
	5.693
	0
	p < 0.001
	Supported







Note. All mediation effects tested using bootstrapping with 5000 subsamples [73]. Significance levels: p < 0.05, p < 0.01, p < 0.001.
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