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Abstract This article draws on the Focus Theory of Normative Conduct to ex-
amine whether injunctive social norms relating to perceived environmental man-
agement practices shape employees’ self-reported pro-environmental behaviour in
their private sphere. To test our hypotheses, we employed a mixed methods research
approach that involved a cross-sectional analysis and a pretest-posttest quasi-exper-
imental field study in the German tourist industry. Our results verify the context-
bridging influence of perceived environmental management practices on employ-
ees’ self-reported private sphere pro-environmental behaviour. Further, they reveal
that this relationship is partially mediated by descriptive social norms among co-
workers. Thereby, our findings shed light on a thus far neglected dynamic between
injunctive and descriptive social norms that constitutes a pathway for contextual
spillover. Our study thus challenges the prominent proposition that the influence of
injunctive social norms remains restricted to contexts in which the norm is currently
salient. The results further develop existing theory by demonstrating how a dynamic
interaction between injunctive and descriptive norms can support the emergence and
dissemination of social norms across contexts and they reveal how businesses can
shape this process.
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1 Introduction

Management scholars increasingly stress the need to investigate how organizations
can help address grand challenges such as environmental degeneration and climate
change (Stephan et al. 2016; Schaltegger et al. 2020; Wickert et al. 2021; Gilimiisay
et al. 2022; Jastram et al. 2022; Voegtlin et al. 2022). The view that these challenges
require significant change in consumption and lifestyle patterns is gaining support
in various research fields (Dauvergne 2010; Nyborg et al. 2016; Kallis et al. 2018;
Dfaz et al. 2019; Otto et al. 2020). In this context, scholars highlight the pivotal role
of social norms in guiding behaviour by reinforcing shared understandings of what
is acceptable and what is not (Ostrom 2000; Nyborg et al. 2016; Farrow et al. 2017).
Accordingly, social norms have been identified as a critical factor in determining in-
dividuals’ pro-environmental behaviour (PEB), which refers to behaviour that harms
the environment as little as possible and/or intentionally benefits the environment
(Steg and Vlek 2009). However, despite extensive research on social norm compli-
ance, “relatively little is known about how norms develop, are learned, and change
over time” (Van Kleef et al. 2019, p. 4). In addition, the role of businesses as con-
texts in which social norms are frequently experienced and potentially internalized
has received surprisingly little attention in the existing literature (Blay et al. 2018).
These shortcomings hamper our ability to develop a comprehensive understanding
of the dissemination of social norms and of how organizations shape this process.
Against this background, our research aims to examine whether businesses are able
to drive social change across institutional boundaries. Specifically, we are interested
in examining whether corporate environmental management practices can translate
into private sphere PEB of employees via the influence of social norms.

For this purpose, this study draws on the Focus Theory of Normative Conduct
(FTNC) (Cialdini et al. 1990) which has been widely applied to examine social norms
and PEB (Kallgren et al. 2000; Schultz et al. 2008; Hamann et al. 2015; Stok and de
Ridder 2019). The FTNC distinguishes between two types of social norms: injunctive
social norms, referring to perceptions of what others approve or disapprove of,
and descriptive social norms, relating to perceptions of the actual behaviour of
others (Cialdini et al. 1990; Kallgren et al. 2000). Norton et al. (2014) identified
corporate environmental management practices (EMP), defined as all managerial
measures aiming to reduce the ecological impact of an organization (Cramer 1998),
as injunctive social norms which imply that the organization approves environmental
protection. Several studies have verified that injunctive social norms are associated
with individuals’ PEB (Cialdini et al. 1990; Norton et al. 2014; Farrow et al. 2017).
Moreover, organizational scholars have revealed that organizational engagement in
environmental protection positively affects employees’ PEB at work (Rasmus and
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Steger 2000; Paillé and Raineri 2015; Raineri and Paillé¢ 2016; Fanghella et al. 2022).
This, in turn, can increase pro-environmental descriptive social norms at work, since
PEB becomes more observable among co-workers.

However, according to Norton et al. (2015), it remains unclear whether employ-
ees internalize pro-environmental social norms at work or merely follow company
expectations. In fact, it has been widely shared in the literature that the influence of
injunctive social norms remains essentially restricted to contexts in which the norm
is currently salient (Miller et al. 1999; Kallgren et al. 2000; Schultz et al. 2008;
Jacobson et al. 2011). Yet, we argue that a thus far neglected interaction between
injunctive and descriptive social norms may support their internalization. We as-
sume that if social norms become internalized as intrinsic motivations, they could
provide a basis for contextual spillover (Nash et al. 2017), referring to the effects
of one context on the subsequent behaviour in other, independent contexts (Nilsson
et al. 2017). Following previous investigations on PEP we use employee self-reports
as an indicator of individual behaviour (Kormos and Gifford 2014) and hypothe-
size that perceived EMP may have a positive effect on employees’ private sphere
PEB. Furthermore, we argue that this phenomenon could be supported through the
interaction of injunctive and descriptive social norms.

Based on these considerations, our core research questions are whether injunctive
social norms related to perceived EMP positively affect employees’ self-reported
private sphere PEB and whether this relationship is mediated by descriptive social
norms among co-workers. In order to examine these questions, we utilized a mixed
methods approach (Mitchell and Ambrose 2012; Thau et al. 2015; Oreg and Berson
2015; Lude and Priigl 2018, 2019) employing a cross-sectional analysis (N=206)
and a quasi-experimental field study (N=61). Our methodology meets recent calls
for experimental designs in research on corporate sustainability (Barnett et al. 2020),
contextual spillover (Xu et al. 2020), and organizational behaviour (Eden 2017). The
majority of studies in these research fields build on correlational data and therefore
lack causal persuasiveness. Against this background, organizational scholars have
advocated for quasi-experimental field studies (Grant and Wall 2009), because they
allow the detection of plausible causality while preserving internal and external
validity without interrupting the real-world experimental setting through artificial
interventions (Cook and Campbell 1979).

Our findings contribute to the literature in at least two ways. First, they extend the
state of knowledge of the dynamic relationships between injunctive and descriptive
social norms. Previous research in this field has focused mainly on interactions
where norms are contradictory or congruent in a given setting and point in time
(Lapinski and Rimal 2005; Rimal and Lapinski 2015). Our results instead illustrate
an evolving dynamic in which injunctive norms first increase the corresponding
descriptive norms, which then mediate the context-bridging effects of the injunctive
norms. This study thus further develops the FTNC by demonstrating how dynamic
normative processes over time shape norm emergence and shifts (Eriksson et al.
2015; Van Kleef et al. 2019).

Secondly, our findings add to research on how organizational practices can con-
tribute to society’s transition towards ecological sustainability (Schor 2004; Stephan
et al. 2016; Horisch 2018; Jaich et al. 2023) and they illustrate a pathway for how
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businesses can help tackle societal grand challenges (Wickert et al. 2021; Giimiisay
et al. 2022; Voegtlin et al. 2022). Our study thus responds to recent criticism regard-
ing analyses on corporate environmental sustainability that employ mainly inward-
looking perspectives and neglect impacts beyond organizational boundaries (Barnett
et al. 2020). In this vein, this study is also contributing to research on contextual
spillovers (Nilsson et al. 2017; Xu et al. 2020) by providing quasi-experimental
support for the proposition that social norms can constitute a pathway for spillover
(Nash et al. 2017).

Based on these contributions, our study also provides insights for managers as
we demonstrate potential effects of corporate environmental practices beyond in-
stitutional boundaries which can have relevant impacts for corporate reputation,
legitimacy, and stakeholder support. The rest of the article is structured in the fol-
lowing way: the next section provides the theoretical background of the analysis and
derives the hypotheses; subsequently, the data, method, and results of our empiri-
cal study are presented; finally, we discuss the theoretical, managerial, and societal
implications of our results and outline possible opportunities for future research.

2 Theoretical Background and Hypotheses

Every social group holds expectations for what is “normal” and “appropriate” to
think and do (Stok and de Ridder 2019). These shared standards are referred to as
social norms. They indicate how individuals should behave in certain social con-
texts and can be enforced through sanctions (Dequech 2009). The influence of social
norms is considered to be one of the critical drivers of human behaviour (Stok and
de Ridder 2019). However, scholars have also been criticizing the vagueness of the
construct (Schwartz 1973; Marini 1984). In response to these concerns, Cialdini
et al. (1990) developed the FTNC, a theoretical refinement of the concept of social
norms. The FTNC draws on the proposition that individual behaviour in social sit-
uations stems from different motivational sources (Deutsch and Gerard 1955). This
argument established the prominent distinction between injunctive and descriptive
social norms, which has been widely adopted in the existing literature (e.g., Schultz
et al. 2008; Jacobson et al. 2011; Morris et al. 2015; Stok and de Ridder 2019).
Injunctive and descriptive norms differ in the information they communicate: in-
junctive norms indicate the social approval of a behaviour, while descriptive norms
refer to the typicality or prevalence of a behaviour (Schultz et al. 2008; Jacobson
et al. 2011).

According to the FTNC, distinguishing between these two types of information
is important because they are relevant for different human motives. Individuals con-
form to injunctive social norms through their desire to gain social approval and
to avoid disapproval by others (Jacobson et al. 2011). Thus, the influence of in-
junctive social norms is particularly powerful if specific contextual prerequisites
like observability and normative expectations are met (Schultz et al. 2008; Farrow
et al. 2017). A social context that fulfils both prerequisites, such as organizations,
also contains the threat of sanctions for nonconforming behaviour, which maintains
the corresponding norm (Dequech 2009). Descriptive social norms refer to the per-
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ception of what is commonly done in a particular situation (Schultz et al. 2008;
Jacobson et al. 2011). This type of information exhibits an epistemic authority that
shapes individuals’ understanding of how things are done (Van Kleef et al. 2019)
and provides guidance for behaving effectively or accurately (Jacobson et al. 2011).
Thus, conforming to descriptive social norms is less motivated by concerns about the
evaluation of other group members but rather through a desire to behave correctly
(Schultz et al. 2008).

2.1 Internalization of Social Norms

The capacity of humans to internalize social norms is an important factor in sus-
taining social cooperation (Ostrom 2000; Gavrilets and Richerson 2017). The more
a norm is internalized, the less important are contextual factors for behavioural
conformity (Farrow et al. 2017). If a social norm evolves into a personal norm, it
becomes self-enforceable and thus independent of expectations by others (Manstead
2000; Thggersen 2006; White et al. 2009; Leung and Morris 2015). In this case,
conformity is still motivated by emotional rewards or sanctions. These, however, are
individually enforced through internal disapproval or approval in the form of guilt,
shame, or pride (Elster 1989; Farrow et al. 2017). Eventually, a fully internalized
norm becomes associated with individual moral values and beliefs and is then fol-
lowed unconditionally (Farrow et al. 2017). Thus, the internalization of social norms
can also become a pathway for spillovers across contexts (Nash et al. 2017).

In this context, however, injunctive social norms are considered as being less
likely to become internalized than descriptive social norms (Schultz et al. 2008;
Bertoldo and Castro 2016). Descriptive social norms provide standards against
which individuals can compare their own behaviour. The influence of such nor-
mative benchmarks can transcend both time and contexts, which, in turn, supports
their internalization (Schultz et al. 2008). Injunctive social norms, instead, derive
their influence from individuals’ desire to gain approval, which is why compliance
is particularly high in settings where reputational concerns are salient (Jacobson
et al. 2011; Van Kleef et al. 2019). This proposition concerning the influence of
injunctive social norms primarily in contexts in which the norm is salient and be-
haviour can be witnessed is widely shared in the academic literature (Miller et al.
1999; Kallgren et al. 2000; Schultz et al. 2008; Jacobson et al. 2011). However, this
perspective might be too narrow as dynamic interactions between injunctive and
descriptive social norms could carry their effects across time and contexts. We will
further elaborate on these considerations in the following sections.

2.2 Pro-Environmental Injunctive Social Norms at Work

When entering a social setting, individuals need to decide how to behave, and
contextual cues help them to interpret the situation by making social norms salient
(Cialdini and Trost 1998). They provide information about what the appropriate
behaviour is, how others can be expected to behave, and how one is supposed to act
oneself (Bicchieri 2006).
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In an organizational context, employees derive the expected behaviour from cues
such as managerial practices, organizational procedures, or work routines (Thornton
2004; Blay et al. 2018). EMP, such as environmental reporting, sustainable work
routines, or recycling procedures, make injunctive social norms salient and imply
that the organization approves PEB (Norton et al. 2014). Employees who desire
social approval are motivated to conform to such norms by behaving in an environ-
mentally friendly way at work. This influence of injunctive norms on the behaviour
of individuals within the context of their employing organization has been widely
discussed in the existing literature (Rasmus and Steger 2000; Norton et al. 2014;
Paillé and Raineri 2015; Raineri and Paillé 2016). Furthermore, the impact of injunc-
tive social norms can increase the role of pro-environmental descriptive social norms
within the organization, since PEB among co-workers becomes more observable.

2.3 The Mediating Role of Descriptive Social Norms Among Co-Workers

Descriptive social norms have been identified as a strong influence on PEB. In their
seminal study, Cialdini et al. (1990) found that individual littering depends on the
perceived littering behaviour of others. Similarly, Schultz et al. (2007) showed that
information on the energy consumption of their neighbours reduced consumption
among individuals who had been using comparably more energy before. Likewise,
research that tracked household recycling revealed that individuals are sensitive to
what others do and that those perceptions predict their own recycling behaviour
(Huber et al. 2020). Moreover, recent research on drives of pro-environmental ac-
tivism of young people demonstrated that perceiving peers participating in the so-
called Fridays for Future movement was strongly related to one’s own participa-
tion in the movement (Wallis and Loy 2021). Furthermore, Lindstrém et al. (2018)
experimentally demonstrated how common behaviour followed by many can gain
normative status. Together, these findings support the proposition that perceptions
of what is commonly done by others shape the behaviour of the observer (Gross
and Vostroknutov 2022). This influence can transcend both time and contexts if the
corresponding norms are internalized as intrinsic motivations (Schultz et al. 2008).
Accordingly, we assume that pro-environmental descriptive social norms at work
may positively affect employees’ self-reported private sphere PEB.

Where the descriptive social norms have been increased beforehand through in-
junctive social norms (such as perceived EMP), the descriptive social norms serve
as a mediator for the influence of the injunctive social norms. EMP at work imply
that an organization approves PEB (Norton et al. 2014) and, thus, provide important
cues about which behaviour will allow one to affiliate with his/her work environ-
ment (Stok and de Ridder 2019). In line with these thoughts, recent research has
demonstrated that corporate pro-environmental policies, sustainability practices or
perceived organizational support for the environment increase the PEB of employees
at work (Wesselink et al. 2017; Afsar et al. 2018; Sabbir and Taufique 2022). This,
in turn, increases pro-environmental descriptive social norms within the organization
as more employees increasingly behave environmentally friendly at work (Norton
et al. 2014).
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When co-workers are acting in an environmentally friendly way at work, they ex-
emplify normative standards recognizable for their associates. If the corresponding
norms are internalized by the observer as intrinsic motivations, conformity becomes
self-enforceable, which can provide a pathway for contextual spillover on employ-
ees’ private sphere PEB.

Based on this reasoning, our study is based on the following research hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: Perceived EMP have a positive effect on employees’ self-reported
private sphere PEB.

Hypothesis 2: Descriptive social norms among co-workers mediate the positive
effect of perceived EMP on employees’ self-reported private sphere PEB.

3 Method and Results

For the sake of increased justification for causal inferences, scholars have advocated
mixed methods based empirical approaches (Molina-Azorin 2012; Eden 2017). In
line with these considerations, we conducted a survey and quasi-experimental study
to test our hypotheses. Both studies were part of a larger research project on em-
ployee-level reactions to organizational environmental practices (Jaich 2022; Jaich
et al. 2023).

The investigations were carried out in the German tourist industry. This context
is suitable for our research objectives for two reasons. First, the tourist industry
has a low technical specialization and since EMP are similar across different or-
ganizational fields (Gil et al. 2001), it can be argued that insights from this sector
can be transferred to other types of organizations. Second, the tourist industry is
facing growing pressure to become more sustainable (Dos Santos et al. 2017). In
response, an increasing number of tourist companies have begun to implement EMP
(Giirlek and Tuna 2019; Babiak and Trendafilova 2011) which creates a fertile field
for related empirical research.

3.1 Study 1

Our first empirical study employed a cross-sectional survey among employees of
nine small and medium-sized organizations (SMEs) from the tourist sector in north-
ern Germany. Our sample included five hotels, two service agencies, and two tourist
attractions. We focused on SMEs because they constitute the largest category of
enterprises in Germany (Sollner 2014) and employed 55% of the total German
labour force across all industries in 2020 (Destatis 2023). We initially approached
11 organizations and received rejections from two companies.

Data collection took place in August and September 2016. In total, we dis-
tributed 482 questionnaires, of which 278 (57.7%) fully-answered questionnaires
were returned. Since many tasks in the tourist sector do not involve desk work,
employees do not necessarily have corporate email addresses. Therefore, we chose
to distribute paper-pencil questionaries, a method which is not (Davidov and Depner
2011; Vleeschouwer et al. 2014), or is only marginally (Ward et al. 2014), invariant
to online surveys. For the purpose of this study, we were only interested in data
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from employees with more than 10 working hours per week and an employment re-
lationship of more than one year. Subjects that did not fulfil these requirements were
excluded from further analysis. The final sample size comprised 206 individuals, of
which 63.3% were female.

To prevent potential common method variance, we applied several procedural
remedies in line with recommendations by Podsakoff et al. (2003) and Conway and
Lance (2010). First, we employed well-established measures with no conceptual
intersection in survey items. Second, we secured participants’ anonymity by avoiding
questions requiring the disclosure of any exact figures regarding the duration of
employment or household income. Instead, we used items that reflected a range of
values. Further, the questionnaires were placed in sealed envelopes to prevent data
access by managers or co-workers. An accompanying letter assured confidentiality
and stressed that no one but the research team would have access to the data. Third,
since this study was part of a larger research project, the questionnaire included
additional items with different scale endpoints, which reduced the likelihood of
method biases caused by commonalities in response options and anchor effects.

Despite these procedural remedies, we also employed statistical approaches in
order to address common method risks. The research model included a non-linear
interaction term, which reduces the risk of common method variance because it is
less likely to be part of the subjects’ theory-in-use (Chang et al. 2020). Ex post,
we employed Harman’s test, which showed that a single-factor solution explained
22.97% of the variance for our data, suggesting that common method bias is not
likely to be a confounding factor in this study.

3.1.1 Measures

Unless otherwise indicated, all questionnaire items used a 5-point Likert-type re-
sponse scale from 1 for “strongly disagree” to 5 for “strongly agree”. For the trans-
lation of the items from English to German, a committee approach was applied
involving two professional translators to produce a consensual translation (Sperber
2004). All items of the questionnaire are displayed in the Appendix.

Eleven items adapted from Molina-Azorin et al. (2008) were used to measure per-
ceived EMP. Cronbach’s alpha was calculated at 0.90. Sample items included: “Our
company gives priority to purchasing ecological products (biodegradable, reusable,
recyclable, ...)”; “Our company reduces the use of toxic and unsustainable products”;
and “Our company gives priority to the utilization of renewable energies like green
electricity”.

Four items adapted from Norton et al. (2014) were used to measure pro-envi-
ronmental descriptive social norms among co-workers. Cronbach’s alpha for this
measure was 0.91. Sample items included: “In our company, my co-workers are
concerned about acting in environmentally friendly ways”; “In our company, my
co-workers care about the environment”; or “In our company, my co-workers pay
attention to environmental issues”.

In the literature on PEB, concerns have been expressed regarding measures of
PEB which focus on activities that do not significantly affect environmental problems
(Armel et al. 2011). In response, items were defined that concentrate on behaviour
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Table 1 Measures of central tendency, standard deviations, and correlations among study variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Gender
Duration of 0.083*
employment®
Education® 0.006  0.143*
Household 0.099  0.136 0.076
income®
PEB -0.058 0.264*** (0.196* 0.267%%:
Descriptive -0.041 0.136%*  0.149 0.168 .32
social norms
EMP 0.114  0.145% 0.108 0.128 0.233%%%  (,625%%:*
M/Mdn 4-6 years Completed 2000-2500€ 3.720 3.551 3.341
apprenticeship
SD 0.532 0.897 0.887
Gender is coded 0 for female and 1 for male
* p<0.05
** p<0.01
##%k p<0.001

2 Ordinal measurement with Spearman rank correlation and median as measure of central tendency.

which is critical for the individuals’ ecological footprint (Markle 2013). Nine items
were adapted from a scale developed by Whitmarsh and O’Neill (2010) that showed
high internal consistency, where Cronbach’s alpha was 0.92. These self-reported
PEB items were measured using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (“never”) to 5
(“always”). Sample items included: “How often do you turn off lights or electronic
devices that you are not using?”’; “How often do you buy environmentally-friendly
products?”’; and “How often do you eat food that is organic, locally-grown, or in
season?”

As shown by Milfont (2009) Vesely and Klockner (2020), social desirability
concerns have almost no effect on people’s response to self-reported measures of
PEB. Since the quasi-experimental research design in study 2 involved a control
group, we decided to not employ a social desirability scale.

3.1.2 Descriptive Statistics

The descriptive statistics and correlations between the study variables are summa-
rized in Table 1.

3.1.3 Results

We predicted a positive relationship between perceived EMP and employees’ self-
reported private sphere PEB (H1) via descriptive social norms among co-workers
(H2). To test for the hypothesized relationships, effects were modelled using the
PROCESS macro for SPSS developed by Hayes (2017), which yields unstandard-
ized coefficients for all paths as well as total, direct and indirect effects. Indirect
effects were calculated using bootstrapping with 5000 samples (Shrout and Bolger
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Table 2 Path coefficients for the mediation model study 1

Path coefficients

Path B P SE 95% CI R?
EMP — Descriptive social a 0.639 <0.001#*** 0.056 [0.529, 0.749] 0.40
norms
Descriptive social b 0.178 <0.001#%** 0.052 [0.075, 0.281] 0.11
norms — PEB
EMP — PEB
Direct effect c’ 0.034 0.531 0.053 [-0.072,

0.139]

Indirect effect Ab 0.114 0.036 [0.048, 0.188]
Sum of effects c 0.147 <0.001%%*%* 0.043 [0.063, 0.231] 0.05
*p<0.05
##p<0.01
##%p<0.001

2002), which makes no assumptions about the distributional properties of the sample
(Preacher et al. 2007). We found that perceived EMP had a positive direct effect
on the descriptive social norms among co-workers. Descriptive social norms among
co-workers, in turn, predicted employees’ self-reported private sphere PEB. In line
with our hypotheses, we observed a positive, fully mediated effect of perceived
EMP on employees’ self-reported private sphere PEB through descriptive social
norms among co-workers, ab=0.114, 95% CI [0.048, 0.188]. Table 2 summarizes
the results of the mediation analysis and Fig. 1 illustrates the results graphically.

3.2 Study 2

According to Bitektine et al. (2018), experiments are the most suitable method for
examining the role of contextual factors in social interactions. Thus, we employed
a quasi-experimental field study in study 2 in order to rule out rival hypotheses and
verify the hypothesized causality of the research model.

In this context, a high degree of experimental and mundane realism increases
the external validity of field experiments (Gefen and Ridings 2002; Grant and Wall
2009) and allows for an examination of whether the results can be extrapolated to
the wider population (Carpenter et al. 2005). However, in experimental field studies,
isolation cannot be established to the same degree as in laboratory experiments. This
is because research conditions in the field—especially for naturally occurring exper-
iments—mostly prevent the random assignment of subjects to experimental settings
(Levitt and List 2009). Thus, field studies mostly only allow quasi-experimental
designs which are limited to measuring plausible causation (Cook et al. 2002).
However, the involvement of a control group in the research design addresses pri-
mary threats to internal validity (such as maturation or alternative explanations for
the observed effects) by enabling the detection of secular trends or sudden changes
similar to the ones in the treatment group (Campbell and Stanley 1963).
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Fig.1 Mediation model study 1. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported (*p<0.05,
**p<0.01, ***p<0.001; dashed lines represent insignificant regression coefficients)

3.2.1 Research Setting and Participants

The design of the quasi-experimental field study involved a treatment and a control
group. The treatment group comprised 38 employees of the im-jaich oHG, a tourist
service company that operates hotels, holiday cottages, marinas, and restaurants in
nine different locations along the German coastline. In 2016, the management of
the company decided (in consultation with the researchers of the present study) to
implement EMP in order to reduce the organization’s ecological footprint, which
provided a fertile setting for a quasi-experimental design. Prior to this, no systematic
EMP were employed and environmental issues were of no particular concern to the
company. EMP were first implemented in two hotels, which acted as the treatment
group in the experiment. Both hotels are located in Bremerhaven, a city on the
German North Sea coast.

The control group consisted of 57 employees of a different business unit in the
im-jaich oHG and the Hotel Amaris in Bremerhaven. The im-jaich control group
unit is located on the island of Riigen in the Baltic Sea and includes 58 vacation
components. The Hotel Amaris in Bremerhaven is independently operated by the
Hotel Amaris GmbH and does not belong to the im-jaich oHG. It is located in
a different area of the city to the im-jaich oHG hotels. According to the classification
scheme of the hotel reservation system, HRS, the service standard of all involved
business units in this study is comparable, with three stars for each unit.

It is common in pretest-posttest designs in real-world settings that not all partic-
ipants complete the assessment during both rounds of data collection (May et al.
2014). In this study, 62 of the 95 participants who completed the questionnaire in the
first round also completed it in the second round of data collection. One additional
participant was removed from the sample due to unanswered survey items. The final
sample consisted of 30 participants in the treatment group and 31 participants in the
control group. Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics for both the treatment and the
control group.

In line with recommendations by Handley et al. (2018), to increase the internal
validity of quasi-experiments, we collected pretest data and baseline characteristics
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Table 3 Descriptive statistics

Entire sample Treatment Control

N % N % N %
Gender
Female 48 78.7 22 73.3 26 83.9
Male 13 21.3 8 26.7 5 16.1
Age
<20 5 8.2 1 33 4 12.9
20-29 15 24.6 8 26.7 7 22.6
30-39 18 29.5 8 26.7 10 32.3
40-49 15 24.6 9 30.0 6 19.4
50-59 5 8.2 3 10.0 2 6.5
60-69 3 49 1 33 2 6.5
Education
Lower secondary school 3 5.0 2 6.7 1 33
Secondary school 21 35.0 14 46.7 7 23.3
High school (matriculation) 7 11.7 2 6.7 5 16.7
Apprenticeship 21 35.0 10 333 11 36.7
Master craftsman training 1 1.7 0 0.0 1 33
University degree 6 10.0 2 6.7 4 13.3
Other qualification 1 1.7 0 0.0 1 33

to evaluate the comparability of the experimental groups. To determine whether the
treatment and control groups were statistically equal, demographic characteristics
(gender, age, education, and household income) were examined. Monte Carlo sim-
ulated Pearson 72 tests for association (10,000 iterations) revealed no significant
differences between age, education, and household income (p>0.05). For gender,
Fisher’s exact test was used, which likewise did not identify significant differences
(p>0.05). As the control group consisted of employees from two different com-
panies, the same tests were calculated for these sub-groups and these also showed
no significant differences between age, education, household income (p>0.05), and
gender (p>0.05).

Prior to the intervention, we also measured pro-environmental descriptive social
norms among the participants’ family members and friends with a 4-item scale
adapted from Norton et al. (2014), since such descriptive social norms may affect
participants’ PEB (Robertson and Barling 2012; Videras et al. 2012). Cronbach’s
alpha for this measure was 0.85. An independent sample t-test revealed no significant
differences between the experimental groups, # (59)=1.881, p=0.065.

3.2.2 Measures
Response scales and translation method were identical to those employed in study 1.
Further, the same measures of perceived EMP, pro-environmental descriptive social

norms among co-workers, and self-reported PEB were used. All were above the
a=0.70 threshold for acceptable internal consistency reliability.
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Table 4 Experimental manipulation

Practice field

Implemented EMP

Time period

Purchase of
ecological
products

Utilization of
renewable
energies

Energy and
water-saving
practices

Selective
collection of
solid waste

Environmental
collaboration
with
customers

Reduction in
the use of
packaging

Training for
employees

Use of
ecological
arguments in
marketing
campaigns

Adjustment of purchasing policy: coffee, tea, cosmetics, eggs, jelly,
honey, milk, wine, bread, cheese and meat were fully or partially
replaced by ecological products and, if possible, were purchased
from local producers

Fish threatened with extinction were removed from the menu
Paper and print products were replaced by FSC-certified items
Hotel car with diesel engine was replaced with an electric car
Teams’ outfits were produced from organic cotton

Energy supply was switched to green electricity

To increase visibility of this practice, plug sockets were labelled
correspondingly

Water-saving fittings were installed in kitchens, guest bathrooms
and washrooms

All light bulbs were replaced with LED lights

Changes in routines, such as turning off lights and computers or
using equipment such as dishwashers and washing machines only
when full, were implemented

Ordinary dustbins were replaced with bins with separate containers
for different types of waste

Signs with corresponding instructions on selective collection were
installed

Repair sets and tire inflators were provided for guests who travel by
bicycle

Vegetarian and organic options on the menu of the restaurants were
increased

Bins for the selective collection of waste were provided in guest
rooms

Small packs on the breakfast buffet were replaced by larger dis-
pensers

The use of washing-up brushes with exchangeable brushes was
established

Routines for printing emails were adjusted

Change in milk purchasing and delivery to a local producer in
multi-trip bottles was implemented

As an alternative to to-go cups for beverages, multi-use cups made
from recycled materials were offered

A consulting agency provided a mandatory full-day seminar on
pollution prevention and environmental protection in the hotel
industry for all employees

Employees were also asked to provide their own suggestions on
how to improve the hotel’s environmental performance

A special brochure describing the organizational environmental
policies of the hotels in the treatment group was produced and
placed in every guest room and in the reception areas

All printed marketing material was marked with a label certifying
COz-neutral production

Oct.
2016-Jun.
2017

Dec. 2016

Jan.
2017-Mar.
2017

Sept. 2016

Apr.
2017-Jun.
2017

Oct.
2016-Mar.
2017

Mar. 2017

Jun. 2017
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Table 4 (Continued)

Practice field Implemented EMP Time period
Quantification ~ An environmental consultancy investigated the total energy con- Mar.

of sumption of both hotels and produced a corresponding CO2 balance ~ 2017-Jun.
environmental  for the years 2015 and 2016 2017
savings and This balance was published in an environmental report and

costs a brochure

Sponsoring of € 3000 was donated to the environmental initiative “Moor- May 2017
environmental land—Fiir Moor und Klima.” This organization re-cultivates and

protection waterlogs former moorlands in the region in order to establish natu-

activities ral COz storage

In exchange for the donation, “Moorland” provided CO2 compen-
sation certificates to the company

3.2.3 Experimental Manipulation

The manipulation as part of this quasi-experimental field study was based on a scale
developed by Rasmus and Steger (2000) for measuring EMP. In our case, we em-
ployed a version modified for the hotel industry by Molina-Azorin et al. (2008).
The scale specifies practice fields that are crucial for environmental impact in the
hotel sector and was used by the management of the im-jaich oHG to improve the
company’s environmental performance. For each item on the scale, related EMP
were implemented in both hotels in the treatment group between September 2016
and June 2017. A summary of the experimental manipulation is shown in Table 4.

3.2.4 Data Collection

In September 2016, participants were asked to voluntarily take part in a sector-wide
research project of a university by filling in a paper-pencil survey during work hours.
They were not informed of the research hypotheses. As in study 1, questionnaires
were circulated in sealed envelopes and an accompanying letter assured confidential-
ity. Questions based on demographic and family information enabled an anonymous
identification number for each subject to match pretest and posttest data. Completed
questionnaires were returned in a closed envelope to a special postbox.

The posttest was taken 12 months after the pretest. Such a long intervening
period between measurements increased the risk of a reduced number of participants.
However, this time was necessary for the interventions to become effective. The
internalization of social norms is related to the process of habituation (Mercuro
and Medema 2006). The time taken until new behaviour is adopted varies strongly
between subjects. In their research, Lally et al. (2010) documented a range of 18
to 254 days for 62 individuals to reach automaticity for newly-adopted modes of
behaviour in a real-world setting. The manipulation used in the present study began
with the implementation of EMP a few days after the pretest. The last EMP were
implemented three months before the posttest.
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3.2.5 Demand Effects

Demand effects refer to “changes in behaviour by experimental subjects due to cues
about what constitutes appropriate behaviour” (Zizzo 2010, p. 76). For subjects
to be demand-biased, three conditions must be fulfilled. First, they must encode
a demand cue pointing to the research hypothesis. Second, they must discern the
correct hypothesis. Third, they must act on it in terms of biased responses on depen-
dent variable measures (Shimp et al. 1991). In order to hamper subjects’ abilities
to encode a demand cue, we employed two techniques for non-deceptive obfus-
cation as recommended by Zizzo (2010). First, the interaction with subjects (e.g.,
the letter accompanying the questionnaire) was carried out using neutral, context-
free language and filler questions with no reference to the research hypotheses were
employed in the questionnaires. Second, the relatively long intervening period be-
tween the pretest and the posttest disguised the experimental connection between
measurements (Zizzo 2010).

Nevertheless, after the second measurement, a post-experimental inquiry was
conducted in the treatment group to determine whether a hypothesis was discerned.
According to Blackhart et al. (2012), the honesty of participants is lower when
post-experimental questions are presented by the researcher in person. In line with
their recommendations, the inquiry was therefore carried out through a paper-pencil
questionnaire asking participants to describe the purpose of the study in their own
words. No participant identified the experimental hypothesis in the post-experimental
inquiry.

3.2.6 Test of Selection Effects

In order to control whether a selection bias confounded the experimental outcomes,
pretest measures of the dependent variable in private sphere PEB were examined.
An independent sample t-test revealed no significant differences between the exper-
imental groups, ¢ (59)=1.168, p=0.248.

3.2.7 Manipulation Check

A successful experimental manipulation was expected to result in an increased em-
ployees’ perception of EMP in the treatment group business unit. Thus, to evaluate
whether the experimental manipulation was successful, we analysed the perceived
EMP between both groups before and after the manipulation (Bitektine et al. 2018).
A separate 2x 2 mixed ANOVA with treatment versus control as the grouping vari-
able and pre versus post scores (time) as the repeated measure showed a significant
interaction, F (1, 59)=12.949, p=0.001, né =0.180, as well as a significant main ef-
fect for group, F (1, 59)=33.078, p<0.001, ni =0.359, and time, F (1, 59)=26.816,
p<0.001, né =0.312. Homogeneity of the error variances was assessed using Lev-
ene’s test, which showed equal error variances (p>0.05). For significance tests,
post-hoc Bonferroni-corrected t-tests between both points of measurement in each
group were calculated and revealed a significant effect for the treatment group, ¢
(29)=-5.867, p<0.001, but not for the control group, # (30)=-1.186, p=0.490.
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The results of the manipulation check, detailed in Fig. 2, provide strong sup-
port for a successful experimental manipulation. The effect size of the interaction
(nfJ =0.180) was well above the threshold of 0.14 for a large effect according to
Cohen (1977).

3.2.8 Results

A 2x2 mixed ANOVA, used to analyse whether the self-reported private sphere PEB
of the treatment group increased compared to the self-reported PEB of the control
group, revealed a statistically significant interaction, F' (1, 59)=5.138, p=0.027,
r)2 =0.080, as well as a significant main effect for groups, F (1, 59)=6.204, p=0.016,
r)g =0.095, and time, F (1, 59)=4.512, p=0.038, r)lzy =0.071. Levene’s test to assess
homogeneity of the error variances showed equal error variances (p>0.05). Post-
hoc Bonferroni-corrected t-tests between both points of measurement in each group
yielded a significant effect for the treatment group, ¢ (29)=-3.559, p=0.003, but
not for the control group, # (30)=0.091, p>0.999.

The analysis, detailed in Fig. 3, supports hypothesis 1. The effect size of the
interaction ('7120 =0.080) was well above the threshold of 0.06 for a medium effect
according to Cohen (1977).
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Descriptive social
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Fig. 4 Mediation model study 2. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported; model includes
private sphere PEB pre-manipulation scores and descriptive social norms pre-manipulation scores as co-
variates (*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001)

To analyse whether the positive effect was mediated via descriptive social norms
among co-workers as predicted in hypothesis 2, relationships were modelled using
Hayes (2017) PROCESS macro for SPSS. Bootstrapping with 5000 iterations was
used to calculate indirect effects (Shrout and Bolger 2002), with no assumptions
about the distribution properties of the sample (Preacher et al. 2007). Analyses
showed that perceived EMP had a positive direct effect on descriptive social norms
among co-workers that subsequently predicted self-reported private sphere PEB
(Fig. 4). Thus, we found that the relationship between perceived EMP and self-
reported PEB is partially mediated by descriptive social norms among co-workers,
ab=0.08, 95% CI [0.02, 0.17]. All path coefficients are summarized in Table 5.

In summary, the analyses conducted in study 2 indicate that no systematic pre-
existing group differences biased the results of this quasi-experiment. Moreover, the
analyses confirm a successful experimental manipulation and provide support for
both research hypotheses.

4 Discussion

In this study, we employed a mixed methods approach to empirically test whether
injunctive social norms relating to perceived EMP shape individual behaviour be-
yond organizational boundaries in unrelated, subsequent contexts. The findings of
a cross-sectional analysis revealed a positive association between perceived EMP and
employees’ self-reported private sphere PEB. The results of a subsequent pretest-
posttest quasi-experimental field study verified the hypothesized causality and min-
imized the possibility of alternative explanations. Furthermore, it was predicted that
the effect of perceived EMP on employees’ self-reported private sphere PEB is
mediated via pro-environmental descriptive social norms among co-workers. While
the analysis of the cross-sectional data indicated a full mediation, the results of the
quasi-experimental data revealed only a partial mediation. Hence, our findings im-
ply that the mechanism of descriptive social norms only partially accounts for the
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Table 5 Path coefficients for the mediation model study 2

Path coefficients

Path b P SE 95% CI R?

EMP — Descriptive social norms a 0.53 0.010* 0.20 [0.13; 0.24
0.94]

Descriptive social norms—> PEB b 0.16 0.004%** 0.05 [0.05; 0.57
0.26]

Covariates

Descriptive social norms 0.20 0.017* 0.14 [-0.09;

(pre) — Descriptive social norms 0.49]

(post)

Descriptive social norms 0.39 0.089 0.22 [-0.06;

(pre) — PEB (post) 0.83]

PEB (pre) — PEB (post) 0.48 <0.001*** 0.09 [0.30;
0.67]

PEB (pre) — Descriptive social -0.03 0.892 0.22 [-0.48;

norms (post) 0.42]

EMP— PEB

Direct effect c’ 0.21 0.015* 0.08 [0.04;
0.38]

Indirect effect Ab 0.08 0.04 [0.02;
0.17]

Sum of effects c 0.30 <0.001*** (.09 [0.13; 0.50
0.47]

*p<0.05

#p<0.01

##%p < 0.001

relationship between perceived EMP and employees’ self-reported private sphere
PEB (Rucker et al. 2011). We elaborate on these findings below and discuss theo-
retical, managerial and societal implications of our study, as well as limitations and
opportunities for future research.

4.1 Theoretical Implications

This research contributes to the literature in several ways. First, it further develops the
FTNC by expanding our understanding of the interactions between different types
of social norms and how such dynamics extend the norms’ scope of influence. Our
results revealed that injunctive social norms at work can shape behaviour beyond
their initial context via descriptive social norms among co-workers. This finding
challenges the prominent proposition that the influence of injunctive social norms is
limited to settings in which the norm is currently salient and behaviour is observable
(Miller et al. 1999; Kallgren et al. 2000; Schultz et al. 2008; Jacobson et al. 2011).
Even though social norms are tied to locations, individuals who internalize them can
carry their influence to subsequent contexts. Thus, a comprehensive understanding
of normative influence needs to recognize those dynamic processes through which
the impact of social norms progresses across time and contexts.

@ Springer



Schmalenbachs Zeitschrift fiir betriebswirtschaftliche Forschung (2023) 75:519-547 537

Previous analyses revealed that descriptive social norms are comparatively more
predictive of behaviour than injunctive norms (Thggersen 2008; Huber et al. 2020).
However, as demonstrated in the present study, injunctive social norms can trigger
descriptive norms which then leverage the influence of the injunctive norms. Thus,
injunctive social norms become more significant through mediation effects resulting
from norm interactions. This finding sheds light on the critical role that businesses
have for the rise and dissemination of social norms. Within organizations, employees
frequently experience injunctive social norms via management practices, policies,
or regulations (Norton et al. 2015), which are reinforced through expectations of
superiors and rewards for social coordination (Centola et al. 2018). If these norms
become internalized, their influence exceeds organizational boundaries. Insights into
such spillovers add to research on the interplay between organizational practices and
societal transitions (Stephan et al. 2016; Horisch 2018). Drawing on the concept of
society as an inter-institutional system (Friedland and Alford 1991; Thornton 2004),
employees who carry over social norms from one societal sector (companies) to
another (families) can be regarded as diffusion agents for standards of behaviour.
On the one hand, these individuals replicate social norms through conforming social
interactions within organizational contexts (Hallett and Ventresca 2006; Powell and
Colyvas 2008), while on the other hand, they support the dissemination of these
norms by importing practices from one social context to another (Thornton and
Ocasio 2008; Purdy and Gray 2009).

Second, our results are beneficial for institutional theory related research on cor-
porate pro-environmentalism. In this field, researcher have, for example, employed
institutional logic perspectives to explain why and how pro-environmental corporate
logics shape PEB within organizations (Schick et al. 2016; Seidler et al. 2017).
Logics are conceptually overlapping with social norms. They refer to frames of
reference that allow actors to make sense of their social context (Thornton 2004;
Greenwood et al. 2010). A pro-environmental corporate logic fosters employees’
PEB at work similar to injunctive social norms by providing assumptions about
what constitutes appropriate behavior (Schick et al. 2016; Seidler et al. 2017). While
such inquiries have refined insights into the interplay between logics and individual
actors within the organizational context, less work has been devoted to the question
of whether intraorganizational logics can shape individual behavior beyond orga-
nizational boundaries in different, unrelated settings (Glaser et al. 2016). In this
context, our results illustrate corresponding spillover effects on subsequent contexts
and, thereby, differentiate the understanding and analysis of the diffusion process of
institutional logics (Purdy and Gray 2009).

Third, besides these contributions to the wider literature on social norms and
institutional logics, our findings are also beneficial for research on spillover in the
context of PEB. Most of the existing research in this field has used correlational
studies that demonstrate co-occurrence between behaviours (Culiberg and Elgaaied-
Gambier 2016; Nash et al. 2017). Such methods do not provide causal evidence as
reverse causality and the influence of common factors cannot be ruled out (Thggersen
2012). Thus, scholars in this field insistently call for experiments to further inves-
tigate the causes of PEB (Whitmarsh and O’Neill 2010; Thggersen 2012; Truelove
et al. 2014; Norton et al. 2015; Xu et al. 2020). The present study meets these de-
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mands and offers quasi-experimental support for the assumption that social norms
can constitute a pathway for contextual spillovers (Nash et al. 2017).

4.2 Managerial Implications

This study also offers practical implications for managers who are responsible for
the adoption and implementation of EMP. We found that corresponding social norms
can be internalized by employees, which is relevant because the more a norm is in-
ternalized, the stronger is the motivation for compliance and this reduces the costs
for incentives (De Groot and Steg 2010), controlling, and monitoring activities.
Furthermore, our research demonstrates that the implementation of EMP can cause
contextual spillovers with consequences beyond the formal boundaries of the or-
ganization. Such insights provide important information for the assessment of the
adoption of such practices. For example, managers wishing to reduce the ecological
footprint of their organization could consider the additional benefits of EMP through
the increased PEB of their employees. This could, for instance, strengthen organi-
zational environmental legitimacy (Bansal and Clelland 2004), which has gained
relevance in recent years since stakeholders’ evaluations of organizational practices
increasingly take environmental issues into account (Berrone et al. 2017; Berrone
and Gomez-Mejia 2009).

4.3 Societal Implications

Our research further offers insights that could help with the analysis of and ability
to cope with ecological grand challenges like the global environmental degeneration
or climate change (Ferraro et al. 2015). Such challenges require the implementation
of PEB in multiple domains of action (Nyborg et al. 2016). However, individuals
may be reluctant to change their behaviour because PEB can be more costly or
inconvenient than less environmentally friendly options (Kollmuss and Agyeman
2002). Furthermore, the dissemination of PEB can be hampered by concerns of
injustice due to potential benefits for free-riders (Duit 2011; Perry et al. 2021). Yet,
social norms can help to solve such problems and guide behaviour by clarifying
shared understandings of what is acceptable and what is not (Ostrom 2000). In
this context, recent studies have explored tipping dynamics caused by social norms
leading to contagious and fast-spreading processes of social change (Nyborg et al.
2016; Centola et al. 2018; Otto et al. 2020). A shared finding of these analyses
is that “a small change or intervention in the subsystem can lead to large changes
at macroscopic level” (Otto et al. 2020, p. 2355). Media, spiritual leaders or young
generations are seen as key actors that are able to drive such social tipping dynamics
(Otto et al. 2020). Against this background, our results indicate that organizations
also can function as amplifiers for such dynamics, since contextual spillovers provide
the potential to scale up effects of intra-organizational social norms on wider societal
levels. This mechanism could be utilized by policy-makers through incentivizing the
greening of organizations or by making examples of corresponding organizational
behaviour more visible.
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4.4 Limitations and Future Research

There are limitations to this study which could be addressed in future research. Our
investigation did not cover the question of how norms that have been transferred
from the corporate context to the private sphere further develop within the new so-
cial setting. Following the ideas of Friedland and Alford (1991), different societal
sectors represent different sets of expectations for social relations and behaviour.
Thus, newly imported behaviours could contradict the ancestral social norms of the
new context, which might lead to interesting further social dynamics. To capture
such further developments, a longitudinal approach could follow the transition of
social norms across institutional boundaries and analyse potential behavioural im-
pacts which might subsequently add up to new social norms in different contexts
(Hedstrom and Swedberg 1996).

A further limitation relates to the fact that our findings only revealed a partial
mediation, which could imply that injunctive social norms also directly influence
employees’ private sphere PEB. As employees spend time at work, they gain more
experience with the normative expectations within the context of their employing
organization and develop stronger personal associations with it (Glaser et al. 2016).
This could lead to intrinsic compliance with injunctive social norms without any
mediation mechanisms. Future research could, hence, focus on the intrapersonal
level for a more fine-grained understanding of whether such developments take
place and, if so, under which boundary conditions.

Another valuable contribution of future research would be the examination of
whether the mechanisms detected in this study also hold in different settings or
populations. We combined survey and quasi-experimental evidence from two inde-
pendent field studies to increase the internal and external validity of our research
(Eden 2017). A high degree of mundane realism in our field experiment also served
this purpose (Gefen and Ridings 2002; Grant and Wall 2009). However, the empirical
analysis was carried out within a specific industry and country. A study replication
in different empirical contexts would, therefore, be desirable in order to verify the
generalizability of results.

Finally, following previous investigations on PEP this study used self-reports as
an indicator of individual behaviour (Kormos and Gifford 2014). Even though social
desirability concerns have almost no effect on the response of individuals to self-re-
ported measures of PEB (Milfont 2009; Vesely and Klockner 2020), participants may
overestimate the frequency of their PEB (Chao and Lam 201 1; Kormos and Gifford
2014). Thus, researchers argue that direct observations of PEB are methodologi-
cally preferable (Lange and Dewitte 2019). However, observational methodological
approaches are operationally challenging and ethically problematic (Markle 2013),
especially in an initially undisclosed experimental setting. Furthermore, observa-
tional data can also be subject to confounding, selection and/or measurement biases
(Hammerton and Munafo 2021). A future research design could, therefore, include
a method triangulation because the combination of different empirical approaches
reduces the risk of biased results and provides a strong basis for causal inferences
(Ibid).
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5 Conclusion

Research on the dynamics between different types of social norms that influence
behaviour across social contexts is still in its infancy. Our investigation contributes
to these research efforts by providing novel findings on the contextual spillover of
injunctive social norms and the mediating role of descriptive social norms among
co-workers. Such insights into inter-contextual mechanisms are crucial for a holistic
analysis of corporate contributions to societal transitions. While much remains to
be explored about how interactions between social norms within organizations in-
fluence employees’ behaviour, this study provides a further building block towards
a comprehensive understanding of such normative dynamics.

6 Appendix
6.1 Scales
6.1.1 EMP

Our company gives priority to purchasing ecological products (biodegradable,
reusable, recyclable, ...).

Our company facilitates customer collaboration in environmental protection.

Our company reduces the use of toxic and unsustainable products.

Our company gives priority to the utilization of renewable energies, like green
electricity.

Our company applies water-saving practices.

Our company applies energy-saving practices.

Our company gives employees training in environmental matters.

Our company uses ecological arguments in its marketing campaigns.

Our company organizes or sponsors environmental protection activities.

Our company has a long-term environmental approach.

Our company publishes reports on environmental savings and costs.

6.1.2 PEB

How often do you turn off lights or electronic devices you are not using?

How often do you walk, cycle or take public transport for short journeys (trips
less than 5km)?

How often do you buy environmentally-friendly products?

How often do you eat food that is organic, locally-grown, or in season?

How often do you avoid eating meat?

How often do you buy products with less packaging?

How often do you recycle?

How often do you reuse or repair items instead of throwing them away?

How often do you save water by taking shorter showers or turning off the tap
while you brush your teeth?
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6.1.3 Descriptive Social Norms Among Co-workers

In our company, my co-workers are concerned about acting in environmentally
friendly ways.

In our company, my co-workers care about the environment.

In our company, my co-workers pay attention to environmental issues.

In our company, my co-workers try to minimize harm to the environment.

6.1.4 Descriptive Social Norms Among Family Members and Friends

My family members and/or friends are concerned about acting in environmentally
friendly ways.

My family members and/or friends care about the environment.

My family members and/or friends pay attention to environmental issues.

My family members and/or friends try to minimize harm to the environment.

Funding Open Access funding enabled and organized by Schmalenbach-Gesellschaft and German Aca-
demic Association for Business Research.

Conflict of interest H. Jaich, S.M. Jastram and K. Blind declare that they have no competing interests.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License,
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as
you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Com-
mons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article
are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly
from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.
0/.

References

Afsar, B., Cheema, S., & Javed, F. 2018. Activating employee‘s pro-environmental behaviors: The role of
CSR, organizational identification, and environmentally specific servant leadership. Corporate Social
Responsibility and Environmental Management, 25(5):904-911.

Armel, K.C., K. Yan, A. Todd, and T.N. Robinson. 2011. The Stanford climate change behavior survey
(SCCBS): assessing greenhouse gas emissions-related behaviors in individuals and populations. Cli-
matic Change 109(3-4):671-694.

Babiak, K., and S. Trendafilova. 2011. CSR and environmental responsibility: Motives and pressures to
adopt green management practices. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management
18(1):11-24.

Bansal, P, and I. Clelland. 2004. Talking trash: Legitimacy, impression management, and unsystematic
risk in the context of the natural environment. Academy of Management Journal 47(1):93-103.
Barnett, M.L., I. Henriques, and B.W. Husted. 2020. Beyond good intentions: Designing CSR initiatives

for greater social impact. Journal of Management 46(6):937-964.

Berrone, P., and L.R. Gomez-Mejia. 2009. Environmental performance and executive compensation: An
integrated agency-institutional perspective. Academy of Management Journal 52(1):103-126.

Berrone, P, A. Fosfuri, and L. Gelabert. 2017. Does greenwashing pay off? Understanding the rela-
tionship between environmental actions and environmental legitimacy. Journal of Business Ethics
144(2):363-379.

Bertoldo, R., and P. Castro. 2016. The outer influence inside us: Exploring the relation between social and
personal norms. Resources, Conservation and Recycling 112:45-53.

@ Springer


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

542 Schmalenbachs Zeitschrift fiir betriebswirtschaftliche Forschung (2023) 75:519-547

Bicchieri, C. 2006. The grammar of society: The nature and dynamics of social norms. New York: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Bitektine, A., J.W. Lucas, and O. Schilke. 2018. Institutions under a microscope: Experimental methods in
institutional theory. In Unconventional methodology in organization and management research, ed.
A. Bryman, D.A. Buchanan, 147-167. Oxford University Press.

Blackhart, G.C., K.E. Brown, T. Clark, D.L. Pierce, and K. Shell. 2012. Assessing the adequacy of postex-
perimental inquiries in deception research and the factors that promote participant honesty. Behavior
Research Methods 44(1):24-40.

Blay, A.D., E.S. Gooden, M.J. Mellon, and D.E. Stevens. 2018. The usefulness of social norm theory in
empirical business ethics research: A review and suggestions for future research. Journal of Business
Ethics 152:191-206.

Campbell, D.T., and J.C. Stanley. 1963. Experimental and quasi-experimental designs for generalized
causal inference. Houghton Mifflin.

Carpenter, J.P., G.W. Harrison, and J.A. List. 2005. Field experiments in economics: An introduction.
In Field experiments in economics, ed. J.P. Carpenter, G.W. Harrison, and J.A. List, 1-15. Emerald
Group.

Centola, D., J. Becker, D. Brackbill, and A. Baronchelli. 2018. Experimental evidence for tipping points
in social convention. Science 360(6393):1116-1119.

Chang, S.J., A. Van Witteloostuijn, and L. Eden. 2020. Common method variance in international business
research. In Research methods in international business, 385-398.

Chao, Y.L., and S.P. Lam. 2011. Measuring responsible environmental behavior: Self-reported and other-
reported measures and their differences in testing a behavioral model. Environment and Behavior
43(1):53-71.

Cialdini, R.B., and M.R. Trost. 1998. Social influence: Social norms, conformity and compliance. In The
handbook of social psychology, Vol. 2, ed. D.T. Gillerbt, S.T. Fiske, and G. Lindzey, 151-192. Boston:
Oxford University Press.

Cialdini, R.B., R.R. Reno, and C.A. Kallgren. 1990. A focus theory of normative conduct. Recycling the
concept of norms to reduce littering in public places. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology
58(6):1015-1026.

Cohen, J. 1977. Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. New York: Academy Press.

Conway, J.M., and C.E. Lance. 2010. What reviewers should expect from authors regarding common
method bias in organizational research. Journal of Business and Psychology 25(3):325-334.

Cook, T.D., and D.T. Campbell. 1979. Quasi-experimentation: Design and analysis issues for field settings.
Chicago: Rand McNally College.

Cook, T.D., D.T. Campbell, and W. Shadish. 2002. Experimental and quasi-experimental designs for gen-
eralized causal inference. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

Cramer, J. 1998. Environmental management: from ‘fit’ to ‘stretch. Business Strategy and the Environment
7(3):162-172.

Culiberg, B., and L. Elgaaied-Gambier. 2016. Going green to fit in—understanding the impact of social
norms on pro-environmental behaviour, a cross-cultural approach. International Journal of Consumer
Studies 40(2):179-185.

Dauvergne, P. 2010. The shadows of consumption: Consequences for the global environment. MIT Press.

Davidov, E., and F. Depner. 2011. Testing for measurement equivalence of human values across online and
paper-and-pencil surveys. Quality & Quantity 45:375-390.

De Groot, J.I., and L. Steg. 2010. Relationships between value orientations, self-determined motiva-
tional types and pro-environmental behavioural intentions. Journal of Environmental Psychology
30(4):368-378.

Dequech, D. 2009. Institutions, social norms, and decision-theoretic norms. Journal of Economic Behavior
& Organization 72(1):70-78.

Destatis. 2023. Kleine und mittlere Unternehmen. Statistisches Bundesamt. https://www.destatis.de/
DE/Themen/Branchen- Unternehmen/Unternehmen/Kleine- Unternehmen- Mittlere- Unternehmen/
aktuell-beschaeftigte.html. Accessed 20.01.2023.

Deutsch, M., and H.B. Gerard. 1955. A study of normative and informational social influences upon indi-
vidual judgment. The journal of abnormal and social psychology 51(3):629.

Diaz, S., J. Settele, E.S. Brondizio, H.T. Ngo, J. Agard, A. Arneth, et al, 2019. Pervasive human-driven
decline of life on Earth points to the need for transformative change. Science 366(6471):eaax3100.

Dos Santos, R.A., M.P. Méxas, and M.J. Meirifio. 2017. Sustainability and hotel business: Criteria for
holistic, integrated and participative development. Journal of Cleaner Production 142:217-224.

@ Springer


https://www.destatis.de/DE/Themen/Branchen-Unternehmen/Unternehmen/Kleine-Unternehmen-Mittlere-Unternehmen/aktuell-beschaeftigte.html
https://www.destatis.de/DE/Themen/Branchen-Unternehmen/Unternehmen/Kleine-Unternehmen-Mittlere-Unternehmen/aktuell-beschaeftigte.html
https://www.destatis.de/DE/Themen/Branchen-Unternehmen/Unternehmen/Kleine-Unternehmen-Mittlere-Unternehmen/aktuell-beschaeftigte.html

Schmalenbachs Zeitschrift fiir betriebswirtschaftliche Forschung (2023) 75:519-547 543

Duit, A. 2011. Patterns of environmental collective action: Some cross-national findings. Political Studies
59(4):900-920.

Eden, D. 2017. Field experiments in organizations. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and
Organizational Behavior 4:91-122.

Elster, J. 1989. Social norms and economic theory. Journal of Economic Perspectives 3(4):99-117.

Eriksson, K., P. Strimling, and J.C. Coultas. 2015. Bidirectional associations between descriptive and in-
junctive norms. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes 129:59-69.

Fanghella, V., G. D’Adda, and M. Tavoni. 2022. Evaluating the impact of technological renovation and
competition on energy consumption in the workplace. Journal of Environmental Economics and Man-
agement https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeem.2022.102662.

Farrow, K., G. Grolleau, and L. Ibanez. 2017. Social norms and pro-environmental behavior: A review of
the evidence. Ecological Economics 140:1-13.

Ferraro, F., D. Etzion, and J. Gehman. 2015. Tackling grand challenges pragmatically: robust action revis-
ited. Organization Studies 36(3):363-390.

Friedland, R., and R.R. Alford. 1991. Bringing society back in: Symbols, practices, and institutional con-
tradictions. In The new institutionalism in organizational analysis, ed. W.W. Powell, P.J. DiMaggio,
232-263. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Gavrilets, S., and P.J. Richerson. 2017. Collective action and the evolution of social norm internalization.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 114(23):6068-6073.

Gefen, D., and C.M. Ridings. 2002. Implementation team responsiveness and user evaluation of customer
relationship management: A quasi-experimental design study of social exchange theory. Journal of
Management Information Systems 19(1):47-69.

Gil, M.A., J.B. Jiménez, and J.C. Lorente. 2001. An analysis of environmental management, organizational
context and performance of Spanish hotels. Omega 29(6):457-471.

Glaser, V.L., N.J. Fast, D.J. Harmon, and S.E. Green Jr.. 2016. Institutional frame switching: How institu-
tional logics shape individual action. Research in the Sociology of Organizations 48A:35-69.

Grant, A.M., and T.D. Wall. 2009. The neglected science and art of quasi-experimentation: Why-to,
when-to, and how-to advice for organizational researchers. Organizational Research Methods
12(4):653-686.

Greenwood, R., A.M. Diaz, S.X. Li, and J.C. Lorente. 2010. The multiplicity of institutional logics and the
heterogeneity of organizational responses. Organization science 21(2):521-539.

Gross, J., and A. Vostroknutov. 2022. Why do people follow social norms? Current Opinion in Psychology
44:1-6.

Giimiisay, A.A., E. Marti, H. Trittin-Ulbrich, and C. Wickert. 2022. How organizing matters for societal
grand challenges. In Organizing for societal grand challenges. Emerald.

Giirlek, M., and M. Tuna. 2019. Corporate social responsibility and work engagement: Evidence from the
hotel industry. Tourism Management Perspectives 31:195-208.

Hallett, T., and M.J. Ventresca. 2006. Inhabited institutions: Social interactions and organizational forms
in Gouldner’s patterns of industrial bureaucracy. Theory and Society 35(2):213-236.

Hamann, K.R., G. Reese, D. Seewald, and D.C. Loeschinger. 2015. Affixing the theory of normative con-
duct (to your mailbox): Injunctive and descriptive norms as predictors of anti-ads sticker use. Journal
of Environmental Psychology 44:1-9.

Hammerton, G., and M.R. Munafo. 2021. Causal inference with observational data: the need for triangu-
lation of evidence. Psychological Medicine 51(4):563-578.

Handley, M.A., C.R. Lyles, C. McCulloch, and A. Cattamanchi. 2018. Selecting and improving quasi-
experimental designs in effectiveness and implementation research. Annual Review of Public Health
39:5-25.

Hayes, A.F. 2017. Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis: A regression-
based approach. Guilford.

Hedstrom, P., and R. Swedberg. 1996. Social mechanisms. Acta sociologica 39(3):281-308.

Horisch, J. 2018. How business actors can contribute to sustainability transitions: A case study on the
ongoing animal welfare transition in the German egg industry. Journal of Cleaner Production
201:1155-1165.

Huber, J., W.K. Viscusi, and J. Bell. 2020. Dynamic relationships between social norms and pro-environ-
mental behavior: Evidence from household recycling. Behavioural Public Policy 4(1):1-25.

Jacobson, R.P., C.R. Mortensen, and R.B. Cialdini. 2011. Bodies obliged and unbound: differentiated re-
sponse tendencies for injunctive and descriptive social norms. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology 100(3):433.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeem.2022.102662

544 Schmalenbachs Zeitschrift fiir betriebswirtschaftliche Forschung (2023) 75:519-547

Jaich, H. 2022. Linking environmental management and employees‘ organizational identification: The
mediating role of environmental attitude. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Man-
agement, 29(2):305-315.

Jaich, H., S.M. Jastram, and K. Blind. 2023. Organizational practices as drivers of societal change: contex-
tual spillover effects of environmental management on employees’ public sphere pro-environmental
behavior. Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal 14(1):130-153.

Jastram, S.M., A.H. Otto, and T. Minulla. 2022. Diverse organizational adoption of institutions in the field
of corporate social responsibility. Journal of Business Ethics https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-022-
05085-2.

Kallgren, C.A., R.R. Reno, and R.B. Cialdini. 2000. A focus theory of normative conduct: When norms do
and do not affect behavior. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 26(8):1002-1012.

Kallis, G., V. Kostakis, S. Lange, B. Muraca, S. Paulson, and M. Schmelzer. 2018. Research on degrowth.
Annual Review of Environment and Resources 43:291-316.

Kollmuss, A., and J. Agyeman. 2002. Mind the Gap: Why do people act environmentally and what are the
barriers to pro-environmental behaviour? Environmental Education Research 8(3):239-260.

Kormos, C., and R. Gifford. 2014. The validity of self-report measures of proenvironmental behavior:
A meta-analytic review. Journal of Environmental Psychology 40:359-371.

Lally, P., C.H.M. van Jaarsveld, H.-W.W. Poots, and J. Wardle. 2010. How are habits formed: Modelling
habit formation in the real world. European Journal of Social Psychology 40(6):998—1009.

Lange, F., and S. Dewitte. 2019. Measuring pro-environmental behavior: Review and recommendations.
Journal of Environmental Psychology 63:92-100.

Lapinski, M.K., and R.N. Rimal. 2005. An explication of social norms. Communication theory
15(2):127-147.

Leung, K., and M.W. Morris. 2015. Values, schemas, and norms in the culture-behavior nexus: A situated
dynamics framework. Journal of International Business Studies 46(9):1028-1050.

Levitt, S.D., and J.A. List. 2009. Field experiments in economics: The past, the present, and the future.
European Economic Review 53(1):1-18.

Lindstrom, B., S. Jangard, I. Selbing, and A. Olsson. 2018. The role of a “common is moral” heuristic in
the stability and change of moral norms. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General 147(2):228.

Lude, M., and R. Priigl. 2018. Why the family business brand matters: Brand authenticity and the family
firm trust inference. Journal of Business Research 89:121-134.

Lude, M., and R. Priigl. 2019. Risky decisions and the family firm bias: An experimental study based on
prospect theory. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 43(2):386—408.

Manstead, A.S. 2000. The role of moral norm in the attitude-behavior relation. In Attitude, behavior, and
social context: The role of norms and group membershi, ed. D.J. Terry, M.A. Hogg, 11-30. Mahwah:
Lawrence Erlbaum.

Marini, M.M. 1984. Age and sequencing norms in the transition to adulthood. Social Forces 63(1):229-244.

Markle, G.L. 2013. Pro-environmental behavior: Does it matter how it’s measured? Development and
validation of the pro-environmental behavior scale (PEBS). Human Ecology 41(6):905-914.

May, D.R., M.T. Luth, and C.E. Schwoerer. 2014. The influence of business ethics education on moral
efficacy, moral meaningfulness, and moral courage: A quasi-experimental study. Journal of Business
Ethics 124(1):67-80.

Mercuro, N., and S.G. Medema. 2006. Economics and the law: From Posner to postmodernism and beyond.
Princeton University Press.

Milfont, T.L. 2009. The effects of social desirability on self-reported environmental attitudes and ecologi-
cal behaviour. The Environmentalist 29(3):263-269.

Miller, D.T., B. Monin, and D.A. Prentice. 1999. Pluralistic ignorance and inconsistency between private
attitudes and public behaviors. In Attitudes, behavior, and social context: The role of norms and group
memberships, ed. D. Terry, 95-114. New York: Psychology Press.

Mitchell, M.S., and M.L. Ambrose. 2012. Employees’ behavioral reactions to supervisor aggression: An
examination of individual and situational factors. Journal of Applied Psychology 97(6):1148-1170.

Molina-Azorin, J.F. 2012. Mixed methods research in strategic management: Impact and applications.
Organizational Research Methods 15(1):33-56.

Molina-Azorin, J.E,, E. Claver-Cortés, J. Pereira-Moliner, and J.J. Tari. 2008. Environmental practices and
firm performance: An empirical analysis in the Spanish hotel industry. Journal of Cleaner Production
17:516-524.

Morris, M.W., Y.Y. Hong, C.Y. Chiu, and Z. Liu. 2015. Normology: Integrating insights about social norms
to understand cultural dynamics. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes 129:1-13.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-022-05085-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-022-05085-2

Schmalenbachs Zeitschrift fiir betriebswirtschaftliche Forschung (2023) 75:519-547 545

Nash, N., L. Whitmarsh, S. Capstick, T. Hargreaves, W. Poortinga, G. Thomas, E. Sautkina, and D. Xenias.
2017. Climate-relevant behavioral spillover and the potential contribution of social practice theory.
Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: Climate Change https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.481.

Nilsson, A., M. Bergquist, and W.P. Schultz. 2017. Spillover effects in environmental behaviors, across
time and context: A review and research agenda. Environmental Education Research 23(4):573-589.

Norton, T.A., H. Zacher, and N.M. Ashkanasy. 2014. Organisational sustainability policies and employee
green behaviour: The mediating role of work climate perceptions. Journal of Environmental Psychol-
ogy 38:49-54.

Norton, T.A., S.L. Parker, H. Zacher, and N.M. Ashkanasy. 2015. Employee green behavior: A the-
oretical framework, multilevel review, and future research agenda. Organization & Environment
28(1):103-125.

Nyborg, K., J.M. Anderies, A. Dannenberg, T. Lindahl, C. Schill, M. Schliiter, et al, 2016. Social norms as
solutions. Science 354(6308):42-43.

Oreg, S., and Y. Berson. 2015. Personality and charismatic leadership in context: The moderating role of
situational stress. Personnel Psychology 68(1):49-77.

Ostrom, E. 2000. Collective action and the evolution of social norms. Journal of Economic Perspectives
14(3):137-158.

Otto, .M., J.F. Donges, R. Cremades, A. Bhowmik, R.J. Hewitt, W. Lucht, et al, 2020. Social tipping
dynamics for stabilizing Earth’s climate by 2050. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
117(5):2354-2365.

Paillé, P., and N. Raineri. 2015. Linking perceived corporate environmental policies and employees eco-ini-
tiatives: The influence of perceived organizational support and psychological contract breach. Journal
of Business Research 68(11):2404-2411.

Perry, G.L., S.J. Richardson, N. Harré, D. Hodges, P.O.B. Lyver, F.J. Maseyk, et al, 2021. Evaluating the
role of social norms in fostering pro-environmental behaviors. Frontiers in Environmental Science
160. https://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2021.620125.

Podsakoff, P.M., S.B. MacKenzie, J.Y. Lee, and N.P. Podsakoff. 2003. Common method biases in be-
havioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of Applied
Psychology 88(5):879.

Powell, W.W., and J.A. Colyvas. 2008. Microfoundations of institutional theory. In The Sage handbook of
organizational institutionalism, ed. R. Greenwood, C. Oliver, R. Suddaby, and K. Sahlin, 276-298.
London: SAGE.

Preacher, K.J., D.D. Rucker, and A.F. Hayes. 2007. Addressing moderated mediation hypotheses: Theory,
methods, and prescriptions. Multivariate Behavioral Research 42(1):185-227.

Purdy, J.M., and B. Gray. 2009. Conflicting logics, mechanisms of diffusion, and multilevel dynamics in
emerging institutional fields. Academy of Management Journal 52(2):355-380.

Raineri, N., and P. Paillé. 2016. Linking corporate policy and supervisory support with environmental citi-
zenship behaviors: The role of employee environmental beliefs and commitment. Journal of Business
Ethics 137(1):129-148.

Rasmus, C.A., and U. Steger. 2000. The roles of supervisory support behaviors and environmental
policy in employee “ecoinitiatives” at leading-edge companies. Academy of Management Journal
43(4):605-626.

Rimal, R.N., and M.K. Lapinski. 2015. A re-explication of social norms, ten years later. Communication
Theory 25(4):393-409.

Robertson, J., and J. Barling. 2012. Greening organizations through leaders’ influence on employees’ pro-
environmental behaviours. Journal of Organizational Behavior 34(2):176-194.

Rucker, D.D., K.J. Preacher, Z.L. Tormala, and R.E. Petty. 2011. Mediation analysis in social psychol-
ogy: Current practices and new recommendations. Social and Personality Psychology Compass
5(6):359-371.

Sabbir, M.M., and K.M.R. Taufique. 2022. Sustainable employee green behavior in the workplace: Inte-
grating cognitive and non-cognitive factors in corporate environmental policy. Business Strategy and
the Environment 31(1):110-128.

Schaltegger, S., J. Horisch, and D. Loorbach. 2020. Corporate and entrepreneurial contributions to sustain-
ability transitions. Business Strategy and the Environment 29(3):1617-1618.

Schick, A.R., C. Henkel, J. Kranz, and M. Fiedler. 2016. The role of motivational affordances and in-
stitutional logics in IS-enabled organizational sustainability transformations—A research agenda. In
Proceeding of the SIGGrenn Pre-ICIS Workshop 2016.

Schor, J.B. 2004. Born to buy: The commercialized child and the new consumer culture. New York: Simon
and Schuster.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.481
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2021.620125

546 Schmalenbachs Zeitschrift fiir betriebswirtschaftliche Forschung (2023) 75:519-547

Schultz, PW., J.M. Nolan, R.B. Cialdini, N.J. Goldstein, and V. Griskevicius. 2007. The constructive,
destructive, and reconstructive power of social norms. Psychological Science 18(5):429-434.

Schultz, P.W., J.J. Tabanico, and T. Rendén. 2008. Normative beliefs as agents of influence: Basic processes
and real-world applications. In Attitudes and attitude change, 385—409.

Schwartz, S.H. 1973. Normative explanations of helping behavior: A critique, proposal, and empirical test.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 9(4):349-364.

Seidler, A.R., C. Henkel, M. Fiedler, and J. Kranz. 2017. Greening the organisation: An institutional logics
approach to corporate pro-environmentalism. In Proceedings of the British Academy of Management
Conference 2017, Warwick, UK.

Shimp, T.A., E.M. Hyatt, and D.J. Snyder. 1991. A critical appraisal of demand artifacts in consumer
research. Journal of Consumer Research 18(3):273-283.

Shrout, P.E., and N. Bolger. 2002. Mediation in experimental and nonexperimental studies: New proce-
dures and recommendations. Psychological Methods 7(4):422.

Sollner, R. 2014. Die wirtschaftliche Bedeutung kleiner und mittlerer Unternehmen in Deutschland.
Wirtschaft und Statistik 1(2014):40-51.

Sperber, A.D. 2004. Translation and validation of study instruments for cross-cultural research. Gastroen-
terology 126:124-128.

Steg, L., and C. Vlek. 2009. Encouraging pro-environmental behaviour: An integrative review and research
agenda. Journal of Environmental Psychology 29(3):309-317.

Stephan, U., M. Patterson, C. Kelly, and J. Mair. 2016. Organizations driving positive social change: A re-
view and an integrative framework of change processes. Journal of Management 42(5):1250-1281.

Stok, EM., and D.T. de Ridder. 2019. The focus theory of normative conduct. In Social psychology in
action, ed. K. Sassenberg, M. Vliek, 95-110. Cham: Springer.

Thau, S., R. Derfler-Rozin, M. Pitesa, M.S. Mitchell, and M.M. Pillutla. 2015. Unethical for the sake of
the group: Risk of social exclusion and pro-group unethical behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology
100(1):98-113.

Thggersen, J. 2006. Norms for environmentally responsible behaviour: An extended taxonomy. Journal of
Environmental Psychology 26(4):247-261.

Thggersen, J. 2008. Social norms and cooperation in real-life social dilemmas. Journal of Economic Psy-
chology 29(4):458-472.

Thggersen, J. 2012. Pro-environmental spillover review of research on the different pathways through
which performing one pro-environmental behaviour can influence the likelihood of performing an-
other. Working Paper, BehaviourWorks Australia. http://www.behaviourworksaustralia.org/V2/wp-
content/uploads/2015/10/Review-of-spillover-researchJohn-Thggersen.pdf. Accessed 15.04.2020.

Thornton, P.H. 2004. Markets from culture: Institutional logics and organizational decisions in higher
education publishing. Stanford University Press.

Thornton, P.H., and W. Ocasio. 2008. Institutional logics. In The Sage handbook of organizational insti-
tutionalism, ed. R. Greenwood, C. Oliver, K. Sahlin-Andersson, and R. Suddab, 99-128. Thousand
Oaks: SAGE.

Truelove, B.T., A.R. Carrico, E.U. Weber, T.R. Raimi, and M.P. Vandenbergh. 2014. Positive and nega-
tive spillover pro-environmental behaviour: An integrative review and theoretical framework. Global
Environmental Change 29:127-138.

Van Kleef, G.A., M.J. Gelfand, and J. Jetten. 2019. The dynamic nature of social norms: New perspectives
on norm development, impact, violation, and enforcement. Journal of Experimental Social Psychol-
ogy 84:103814. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.05.002.

Vesely, S., and C.A. Klockner. 2020. Social desirability in environmental psychology research: Three meta-
analyses. Frontiers in Psychology 11. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01395.

Videras, J., A.L. Owen, E. Conover, and S. Wu. 2012. The influence of social relationships on pro-envi-
ronment behaviors. Journal of Environmental Economics and Management 63(1):35-50.

Vleeschouwer, M., C.D. Schubart, C. Henquet, I. Myin-Germeys, W.A. van Gastel, M.H. Hillegers, et
al, 2014. Does assessment type matter? A measurement invariance analysis of online and paper
and pencil assessment of the Community Assessment of Psychic Experiences (CAPE). PLoS One
9(1):e84011.

Voegtlin, C., A.G. Scherer, G.K. Stahl, and O. Hawn. 2022. Grand societal challenges and responsible
innovation. Journal of Management Studies 59(1):1-28.

Wallis, H., and L.S. Loy. 2021. What drives pro-environmental activism of young people? A survey study
on the Fridays For Future movement. Journal of Environmental Psychology 74:101581.

Ward, P., T. Clark, R. Zabriskie, and T. Morris. 2014. Paper/pencil versus online data collection: An ex-
ploratory study. Journal of Leisure Research 46(1):84-105.

@ Springer


http://www.behaviourworksaustralia.org/V2/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/Review-of-spillover-researchJohn-Th%C3%B8gersen.pdf
http://www.behaviourworksaustralia.org/V2/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/Review-of-spillover-researchJohn-Th%C3%B8gersen.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.05.002
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01395

Schmalenbachs Zeitschrift fiir betriebswirtschaftliche Forschung (2023) 75:519-547 547

Wesselink, R., V. Blok, and J. Ringersma. 2017. Pro-environmental behaviour in the workplace and the
role of managers and organisation. Journal of cleaner production 168:1679-1687.

White, K.M., J.R. Smith, D.J. Terry, J.H. Greenslade, and B.M. McKimmie. 2009. Social influence in the
theory of planned behaviour: The role of descriptive, injunctive, and in-group norms. British Journal
of Social Psychology 48(1):135-158.

Whitmarsh, L., and S. O’Neill. 2010. Green identity, green living? The role of pro-environmental self-
identity in determining consistency across diverse pro-environmental behaviour. Journal of Environ-
mental Psychology 30(3):305-314.

Wickert, C., C. Post, J.P. Doh, J.E. Prescott, and A. Prencipe. 2021. Management research that makes
a difference: Broadening the meaning of impact. Journal of Management Studies 58(2):297-320.

Xu, F., L. Huang, and L. Whitmarsh. 2020. Home and away: Cross-contextual consistency in tourists’ pro-
environmental behavior. Journal of Sustainable Tourism 28(10):1443-1459.

Zizzo, D.J. 2010. Experimenter demand effects in economic experiments. Experimental Economics
13(1):75-98.

Further Reading

Gatersleben, B., L. Steg, and C. Vlek. 2002. Measurement and determinants of environmentally significant
consumer behavior. Environment and Behaviour 34(3):335-362.

Goldstein, N.J., R.B. Cialdini, and V. Griskevicius. 2008. A room with a viewpoint: Using social norms to
motivate environmental conservation in hotels. Journal of Consumer Research 35(3):472-482.

@ Springer



	Spillover of Social Norms at Work On Employees’ Self-Reported Private Sphere Pro-Environmental Behaviour: A Mixed Method Investigation
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theoretical Background and Hypotheses
	Internalization of Social Norms
	Pro-Environmental Injunctive Social Norms at Work
	The Mediating Role of Descriptive Social Norms Among Co-Workers

	Method and Results
	Study 1
	Measures
	Descriptive Statistics
	Results

	Study 2
	Research Setting and Participants
	Measures
	Experimental Manipulation
	Data Collection
	Demand Effects
	Test of Selection Effects
	Manipulation Check
	Results


	Discussion
	Theoretical Implications
	Managerial Implications
	Societal Implications
	Limitations and Future Research

	Conclusion
	Appendix
	Scales
	EMP
	PEB
	Descriptive Social Norms Among Co-workers
	Descriptive Social Norms Among Family Members and Friends


	References


