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Heritage tourism, CSR and the role of employee eninmental behaviour

Abstract

Although research on corporate social respongib{fiSR) has grown steadily, little research has
focused on CSR at the individual employee levehiwitultural heritage tourismThis article sheds
light on the antecedents of employee environmdrghhviour and the effects of a social marketing
intervention in a tourism organisation using a rdixeethods longitudinal approach. Qualitative
results (from 68 respondehsuggest knowledge and awareness of environmeritalasts are often
lacking while quantitative results (from two surgewith 237 and 96 employees) highlight the
influence of motivations, perceived potential toache and perceived information adequacy on
employees’ satisfaction with their environmental behaviourdditionally, a proxy measure of actual
behaviour change, energy usage, is reported, glgiig the interventio” success in changing
actual behaviour. The paper highlights the nemdnfianagers to increase knowledge and self-
efficacy and to carefully consider how varying mations and barriers might explain differences

across organisational sites when designing intéioen
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Heritage tourism CSR and the role of employee envinmental behaviour

1.0 Introduction

Research on Corporate Social Responsibility (CS& focussed on a range of issues,
antecedents and consequences for CSR use. Hoviteigec)ear that with regards to CSR, one size
does not fit all, and organisations in differerdustries will be motigted to be involved in CSR for
differing reasons and face barriers to implementatiColes, Fenclova & Dinan, 2013). Thus,
research on CSR in one organisation is unlikelgedlirectly applicable across similar organisations
let alone across other industries (Dahlsrud, 200B)erefore, research on CSR in industries other
than tourism isunlikely to be applicable to tourism However,it is generally accepted that CSR
tourism research is at an undeveloped early st@géeg at al 2013) with a fragmented body of
knowledge that is lagging behind mainstream CSRameh (Ayuso,2006) and that the study of
sustainable ethics is lacking in the heritage smriiterature (Garrod & Fyall, 2000; Chhabra, 2009)
Indeed, Garrod and Fyall (2000) note that verielidissessment has been made of conditions toeensur
the sustainability of heritage tourism productsretiough there needs to be an appropriate balance
between the contemporary use of tourism assetdhaiidconservation for future generations. It is,
nevertheless, acknowledged that CSR is an innavatiay to create value for society and tourism
organisations (Starr, 201®1anente, Minghett & Mingotto, 2014) to reinforce ti@gh community
(Kasim, 2006) to engage with social and environmental issuesnfldrson,2007) and to use
resources sustainably which has been identifiech dhreat to the heritage tourism industry in
particular (Chhabr&2009) Additionally, environmental protection and welittgctured CSR strategies
are coreto environmental and socially responsible culturalrigm (Black, 2012; Starr, 2013
Manente et al.2014), can help target the financial pressures experiehgdukritage attractions which
is expected to become more difficult and challeggi@arrod& Fyall, 2000) and build on the
recognition of the close links between tourism #r@environment (Butler, 1991)In addition, CSR
practices can be key in preparing and protectingdye tourism resources against the pressures of

tourism and large visitor numbers (Butler, 1991).



Within both wider and tourism CSR, research haselgripcused on institutional (e.g. laws,
standards) and organisational (macro research andbcand management groups) aspects, while
ignoring those aspects at the individual or mi@eel, such as the role of internal stakeholdeis (e.
employees; Hansen, Dunford, Boss, Boss & Anderm2@t1; Aguinas & Glavas, 2012; Chun, Shin,
Choi & Kim, 2013). While tourism CSR research haglered the micro level in connection to
tourists’ opinions, the role of employee behaviours is lgrgetknown with only a few exceptions
(Deery et al 2007; Chou, 2014). This knowledge gap existspitesof employees being the core
target for behaviour change in CSR initiatives tipafarly in the services indugtdue to the close
relationship between employees and consumers (@blals 2013; Chou, 2014) and the need within
heritage tourism to “grasp where all stakeholders are ‘coming from’ and what values they bring to it”
(Howard, 2003, p12).In addition, heritage sites can act as sustainalalees, where employees and
consumers work together to improve the environnam promote better lifestyles based on the
suggestion that they have similar motivations oésprving and protecting heritage buildings
(Swarbrooke, 1994; Howard, 20(oria, Butler & Airey, 2003).

This paper fills this gap by presenting the resultsanf environmental social marketing
intervention implemented by Global Action Plan (QA&#mong the employees of a large cultural
heritage tourism organisation and is therefore vated by the following research questions:

¢ What environmental corporate social responsibiliyues do heritage tourism organisations
face?

o What affect does an internal social marketing cagmpan a heritage tourism organisation
have on employees perceived satisfaction with atirenvironmental behaviour and its
antecedents (i.e. perceived potential to changeepped personal responsibility, perceived
information adequacy, perceived self-efficacy anativations for environmental behaviour
in the workplac§?

o Do socio-demographics and campaign awareness dffecintecedents of satisfaction with
environmental behaviour before and after the ietion?

Based on thee research questions, the contributions af thtudy are threefold: 1)t i

contributes to the extant literature by studyingl reorld empirical data comprised of both self-



reported and actual behaviour of employees of #umll heritage organisation; 2) examines the
impact of a real social marketing campaign by meaguthe antecedents of satisfaction with
environmental behaviour (before and after the imetion); and 3) from a methodological view, it
employs a mixed methods approach (using both iigerss and questionnaire data) in order to
understand trse antecedents and the effects of an environmentahlsmarketing intervention on

environmental behaviour

2.0 Literature review

2.1 Generic Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)

CSR can be defined asontext-specific organisational actions and policies ttedte into
account stakeholders’ expectations and the triple bottom line of economic, social, and environmental
performance” (Aguinis, 2011, p. 855). Drivers of CSR such as enhanced reputation (Coles et, al
2013), consumer pressure, cost savings (Ayuso, )28 management support (Kasim & Ismail,
2012) have been discussed alongside barriers toleingmtation such as lack of
resources/understanding (Coles et aD13), organisational barrie(g.g., ingrained management)
(Bohdanowicz, Zietntara & Novotna, 2011) and expenfFrey & George, 2010). In particular,
studies have focused on the business case for C&Ro(l & Shabana, 2010; Lindgreen & Swaen,
2010), that is, the tangible and financial benefitéch are expected to come from CSR involvement
This includes: reducing cost and risk, increasedptitive advantage, as well as increased reputatio
with a growing focus on the link between CSR andpomte financial performance (CFP) (Lee,
2008). Research remains largely inconclusive weijards to a positive relationship between CSR
and CFP (Lee, 2008) and this is especially the ftasihe service sector and small enterprises (Garay

& Font, 2012).

2.2 CSR in tourism

Studies in tourism CSR, generally falling under timbrella of sustainable tourism (Garrod
& Fyall, 2000) have noted a complex and similar set of motiwvetiand barriers as in generic CSR

initiatives (Ayuso, 2006). With regards to the eomimental element of CSR, the level and type of



research has increased significantly in the lastade with studies highlighting CSR features in
tourism such as eco-tourism (Chiu, Lee & Chen, 20iiseums and heritage (Edwards, 2007), mass
tourism (Weaver, 2014), tour operators and airlimedustry (Dodds & Kuehnel201Q Coles,
Fenclova & Dinana, 2011), leisure and sport (Salovae Bottenburg van den Heuvel, 2013) and
destinations (Frey & George, 2010; Liu et @014) Work exploring the marketing of tourism also
notes a shift towards sustainability away from ecoit profit priorities (Jamrozy, 2007) and the
linkages between CSR and CFP have also been stwitld@d tourism. However, as in generic CSR,
the results have been inconclusive (Inoue & Led,1p0Responsible environmental marketing' and
‘community-based tourism’, referring to the balagoof initiatives and communication in order to
achieve sustainable competitive advantage (Lee,&afang, 2013;Starr, 2013) have also been
considered, although little consistency has beemvshacross these studiefn addition, sustainable
design and green building practices have been asurgly used in heritage buildings in order to
reduce human impacts on the local eonirent and culture (Erkus-Ozturk & Eraydin, 20%xarr,
2013). Nevertheless, without doubt, the largestigoeithin tourism has been in the accommodation
sector (for example, Knowles, Macmillan, Palmer, lgraski & Hashimoto, 1999; Ayuso, 2006;
Bohdanowicz, 2007; Bohdanowicz et, &011; Tsai, Tsang & Cheng, 2012; Chou, 2014). Tdisis
may be because hotels are suggested to producer tiigim average consumption of energy and water
than other commercial buildings and, therefore ehavarger environmental impact (Bohdanowicz et

al., 2011).

Finally, a number of stakeholder groups have me&mined with regards to environmental
CSR within the tourism industry, with the most coammbeing managers (Knowles et al., 1999;
Ayuso, 2006 Frey & George 2010; Dief & Font, 2010) and touri@tse et al, 2013; Ramkissogn
Smith & Weiler, 2013; Chiu et al2014) A small number of studies explore the perspestiiethe
community (Liu et al., 2014) and multiple stakelesk] such as government and park authorities
(Imran, Alam & Beaumont, 2014). Even though hegtdtas sometimes been treated as a static
commodity of tourism, its associated values arquestly changing (Hall & McArthur, 1998), which
is why many heritage management issues are caysaddbarth of interaction among stakeholders

(Aas, Ladkin & Fletcher, 2005). Further researcheiguired to expand research in heritage tourism
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CSR reaching beyond managers and secondary dataac@momplishing basic empirical research
including follow ups, longitudinal and cross sentibdesigns across a range of stakeholders (Dwyer

& Sheldon, 2007; Coles et.a2013).

2.3 Employee environmerdl behaviour

Organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) wHialpresent constructive or cooperative
gestures that are neither mandatory in-role behavior directly or contractually compensated by
formal reward systems” play an important role in encouraging pro-environtaé behaviour from
employees (Organ & Konovsky, 1989, p. 157). Re$ehas examined OCBs both generally in terms
of broad aspects (Lin, Lyau, Tsai, Ch&rChiu, 2010; Hansen et al., 2011) and, specificatlyerms
of environmental behaviour as organisational aitstep behaviour for the environment (OCBE)
(Boiral & Paillé, 2012) or as employees’ environmentally-responsible, or green OCBs (Smih

O’Sullivan, 2012)

While OCBs focusing on employee environmental behagi have generally been studied in
the generic CSR literature, to our knowledge, thés not been the case within tourism CSR.
However, internal initiatives to encourage suchawabur, generally through some form of social
marketing, have increased in recent years as toudgsganisations strive to be more socially
responsible to compete for consumers or respond to stakeholders’ expectations (Hansen et al., 2011).
Nevertheless, many organisations find this diffidal achieve (Lindgreen & Swaen, 2010) which
might be due tdhe specific role of employees in comparison to theegahpopulation (Carricé&
Riemer, 2011). Nmerous differences exist regarding the motivation for employees’ environmental
behaviour (Andersson, Shivarajan & Blau, 2005) Wwhigere outlined in early studies of employee
environmental behaviour whicltompare directly with individual’s household environmental
behaviour. In general, employees do not havedhedinancial interest in the workplace as they do
at home are not typically concerned with their energy usagd have little context for how much
energy they use because devices are often sharetuliple employees (Siero, Bakker, Dekker &

van den Burg, 1996; Carrico & Riemer, 2011). Howev@arrico and Riemer (2011) argue that



employees are a captive audience and thus camdetdd through low-costs means, such as e-mails

and e-newsletteyand these barriers should not be difficult to oware.

Prior research has focusedabroad range of individual and organisational facthat affect
employee environmental behaviour and the succesitefnal social marketing interventions.
Individual factors which have been studied inclattudes and beliefs (Jones, 2010; Chun, Shin,
Choi & Kim, 2013; Manika, Wells, Gregory-Smith & Gent2014), norms (Scherbaum, Popovich &
Finlinson, 2008; Carrico & Riemer, 2011), self-effty (Smith &0O’Sullivan, 2012), habit (Siero et
al., 1996), motivation (Lee, De Young & Marans, 1998d®r, Barr & Gilg, 2008), knowledge (Siero
et al, 1984) and socio-demographics (Wehrmeyer & McN&D®. The most comprehensive study
of employee environmental behaviour within the igmr literature focused on individual (individual
environmental beliefs, personal environmental noraedf-reported environmental behaviour) and
organisational variables (green organisational afej as well as demographics to explain employee
behaviour (Chou, 2014). Chou (2014) found that queats environmental norms had the strongest
effect on employeésenvironmental behaviours. There is clearly scope to further erenthis area
and to explore whether the elements found to aféagployee behaviour in general industry also
affect the behaviour of employees within tourisnd @ultural heritage organisations. Therefore, this
paper contributes directly to this limited litersguat the micro/employee level of heritage tsumi
CSR research. The paper also focuses on a numbedieidual variables and outcomes and their

effect onemployees’ environmental behaviour.

2.4 Employee satisfaction with environmental behasiur and its antecedents

2.41 Perceived current satisfaction with environmebgtiaviour

Satisfaction with behaviour has been studied Jdtle in the employee environmental
literature. However, satisfaction with behavioumgportant because it is likely that employees, who
are satisfied with the levelltype of their envircamtal behaviour, will not change their behaviour,
while those who are not satisfied may be inclireedd more. Satisfaction is also likely to give ®om
indication of employees’ state of readiness and receptivity with regards to environmental campaigns.

Gregory-Smith, Wells, Manika and Graham (in prefssid that employees’ satisfaction with the

10



level of impact on the environment are negativayrelated with general environmentally friendly

attitudes, noting that those who have strongerrenwiental attitudes, consider that they have a
stronger negative impact on the environment and, thre less satisfied with their level of impact on
the environment. In addition, research suggests ithemployees have strong pro-environmental

attitudes they will report higher levels of pro-@ommental behaviour (Manika et al., 2014).

2.4.2 Perceived self-efficacy

Employees’ self-efficacyin environmental behaviours has been discussed udrety within
the literature. Lo, Peters and Kok (2012) sugdest self-efficacy is related to whether one peregiv
that they have the necessary resources, knowledgkills to perform the desired behaviotihey
suggest that lack of knowledge about what to recgcld perceived time constraints showed a weak
negative correlation with waste management behawind that forgetfulness was a reason for failing
to conserve energy. Smith and O’Sullivan (2012) stress that it is important to increaseployees’
self-efficacy for them to be able to fulfil the [@foural objectives given to them. However, oVeral
selfefficacy has not been studied within employees’ environmental behaviour, although Manika et al.
(2014) highlight it as a variable that should beluded in future studiesThe more confidence
employees have that their actions are competemitye cand have clear environmental purpose, the

more likely they are to be satisfied with their Bammental behaviour (De Youn$996).

Thus, it is hypothesised that:

H1: Perceived sekfficacy will have a significant and positive influence on employees’

perceived satisfaction with current environmengidviour.

2.4.3 Perceived potential to change

Perceived potential to change behaviour will affihe satisfaction of employees with their
behaviour and is related, as above, to knowledgkeaavareness, as well as to barriers. Research
suggests a numbers of barriers as to why CSRtingmare not incorporated into both general and
tourism enterprises. These include: lack of resssiend understanding (Coles et 2013), technical
barriers, personal attitudes, top management aggtonal barriers, quality of communication and

11



administrative heritage (Bohdanowicz et,a2011), weakly enforced environmental laws and
regulations, scarce and intermittent green supp&ing non-existent trade pressure and poor tourist
and community demand (Kasim & Isma&lp12)and expense (Frey & George, 2010). Therefore, the
more potential to change their environmental behwavemployees see, the less satisfied with their
behaviour they will be, and where there are manyidra there is likely to be much potential to
change besviour. This relationship has not been specifically testedsven hypothesised previously
in the extant literature although links betweeriséattion and environmental behaviour have been
made (De Young, 1996).

Thus it is hypothesised that:

H2: Perceived potential to change will have a ificgnt and negative influence on

employees’ perceived satisfaction with current environmental behaviour.

2.4.4 Motivations for environmental workplace behaviour

In both general and tourism specific CSR literagui@ wide range of drivers and facilitators
for CSR are often noted including enhancementseputation (Coles et al2013), public and/or
official recognition of environmental commitmentwvsioned cost savings, pressure of customers and
tour operators, personal awareness of managersnfk&dsmail, 2012), potential improvement of
internal management system (Ayuso, 2006), emplapemectedness and trade pressure (Kasim &
Ismail, 2012) and competitive advantage leadingrtifit. However, further research is required to
identify and understand drivers and facilitatorsG8R in the tourism industry, particularly at the
micro level of employees (Dwyer & Sheldon, 2007he more important certain motivations are to
the employee (e.g. to avoid waste, to reduce enetgy, the more likely that he/she will be
dissatisfied with individual behaviour. This is bese the employee will constantly aim to act in
accordance with all these motivations but certagividual or organisational barriers (as hightigh
in the interviews) might impede them in behavingaim environmentally friendly manner in all
respects. In other words, the less motivated eneg®wre, the less concerned and less unlikely to be

dissatisfied with their behaviour they will be &gy will be complacent about their behaviour. Itsinu
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be noted that this relationship has been overlodkeast research and has not been previouslydteste

to the authorsknowledge.

Thus, it is hypothesised that:

H3: Motivations for environmental behaviour will\lea significant and negative influence

on employees’ perceived satisfaction with current environmental behaviour.

2.4.5 Perceived information adequacy

Information adequacy refers to the quality and wisess of feedback and information
provided to employees. Feedback influences bebeviy linking specific behaviours to the
achievement of desired outcomes (Kluger & DeNi€196) For example, by making salient the
relationship between behaviours and outcomes, fddpromotes residential energy conservation
particularly when the feedback closely follows thehaviour ands of a high quality such as using
home energy meters or product-integrated feedbasplays (Carrico & Reimer, 2011). When
employees receed feedback that comped their behaviour to the behaviour of other groups,
energy savings were greater than those achievadoesic behavioural change programme (Siero et
al., 1996). They note this behavioural change tplaice with hardly any changes in attitudes or
intentions. When group feedback is coupled withaa@omparison, it appears to have a larger effect
when comparisons are made with other organisatisutagroups rather than general others (Lo et al,
2012). Feedback has also been linked with peeratitm to encourage employees to reduce gnerg

use (Carrico & Riemer, 2011)

Feedback can also be used to overcome a lack ahisagional communicatior_¢ et al,
2012). This is notable given the importance of rimé¢ awareness raising campaigns and active
championing by green champions/teams as well asmapagement in encouraging environmental

behaviour in the workplace (Andersson et2005; Zibarras & Ballinger, 2011).

Thus, it is hypothesised that:
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H4: Perceived information adequacy will have aniigant and positive influence on

employees’ perceived satisfaction with current environmental behaviour.

2.4.6 Perceived personal responsibility

A sense of personal responsibility for environmeigaues has long been linked with pro-
environmental behaviour (Dunlap, Van Liere, Mertigd&nes1978) Building on the work of Stern
Dietz, Abel, Guagnano and Kalof (1999), Wells, Pogtand Peattie (2011) examined different
responsibility orientations and their relationshyih environmentally friendly behaviour.  They
found that where consumers ascribe responsibaitychusing climate change to someone (including
themselves) their general environmental responss&nis higher. In comparison, general
ervironmental responsiveness is lower if the paréinipascribed responsibility for tackling climate
change to someone or something (including themsglddnerefore, if employees perceive themselves
to be responsible for tackling the environmentdtayéour of the organisation, their environmental
responsiveness would be lower and, thus, they neyebs satisfied with their environmental

behaviour.

Thus, it is hypothesised that:

H5: Perceived personal responsibility will havesignificant and negativénfluence on

employees’ perceived satisfaction with current environmental behaviour.

2.4.7 Campaign awareness

In the employee environmental behaviour literatdees studies have looked at employees’
awareness of or involvement with environmental caigms/interventions largely because few papers
have studied the effect of an intervention in therkplace (Lo et al., 2012) or used a time series
analysis. The few studies that have included dystf an intervention are: an intervention of
recycling behaviour (Ludwig, Gray, & Rowell, 1998),feedback intervention (Carrico & Riemer,
2011) and an intervention with office paper reaygli(Brothers, Krantz, & McClannahan, 1994).
Ludwig, Gray and Rowell’s (1998) intervention increased recycling from 35% to 71% , Carrico and
Riemer’s (2011) intervention resulted in a 4% reduction in energy use and Brothers, Krantz and

14



McClannahan’s (1994) intervention increased paper recycling to 85%. Gregory-Smith et al. (iag¥r
found that self-reported behaviour was lower afterintervention and suggested that this may be
because, after the intervention, the employeesniiecaore critical of their behaviour. Indeed, it is
possible that, before the intervention, individuaigy have over-rated their environmental behaviour
and repord higher green behaviour than was actually takieg@lHowever, these studies measured

only the effect of the intervention and did not si@@ awareness of the campaign.

Thus it is hypothesised that:

H6: Campaign awareness will have a significant aedativeinfluence on employees’

perceived satisfaction with current environmentgdidviour after the intervention.

H7: The intervention will generate significantfdiiences between the pre-intervention and
post-intervention group in relation to (a) perceivaelf-efficacy, (b) perceived potential to
change, (c) motivations, (d) perceived informatiadequacy (e) perceived personal

responsibility and (f) perceived current satisfactivith environmental behaviour.

The considered variables and their relationshipgea the above hypotheses, are included in

Figure 1

| Perceived Potential to Change w‘
Perceived Satisfaction with

ic Current Envi tal
| Perceived Personal Responsibility %///_" urrent Environmenta

Behaviour
H4 EIE ) ) x

| Perceived Information Adequacy H1

| Perceived Self-efficacy

Motivations for Environmental
Behaviour in the Organisation

Campaigns Awareness:
* Newsletterstories
* Posters

Note: H7 is not illustrated : =

SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHICS

Figure 1: Conceptual framework
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3.0 Methodology
3.1 Data collection

We adopted a two-stage mixed methods, sequentiddreadpry design approach combining
guantitative and qualitative data (Teddlie & Tadtwak 2009 Alexander, MacLaren, O’Gorman &
Taheri, 2012) allowing the collection of diverserqgeectives on the research topic. In doing so, a
series of semi-structured interviews were usedhasnitial mode of enquiry, followed bytwo-stage
guestionnaire. The data used in this study wenemfeom a project carried out in a large UK cultura
heritage tourism organisatidyy Global Action Plan (GAP), a leading UK environmanbehaviour

change charity (http://www.globalactionplan.org)uk/

The data wagodllected on multiple sites (4 sites and the headét@ffof the organisation
between summer 2013 and spring 2014. The intepvigwd questionnaires were neither originally
designed, nor data collected with specific analysa®ind, which imposes some limitations on the
dataset and available analyses. However, thisrpagpes real data that was collected in a non-
laboratory/field environment reducing some of tin@thtions of data collected primarily for academic
research, including the lack of realism, artifitigland generalisability (see Schram, 2005; Le&itt
List, 2007. More importantly, energy data in aggregate form eakected in order to assess changes

in energy consumption before and after the intargan

3.2 Qualitative phase

Both individual and group interviews were completéth employees, managers, volunteers,
seasonal staff and visitors/tourists across the $iies and head office. 68 separate respondesrts w
guestioned across both individual and group ingsvgi with interviews ranging from short intercept
style interviews to longer depth interviews. 1#8iudual and group interviews took place at thechea
office, 8 at site one, 8 at site two, 10 at sitee¢hand 13 at site four resulting in 51 individaad
group interview sessions. The interviews with egpks covered a range of different roles within the
properties and head office from tree surgeon t@ shlaunteer, and reflected both managerial and

visitor facing roles
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The interviews were audio-taped and transcribedatan. The qualitative analysis was
guided by thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2008) participants were encouraged to explain their
views and, therefore, the themes were driven frioair harrative (Jafari, Taheri & vom Lehn, 2013).
Theoretical coding was used to explore relevanngsefrom the literature, while thematic analysis
was used to identify new themes that have not Ipeeviously discussed within the literature. The
thematic analysis process was fluid as the codes medified or altered as ideas devedpnd the
results of the coding process along with sampleedadterviews transcripts were shared between the

researchers; enhancing the validity of the qualgadata (Jafari et al., 2013).

3.3 Quantitative phase

237 employees took part in the pre-interventionveyrand 96 employees in the post-
intervention survey. For both the pre-intervent{Pre) and post-intervention (Post) surveys theesam
data was collected from the head office of the wiggion (Pren=162 Post: n=4% and across fau
of the organisation’s sites (Site 1-- Pre n=18 Post: n=9 Site 2-- Pre n=10, Post: n=5; Site 3- Pre
n=28 Post: n=14; Site 4 Pre n=19, Post: n=24)All surveys were administered electronically with
emails being sent to all employees and were rumyanously to encourage participation, reduce
social desirability bias (Richman, Kiesler, WeisbagdDrasgow, 1999) and comply with ethical

research conduct.

3.3.1 Intervention

The choice of intervention was based on the regiitsoth the pre-intervention survey and
interviews.The intervention involved introducing a ‘Sustainability Toolkit’ into each site which could
be used for employees to determine their own suadity priorities and plans to tackle these issue
The Sustainability Toolkit pack elements analysetehare posters and newslettdiise toolkit was
used across a three-week period (varying by siteabunterventions took place in November and
December 2013/Janua@p14 with week one focusing on lighting, week two ogating, and week

three on waste.
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3.3.2 Measuresreliability and data analysis
Table 1 summarises the variables used in the png- @ost-intervention, along with

Cronbach’s Alpha values. All multi-item scaledad a Cronbach’s Alpha equal to or above .70,
signifying good reliability (Hair et al., 200

Because the questionnaires have been designedebghtrity, not all the variables were
measured as multi-item scales. However, this agprdas increasingly accepted in the academic
literature and is appropriate under certain cooddi (Fuchs & Diamantopoulos, 2009oeppner,
Kelly, Urbanoski, & Slaymaker, 2011; Mende, Bolta%, Bitner, 2013. Moreover, single-item
measures are likely to be more appropriate for exm@ats situated in organisations, given the
individuals’/employees’ willingness, time restrictions or lack of appropriate incentives to motivate
filling in extensive questionnaires (Biner & Kidd,994 Deutskens, De Ruyter, Wetzels &
Oosterveld, 2004

Table 1
Variables used in the pre- and post-interventiogstjannaires

Variables Cronbach's Alpha

Socio-demographics

Age n/a
Gender n/a
Job role n/a
Job duration n/a

Perceived self-efficacy

How confident are you to take action in the followingys: Turning off lights where not needed .76 (pre); .80 (post)
How confident are you to take action in the followingys: Turning equipment off at the end of the da

How confident are you to take action in the followingys: Turning equipment on only when it is need

How confident are you to take action in the followingys:. Recycling things like paper and plas

around the site

Moativations for environmental workplace behaviour

How important do you feel each of the following reasan® isave energy? - Reduce our running costs .70 (pre); .80 (post)
How important do you feel each of the following reasorn® isave energy? - To make the temperat

around the site more comfortable

How important do you feel each of the following reasangoi save energy? - To provide a bet

experience for visitors

How important do you feel each of the following reason®isave energy? Our organisation has .

responsibility to look after the environment

How important do you feel each of the following reasong isalve energy? - Because wasting anytt

(including energy) should be avoided

How important do you feel each of the following reasorie &ave energy? - Because saving energy si
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money, and that’s easier than attracting more visitors
Perceived potential to change n/a
There are ways to cut energy use and reduce waste sit¢his
Perceived personal responsibility n/a
It is my responsibility to help this site cut energgwand reduce waste
Perceived information adequacy n/a
| receive enough information about how this site can reduesyg and cut waste
Perceived current satisfaction with workplace behaviour n/a
Which of these best describes how you feel about your clenengy use and waste disposal on site?
Campaign awareness n/a
Have you seen any of the following around your site:

Newsletter stories about energy and waste

Posters about energy saving actions

1 Campaign awareness was only measured in the post-interventiogys. Because of the use of two different campaigns
(newsletter stories and posters), a composite variable of campaareness was not created, to allow the exploratioreof th
individual effects of each campaign on the variables trgeged in this paper.

Given that the scales were not originally desigwéti this analysis in mind it was unlikely
that such scales would be normally distributed. Elsv, “an assessment of univariate and
multivariate normality was made, and the possibility of outliers was examined” (Xu & Fox, 2014, p.
147). Z-scores for skewness and kurtosis were ledéml for each questionnaire item with SPSS
(version 22) and were checked against acceptalilesawhich are between -3 to +3 (Field, 2005;
Mardia, 1970). Results can be seen in Table 2, aldthigtheir means, standard deviations and sample
size.

In the pre-intervention survegnly two questionnaire items (out of a 3-item scakeasuring
perceived self-efficacy) exceeded the acceptabigesafor Kurtosis. However, the pre-intervention
sample size was greater than 200 participantsng=e237) and, in this case, as per Hair et al. (2010),
significant departures of normality do not haveuastantial impact on results. Therefore, the pre-
intervention data results do not suffer from mdjoritations due to the sample size. In the post-
intervention surveys, some questionnaire items ede# or were below acceptable values for
skewness and/or kurtosis (see Table 2). This sasipte was less than 200 participants=(96)
because a number of participants dropped out diinegtudy. The drop in the sample size from pre-
to post-intervention survey was because the sty wWata gathered during an actual workplace
longitudinal environmental behaviour study. Thuse tlata was collected in a non-laboratory/field

environment and this has limited the number ofigigants and their availability to take part in the
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study. As noted earlier however, a non-laborat@lgfenvironment also has its advantages and thus,
we believe this was important data to explore, dhiengh departures from normality may impact the

results of the post-intervention survey

We consider that the paper has valuable contoibsitto theory and practice, and that the
abovementioned limitation is balanced by the use complementary qualitative data and
measurements of actual behavior (which will be @nésd in the next sections). The interview
findings from 68 participants confirm some of theaqtitative findings and offer additional deeper
insights. External validity was also addresseditkirig both interview and questionnaire findings to
the literature in order to discover whether sinmdlesimilar results have been obtained (Teddlie &
Tashakkori, 2009).In addition the present research also included measurementsctofl
environmental workplace behaviour, in terms of @ed post-intervention energy datemparison.
This measurement of behaviour improves the reltglilf the study, given that discordance between
self-repored and actual measures is noted in past environmeessarch (Chao & Lam, 2011
Huffman, Van Der Werff, Henning & Watrous-Rodrigu€914). This also helps to reduce the issue
of common method variance (CMV), whidb highlighted as an issuie cross-sectional survey
research (Rindfleisch, Malter, Ganesan, & Moorn22)8). Moreover, the longitudinal nature of this
study has enabled it to overcome some sourcesmimom method biases, such as the measurement
context effects (Podsakoff, MacKenzie & Podsakdd2).

To examine the aforementioned hypotheses, tworliregression analyses were conducted,
one for the pre-intervention group and one for plost-intervention group. For both groups, the
following independent variables: age, gender, jobration, job type, perceived personal
responsibility, perceived potential to change, pied information adequacy, perceived self-efficacy
and motivations, were regressed on perceived aetigh with current behaviour. After examining
whether or not the hypotheses were supported fdr geoup (pre and post), a series of ANOVASs, t-
tests and chi-squares were used to examine ditfesepetween the pre- and post-intervention groups

in terms of all variables. Their inter-correlatidios both groups were also examined.
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Table 2 Sample sizes, means, standard deviations, skevandskurtosis statistics for questionnaire

items
Variables Intervention N M SD Skewness Kurtosis
Age Pre 237 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Post 95 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Gender Pre 236 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Post 95 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Job role Pre 234 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Post 96 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Job duration Pre 231 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Post 96 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Perceived self-efficacy tHow confident are you to take  Pre 233 2.75 .53 -2.03 3.22
action in the following ways: Turning off lights where  Post 96 2.80 A7 -2.40 5.23
not needed
Perceived self-efficacy 2How confident are you to take  Pre 233 2.78 A7 -2.04 3.45
action in the following ways: Turning equipment offa  Post 95 2.85 41 -2.90 8.29
the end of the day
Perceived self-efficacy 3How confident are you to take  Pre 232 2.67 .53 -1.34 .84
action in the following ways: Turning equipment on Post 96 2.76 51 -2.11 3.71
only when it is needed
Perceived self-efficacy 4How confident are you to take  Pre 234 2.60 .61 -1.27 54
action in the following ways: Recycling things like pape  Post 96 2.67 .61 -1.66 1.64
and plastic around the site
Motivations for environmental workplace behaviour 1 Pre 235 4.70 49 -1.50 2.64
- How important do you feel each of the following Post 96 4.82 .45 -3.32 14.63
reasons is to save energy? - Reduce our running costs
Motivations for environmental workplace behaviour 2 Pre 234 4.09 .82 -.63 -.19
- How important do you feel each of the following Post 95 4.21 .88 -.99 .28
reasons is to save energy? - To make the temperature
around the site more comfortable
Motivations for environmental workplace behaviour 3 Pre 235 3.95 .99 -.85 .33
- How important do you feel each of the following Post 95 4.25 .83 -1.06 .69
reasons is to save energy? - To provide a better
experience for visitors
Motivations for environmental workplace behaviour 4 Pre 236 4.76 42 -1.24 -.46
- How important do you feel each of the following Post 96 4.84 46 -3.71 16.37
reasons is to save energy®ur organisation has a
responsibility to look after the environment
Motivations for environmental workplace behaviour 5 Pre 236 4.71 49 -1.34 .74
- How important do you feel each of the following Post 96 4.72 51 -2.13 6.54
reasons is to save energy? - Because wasting anythin
(including energy) should be avoided
Motivations for environmental workplace behaviour 6 Pre 234 3.74 1.0 -.48 -.21
- How important do you feel each of the following Post 94 4.01 1.0 -.68 -.35
reasons is to save energy? - Because saving energy s
money, and that’s easier than attracting more visitors
Perceived potential to change There are ways to cut Pre 235 4.22 .65 -.448 .09
energy use and reduce waste at this site Post 96 441 .57 -.65 -1.50
Perceived personal responsibility It is my Pre 235 4.39 .54 -.257 12
responsibility to help this site cut energy use andced Post 95 4.47 .65 -1.33 2.64
waste
Perceived information adequacy- | receive enough Pre 235 3.22 91 -.032 -.98
information about how this site can reduce energy and  Post 95 3.75 .88 -.69 =12
waste
Perceived current satisfaction with workplace Pre 232 2.16 .66 -.186 -.76
behaviour - Which of these best describes how you fee  Post 88 2.13 .69 -17 -.87
about your current energy use and waste disposal on ¢
Campaign awareness newsletter stories about energy  Pre n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
and waste. Post 96 .76 43 -1.24 -47
Campaign awareness posters about energy saving Pre n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
actions Post 90 .67 A7 -72 -1.52
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4.0Results and discussion
4.1 Qualitative analysis

While a number of themes were identified in the ga@e analysis, only those relevant to
the literature, discussed above, are expanded ingbis section.

4.1.1 Perceived current satisfaction with workplaebaviour

While there were a number of respondents who ndigdmprovements could be maddarge
number of respondents felt they were satisfied #ithir behaviour and that they were doing all they

could:

“In our area I don’t think we could really do anymore.... I can’t see that we actually

waste anything(Shop Manager, Site 4)

4.1.2 Self-efficacy

As noted previously, selffficacy is related to the individuals’ belief that they have the
necessary resources, knowledge or skills to pertberdesired behavioursWorryingly, respondents
showed a basic lack of awareness with very insutawledge and many respondents knowing very

little about their own site (beyond their own depant)or about the organisation’s policies

“I’m basically in my own bubble I don’t really get to know about these things” (Kitchen

Staff, Site 1);

“I don’t know because we don’t have a lot to do with any other part, we are self-

contained really” (Bookshop Volunteer, Site 1).

There is also a significant amount of uncertaintyvbat is the right way to deal with or solve an

issue and respondents did not display confidence in thelraviour:

“T don’t touch it; I wouldn’t know which button to press” (Garden Volunteer, Site 2)

It is this lack of awareness and knowledgeipled with the employees’ limited satisfaction with their
behaviour that led to the development of the snahility toolkit intervention as it was felt thatis

would not only provide knowledge but also engaghvidual employees to find out the information
22



for themselves and provide them with resourcesotthis It was hoped that this would increase the

respondentsself-efficacy, reflecting the suggestion made yit8 and O*Sullivan (2012).

4.1.3 Perceived potential to change

Perceived potential to change appears to be linkesl number of the other variables. For
those respondents who were satisfied with theiabielir it is likely that they did not see there veas

need to change and therefore did not questiorthbgtotential was there:

“If it ain’t broke don’t fix it even if it is going to do some good....” (Gardeners, Site 1)

Many felt that there was potential and could artitaiit:

“I think we should harness water at the lake, a corkscrew system to generate electricity”

(Gardeners, Site 1)

but those who did not feel there was potentiakrofeported barriers to their ability to change.

A range of barriers to green practices were higitdid. Those reported were similar to those
highlighted in the generic CSR and tourism CSRdiigres including lack of understanding (Coles et
al., 2013;Bohdanowicz et al., 2011), but in addition otherrieas (not reported in the CSR literature)
were also of importance. This included technicalfrastructure barriersard other priorities.
Technical barriers included food not being suitdblecomposting, all electric properties with nasga

supply and working efficiency of equipment:

“I don’t tend to turn my laptop off during theday...it takes.. time to faff around when |
come back to myesk...I haven’t got the time it would take to logn...we don’t have the
fastestkit...I leave that on all day once it’s on, it’s on” (Operations Manager, Head

office)

In terms of infrastructure, respondents reportesids with regards bin size and more complex

barriers related to the property ages and types:
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“It’s just such an old building. no matter what heating you do in theyeu’re never

going to get it warm are you?Kitchen Staff, Site 1)

The respondents went beyond those barriers reportie literature and did not report so frequently
the issue of expensas abarrier (Frey & George, 2010) which is perhapsteelao the fact thah
wider group of employees rather than just managers interviewed and it was consistently reported

as a motivator rather than a barrier

4.1.4 Motivations for environmental workplace behaviour

By far, the most reported driver and facilitatorr fenvironmental behaviour in the

organisation was cost saving often based on treeatlenprowed efficiency:

“If they saved money on energy, then they could dgtspénd the money on things that

need to be done” (Seasonal Reception Staff, Site 1)

Other motivators included health and safety:

“The advantage for us is they don’t emit ultraviolet light which is the most damaging part
of thespectrum...reduced load on the electrical circuit of the house isoals because of

the reduced fire risk” (Building Manage, Site 1)

and cost savings via reduced maintenance and e@tiser (linking to the financial pressures felt by
heritage tourism (Garro&@ Fyall, 2000)). Respondents did not, however, report motivatorg s1&c
enhanced reputation and consumer pressure as weudtpected from the literature (Ayuso, 2006;
Coles et al., 2013), which again may be relatethéofact that employees, in addition to managers,

were included.

4.1.5 Perceived information adequacy

The respondents mentioned some monitoring systeens i place that allowed feedback of energy

usage, humidity etc.:
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“We have...a hand held monitoring systenyou’ll see...boxes with white containers on
them.. that constantly monitors temperature and humialitg .. reports back” (Building

Manager, Site 1)

but there were also problems related to the systems

“We’d been looking at a series of graphs of all our gnemneters...we acknowledge we

still don’t understand our meters and what’s telling us what” (Various Staff, Site 1).

There was als@ division between respondents who felt they werdirgetfeedback about energy

usage

“We have a weekly Tuesday meeting and the energy efficiency scores when they’re out

are given at those meetings” (Office Staff, Site 4)

and those who did ngtWe’re not given any figures at all you know”(Joiner, Site 2)which suggests
different practices across the organisation. There also the acknowledgement that because of meter
placing and department layouts, specific feedbaak afficult to produce. A number of respondents

felt that feedback regarding energy use would be ntotya

“Sometimes a statistic can shock cos it shows hoehmugre using. the fact that | heard
that we were the second highest [site in termsnefgy consumption], that made me go

‘Ooop!’”(Day Manager, Site 4).

This quotation also suggests that comparison ofiggowithin the organisation, in terms of their
environmental behaviour, might have an increaséecebn behaviour change as suggested by the
literature (Siero et al., 1996), although it shob&inoted that many respondents did not like tba id
of competition between sites largely because thewed the sites as being very differefiTlfe
difficulty is...sites.. can be so differentthat sometimes having a bit of competition couldgbée
demoralising really for certain propertig®ay Manager, Site 4)) The qualitative data suggedthat
feedback is motivating the staff (consistent withrii@o & Riemer, 2011) and that it should be

detailed, accurate and clear to motivate the enggiey
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4.1.6 Perceived personal responsibility

A number of respondents stated that they did reltgersonally responsible for the behaviours being

targeted, often stating that someone else (normathanager) is responsible:

“We’ve got no authority to alter them or change them gttlang like that (Site 1,

Gardener)

but when questioned further it was clear that aiffiothe manager was ultimately responsible the

individuals were responsible for changing settiagg the day to day behaviours:

“If our managers in then he says the heating oudh¢ tm.... but if any of us say
it’s cold and damp and it’s smelly in here then we say well we’ll put the heating on”

(Site 1, Bookshop Volunteer)

suggesting that while individuals are personalponsible, they do not report this.

4.2 Quantitative analysis
4.2.1 Characteristics of the pre and post-inteiganiChi-squares and t-tests

Chi-squares and independent samples t-tests shitnaethere were no significant differences
among the pre-intervention (N=237) and post-intetieen groups (N=96) in terms of gender
(x’w=.00, p>.05), age (¢tom=-1.81, p>.05) and job durationsgt=-.64, p>.05). These analyses were
carried out to ensure that extraneous variahles the same effect on employees’ perceptions,
motivations and satisfaction with behaviour (e.@n¥Wamme, Lindgreen, Reast, & van Popering,
2012; Kwok & Uncles, 2005) and ensured that theemimdl differences in individual variables
between the employees belonging to the pre and-iptesvention groups were not due to the
influence of individual/demographic variables. Thesalyses also demonstrated that the two groups
are “comparable in terms of these variables that amdylito be related to the dependent variable in
the study” (Rubin & Babbie, 2011, p. 260). However, the pne post-intervention groups did differ
in terms of the type of employment (job role) withihe tourism organisation, with significantly more
volunteers, seasonal workers and contractors irdud the post-intervention samplg$=10.14,
p<.05).
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4.2.2Correlations and regressions for pre and post-integiwe groups
Before testing the hypotheses, the inter-corretatifior both the pre- and post-intervention groups
were calculated (Table 3)None of the inter-correlations were above .85dflwee the data indicates
discriminant validity (Hair et al., 2010YIF/Tolerance levels were also examined and inditato
multicollinearity problems i.e. VIFs are below tt@mmon cut off of 5 (Hair et al., 2010) (Table 4

In order to test hypotheses H1-H5, regressions wwihceived satisfaction with current
environmental behaviour as the dependent variai#es conducted for the pre and post-intervention
groups (Table 4). The independent variables aceouibr 16% of the variance in perceived
satisfaction with current environmental behaviawr the pre-intervention group; and for 10% of the
variance for the post-intervention group. Perceipgetential to change (negative relationshipi2)
and perceived information adequacy (positive retedihip — H4) were the only significantly
associated independent variables with perceivesfaetion with current environmental behaviour for
the pre-intervention group. This is consistent witle previous studies (Andersson et al., 2005;
Zibarras & Ballinger, 2011). Alternatively, for theost-intervention group, only motivations for
environmental behaviour were negatively and sigaiftly related to perceived satisfaction with
current environmental behaviour (H3)

Table 3 Correlations for Pre- and Post-intervention groups

Pre-intervention group correlations

Age 1

Gender -14 1

Job Role A7 -.16 1

Job Duration 26" -17" -15 1

Perceived Potential to Change (g -.00 01 03 1

EZLC;A‘AZ?bmte;sona' 12 -.09 05 07 52 1

ig;ﬁ‘;ﬁg information 01 04 AT -02 .04 .10 1

Perceived Satisfaction with

Current Environmental .00 .03 A7 -.09 -31" =227 217 1

Behaviour

Perceived Self-efficacy .04 -.08 .01 .01 .02 .06 .07 14 1

Motivations A4 -.03 .08 .05 25" 36" 19" -17 -01 1
Post-intervention group correlations

Age 1

Gender -.05 1

Job Role .18 -14 1

Job Duration 317 -.18 -.03 1

Perceived Potential to Change  -11 12 .10 =17 1

Fpairscgf(;\rlliidbilzl)ite;sonal 15 03 03  -13 57 1

Perceived information 12 .08 05 03 37 ar 1

Adequacy
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Perceived Satisfaction with

Current Environmental .01 -26 .09 .06 -11 -17 .16 1

Behaviour

Perceived Self-efficacy .07 -24 .01 .08 19 21 .18 A1 1
Motivations .18 .02 .16 -.04 AT A1 12 -.26 24 1

Note: * p< .05; ** p< .01

Table 4 Perceived Satisfaction with Current Environmentah8viour Regressions for Pre- and
Post-intervention groups

Preintervention group regression resulté=R6, F(9,199)=5.35, p<.01

Std. Error Beta t Tolerance VIF
Age .06 .04 53 .87 1.14
Gender .09 .09 1.29 .90 111
Job Role A2 A3 1.91 .87 1.14
Job Duration .05 -.06 -.88 .87 1.13
Perceived Potential to Change .07 -.22%* -2.84 .67 1.47
Perceived Personal Responsibility .09 -.09 -1.17 .61 1.62
Perceived Information Adequacy .04 19+ 2.86 .89 1.11
Perceived Self-efficacy .10 A1 1.77 .98 1.01
Motivations .10 -.13 -1.86 .83 1.19
Post-intervention group regression resulés=.R0, F(9,72)=2.02, p<.05
Age A4 .07 .58 71 1.40
Gender A7 -.16 -1.38 .84 1.19
Job Role A1 .08 77 .88 1.12
Job Duration .08 .01 A1 .80 1.24
Perceived Potential to Change 19 .09 .54 41 2.39
Perceived Personal Responsibility A7 -.18 -1.25 49 2.02
Perceived Information Adequacy .09 .18 1.50 .74 1.34
Perceived Self-efficacy 19 12 1.07 .81 1.22
Motivations 0.18 -.33 -2.49 .62 1.60

Note: ** p< .01

4.2.3 Differences across post-intervention grewployees’ based on campaign awareness

Campaign awareness of newletter stories and pagitnsot have a significant relationship with
perceived satisfaction with current environmentahdwiour, the dependent variable, nor witty a
other variables within the dataset except for cagrpawarenes of newsletter stories with age (r=.21
p<.05) and campaign awarenes of posters with job (red.21, p<.05). Older age groups were more
likely to be aware of nesletter stories than younger age groups, which weBedby a t-test (63=-
2.16, p<.05). When examining differences based eroath role, no significant differences were found
between employees, volunteers, seasonal workergartdactors in terms of their awareness of the
posters. Additionally, awareness of newsletterissoand posters were positively and significantly
correlated with one another, indicating that therenaware employees were of one campaign, the

more likely they would also be aware of the ottemnpaign (r=.29, p<.01).

When testing for H6, an initial regression was cotaguwith campaign involvement for

newletters and posters as independent variablgs separate regressions were then computed: one
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with campaign awareness of newsletter stories lamather one with campaign awareness of posters.
Only the regression with campaign awareness of lett@s stories was significant {R11,
Fao7172.01, p<.05) supporting previous literature regagdcampaign awaresg (e.g. Lo et al.,
2012) Motivation continued to be the only independentialde significantly associated with
perceived satisfaction with current environmengtdwviour and was positively related to satisfaction

for the post-survey

To further assess the differences between emplaykesvere aware of the newsletter stories and
posters, post-intervention, a series of chi-squaressts, and ANOVAs were computed. As noted
earlier, older age groups were more likely to barawof newletter stories than younger age groups,

which was verified by a t-testd3=-2.16, p<.05). All other tests indicated no sigrafit differences.

4.2.4 Differences across pre and post-intervergiamups

In order to test for H7, a series of ANOVAs waenducted to examine whether or not
significant differences existed between the pre post-intervention groups in terms of the variable
measured in this study. Perceived potential to ghaffi,32075.83, p<.05), perceived information
adequacy (fr328723.30, p<.05), and motivations{k3=7.23, p<.05) differed significantly between
the pre and post-intervention groups. Pre-intergargroup employees had significantly lower scores
for perceived potential to change, perceived infitiam adequacy, and motivations, than thetpo
intervention group employees. There were no dopit differences for perceived personal
responsibility (Fa,32871.51, p>.05), satisfaction with current environna¢riiehaviour(F 31s7=.13,
p>.05), and perceived self-effical1,32172.58, p>.05) scores between the pre and postsamiéon
groups.

Thus, the results presented above show that, &pte-intervention group, only H2 and H4
were supported. Alternatively, for the post-intertien group, H3 was fully supported and H6, H7

were partially supported (Tablg.5

4.25. Pre- and post-intervention energy data

Energy data at sitlevel was collected as a proxy measure of employees’ actual behaviour.

Data was available for four sites and the headceffTable 6 below shows an energy saving of
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1888.4kWh compared to the baseline measurement taken bifermtervention. According to the
Energy Saving Trust (2014) this would equata £255.31 saving (based on an average rate of 13.52
pence/kWh of electricity) Data provided by the UK MET Office (2013, 2014) slsoa small
difference in the average temperature for Janu@iy 4.8 °C) as compared to January 2013 (3.3
°C). It could be argued that this small increasgéemperature cannot be solely responsible for the
energy saving. Thus, it can be concluded that tiseseme evidence of behavioural change due to the
intervention. However, caution should be shown winégrpreting these results because of the limited
ability of this type of measurement to control fther factors, in addition to outside temperature
(which is also likely to have been different betwesites), that might have led employees to reduce
their energy use. Nevertheless, this proxy measiuaetual behaviour strengthens the contribution of
this paper, which to the authors’ knowledge is the first one in the area of tourism CSR and tourism
employee behaviour to report on a social markeimgrvention with both self-reported and actual

behaviour measurements.

Table 5 Summary of tested hypotheses

Hypothesis Group Status

H1: Perceived self-efficacy will have a significant and pesitinfluence on Pre Rejected
employees’ perceived satisfaction with current environmental behaviour.

Post Rejected
H2: Perceived potential to change will have a significadt megative influence or Pre Accepted
employees’ perceived satisfaction with current environmental behaviour. )

Post Rejected
H3: Motivations for environmental behaviour will have a sigaifit and negative :
. s . . . . . ) Pre Rejected
influence on employees’ perceived satisfaction with current environmental behaviour.

Post Accepted
H4: Perceived information adequacy will have a significantogitive influence on Pre Accepted
employees’ perceived satisfaction with current environmental behaviour )

Post Rejected
H5: Perceived personal responsibility will have a signifiGard negative influence Pre Rejected
on employees’ perceived satisfaction with current environmental behaviour. i

Post Rejected

H6: Campaign awareness (newsletters and posters) will hasigndicant and
negative influence on employees’ perceived satisfaction with current environmental Post
behaviour after the intervention.

Accepted for
newsletters

H7: The intervention will generate significant differencestween the pre-

intervention and post intervention group in relation(a) perceived self-efficacy, (k

perceived potential to change, (¢) motivations, (d) perceivedn#tion adequacy, (e Comparison  Accepted for (b),
perceived personal responsibility and (f) perceived currentsfaeion with (c) and (d)
environmental behaviour.
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Table 6: Comparison of Energy Consumption (kWaanuary 2013 - January 2014

Area Jan 2013 average Jan 2014 average Change in energy use
consumption/per day consumption/per day
Site 1A 344.85 549.07 204.22
Site 1B 300.03 178.12 -121.91
Site 1C 129.00 86.81 -42.19
Site 2A 721.77 557.52 -164.25
Site 2B 598.94 228.38 -370.56
Site 2C 721.78 557.54 -164.24
Site 3A 361.87 Data missing n/a
Site 3B 35.77 Data missing n/a
Site 4A 288.89 209.63 -79.26
Site 4B 367.68 398.13 30.45
Site Head Office A 2480.78 2033.24 -447.54
Site Head Office B 335.50 Data missing n/a
Total 6686.86 4798.44 -1155.28
Adjusted total 5953.72 (excluding sites witt 4798.44 -1888.42 (2.81%
missing data in January 201« decrease in energy use

5.0 Conclusions

The present paper has examined, using mixed methodatervention among the employees
of a cultural heritage tourism organisation. A range inflividual employee variables were
investigated (via a longitudinal study) in order uaderstand the effects of the interventions on
employees’ perceived satisfaction with current environmental behaviour. In addition, it sought to
make suggestions for the design of effective satiatketing interventions that motivate different

types of environmental behaviours in the heritageism workplace.

From the qualitative data it was clear that, knalgkeand awareness of issues were important
factors mentioned in relation to satisfaction witkhaviour, self-efficacy and perceived potential to
change. This supports Chhabra’s (2009) work that suggests a duel role of heritage tourism of
entertainment and education and Butler’s (1991) assertion that with regards sustainable development
in tourism, educating all concerned is one of testlvesponses to the pressures of heritage tourism
and this appears to continue to be the case ndve daéta also reflected a wide range of barriers to
(technical, infrastructure barriers and other fptis) and motivations for environmental behaviour,
beyond those highlighted in both the generic andigm specific CSR literature (Coles et al., 2013)
and highlighted a mixed level of feedback to stdff.addition the main motivators for environmental
behaviour highlighted (cost-savings and health safitty) were directly aligned to the financial
pressure (Garrod & Fyall, 2000) and intergeneraii@mheritance aspects of heritage tourism (Nasser,
2003; Chhabra, 2009). This also reflects the sstijje that the heritage mission is a compromise
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between conservation, financial and public accesstcaints and builds on the links between the core
characteristics of heritage and sustainability/@Bfctives (Garrod & Fyall, 2000).

However, the pre-intervention quantitative dataved that only perceived potential to
change and perceived information adequacy affegpaniceived satisfaction with current
environmental behaviour, unlike past literature.f@sthe qualitative research it also supported the
relevance of other variables and suggested tou@SR and corresponding employee involvement
requires a different approach to other industried laence gives guidance to future interventions as
well as further academic research in this areghdnpost-intervention data, motivations signifidgant
predicted satisfaction with behaviour and the stdog motivations, perceived potential to change
and perceived information adequacy were higher thahe pre-interventionTherefore, these three
variables are key in explaining satisfaction witehaviour (and in turn likelihood to change
behaviour). The results also suggest that newsdettad an effect, perhaps because they provided
knowledge and awareness to the employees (hightighs lacking in the qualitative stage) in more
detail than posters could. The proxy measure tfahdehaviour change showed a reduction of
energy by almost 3%, which renders the interveniciuccess and is comparable with the results of
past studies (e.g. 4% in Carrico & Riemer, 2013hort social marketing campaigns often struggle to
produce significant levels of actual behaviour derand, therefore, will alternatively measure
knowledge and belief changes as evaluation of mibeniention with the expectation that further
interventions can build on this and produce grdagdaviour change (Lee & Kotler, 2011). It may be
the case that due to the shortness of the inteorerknowledge and beliefs changed, but this did no
have the time to translate fully into extensive d&abur change, though the results are encouraging.
Taking into account the behaviour change over #wogd of the intervention and the potential for
future behaviour change resulting from changes mowkedge and beliefs, social marketing
interventions can be seen as an effective strdtegyost saving. This responds to the noted fir@nci
pressures, through increased operating and mamtehaepair costs, felt by the heritage tourism

sector (Garrod & Fyall, 2000).
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5.1 Managerial implications

The findings of this research show that it is impot for employees to have knowledge and
awareness of environmental activities and correatgmvironmental behaviour. It falls to managers
to ensure training is in place to bring individuajsto a suitable level of knowledge but also teuee
that employees display self-efficacy and percebveldavioural control (Ajzen, 2002) and to overcome
perceived barriers and to ensure they see the tatenchange their behaviour. In addition, diéfet
motivations for behaviour were highlighted in compan to the general and tourism specific
literatures and, hence, senior managers must besdwav motivations may differ for employees
(especially those who are focused on their sitawork area) rather than for managers and th
organisation as a whole. Indeed, the additionalivatbbns and barriers highlighted may be a
reflection of the research design, focusing on dewiange of employee types including volunteers
and seasonal workers rather than just managemesitdmployees.Prior research (Garro& Fyall,
2000) has noted, via a Delphi study, that consiemras ranked the highest element of the mission of
heritage attractions by the panel (conservatorscamators, planners, operations managers, strategic
experts, public relations experts and marketingfgagionals) reflecting the motivation of one
stakeholder but may not reflect the mission of flove employees who, as noted previously will be
central in behaviour change initiatives.

Managers must also understand how these motivasiodarriers differ between sites (we
were not able to analyse this here due to diffesamgple sizes between sites) with employees seeing
considerable differences between them and higlitightery different infrastructure barriers to
behaviour change at each. Manika et al. (2014) iir gtwmparison across 7 organisations suggested
that separate interventions might be needed fdn ggue of environmental behiawr, as well as for
each organgtion, sector, and type of organisation (public vsivaie). This research suggests
organisations with a range of different sites (s of site) might require separate interventions
each site Understanding these differences fully will resaliiore focused and efficient interventions
resulting in potential for cost savings and therefassists in the expected increasing maintenance and

conservation costs in heritage tourism (Garrod &lE2000).
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The research also highlighted the important rélanfmrmation and feedback ogmployees’
behaviour. Initially, it is important to ensureathnformation is correct, understandable and atséel
to all employees (an infrastructure issue that canty be dealt with at managerial level).
Additionally, given that the energy saving acroléshe sites equals only to small amount of finahci
savings (i.e. £255.31), although does reflect @8R had a positive influence on CFP through cost
saving and given that the literature suggests tgl@yees do not usually have a financial interést a
the workplace (e.g. Carrico & Riemer, 2011), theirsgs might be better presented to the employees
in terms of percentage saving (2.81% decrease)otal amount of kWh (1,888.42) or as a
representation of how the money will be reinvest€eértainly, focusing on reinvestment arguably fits
better with revenue seeking objectives being built on a ‘need to preserve’ ethos (Fyall & Garrod,
1998), a focus on only economic goals being demtalelo the preservation ethos (Chhabra, 2009)
and a shift in heritage tourism from economic grgitiorities towards sustainability objectives
(Jamrozy, 2007). Competition could also form a part of an interi@mtstrategy but any comparison
between sites should be relevant and take intouatcgite differences. Again, use of a percentage
savings may be more relevant here.
5.2 Limitations and future research

While the present study contributes to the tourisBRditerature in several ways, there are

several limitations, which should be consideredutyre research.

In addition to the variables we included in thisdst, future studies should look at including
individual variables such as perceived behaviocwatkrol (highlighted by the qualitative elements of
the study), norms (Carrico & Riemer, 2011), behasab intentions (Ajzen, 2002), self-reported
behaviour and organisational culture (Deshpanddey& Webster, 1993)urthermore, measures of
perceived environmental behaviour of an organisaéind perceptions of organisational support and
incentives (Manika et al., 2014) should be includetboth questionnaires, given the issues brought
up by employees in the interviewsn addition it may be useful to include variablefating to the
inheritance (Garrod & Fyall, 2000; Chhabra, 2008} antergenerational (Jepson, 2001; Nasser,
2003) aspects of both heritage tourism and sudiditya such as generativity “a resource

encouraging people toward the public good, maimgiicontinuity from one generation to the riext
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(p 73) which has previously been applied to ecosamption behaviour and intentions (Urien &
Kilbourne, 2011). Altogether, these additional iudual and organisation-related variables and
beyond will help researchers to obtain a wider wstdeding of the range of drivers of employee
behavioural change specifically in tourism orgatnges. Most importantly, future research should
include measures of both subjective and objectivenkedge (Gurham-Canf2003) which would be
egecially important in determining the type and lesieinterventions that take place.

While the proxy measure of actual individual behavjd.e. energy use per site, is one of the
strengths of this piece of research, future simikerventions should consider better measures of
actual behaviour/energy saving and targeting adamoaange of behaviours, such as waste and
recycling. In addition, further qualitative datallection after the intervention would be helpfal t
fully explore changes in key variables and whafpskahe perceptions of environmental behaviours
and preservation of heritage buildings for futueaerations (e.g. Hall & McArthur, 1998).

Lastly, as noted previously, since the quantitative datalyaed here was drawn from
guestionnaires developed by the charity, futureassh should aim to employ more academically
rigorous and robust scales for both employees agdnisational-related variables in the field of
tourism CSR. In addition, future research shouldneixe the skewness and kurtosis z-scores of the
measures used to ensure the normality of the aetédth pre and post-intervention surveys. A
limitation of this study was that the post-intertien data had significant departures from normality
which may have affected results. Advanced statistmethods such as multi-group structural
equation modelling analysis could also be employdgth larger and balanced samples between pre
and post-intervention surveyso understand how motivations and barriers of employees’
environmental behaviours differ between sites antigm organisations.

5.3 Final remarks

This research has focused on assessing a socilieting intervention of environmental
behaviour change within a cultural heritage tourisrganisation. This paper contributes to the
literature in a number of ways:

o The work has focused beyond managers, at the reiced of employees, and has highlighted

a wider range of motivators and barriers to empogrevironmental behaviour than reported
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in either the generic or tourism specific CSR &tares. The data was collected and is
representative of a range of tourism and culturatithige employees (i.e. permanent,
volunteers and seasonal staff at all levels).

This paper adds to the literature by using a mixethod and longitudinal design, as well as
utilising a proxy measure of actual employee behavichange via energy savings in the
organisation. This res@tlin a study more comprehensive in its scope tharpast studies.
Additionally, this research has highligid the importance of developing interventions

specific not only to industry and organisation tyje also at site level.
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