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Purpose – This study uses hotel employees to examine how green knowledge sharing (GKS), 
mediated by green autonomy (GA) and moderated by green rewards and compensation 
(GRC), influences pro-environmental workplace behaviours (WEFB).
Methodology/Design/Approach – In this study, cross-sectional data from 415 hotel employees 
in Ghana were analysed using PLS-SEM. Bootstrapping with 10,000 subsamples was 
conducted to determine the significance of the hypotheses.
Findings – This study established that both GKS and GA influenced WEFB. GKS also 
influenced GA which in turn played a mediating role in the influence of GKS on WEFB. 
Practical implications – Organisations are encouraged to enhance the acquisition of green 
knowledge of their employees and follow it up by encouraging the sharing of acquired 
green knowledge with their co-workers to boost the adoption of environmentally friendly 
behaviours. 
Originality of the research – A rare statistical method in green hospitality research was used 
to uncover the relationships between GKS, GA, GRC, and WEFB.
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environmental sustainability, Environmental management
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INTRODUCTION

Human activities are rapidly depleting natural resources, polluting, and causing biodiversity loss, which is increasingly 
threatening the long-term survival of biological life (Zacher et al., 2023). Globally, more and more industries are realising 
how important sustainable practices are because organisations are responsible for protecting the natural environment, which is 
essential for human life and future economic activities (Smith & Johnson, 2021; Zacher et al., 2023). The hotel sector is one of the 
major sources of environmental operation, which is why it is imperative that measures be implemented to promote ecologically 
friendly behaviours. Through air-conditioning, heating and the provision of other guest facilities, the accommodation industry 
produces 1% of the carbon dioxide emitted globally and 20% of that is emitted in the tourism sector (United Nations World 
Tourism Organization, 2018). Juvan et al. (2023) also reported that through tourism, more than 35 million tons of solid waste 
is generated yearly across the globe. In Ghana, licensed tourism accommodation facilities have increased by 21.3% from 2018 
to 2022 and the occupancy of these facilities have jumped from 18% in 2020 to 36% in 2022 (Ghana Tourism Report, 2022). 
These statistics have implications for carbon dioxide emission and waste generation and the subsequent concerns by customers 
about the environmental impact of the tourism and hospitality industry which make them favour green hotels (Majeed et al., 
2023; Mensah, 2006; Raza & Farrukh, 2023). 

Embracing sustainability offers accommodation businesses a chance to improve their competitiveness, brand image, and 
operational efficiency in addition to being in line with societal expectations (Filimonau et al., 2023; Font et al., 2023; Hays 
& Ozretić-Došen, 2014; Majeed et al., 2023). More specifically, sustainability drive in the hotel industry addresses SDGs 
11, 12 and 13. Workplace environmentally friendly behaviours (WEFB) by hotel employees is critical to the sustainability 
efforts within the tourism and hospitality industry. Organisational initiatives play a critical role in encouraging environmentally 
friendly behaviour among employees at the workplace. WEFB also referred to as pro-environmental or green behaviours 
according to Chang and Hung (2021), are employee decisions and activities that support a more environmentally friendly and 
sustainable workplace. Thus, WEFB involve employee actions that enhance the sustainability of the work environment and the 
world at large. According to Asante (2023), these actions could be voluntary or involuntary where it is enforceable within the 
organisation. They include innovative suggestions, policy informance, open communication, and frequent revisions to work 
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practices that border on water, energy, transport, waste, recycling, product design and purchasing to improve environmental 
performance while achieving organisational goals (Davis & Challenger, 2013; Jahanshahi et al., 2021; Zacher et al., 2023). 
With WEFB, organisations could have a positive environmental performance rating, which would greatly enhance their image 
and subsequent patronage. 

Sustainability has gained prominence in academic research and organisational practice, particularly in corporate environmental 
sustainability because of its focus on addressing sustainability issues (Davis & Challenger, 2013; Garrod et al., 2023). Managers 
and employees are becoming more aware of their organisation’s environmental impacts, enhancing corporate image and 
meeting regulatory requirements. However, current literature primarily focuses on top-level CSR strategies and environmental 
management systems (e.g., Kraus et al., 2020; Latif et al., 2022) which has led to the underrepresentation of individual workers’ 
impact on improving environmental performance (Davis & Challenger, 2013). Norton et al. (2015) also indicated that studies 
on the mechanisms and conditions under which personal and contextual factors affect the green behaviours of employees are 
lacking in the literature. Furthermore, Rezapouraghdam et al. (2018) observed that WEFB is less studied. Moreover, Rubel 
et al. (2021) noted that the impact of green knowledge management on organisations, of which green knowledge sharing is a 
core element, is less studied. Given that effective green knowledge management leads to enhanced knowledge infrastructure 
and transmission capabilities for environmental issues among organisational members (Rubel et al., 2021), this study aimed to 
empirically consider the direct influence of green knowledge sharing on WEFB. 

Additionally, Li et al. (2021) revealed green autonomy as a mediating factor in the association between information sharing 
and eco-friendly workplace practices. Ahmed et al. (2023) also brought forth that GRC serves as a mechanism that motivates 
staff members to put information that they have gained through GKS into practice which culminates in eco-friendly behaviours. 
However, in the context of hotels there is a dearth of evidence regarding the mediating role of green autonomy and moderating 
role of GRC in the influence of GKS on WEFB. To promote sustainable transformation in the hotel industry, it is essential to 
comprehend how incentives, autonomy, and knowledge distribution affect hotel employees’ adoption of eco-friendly behaviours. 
Furthermore, the sustainability situation in hotels in Africa is kept from the limelight. For instance, Bota-Avram (2023) revealed 
that Africa is the only continent with no representation in the top 15 countries to contribute to sustainability publications. 
Shereni et al. (2022) also highlighted that sustainability practices of the major hotels in Zimbabwe are not publicised enough. 
The foregoing gaps in the literature was the motivation for this study. The aim of this study is to investigate the roles of GA 
as a mediator and GRC as a moderator in the influence of GKS on WEFB of employees in the hotel industry in Ghana using a 
partial least square structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) means of analysis which according to Loureiro et al. (2022), is 
not prominent in the pro-environmental literature. By investigating the roles of GA as a mediator and GRC as a moderator, the 
current study seeks to offer a more comprehensive understanding of how green variables such as knowledge sharing, autonomy 
and rewards and compensation contribute to WEFB of hotel employees using advanced and robust statistical techniques.

1. THEORETICAL BACKING AND HYPOTHESES

1.1. Self-Determination Theory 

The self-determination theory (SDT) serves as the foundation for this research. It is a well-known psychological framework that 
studies human behaviour and motivation. SDT consists of three underlying factors that are essential for providing the motivation 
(intrinsic and extrinsic) which drives employee behaviour. These are autonomy, competence, and relatedness of the employees.  
When employees’ needs for autonomy, competence and relatedness are fulfilled, they get the motivation to perform optimally 
(Deci et al., 2017; Ryan & Deci, 2000). This study investigates how GKS, GA and GRC influence employees’ WEFB using the 
lens of SDT because GKS such as information exchange to reduce carbon footprint in the organisation meets hotel employees’ 
competence needs by giving them the knowledge and skills they need to engage in eco-friendly behaviours. Such knowledge 
gained enables them to make autonomous decisions about environmentally friendly actions. GKS also fulfils employees’ sense 
of belongingness as well as relatedness due to the common interest observed among the employees about environmentally 
friendly behaviours. In addition, GA focuses on employees’ feelings of empowerment regarding the knowledge and freedom 
to make environmentally friendly decisions. Moreover, GRC provides employees with the requisite motivation to engage in 
eco-friendly behaviours. Thus, the green constructs in this study individually and collectively enhance actions that are in line 
with pro-environmental behaviours. By investigating these green constructs from the perspective of SDT, this study contributes 
to the underutilised application of SDT in understanding environmentally friendly behaviours in the workplace despite its 
relevance (Loureiro et al., 2022).
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1.2. Green knowledge sharing and workplace environmentally friendly behaviours 

Knowledge management which has knowledge sharing as a core element plays a crucial role in workplaces, influencing 
performance outcomes like improved customer relationships, service quality, and innovation performance (Rubel et al., 
2021). Employee knowledge sharing, including both explicit and implicit knowledge, is crucial for organisations to maintain 
a sustainable competitive advantage. Evidence of this is provided by Meira et al. (2023) as being among the best performing 
human resource practices. According to Ahmad et al. (2023), knowledge sharing in a green context refers to the sharing of ideas, 
experiences, and best practices pertaining to sustainability and environmental preservation among members of an organisation. 
Through GKS, employees’ awareness and understanding of green practices increase which lead to more positive attitudes 
towards the environment. These positive attitudes toward the environment have the potential to influence the employees to 
exhibit workplace environmentally friendly behaviours. Numerous studies have demonstrated the beneficial relationship 
between knowledge sharing programmes and the adoption of eco-friendly practices in the workplace (Chen & Chang, 2019; 
Park et al., 2020). For instance, Zhang et al. (2021) evinced that environmental knowledge sharing impacted the green 
behaviours of employees. Moreover, according to Khan et al. (2023), the sustainable performance of organisations is impacted 
by environmental knowledge sharing. In the hotel setting, Smith and Johnson (2021) showed that staff members’ engagement in 
sustainable actions improved dramatically when eco-friendly methods were effectively communicated to them. These suggest 
that employees are more likely to adopt ecologically friendly behaviours in the workplace when they have access to green 
information. As a result, we postulate that:

H1: GKS influences WEFB in a positive way.

1.3. Green Knowledge Sharing and Green Autonomy 

The idea behind green autonomy (GA) is that workers should have the freedom to decide for themselves when it comes to 
adopting eco-friendly workplace behaviours (Robinson & Garcia, 2021). The authors claim that employees with GA are more 
inclined to embrace ecologically beneficial behaviours and take responsibility for their impact on the environment. Employees’ 
comprehension of the significance and advantages of adopting eco-conscious behaviours is improved when they have access to 
thorough and current information regarding sustainability programmes (Chen et al., 2019). People are empowered by this greater 
understanding, which gives them the self-assurance and capacity to decide on sustainability-related matters with knowledge and 
competence (Rahman & Ali, 2020).  Employees are better able to exert autonomy in implementing green practices within their 
work environment as they become more knowledgeable about various green activities and their effects. Employees who have 
access to green knowledge feel more equipped to make independent decisions and carry out eco-friendly actions as evidenced 
by Rahman and Ali (2020). According to Rahman and Ali, information exchange programmes increase workers’ autonomy 
by making them feel competent and knowledgeable about environmental issues. As a result, GKS is essential in creating an 
atmosphere where workers are encouraged to take initiative and support eco-friendly behaviours during their work. This leads 
to the following hypothesis:

H2: GKS influences GA in a positive way.

1.4. Green Autonomy and Workplace Environmentally Friendly Behaviours

Green autonomy (GA), according to Kim and Lee (2022), has a substantial impact on WEFB. It encourages employees to 
participate in sustainable practices by giving them a sense of empowerment and intrinsic motivation. This is because GA 
allows employees to make decisions about their work that can benefit the environment.  Research by Smith and Johnson 
(2021) showed that when workers have decision-making authority over environmental projects, they are more committed and 
aggressive in implementing eco-friendly practices. People’s intrinsic drive to engage in environmentally friendly activities is 
fuelled by their autonomy, which enables them to match organisational sustainability goals with their personal values. GA acts 
as a catalyst, inspiring staff members to adopt responsibility and initiative in putting sustainable practices into their work roles. 
Furthermore, according to a study by Robinson and Garcia (2021), GA fosters in the workforce, a sense of ownership and 
responsibility for sustainability initiatives. Thus, people are more likely to demonstrate a stronger feeling of responsibility for 
upholding and advocating environmentally friendly practices in the workplace when they feel empowered to make their own 
judgments about eco-conscious behaviours. A more environmentally conscious organisational ethos is subsequently driven by 
employees who actively participate in sustainable practices by starting, supporting, and campaigning for WEFB, attributable 
to this sense of ownership fostered by autonomy (Robinson & Garcia, 2021). Empirically, Banwo and Du (2019) showed that 
workplace environmental behaviour was affected by perceived behaviour control (i.e., the ability to engage in pro-environment 
behaviour within the workplace). Consequently, we hypothesise that:

H3: GA influences WEFB in a positive way.
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1.5. Intervening role of green autonomy between green knowledge sharing and workplace environmentally friendly 
behaviours 

When employees have access to information about eco-friendly practices and are free to choose how they want to handle 
their own job, they are more likely to use these practices. A study conducted by Chen et al. (2019) demonstrated that GKS 
improves workers’ access to sustainability-related information and best practices, which in turn supports their decision-
making authority on environmentally responsible behaviours. Employee autonomy, thus, increases because of this knowledge-
based empowerment, as reported by Jin and Guo (2018). This empowers individuals to make decisions that are in line with 
environmental sustainability. Moreover, when employees have access to green knowledge, they feel more empowered to 
make independent decisions regarding environmentally friendly practices within the workplace. This autonomy encourages 
voluntary participation in WEFB, which include acts like reducing trash, conserving energy, and acquiring environmentally 
friendly products (Rahman & Ali, 2020). Accordingly, autonomy was suggested by Li et al. (2021) as a mediating factor in the 
association between information sharing and eco-friendly workplace practices. According to their findings, employees’ eco-
friendly behaviours are indirectly influenced by the spread of green knowledge since it gives them the freedom to make and 
follow their own judgments. Thus, the following hypothesis is put forth: 

H4: GA mediates the positive influence GKS has on WEFB.

1.6. Moderating role of green reward and compensation between green knowledge sharing and workplace environ-
mentally friendly behaviours 

The term green reward and compensation (GRC) describes the benefits and incentives given to staff members in exchange for 
embracing and advancing environmentally friendly workplace policies and procedures (Jehan et al., 2020). Khan et al. (2022) 
asserted that GKS has a major impact on WEFB in businesses nonetheless, by offering incentives and prizes for adopting eco-
friendly practices, GRC may strengthen this relationship even further. Research conducted by Rubel et al. (2021) indicated that 
green human resource management practices including reward and compensation linked to eco-friendly actions by organisations 
increases the impact of GKS on workers’ involvement in sustainable practices. By providing benefits like bonuses, recognition, 
or other incentives, GRC acts as an external motivator to promote and strengthen the adoption of WEFB (Chen et al., 2019). 
In other words, GRC can enhance the relationship between GKS and WEFB by reinforcing the importance of environmentally 
friendly behaviours within an organisation. 

Rewarding and compensating employees for their WEFB communicates to them that the company appreciates and places a 
high priority on sustainability, which in turn encourages them to continue these behaviours. By offering a structured reward 
programme that supports and recognises employees’ efforts toward sustainability, GRC serves as a mechanism that motivates 
staff members to put the information they have gained through GKS into practice (Ahmed et al., 2023). The moderating role 
of reward systems in the relationship between environmentally friendly behaviours and knowledge sharing was also brought to 
light by Kraus et al. (2020). They discovered that although information sharing had a favourable impact on green behaviours, 
this link was increased with the presence of green reward systems, suggesting that incentives can increase the effectiveness of 
knowledge sharing programmes on WEFB. Considering the above, we hypothesise that:

H5: GRC moderates the positive influence GKS has on WEFB.

The hypotheses that have been formulated are presented pictorially in the conceptual framework in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Conceptual Model
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2. METHODS

2.1. Procedures and participants 

Over four months, data was gathered from employees of 85 hospitality facilities in the Central Region of Ghana that offer 
lodging services. The general managers of these facilities were contacted at their convenience about the study to seek access 
to their operational level employees and they duly granted access for the data to be collected. They nominated supervisors 
or other managers to assist in the data collection exercise. All employees in the facilities were eligible to participate in the 
survey because they had the information that were needed to achieve the purpose of the study. Thus, a convenience sampling 
technique was used to collect the data. In this regard, operational level employees who were available in their facility during the 
data collection period were the targeted respondents. However, participation was voluntary and subject to providing consent. 
Responding was at the convenience of the employees who had the right to withdraw their participation at any time without any 
consequences. There was no harm in participating and anonymity as well as confidentiality were ensured. Four hundred and 
fifteen employees provided usable data for the study. 

Two hundred and five (49.4%) of them were males and 135 (32.5%) had tertiary education. Employees who were between 30 – 
39 years were 101; 75 (18.1%) were 30 – 34 years and 26 (6.3%) were 35 – 39 years. Employees who had less than five years’ 
experience were 260 (62.7%). Considering the facility rating, 43 (10.2%) worked in guest houses, 177 (42.7%) were employees 
of budget facilities. Also, employees in star rated hotels were as follows; 135 (32.5%), 33 (8%) and 27 (6.5%) in 1-star, 2-star 
and 3-star hotels respectively.  In terms of the type of work they did 108 (26.0%) were in the bar and restaurant, 82 (19.8%) 
worked in the kitchen, 94 (22.7%) were housekeeping staff, and 45 (10.8%) were engineering, security and support staff. Again, 
sales, marketing and accounts staff were 52 (12.5%) while other office staff were 34 (8.2%).

	
2.2. Instrument and measures

The study made use of a questionnaire that contained the variables of the study. They were measured using a Likert-type scale 
from 1 to 7. One (1) represented strongly disagree and 7 represented strongly agree. To procedurally control common method 
bias, the questionnaire had an introduction where statements about the purpose of the study, anonymity and confidentiality 
of the responses and guidance on filling in the questionnaire were provided (Chang et al., 2010; Podsakoff et al., 2012). The 
contents of the variables included the following:

•	 GKS: A six-item scale sourced from Yu et al. (2022) with “People within our organization regularly interact with each 
other to discuss different environmental developments and share knowledge” as an example.

•	 GA: This scale consisting of five items was obtained from Maitlo et al. (2022). An example of the items used was “I feel 
free to do my tasks in the greenway”.

•	 GRC: The source of the three items such as “Employees suggestions for innovative environmental initiative are 
rewarded” was Masri and Jaaron (2017).

•	 WEFB: To measure this variable, the four measures developed by Robertson and Barling (2013) were used. An example 
is “I put recyclable material (e.g. cans, paper, bottles, batteries) in the recycling bins”.

2.3. Data analyses

With the aid of the SmartPLS software, PLS-SEM was used in analysing the data because it is not usually used in pro-
environmental studies (Loureiro et al., 2022) despite its statistical rigour and ability to deal adequately with measurement errors 
as well as its accuracy and ability to test complex theoretical models unlike other similar analytical procedures like regression 
(Hair et al., 2014, 2019a; Henseler et al., 2016). The three-stage procedure for data analyses using PLS SEM as recommended 
by Hair et al. (2014) was followed. The specification of the model as shown in Figure 1 was the first stage of the process. The 
second stage involved assessing the quality of the outer model (Hair et al., 2019b; Sarstedt et al., 2023). Lastly, assessment of 
the quality of the inner model and path significance using bootstrapping of 10,000 subsamples were carried out (Hair et al., 
2019a; Shmueli et al. 2019; Sarstedt et al., 2023).
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3. RESULTS

3.1. Outer model

It is observed from Figure 2 and Table 1 that the loadings were largely more than 0.707 except for the loading for GKS6 but as 
can be seen further from the table, the rho_a (which is a somewhat approximate estimate of construct reliability than Cronbach’s 
alpha and composite reliability) is above 0.70 and average variance extracted (AVE) also above 0.5. This shows that retaining a 
loading lower than the recommended threshold did not have negative consequences for the reliability and validity of the outer 
model as the reliability and validity conditions were met (Benitez et al., 2020; Ringle et al., 2020). 

Figure 2: Measurement loadings

Table 1: Measurement loadings, construct reliability and validity (convergent)

Measure Loading  rho_a  AVE
GA2 0.725 0.717 0.540
GA3 0.765
GA4 0.740
GA5 0.708
GKS2 0.742 0.782 0.531
GKS3 0.728
GKS4 0.727
GKS5 0.754
GKS6 0.693
GRC1 0.842 0.729 0.643
GRC2 0.761
GRC3 0.800
WEFB2 0.810 0.718 0.640
WEFB3 0.765
WEFB4 0.824

The discriminant validity test, done through heterotrait-monotrait criteria recommended by Hair et al. (2019b) due to its power 
in detecting discriminant validity over the Fornell-Larcker method, is indicated in Table 2. According to the values in the table 
(< 0.9), the outer model had discriminant validity.
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Table 2: Validity (discriminant)

GA GKS GRC WEFB GRC x GKS

GA

GKS 0.741

GRC 0.662 0.707

WEFB 0.881 0.874 0.721

GRC x GKS 0.274 0.387 0.437 0.382

3.2. Inner model

Variance inflation factors (VIF) was a statistical means to verify the absence of common method bias. According to Kock and 
Lynn (2012), VIF values of 3.3 or more in a model suggest that collinearity and for that matter common method bias is existent. 
From Table 3 which details the collinearity statistics via VIF, the model is devoid of collinearity issues. 

Table 3: Collinearity statistics (VIF)

GA WEFB
GA 1.548
GKS 1.000 1.729
GRC 1.591
GRC x GKS 1.200

The model’s out-of-sample predictive power and in-sample explanatory power are on display in Table 4. According to the table, 
the model has a medium out-of-sample predictive power. This is because in addition to the corresponding Q²predict values 
being greater than zero, more than 50% of the PLS-SEM_RMSE values are less than the LM_RMSE values (Shmueli et al., 
2019). Again, with an R-square value of 0.554, the explanatory power of the model is medium according to Hair et al. (2017).  
Thus, about 55% of the variance in WEFB is explained by the antecedent constructs in the model.

Table 4: Model power

Construct Measure
Out-of-sample predictive power In-sample explanatory 

power
Q²predict PLS-SEM_

RMSE
LM_RMSE R-square

GA

GA2 0.159 1.192 1.189

0.308GA3 0.186 1.104 1.100
GA4 0.145 1.140 1.150
GA5 0.159 1.162 1.133

WEFB
WEFB2 0.259 1.232 1.241

0.554WEFB3 0.300 1.135 1.150
WEFB4 0.311 1.108 1.112

Note: Boldened and italicized values show PLS-SEM values are less than LM values

It is realised from Table 5 that GKS has a positive influence on WEFB (β = 0.371***[0.276 – 0.459]) likewise GA (β = 
0.555***[0.485 – 0.611]) which in turn positively influences WEFB (β = 0.348***[0.266 – 0.428]). These results are indications 
that null hypotheses 1, 2 and 3 could not be supported. The effect sizes associated with hypotheses 1 and 3 are medium (f-square 
< 0.350) whereas that of hypothesis 2 is large (> 0.350). Again, GA provided a complementary partial mediation (Hair et al., 
2017; Matthews et al., 2018), in the influence GKS has on WEFB (β = 0.193*** [0.143 – 0.246]) making null hypothesis 4 
unsupported. However, there was no moderating effect of GRC on the influence of GKS on WEFB. Thus, the null hypothesis 5 
was supported. Figure 3 shows the beta and t values of the model.
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Table 5: Path significance and effect size

Hypotheses: Path Beta SD BCa CI f-square
H1: GKS -> WEFB 0.371*** 0.056 0.276 – 0.459 0.178
H2: GKS -> GA 0.555*** 0.038 0.485 – 0.611 0.445
H3: GA -> WEFB 0.348*** 0.049 0.266 – 0.428 0.176
H4: GKS -> GA -> WEFB 0.193*** 0.031 0.143 – 0.246 -
H5: GRC x GKS -> WEFB 0.060ns 0.039 -0.003 – 0.124 0.009

Note: SD=standard deviation; BCa CI=Bias-corrected and accelerated confidence intervals; ***p<0.001; ns=not significant

Figure 3: Beta and t values 

4. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

In this study which utilised PLS-SEM analytical techniques, which is not often used in pro-environmental hospitality studies 
despite the advantages of its use, the roles of GA as a mediator and GRC as a moderator in the influence of GKS on WEFB of 
employees in the hotel industry in Ghana were investigated. Subsequently, five hypotheses were formulated. The findings made 
in the study were largely in agreement with what was available in the literature. For instance, in line with our expectations for 
hypothesis 1, GKS positively influenced WEFB as had been similarly evinced in the studies carried out by Khan et al. (2023), 
Smith and Johnson (2021) and Zhang et al. (2021). Also, hypothesis 2, as established in Rahman and Ali’s (2020) study showed 
that GKS increased the GA of employees. Again, in line with the third hypothesis, a confirmation was made to the effect that 
WEFB was influenced positively by GA which was backed by similar empirical results demonstrated by Banwo and Du (2019) 
and Robinson and Garcia (2021). Concerning hypothesis 4, it was revealed that a positive change in GKS caused a positive 
change in GA which in turn caused another positive change in WEFB. Thus, the GKS – WEFB link was mediated by GA just 
as was uncovered by Li et al. (2021) that employees’ eco-friendly behaviours are indirectly influenced by the spread of green 
knowledge since it gives them the freedom to make and follow their judgments. However, contrary to our expectation regarding 
hypothesis 5, GRC did not significantly moderate the positive influence of GKS on WEFB which is surprising. However, it is 
probable that employees in the context of this study are passionate about sustainability issues and so do not require extrinsic 
motivation through green rewards and compensation to engage in pro-environmental practices in the workplace.

The revelations in this study portend that GKS is crucial in the adoption of WEFB (Chen & Chang, 2019; Park et al., 2020; 
Rubel et al., 2021). Thus, organisations should enhance the acquisition of green knowledge of their employees. This is the 
foremost step on the part of organisations because green knowledge can only be shared when available. The acquisition should 
then be followed by encouragement of employees to share the knowledge with their co-workers to boost the adoption of 
environmentally friendly behaviours in the workplace. Additionally, the sharing of green knowledge is also shown to have 
an impact on the autonomy of employees regarding green matters. What this means is that with the green knowledge shared 
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among co-workers, their comprehension of the significance and advantages of adopting eco-conscious behaviours is improved 
(Chen et al., 2019). This makes them feel empowered and competent to make independent decisions and carry out eco-friendly 
actions (Rahman & Ali, 2020). Sharing of green knowledge, therefore, ought not to be taken lightly in organisations because 
of its importance to green autonomy and WEFB. The importance of GKS is heightened because while it enhances GA, GA 
also enhances WEFB. GKS is, therefore, shown to be a factor that should not be treated lightly in the sustainability drive 
of leadership of hotels. Ways by which organisations could enhance the acquisition of green knowledge include informing 
employees of the green goals and progress made during meetings, using newsletters and other internal communication platforms 
while encouraging open discussions and sharing of green best practices. In addition, sustainability training, seminars and 
workshops could be regularly held in the hotels to provide more avenues for green knowledge acquisition and green knowledge 
exchange. More so, employees’ sustainability efforts could be gamified using leaderboards and or point systems to motivate 
and show employees that they can take more green initiatives on their own volition. Regarding the insignificant role of GRC as 
a moderator, it could be deduced that when people are enthused about sustainability of the environment, they may not require 
rewards and compensation to act as such. 

Regarding theory, it has been observed that GKS and GA align with autonomy, competence and relatedness as emphasised in 
SDT. GKS improves employees’ competency by giving them the know-how and information they need to carry out eco-friendly 
actions successfully. Additionally, it fulfils employees’ sense of belongingness and feelings of being cared for and valued in 
their organisation which further enhances intrinsic motivation as well as feelings of autonomy and competence for WEFB. 
Moreover, GA makes employees inclined to behave in an environmentally responsible manner since they feel empowered 
and competent to make such decisions following shared knowledge. The study has demonstrated that SDT is in sync with 
pro-environmental behaviours in the workplace hence, it must be paid attention to by sustainability scholars in studies that 
seek to address sustainability especially, in hotel environments. Again, it could be argued that extrinsic motivation may not 
be necessary to execute actions because as reported by Deci et al. (2017) they may have no effects. This could be the case 
especially when there is intrinsic motivation. 

This study extends SDT as earlier studies have not considered how knowledge sharing leads to autonomy in the context 
of employees’ eco-friendly behaviours. Although autonomy is deemed central to the motivation of individuals in the SDT 
framework (Deci et al., 2017), this study emphasises how GKS fosters employees’ autonomy for eco-friendly behaviours at work. 
The finding indicates that when employees’ green autonomy need is fulfilled, they feel empowered to make environmentally 
friendly decisions because of the green knowledge they gain through sharing. This study further contributes to the theoretical 
understanding of SDT within the WEFB context especially by emphasising the crucial role played by GA as an intervening 
variable between GKS and WEFB. It also highlights the importance of SDT in employees’ eco-friendly behaviour while adding 
to the literature on the utilisation of SDT in eco-friendly behaviour research which is largely ignored by scholars (Loureiro et 
al., 2022). Through the demonstration of SDT’s relevance in the influence GKS and GA have on WEFB, this study paves the 
way for extending sustainability-related SDT or green SDT research by examining the motivational mechanisms that underlie 
employees’ sustainable behaviours.

5. LIMITATIONS AND FURTHER RESEARCH

One of the limitations of this study is the use of cross-sectional data. Even though PLS-SEM is robust and powerful enough to 
overcome challenges with this data type, further research should be conducted via longitudinal data to bring to bear changes in 
dynamics of the phenomena studied over time. Also, the study was conducted in a single country, a cross-country study should 
be conducted in future studies to verify how the phenomena compare across countries to enable generalisation. Moreover, 
with the non-significant moderating effect of GRC, scholars should explore more to determine whether it is because of cultural 
factors, industry-specific norms, or the nature of the environmental initiatives in the hotels studied. Again, this study was 
concerned with employee level green behaviours. For future theoretical development, multi-level factors (Norton et al., 2015) 
such as employee level green factors (e.g., environmental self-efficacy and relatedness), leader level factors, and organisational 
level factors like HRM practices should be studied to reveal their interaction effects. 
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