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ABSTRACT
Oceans are blue but tourism activities around the oceans are endangering the oceans themselves. Specifically, the hotels used for accommodation around oceans. Though there is much emphasis on authentic sustainable green practices, not all of them are so, a practice referred to as greenwashing. Building green credentials, for enabling trust in such offerings, is a difficult task because of the need to create physical evidences. This work brings together multiple theories to conceptualize a framework for green service encounter (GSE), serving as that physical evidence, which reassures customers and helps secure long-term patronage of hotel services.Moderating role of two key contextual variables, travel purpose and environmental values of travelers, are also explored. Empirical analysis suggests a significant effect of GSE on trust which, in turn, affects re-patronage intention. Moderationof environmental values was aligned to our hypothesis but not that of travel purpose. This study adds to green services and ethics literature by proposing a comprehensive framework for measuring GSE, which should be useful for practitioners in designing trust-enabling green hotel environment.
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1.INTRODUCTION
Green or eco-friendly products/services have gained increasing relevance in response to escalating consumer sensitivity to concerns for constantly deteriorating environment. International treaties like Kyoto Protocol (2005) and Paris Agreement (2015) put strong limits to environmental hazards that industries can emit. Hospitality business around oceans, forms part of ocean infrastructure, is also increasingly getting sensitized to popular public sentiment and constantly devising strategies for effective response to the consumer needs for eco-friendly goods/services (Grove, Fisk, Pickett and Kangun 1996). Many service providers are forced to alter their operations to significantly reduce environmental impacts and maintain competitive advantage (Manaktola and Jauhari 2007; Han, Hsu and Lee 2009; Lee, Hsu, Han and Kim 2010). But there are high operational costs associated with reduced carbon foot print, hence some businesses avoid those costs through greenwashing so as to be falsely perceived as ecofriendly by customers (Stefan and Paul 2008). Hence, not all the product/service offerings are really green, making many such green claims suspicious(Smith and Font 2014; Chen and Chang 2012). 
Green service consumptionsgo well beyond the immediate occasion and trigger socially responsible behaviors, invoking customer diligencewhile evaluating green service efficacy(Kang and Hustvedt 2014).  Numerous works (e.g. Han, Hsu and Sheu, 2010; Teng, Wu and Liu, 2015; Chan et al., 2016; Kim, Li, Han and Kim, 2017) present uniqueframeworks to measureconsumer perception of green services, though none suggestspecific green elements that enable trust. Similarly, in the business ethics domain, Chen and Chang (2012) measure effects of greenwashing on customer confusion, perceived risk and green trust, yet do not highlight specific constituents of green services that either enable or hinder the trust formation process. Further, there are limited efforts that examine the impact of context and individual factors on the trust formation process (Bansal, Zahedi and Gefen, 2016). Hence this work attempts to answer the following key gaps that exist in contemporary literature: 1) What are a hotel’s green attributes that create customer trust in green services and resultant re-patronage intention and 2) What is the effect of environmental values, an individual trait, and travel purpose, acontext, on the above relationship?This paper attempts to conceptualize a framework for GSE, referred to as elements that serve as physical evidence to eco-friendliness claims, as well as evaluate their impact on consumer trust and re-patronage intention. Through rigorous qualitative and empirical research, this paper offers a higher-orderframework for GSE, which reflects three dimensions of a green hotel service, namely ambience, design and social, each with two sub-dimensions. The higher-level knowledge structure about GSE, as well as specific service elements embedded in it, is an important contribution to green services and ethics literature. 
2.CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
The framework of the current work is rooted in the S-O-R paradigm and theory of affordances (Mehrabian and Russell 1974; Tussyadiah 2014). The S-O-R paradigm suggests that consumers in any environment react in two ways, approach or avoidance. Behaviors, like intention to explore the environment as well as future re-engagement, are part of approach reactions while desire to stay away from the environment constitutes avoidance (Kreidler and Mathews 2009). Any of the two behaviors is an outcome of consumer evaluation of the environmental setting as a capable entity for shaping meaningful consumption experiences (Baker et al. 2002). This implies that consumers use environmental cues, for example green service elements, as a surrogates for embedded product/service quality and overall core social responsibility, for example a hotel’s concern for ocean environment as part of its strategy (Kreidler and Mathews 2009). Such evidences are expected to create approach, or re-patronization, behaviors from consumers. The theory of affordances considers service elements as servicescape design which should have the necessary functional and aesthetic appeal to create intended service experiences (Tussyadiah 2014). While the theory primarily has implications for physical artifacts and resultant consumer interactions, it has also been extended to the applied art of designing service atmospherics that enable positive consumption and trustworthy experiences (e.g. Strannegård and Strannegård 2012). This theory entails conceiving, iteratively planning and constructing a service system or architecture to deliver resources that create an experience. Servicescape design enables a clear positioning for service offerings to customers, in turn enhancing trust and loyalty (Mager and Sung 2011). The overall theoretical framework is presented in Figure 1. 
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3. SERVICE ENCOUNTERS AND CONSEQUENCES
Service encounters, termed as building blocks of customers’ perceived service quality and resultant trust, are critical moments of truth where promises are kept or broken (Taylan, Varinli and Kitapci 2014; Wu and Liang, 2009; Sørensen& Jensen 2015;Zeithaml, Bitner and Gremler 2011).They are key enablers of perceived service quality, measured as the difference between customer’s expectations and actual experiences, and thus, positive service encounters establishtrust in promisesmade by the service provider (Rauch, Collins, Naleand Barr 2015).  Researchers in related domains have measuredconsequences of artifacts embedded in aservice environment on consumer behavior and attitude in various contexts like luxury hotels (e.g. Taylan, Varinli and Kitapci 2014), entertainment parks(Bonn et al. 2007) and retail outlets (e.g. Yüksel and Yüksel 2007). Aservice atmosphere determines one’s reactions to various environmental stimuli which are primarily based on prior learnings and experiences, moderated by ability to respond, leading to selective believability in those stimuli (Bitner, Brown and Meuter 2000). Such perceptions are extracted from schemas, or cognitive structures of organized knowledge, which develop with prior experiences and help people interpret new stimuli andformation of trustfor anovel or ambiguous environment (Fiske and Linville 1980).Stimulus-organism-response (S-O-R) paradigm, adapted by Mehrabian and Russell (1974) to behavioral psychology, integrates the role of affectcreated due to different environmental stimuli andproposes that interpretation of social and physical environmentscreates emotions and feelingssuch as trust, comfort, pleasure and arousal.Consumers pay close attention to cues embedded in aservice environment, as they offer insights about product and service elements, creating trust-enhancing experiences (Baker et al. 2002). Such experiences affect customers’ relationship with the service provider brand, as well as future approach or avoidance intentions (Smith and Font 2014). 
3.1.GREEN SERVICE ENCOUNTER
The concept of service quality and related scales like SERVQUAL and SERVPERF provide strong theoretical underpinnings for measuring service efficacy (Cronin and Taylor 1994). Multiple studies in hospitality domain have based their research frameworks on these. For example, the LODGSERV scale (Knutson, Stevens, Wullaert, & Patton, 1990) and the DINESERV scale (Stevens, Knutson and Patton, 1995) were early attempts to adopt SERVQUAL in hospitality literature. However, since green hospitality follow a unique set of processes, different from general hospitality, contemporary literature,for example, Chen, Cheng and Hsu (2015) propose the GRSERV scale for green restaurants, with limited application to green hotels around oceans.  Additionally, based on the theory that interaction quality, physical environment quality, outcome quality, access quality and administration quality build up overall customer experience, Wu, Ai and Cheng (2016) propose a 15-item green service quality scale for green hotels. However, the scale items are not service-element specific and have limited relevance to hotel practitioners. Finally, Lee and Cheng (2018) use SERVQUAL to propose a GLSERV scale consisting of 25 items spread across six dimensions: reliability, empathy, communication, energy reduction, assurance and tangibles. While this scale has more specific green service elements, there is a strong skew towards hotel staff with more than half of the items focused on them. 
This studyusesan alternative framework proposed by Kreidler and Mathews (2009), based on the S-O-R framework, where a set of cues in the green environment that create trustworthiness about the overall green service quality are proposed. Using their framework, this work conceptualizes a novel construct of GSE, whichpoints to customer’s interaction with all green aspects of a service environment, including its physical facilities, personnel and other tangible and intangible elements that serve as physical evidence for actual green delivery (Wu, Ai and Cheng, 2016; Baker 1986). These may be elements that restrict harmful wastage (for example use of bio-degradable materials) or innovative service-design attributes (for example, waterless toilet flush), or alternate service elements that protect exploitation of natural resources (for example, paper flowers thateliminate the need for plucking actual flowers from plants) and overall, help in environmentalconservation. 
3.2.TRUST IN GREEN SERVICES
“Trust is the belief that another party can be relied on with confidence to perform a role and responsibilities in a just manner” (Chiou and Droge 2006, p.616). Trust, in our context, is the belief of patrons that a service provider making green claims actually delivers on them. Chen (2010, p. 311) defines green trust as thewillingness to depend on a particular brand based on the belief or expectation resulting from its credibility, benevolence, and ability about environmental performance. Trust becomes critical in high-involvementofferings, especially pro-environment services, as consumers run the risk of making wrong choices, leading to increased costs and moral hazards (Lam, Lau and Cheung 2016). The realization that one patronized a service that did not perform well on its green claims may lead to customers to experience guilt. Consumers, inherently, believe that aservice organization is trustworthy and will provide services in accordance with promises made (Smith and Font 2014). Consumers developthis trust by evaluating several explicit and implicit service cues, manifested through direct interactions and experiences (Chen 2010). 
[bookmark: _Toc364614174][bookmark: _Toc366547483]3.3.RE-PATRONAGE INTENTION
Re-patronage intention refers to strong customer intent of re-engagingwith aservice brand(Oliver 1997). While it is difficult to measure actual behavior, behavioral intention has traditionally been used as a reliable indicator of whether consumers will remain loyal or defect from a green service (Martínez 2015). This is critical as it is the loyal and profitable consumer base which ensures future profits and longevity of any business (Tepeci 1999). The degree to which customers are motivated to re-patronize aprovider can mean the difference between sustained growth or decline of aservice-business(Martínez 2015). Given increased competition in hospitality, it’s important forservice providersto add more service value in order to encourage re-patronage and going green,as well as fulfilling related obligations diligently,is one such way (Manaktola and Jauhari 2007). 
4.HYPOTHESES
4.1.GSE AND TRUST
The current trend of global food consumption shifting to organic and naturally occurring varieties, is partially fueled by higher trust towards nature and the belief that such consumption creates ecological benefits, as well as the perceived harm that synthetic products can cause (Lee and Yun, 2015). But trust is not always automatic in a green service, even if the consumer is immersed in a more natural/nature-friendly environment (Chen 2010). This is because  core green hotel services provide economic utility of saving precious natural resources,yet that utility is only a small part of building overall trust-generating experiences(Chiu, Wang, Fang and Huang 2014).Extant literature conceptualizes trust creationusing two perspectives – psychologist and sociologist (Wang, Law, Hung and Guillet, 2014). The former process is contingent to individual attributes of the trustor and trustee, with implications on hotel service elements that create trust in customers, measured through design and ambience of a green service environment. However, the sociologist perspective suggests that trust formation also happens due to interaction with other people in the hotelenvironment. For example, as observed by Keng et al. (2007) and Wu and Liang (2009), besides primary services, interaction with employees reinforces the choice of a consumer and enhances overalltrust. Additionaltrustona green service, embedded in the sociologist perspective,lies insocial conformance, or the act of changing or adapting one’s attitudes and behaviors to match those of others in the immediate environment (Cialdini and Goldstein 2004). Research in psychology indicates that presence of normative and informational influence creates conformity (Deutsch and Gérard 1955). While normative influence refers to meeting co-customer’s expectations for getting acceptance, informational influence enables belief modifications after observing co-customer’s choices (Aronson 1972; Banerjee 1992).Evidence in extant literature suggests a strong informational influence of behavior modification (e.g. Ameri, Honka and Xie 2016). However, normative social influence can either create conformity following a norm for acceptance, or non-conformity to rebel against a norm for uniqueness, given the strength of moral opposition to a group (Stein 2017). In our context, we propose that conformity (or nonconformity) based valueis generated through co-customers who share (or don’t share) eco-friendly morals. Whether through informational or normative influence, eco-friendly behavioris engaged in for a larger societal welfare, even if at an incremental cost, and generally creates enhanced and distinguished social status for the consumer through symbolic meanings lying beyond pure functional benefits (Wang et al. 2014). Customers of green services look out for such shared beliefs in other hotel co-patrons before trusting the service brand (Griskevicius, Tybur and Van den Bergh 2010). Overall, these varied meanings derived from consumption of GSE, be it economic benefits to the ocean environment or social conformity/nonconformity of such consumptions, createa greater sense of customer trust in thathotel green service(Wang et al. 2014). Thus:
H1:Positive perception ofa hotel’sGSEenables consumer’s trust in thegreen claims.
4.2.TRUSTAND RE-PATRONAGE INTENTION
[bookmark: _Toc364614181][bookmark: _Toc366547490]According to Zaltman (2003),trustworthy experiences from a service are important for determining future customer behavior. It is thebelievability of value delivery which enables a strong trust-based consumer-brand relationship, more so in case of serviceslike hospitality(Barsky and Nash 2002; So, King and Sparks 2016). Extant works in the hospitality literature establish the importance of trust for enhancing behavioral loyalty to hotels (e.g. Martínez, 2015; Martínez and Rodríguez del Bosque, 2013).A favorable behavioral intention by a consumer corresponds to positive recommendations, willingness to pay a higher price and repurchase intention and is a good representation of loyalty, with certain emotional commitments to a hotel brand (Martínez, 2015). Hence, positive trust in the green service claims can enhance overall hotel brand image, which, in turn, triggers positive behavioral intentions (Chen and Chang 2012). Thus:
H2: Higher consumer trust in a hotel’s green service claims enhancesre-patronage intention.
4.3.MEDIATING ROLE OF TRUST 
Morgan and Hunt (1994), and some recent works (e.g. Chaudhuri and Ligas 2017; Gkorezisand Bellou 2016), clearly establish that in presence of a stimulus that is perceived to be unreliable, a subject is unable to provide efficient responses. Hence,it’s imperative that the stimulus creates trust in the subject to enable a positive engagement. Behaviors are consequences of intentions, intentions are consequences of attitudes, which include trust as a mediator (Lee & See 2004). Moorman, Deshpande and Zaltman (1993) also define trust as willingness to rely on and engage with an exchange partner on whom one has confidence. Consumers are not only becoming more and more environmentally conscious, but also getting increasingly sensitized about incorrect claims made by hospitality marketers for business gains. So, while going sustainable green helps to differentiate a hotel service and offers additional value to guests as an opportunity to be environmentally responsible, it’simportant to build trust for making the customer decision easy for future engagements(Wu and Liang 2009; Keng et al. 2007; Barskyand Nash 2002). Thus:
H3: Consumer’s trust mediates the relationship betweenGSE and re-patronage intention.
4.4.MODERATORS: TRAVEL PURPOSE AND ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES
Goal framing theory, involving two primary motives: normative and hedonic, has been used extensively to explain pro-environmental behaviors (Lindenberg and Steg 2007; Miao and Wei 2013). As pointed out earlier, the argument of normativebeliefs affecting environmentally responsible behavior is well-researched (Lindenberg and Steg 2007).However, there is relative ambiguity in the role of hedonic motives in invoking such behavioral outcomes. For example, as Miao and Wei (2013) point out, hedonic motives can inhibit pro-environmental behaviors when its consumption reduces pleasure,yetpositive emotional benefits derived by being pro-environment,in itself,can enhance such tendencies (Hartmann and Apaolaza-Ibanez 2008).This disconnect can be explained by two sets of values, namely self-enhancement and self-transcendence, that individuals reflect (Steg et al., 2014). Self-enhancement values, including reduced efforts and comfort maximization, negatively impact pro-environmental behaviors while self-transcendence values, involving self-esteem and ego-enhancement, act as a source of internal pleasure (Fodness 1994; Steg et al., 2014). Tourism in general involves a duality,with travelers exercising self-ideals entangled with collective beliefs of co-tourists, each affecting the other (Lauring, 2013; Doran, Larsen and Wolff 2015). From a self-determination theory perspective, self-ideals indicate intrinsic motivation to engage in tourism for sole purpose of pleasure, while collective ideals induce introjected regulation that are internalized to avoid guilt and enhance self-esteem, both causing positiveemotions (Pelletier et al. 1998; Anable and Gatersleben 2005). It is, thus, expected that consumers with hedonic motives will bemore involved and overall more sensitive to green features that enable or inhibittheirpleasurable experiences, contingent on dominance of self-enhancement or self-transcendence values.In this research, motive is operationalized through purpose of travel, where business travel is proposed to invoke utilitarian motives while leisure travel invokes hedonic motives.Business travelers with normative motives are expected to be more compliant to eco-friendly behaviors which reflects exemplary socially-acceptedbehaviors. On the other hand, leisure travelers are more concerned with play and enjoymentleading to heightened emotional states, in turn paying more attention to eco-friendly features before trusting the green service (Anable and Gatersleben, 2005; Miao and Wei 2013). Hence:
H4a: The impact of GSEon trust will be greater for leisure travelers than businesstravelers.
Information theory suggests that people develop attitudes towards objects based on information available and this result is moderated by values the people carry (Trumbo, McComas and Besley 2008). These values determine, to a great extent, the accuracy of judgement about a given stimulus and risks associated with it. Environmental values of an individual play a crucial role in the development of unique experiences.  Homburg and Stolberg (2006) primarily suggest three pro-environmental behaviors: 1) environmental activists,2) non-activists in the public and 3) private sphere environmentalists. People in third category, retail levelconsumers with pro-environmental attitude, consciously try to minimize the negative impact of their consumption through reduced energy consumption and waste production (Kollmuss and Agyeman 2002). Heuristic-systematic theory (HSM) implies that people either use systematic logic or pre-learned heuristics to develop risk perception and trust (Smerecnik et al. 2012). Individuals with high environmental values, due to greater concerns, engage the systematic mode to ensure accuracy in their judgement about eco-friendliness ofa service environment. Likewise, those low on environmental values, use the heuristic mode, primarily driven by past experience or social consensus, toarrive at a judgementefficiently (DeDreu and Beersma 2010). Thus, people with high environmental values should be more critical of green services provided, compared to those with low environmental values,(Tortosa-Edo et al. 2014).  Hence:
H4b: Theimpact of GSEon trust will be greaterfor customers with higher environmental values.
5.STUDY 1:  GSE SCALE DEVELOPMENT AND VALIDATION
We follow the step-by-step process suggested by Gerbing and Anderson (1988) to develop a robust scale for GSE.
5.1.EXPLORING DIMENSIONS OF GSE
Tobetter understand the benefits sought by guests at green hotels, semi-structured depth interviews wereconducted with twenty-five guests at three certified green hotels, each in chennai, Mumbai and Kochi. Interviews in Chennai, Mumbai and Kochi were executed in one of the peak months of October, to enable easy access to respondents. With co-operation of the hotel management, guests were chosen randomly from the people available outside their room, but in the hotel premises, and were requested to participate in the exercise in return for a Starbucks gift coupon.Each interview, conducted by trained researchers, lasted for 75-90 minutes and were voice-recorded. Discussion guides were used to ensure that pertinent issues were covered (Patton 2005). Manual axial coding was usedto integrate consumer voices thematically to the constructs proposed and data from these interviews helped explore the meanings and measures forGSE, supported with literature.A higher-dimensional framework to capture the complexity of perceptions for GSE was adopted as customers tend to break service quality dimensions into various sub-dimensions, which reflected in the way they responded to interview enquiries(Dabholkar, Thorpe and Rentz 1996). From an empirical perspective, higher-order factors are able to simplify interpretational complexity as well as separate variance attributed to specific factors from measurement error and thereby produce more error-free estimates (Chen, Sousa and West 2005). 
When asked about the green aspects of a hotel, respondents mentioned the most noticeable green features such as linen/towel reuse option, low-flow water fixtures, big glass windows for using natural light, green landscapes, use of plants for decoration, eco-certification and guests’ green engagement program. On further probing, guests mentioned other features such as natural fragrance, use of natural oils for generating fragrance, no use of plastic, fresh air, sound of running water, use of recycled papers and stationery materials, usage of recycling bins, occupancy sensors, organic soaps and dedicated green teams. On closer analysis, three distinct themes, as suggested by Kreidler and Mathews’ (2009), appear from the observations made by guests: intangibles/ambience (e.g. air, sound, fragrance), tangibles/design (e.g. recycling bins, recycled materials) and people/social (e.g. green teams as well as co-consumers).  This conceptualization also aligns well with the psychologist and sociologist perspective of trust-enhancing green stimuli, discussed earlier (Wang, Hung and Guillet, 2014). Table 1 provides a summary. 
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Green ambience elementsrefer to intangible eco-friendly background conditions that tend to affect a customer’s non-visual senses. Based on works in the hospitality sector (e.g. Haggag and Elmasry 2011), we conceptualize green ambience into two sub-dimensions: interior and exterior. The interior sub-dimension refers to the indoor ambience factors that are environmentally friendly, such as natural lighting, natural fragrance and maintaining optimum temperature to save energy. The exterior sub-dimension refers to outdoor eco-friendly ambience factors that are outside the hotel building but inside the hotel premises. Green design elements refer to eco-friendly components of the hotel service environment that tend to be visual and more tangible in nature. Following Baker (1986), green design elements are divided into functional and aesthetics, where functional design elements either support or hinder the achievement of consumers’ eco-friendly goals while aesthetic design are eco-friendly decorations to enhance visual appeal of the servicescape. Social elements of the green service environment refer to the people - co-customers and employees - in a service setting, proposed as two separate sub-dimensions (Baker 1986). 
5.2.ITEM GENERATION AND REDUCTION
Following identification of the dimensions of the GSE, the authors generated items using construct definitions, qualitative responses of guests and the service encounter literature. In total,thirty-sevenitems were generated for measuring six constructsrelating tothe GSE and were presented to an expert review panel. The expert review panel comprised a group of eight content experts – two marketing professionals from the hospitality industry who have worked on green hotel projects, two sustainability experts from Indian Green Building Council (IGBC) that awards eco-friendly certification to hotels and four marketing professors from reputed hospitality management institutes. Each expert was given the construct definitions and asked to assign an item to a particular construct. Ifmajority of the experts correctly assigned the item to the intended construct definition, then it was retained else dropped. Thirty-one items were retained finally.Also, based on judges’ advice, some of the items were modified for clarity and comprehensiveness. A questionnaire, available separately, was created from the list of items ratified by experts and underwent a pretest with a hundred respondents to check face validity. 
5.3.DATA COLLECTION AND EMPIRICAL VALIDATION 
Two stages of data collection, one for scale validation for GSE and other for model test, with the two stages separated by one month were executed. The population of the both stages was all people 18+ years of age who were staying in a certified green hotel in India at the time of the study. The sampling frame for the study was defined in two stages: (1) for hotels, the list of certified green hotels around oceans in India; (2) for guests,the list of guests staying in the chosen green hotels. City classification guidelineswere adopted following government norms, with two types of city classifications used: metros and non-metros.  The hotels are classified by the Hotel Association of India into three-star, four-star and five-star hotels. A 2 X 3 grid (Table 2) was formed based on these classifications. 
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Each cell can be considered as a stratum, as hotels in a particular city type – star combination will be fairly similar to each other, and a proportional stratified random sampling method, forty percent of each cell, was adopted. Therefore, in all twelvegreen hotels across two metro cities (Chennai and Mumbai) and one non-metro cities (Kochi) were selected. The second-stage involved randomly selecting guests from these hotels from a list of visitors supplied by the management. For getting data for scale validation and model test, a self-administered questionnaire was distributed to hotel guests, a month apart without repetition, with permission from pre-selected participating hotels. Sequence of questions in the questionnaire were randomized for each respondent. Out of a total of 650 and 675 questionnaires circulated in the two months, a total of 221 and 302usable responses were collected, with response rates of 34.0and 44.7percent respectively, giving us sufficient sample size for a covariance based structural equation modelling (CBSEM) based analysis (Reinartz et al., 2009). Across the two samples, 127 and 166 respondents were male, 132 and 179 were married, 201 and 277 had bachelor’s or higher education, 197 and 284 had annual income of more than USD 23,000 per annum and 135 and 162 were travelling for business purpose as opposed torest, who were on leisure travel. 
5.4. DATA ANALYSIS
Data analysis proceeded in foursteps: (1) assess data normality; (2) assess reliability and validity of the constructs; (3) test the higher-ordfer structure of the GSE; (4) test the nomological validity of the measurement items through the hypothesized model. To test statistical significance of all parameter estimates in the empirical analyses, a cutoff value of p<0.01 was selected to maintain consistency across all tests (Trafimow and Earp, 2017). While more stringent p-values (like p<0.001) ensure reduction in Type I error (rejecting a true null hypothesis), they also lead to an increase in Type II error (accepting a false null hypothesis). The results are reversed for lenient cut-offs (like p<0.05 or p<0.10). In most consumer research, p<0.01 represents a fair mix for balancing the two errors, with higher focus on avoiding the Type I error, which is more criticalhere and hence, all our parameters are checked at 99% level of significance. For data normality tests for both datasets, we found that skewness values of all variables were within the recommended range of -2.00 to +2.00, whilekurtosis values werebetween the recommended range of-7.00 and +7.00 (Curran, West and Finch, 1996). Next, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was run using AMOS, a CBSEM tool, to test the psychometric properties of variables and constructs. A summary of the CFA analyses, as a measure of reliability and validity of measures, along with descriptive statistics of each variable, is presented in Table 3 (for details of each item code, refer to Appendix A). As far as descriptive statistics are concerned, we find that mean ratings for all variables, except AE1, is above 5.0 suggesting positive disposition of respondents with the green services, trust and re-patronage intention. Most values of variable standard deviations are close to 1.0, except for those of external ambience where they are close to 1.50, suggesting more variance of respondent ratings. This may suggest that external ambience is not a very important concern for patrons in shaping overall experiences. Additionally, composite reliability values (CR) as well as c-alpha values are above 0.70, suggesting sufficient measurement reliability.Factor loadings of all items, except four, on their respective latent variables are above 0.70 (Bagozzi and Yi 1988).  Four items for green design functional dimension (DF4: This hotel has effective linen/towel reusing option for conserving water; DF5: This hotel offers cuisines made of locally available items, hence reducing its carbon footprint; DF6: Energy saving button in guest rooms allows guests to save energy; DF7: Recycling bin provided in guest rooms helps guests in reducing the waste produced by hotel)have factor loading significantly below 0.70 and hence, were dropped for the next stage.Interestingly, DF4 also received highest rating from respondents, suggesting that while respondents agreed that their hotels had linen/towel reuse policy, this was not a significant contributor to the overall greenness of the hotel. CFA analysis, after dropping the above items, reported fit indices of χ2 = 549.7, df = 309, χ2/df = 1.78, GFI=0.902; CFI=0.901; IFI=0.902; TLI=0.902; RMSEA=0.063; SRMR=0.046, suggesting satisfactory fit of model to data (Bentler and Bonnet 1980).
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Table 4 presents inter-construct correlations with diagonal elements carrying values of average variance extracted. These values have been calculated after accounting for the dropped items.
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It is evident that inter-construct correlations are moderate and significant at p<0.01, with 0.77 being the highest between trust and re-patronage intention. Additionally, average variance extracted (AVE) values are all above 0.50suggesting sufficient convergent validity.Further, AVE values for each constructare greater than the peak squared correlation of that construct with others, as evident from tables 3 and 4,implyingdiscriminant validity(Fornell and Larcker 1981). 
5.5. TESTFOR HIGHER-ORDER STRUCTURE
We alsotest for the factor structure of the overall concept of GSE with its sub-dimensions, a standard practice in scale validation (DeVellis 2016). For this, the above CFA was re-run, by including GSE as an underlying construct, and the three sub-dimensions as second-order constructs, each further reflecting two third-order dimensions each, called framework 1. Additionally, we also tested three other factor structures, as summarized in Figure 2, each of which tests different factor structures forGSE. 
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For framework 1, the fit measures obtained were GFI=0.901, NFI=0.904, IFI=0.921 and CFI=0.922; for framework 2, they were found to be GFI=0.633, NFI=0.734, IFI=0.752 and CFI=0.751; for framework 3, the fit indices were GFI=0.714, NFI=0.802, IFI=0.832 and CFI=0.831; and for framework 4, the fit measures obtained were GFI=0.852, NFI=0.894, IFI=0.912 and CFI=0.913. The fit indices are highest for framework 1, establishingthe existence of GSE as a third-level construct reflecting the three second-level sub-dimensions, which in turn constitute two first-level sub-constructs each.
5.6. TEST FOR COMMON METHOD VARIANCE (CMV)
To ensure absence of CMV, first, during data collection, questionnaire items were randomized, avoiding any sequence of items belonging to the same construct. Still there is a possibility that respondents may have figured out the conceptual framework. To negate the chances that CMV may have inflated or deflated construct relationships, we performedHarman one-factor testand got poor fit measures for the measurement model withGFI=0.633, NFI=0.731, IFI=0.751 and CFI=0.752 (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986). These fit measures clearly indicate a possible absence of CMV. Further, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with the items of GSE constrained to load onto one factor, explained a variance of only 37.9%. Since three of the four methods, as pointed out by Chang, van Witteloostuijn and Eden (2010), to minimize CMV have been used - randomizing questionnaire items to respondents, using a complicated research model to avoid pattern inference and a post-hoc Harman one-factor test - there is good evidence for lack of CMV in our results. 
6. STUDY 2: RESEARCH STUDY (MODEL TEST)
For trust and re-patronage intention in the framework, as well as environmental values, items used were borrowed from existing literature and slightly modified to suit the context(see Appendix A). The other moderator, travel purpose, was a categorical variable with two options, business or leisure.Before proceeding for model validation, psychometric properties of all the constructs together, including trust and re-patronage intention, were again tested for the first sample. This is because first, some items of GSEwere dropped earlier during scale validation (refer to table 4) and second, seven new items (three for trust and four for re-patronage intention) are mixed with items of GSE, both ofthese may cause overall covariance matrix to change.There was no major change found in descriptive statistics for GSE from table 4, but mean ratings of trust and re-patronage intention items are high and very close to 6.0, suggesting positive dispositions for these two variables. CFA comprising all the retained items of GSE dimensions (with GSE as a first order construct), trust, and re-patronage intention presented satisfactory results with goodness of fit indices asχ2 = 1569.9, df = 499, χ2/df = 3.146, GFI=0.904; CFI= 0.904; IFI= 0.903; TLI=0.903; RMSEA= 0.062, SRMR=0.046. The values of various indices for reliability, C-alpha and composite reliability, were well above the acceptable cut-off of 0.70, as shown in Table 5 (Bagozzi and Yi 1988).
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Further, all AVE values for each constructexceeded the recommended level of 0.50and were greater than the squared correlation with other constructs of interest, suggesting convergent and discriminant validities. Randomization of questionnaire items during data collection as well as a post-hoc one-factor Harman test on the second dataset also suggested lack of CMV. Following the CFA, the full hypothesized research framework was tested for the entire second sample (n=302) and the results are depicted in Figure 3. 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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The fitness of the path model for the sample was reflected by χ2 = 1616.4, df = 514, χ2/df = 3.145, GFI=0.902, IFI=0.918, TLI=0.910, CFI=0.918, RMSEA=0.061, SRMR=0.058, PNFI= 0.372 and AIC= 444.045 indicating reasonable model-specification. From the fit indices as well as first- and second-order loadings for GSE being above 0.70, we conclude that GSE is a higher-order factor reflecting design, ambience and social dimensions. All higher-order loadings are high, significant at 99% level of significance and not too different from each other, implying equal importance of the second- and third-level service attributes in shaping experiences that guests derive from the green facility. As far as the structural model goes, both the paths, GSE to trust andtrust to re-patronage intention, were found to be significant at 99% level of significance, thus validating hypotheses 1 and 2. 80% and 61% of the variances in the dependent variables, trust and re-patronage intention, were explained respectively.
	To test the mediator effect of trust, two models,constrained and un-constrainedare compared (Baron and Kenny, 1986). In the unconstrained model, all antecedents are connected to the dependent variables directly and also through the mediator variable, while in the constrained model, the mediation path is fixed to zero. The change in path value of the direct path between the antecedent and consequent variable, pre and post constraining of the path through the mediator, indicates type of mediation. If the direct path remains significant, but of lower value, after the mediator path is un-constrained, it is a case of partial mediation, else full mediation if the direct path becomes insignificant (Baron and Kenny, 1986)
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Comparing the path coefficients values of direct and indirect paths between GSE(ambience, design and social) and re-patronage intention also show that relationship is fully mediated by trust (see table 6). Additionally, Haye’s syntax on SPSS with summated scores of GSE as independent variable, trust as mediator and re-patronage intention as dependent variable, was executed. GSE had a strong effect of trust with β=0.72 (p=0.00) while both GSE and trust has significant individual effects on re-patronage intention with β=0.23 (p=0.00) and β=0.41 (p=0.00) respectively. The indirect effect of GSE on re-patronage intention, through trust was 0.30 with 95% confidence interval being 0.18 and 0.42. These results confirm the earlier analysis and support hypothesis H3.
Moderation test was conducted using Hierarchical Moderated Regression Analysis (HMRA) (Sharma, Durand and Gur-Arie 1981). Travel purpose, a categorical variable, was measured as a dummy variable with business travelers coded as 1 and leisure travelers as 0. Summated measures of both constructs, trust as dependent and GSE as independent, were created for this analysis. The moderator was classified depending on the significance of the coefficients of the interaction term as well as those of predictor and moderator variables. 
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Examination of the individual main-effects, in table 7, reveal that as environmental value becomes more positive or purpose of travel changes from business to leisure, trust increases. However, the interaction terms for both purpose of travel and environmental value are positive and significant, implying that in presence of a positive GSE, a business travel leads to higher trust and so does higher environmental values of an individual, thus refuting our hypotheses H4a but supporting hypothesis H4b. 
7. DISCUSSIONAND THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTIONS
Trust has emerged as a major challenge with green hotel offerings around oceans, as there are questions raised on the short and long-term benefits that such services accrue to society and ocean environment (Chen 2010). Consequently, creating physical evidences to the hotel environment that serve as enablers to such benefits, as perceived by the customer, becomes pertinent (Bitner, Brown and Meuter 2000). Only if there is sufficient trust will the consumers be convinced that a part of the overall experience they derive also goes into making the ocean/world a better place, before re-engaging(Chen, 2010).  Despite sufficient literature in services, there are gaps in identifying parts of a green hotel service environment, which serve as physical evidences for such green claims (e.g. Chan et al., 2016; Kim, Li, Han and Kim, 2017). Thus, building to the body of knowledge of extant ocean tourism and hospitality literature, this study introduces a novel concept of GSE for hotels which details the moments of truth when customers actually interact with the eco-friendly aspects of a hotel service around the ocean. Results depict that the GSE is a multidimensional construct with ambience, design and social being the three main dimensions, in line with Kreidler and Mathew’s (2009) framework. Sub-dimensions of each of the primary dimensions of the GSE are statistically separable but operationally inseparable, implying the simultaneous occurrence of all three dimensions, as well as their components, whenever an encounter occurs (Turley and Milliman 2000). Thus, this offers a systematic approach to identify the incidences of GSE as consumers interact with various elements of a green environment. By considering GSE as a three-dimensional construct and investigating its relationships with trust and re-patronage in a single model, this study offers new theoretical insights. For example, the elements of green service, associated with ambience and design, identified in this work contribute to the service design that afford efficient service consumption experience, as highlighted in the theory of affordances (Tussyadiah 2014)
Results show that there is strong relation between the perceived GSE and trust, a finding which confirms that with the conceptualization of green hotel service around ocean as recommended by this work, there is sufficient evidence for the consumers about efficacy of green services and their short and long-term implications for the environment (Chen and Chang, 2010). Thus, it’s critical that green hotels around oceans need to develop a complete sustainable package which is made of those sub-dimensions. Additionally, unlike previous works which emphasizeon specific aspects of a green service and their impact on a consumer (e.g., Han, Hsu and Sheu, 2010; Teng, Wu and Liu, 2015; Chan et al., 2016; Kim, Li, Han and Kim, 2017), this work proposes that the entire green environment of hotels around oceans is processed simultaneously, and not separately, by a consumer to arrive at a judgment about effective delivery of promises and resultant trust.This study, thus, contributes to the literature of trust formation from services, by proposing sustainable/green stimuli that help the customers judge a server’s abilities and intentions of not harming, or creating a negative impact, for the ocean environment (Morgan and Hunt 1994). Our findings also align well with those of Doney, Barry and Abratt (2007), where they suggest social interaction, technical and functional quality (represented by social, ambience and functional design) as key determinants of trust formation in a service context. Findings also show that trust generated by such encounters, through procedural and operational capabilities of the service provider, goes a long way is building loyalty-driven behaviors, as envisaged in the S-O-R paradigm (Morgan and Hunt 1994; Reichheld, Markey, and Hopton, 2000; Yim, Tse and Chan 2008). 
Another unique contribution of our work is examining the moderating effect of travel purpose and environmental values on trust development process. The moderation result for travel purpose (leisure/business) and in turn motives (hedonic/utilitarian) was disproved and suggests that impact of GSE on trustformation is higher for business travelers. This implies that, as argued by Steg et al. (2014), tourists with hedonic motives are driven by primarily self-enhancement values,view green services as an inconvenience and tend to ignore them. The second moderation test for environmental values was supported and corroborates existing knowledgethat people with high environmental values avoid risk, are less opportunistic, are more open to new experiences and highly sensitive to information asymmetry and complexity of green service elements (e.g. Smerecnik et al. 2012; Gifford and Nilsson 2014; Busic-Sontic, Czap and Fuerst 2017).By considering environmental values and travel purpose, and in turn travel motives, as separate moderators, our studyindicates that pro-environmental behavior is a complicated outcome driven uniquely by environmental attitudesand motivations, which are relatively independent of each other (Pelletier et al. 1998). This is because environmental attitudes and motivations are separate outcomes of deeper innate personal and social factors which may affect the trust development heuristics (for a review,see Gifford and Nilsson 2014).
8. IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTITIONERS
As hotels around oceans are looking to exploit the popularity of concerns about environmental issues by positioning their brands as eco-friendly/sustainable to obtain new differential advantages, this research offers a practical, hierarchical process-oriented framework to managers for measuring and analyzing the effect of GSE on customers’ re-patronage intention (Chen 2010). An insight about the customer values derivedthrough green attributeswill help managers devise effective and appropriate strategies for designing a hotel’s servicescape in ocean areas, with a special focus on those green elements that enhance trust. With GSE proposed as a higher order construct and all first and second order loadings significant, it is imperative for practitioners to have a holistic view of GSE. Focusing on only specific elements of a hotel’s green service, while ignoring others, may not be the best strategy, as patrons form overall perception of the green service efficacy after evaluating all the components, namely social, design and ambience. Thus, from a green hotel’s ocean service environment perspective, believability in green claims can be enhanced by providing an attractive eco-friendly architectural design, incorporating natural surroundings and providing attractive eco-friendly interior decorations. This also includes facility upkeep such as organic materials and maintaining staff working in an environmentally protective manner to make tourism around the ocean sustainable. 
Effective green/sustainable practices need to be the core of an eco-friendly hospitality service. However, this does not necessarily mean that guests should be overloaded with signages that reiterate that the facility is green/sustainable for the ocean’s environment. In fact, signages about hotel’s greenness did not emerge as a service element in our conceptualization of trust-enabling encounters. This implies that hotels need to communicate with customers more with actions and evidences, keeping the messages subtle to be more effective. Staff of the hotel can serve the role of such evidence and hence, managers may train employees to communicate the hotel’s initiatives effectively to guests. For example, a hotel in ocean areas may have a front office staff informing the guests, on check-in, about the eco-friendly focus of the hotel, which can be learned about through the guestbook in their rooms, and how the guest can choose to participate in these initiatives. This way, the information is available, but it is now up to guests whether or not they choose to become involved in the initiatives. As the second sub-dimension of social encounters suggest, the role of these participating co-customers provides secondary evidence and enhances trust on green/sustainable claims. Hotel managers can, thus, use reference of other co-customers who participate in green activities to onboard new ones.
9. LIMITATIONS AND DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
This study has some limitations that suggest directions for further research. First, itfocused only on hotel services around ocean cities of India and there is a need for future research to empirically observe the effects of GSE on green trust and re-patronage intention in other ocean cities to enhance generalizability. Second, this study focuses on only green attributes and interaction with other general service attributes is not considered. Customers’perception toward a green service may differ based on otherfacilities at the hotel, such as general behavior of staff, food quality and general cleanliness. Third, the data is skewed for purpose of travel and income and may have affected results. As hotel properties in the sampling frame are three-star hotels and above, most of the respondents are higher-level business executives, have higher educational degrees and belong to higher income groups. Fourth, the situational bias of the guests,for example mood, exposure to the hotel’s green campaign in ocean areas, purposeful price variations, may influence their experience and hence responses. Fifth, demographicvariables like age, income, education and othervariables like nationality and type of travel (solo, family or group)may also affect the proposed relationships and need further investigation. Sixth, there may be potential bias with the study environment of the ocean already being eco-friendly. Future studies can replicate this work in non-green ocean hotel environments to highlight aspects of the service which can be changed to make it green. Those findings will act as further evidence to our conceptualization of GSE. Finally, our moderating hypothesis H4a was not supported, indicating leisure travelers are purely driven by self-enhancement values with limited evidence of self-transcendence values. Future works can investigate more into the interaction of these two values in creating pleasure for leisure travelers driven by hedonic benefits.
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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[bookmark: _Toc380665549]Table 1
Green encounter as defined by respondents in depth interviews

	GSE Dimensions
	Encounters observed by respondents

	Ambient- Interior
	Natural fragrance, natural lighting, temperature inside is not too hot not too cold, quality of air is fresh, sound of running water, and natural oils are heated for generating fragrances.

	Ambient- Exterior
	Pleasant natural aroma in the gardens, fresh air in the outdoors, sounds of waterfall, well maintained greenery and flowers.

	Design- Functional
	low flow water fixtures, organic foods, linen/towel reuse option, energy saving buttons in guest rooms, recycling bins, multi-glazed windows, refillable amenities dispensers, waterless urinals, organic soaps, 

	Design- Aesthetics
	Sensor controlled lighting in rooms and lobbies, stationery made of recycled material, objects used for decoration are made up of recycled materials, energy efficient lighting, local artifacts used for décor, no cut flowers used for décor, lot of plants are used for decoration, environmental certification is well displayed. 

	Social- Staff
	Hotel has a dedicated ‘green team’, staff seems well trained in practicing eco-friendliness, and staff very well explained some of the green features in my room. 

	Social – Other customers
	Lot of guests turned up for the tree plantation exercise organized by the hotel, other guests also consciously separating organic and non-organic waste, as per the hotel stats about 80% of the guests opt for linen/towel reuse option 











Table 2
Grid for selecting green hotels for the sampling

	City\Hotel Category 
	
	3-Star 
	4-Star 
	5-Star (+) 

	Metro 
	Total Count
	5
	4
	8

	
	Selected Count (40%)
	2
	2
	3

	Non-Metro 
	Total Count
	6
	3
	5

	
	Selected Count (40%)
	2
	1
	2





Table 3
Item descriptives and measurement model

	Construct
	Code*
	C- Alpha
	Loadings
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Composite Reliability
	Average Variance Extracted
	Peak Squared Correlations

	GSE-
Internal Ambience
	AI1
	0.833
	0.751
	5.91
	1.03
	0.86
	0.58
	0.57

	
	AI2
	
	0.769
	5.69
	1.12
	
	
	

	
	AI3
	
	0.766
	5.86
	0.96
	
	
	

	
	AI4
	
	0.749
	5.65
	1.11
	
	
	

	
	AI5
	
	0.805
	5.49
	1.20
	
	
	

	GSE-
External Ambience
	AE1
	0.867
	0.818
	4.79
	1.52
	0.86
	0.67
	0.58

	
	AE2
	
	0.861
	5.15
	1.46
	
	
	

	
	AE3
	
	0.811
	5.07
	1.56
	
	
	

	GSE- 
Design Functional
	DF1
	0.862
	0.685
	5.09
	1.17
	0.91
	0.59
	
0.57


	
	DF2
	
	0.784
	5.61
	1.16
	
	
	

	
	DF3
	
	0.836
	5.64
	1.23
	
	
	

	
	DF4
	
	0.388 (Dropped)
	6.08
	0.88
	
	
	

	
	DF5
	
	0.342 (Dropped)
	5.43
	1.13
	
	
	

	
	DF6
	
	0.386
(Dropped)
	5.73
	1.23
	
	
	

	
	DF7
	
	0.408
(Dropped)
	5.45
	1.30
	
	
	

	
	DF8
	
	0.746
	5.69
	1.08
	
	
	

	
	DF9
	
	0.748
	5.64
	1.26
	
	
	

	GSE- 
Design Aesthetics
	DA1
	0.853
	0.793
	5.63
	1.13
	0.91
	0.60
	
0.52

	
	DA2
	
	0.782
	5.59
	1.31
	
	
	

	
	DA3
	
	0.876
	5.78
	1.18
	
	
	

	
	DA4
	
	0.836
	5.86
	1.09
	
	
	

	
	DA5
	
	0.805
	5.61
	1.08
	
	
	

	
	DA6
	
	0.693
	5.51
	1.18
	
	
	

	
	DA7
	
	0.714
	5.93
	1.05
	
	
	

	GSE- 
Social Staff
	SS1
	0.871
	0.738
	5.8
	1.00
	0.87
	0.63
	0.58

	
	SS2
	
	0.852
	5.57
	1.10
	
	
	

	
	SS3
	
	0.778
	5.43
	5.15
	
	
	

	
	SS4
	
	0.832
	5.52
	1.14
	
	
	

	GSE-
Social Co-customers
	SC1
	0.879
	0.825
	5.12
	1.22
	0.88
	0.72
	0.56

	
	SC2
	
	0.830
	5.23
	1.12
	
	
	

	
	SC3
	
	0.882
	5.18
	1.13
	
	
	

	*for details, refer to appendix A and text





Table 4
Inter-construct correlation

	
	Internal Ambience
	External Ambience
	Design Functional
	Design Aesthetics
	Staff
	Other Customers
	Trust
	Re-patronage Intention

	Internal Ambience
	0.58
	0.57
	0.52
	0.52
	0.56
	0.56
	0.52
	0.44

	External Ambience
	0.76
	0.67
	0.53
	0.41
	0.58
	0.45
	0.55
	0.35

	Design Functional
	0.72
	0.73
	0.59
	0.44
	0.49
	0.50
	0.57
	0.40

	Design Aesthetics
	0.72
	0.64
	0.66
	0.60
	0.49
	0.38
	0.46
	0.30

	Staff
	0.75
	0.76
	0.70
	0.70
	0.63
	0.38
	0.50
	0.42

	Other Customers
	0.75
	0.67
	0.71
	0.62
	0.76
	0.72
	0.50
	0.32

	Trust
	0.72
	0.74
	0.76
	0.68
	0.71
	0.71
	0.74
	0.59

	Re-patronage Intention
	0.66
	0.59
	0.63
	0.55
	0.65
	0.57
	0.77
	0.64

	Items on the diagonal are AVE values. Items above the diagonal, in italics, are squared correlations




Table 5
Measurement model forGSE, trust, and re-patronage intention

	Constructs
	Code*
	C-Alpha
	Loadings
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Composite Reliability
	Average Variance Extracted
	Peak Squared Correlations

	GSE –
Internal Ambience
	AI1
	0.833
	0.735
	5.91
	1.03
	0.86
	0.58
	0.57

	
	AI2
	
	0.750
	5.69
	1.12
	
	
	

	
	AI3
	
	0.759
	5.86
	0.96
	
	
	

	
	AI4
	
	0.738
	5.65
	1.11
	
	
	

	
	AI5
	
	0.798
	5.49
	1.20
	
	
	

	GSE –
External Ambience
	AE1
	0.867
	0.81
	4.79
	1.52
	0.86
	0.67
	0.57

	
	AE2
	
	0.848
	5.15
	1.46
	
	
	

	
	AE3
	
	0.813
	5.07
	1.56
	
	
	

	GSE –
Design Functional
	DF1
	0.862
	0.675
	5.09
	1.17
	0.91
	0.59
	0.50


	
	DF2
	
	0.771
	5.61
	1.16
	
	
	

	
	DF3
	
	0.834
	5.64
	1.23
	
	
	

	
	DF8
	
	0.757
	5.69
	1.08
	
	
	

	
	DF9
	
	0.770
	5.64
	1.26
	
	
	

	GSE –
Design Aesthetics
	DA1
	0.853
	0.787
	5.63
	1.13
	0.91
	0.60
	
0.39

	
	DA2
	
	0.769
	5.59
	1.31
	
	
	

	
	DA3
	
	0.873
	5.78
	1.18
	
	
	

	
	DA4
	
	0.830
	5.86
	1.09
	
	
	

	
	DA5
	
	0.792
	5.61
	1.08
	
	
	

	
	DA6
	
	0.686
	5.51
	1.18
	
	
	

	
	DA7
	
	0.714
	5.93
	1.05
	
	
	

	GSE –
Social Staff
	SS1
	0.871
	0.727
	5.8
	1.00
	0.87
	0.63
	0.58

	
	SS2
	
	0.853
	5.57
	1.10
	
	
	

	
	SS3
	
	0.772
	5.43
	1.15
	
	
	

	
	SS4
	
	0.831
	5.52
	1.14
	
	
	

	GSE –
Social Other Customers
	SC1
	0.879
	0.830
	5.12
	1.22
	0.88
	0.72
	0.58

	
	SC2
	
	0.838
	5.23
	1.12
	
	
	

	
	SC3
	
	0.881
	5.18
	1.13
	
	
	

	Trust
	GBT1
	0.904
	0.714
	5.8
	0.98
	0.92
	0.74
	0.44

	
	GBT2
	
	0.912
	5.47
	1.12
	
	
	

	
	GBT3
	
	0.918
	5.43
	1.18
	
	
	

	Re-patronage Intention
	RP1
	0.821
	0.748
	5.96
	0.94
	0.87
	0.64
	0.61

	
	RP2
	
	0.910
	5.93
	0.93
	
	
	

	
	RP3
	
	0.904
	5.99
	0.85
	
	
	

	
	RP4
	
	0.616
	5.88
	0.84
	
	
	

	Items for GSE are those retained from scale development reported in Table 4; *for details, refer to appendix A
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Table 6
Mediation test
	Relationship
	Path via Trust
	Path coefficient
	
	FIT INDICES
	Inference

	
	
	
	2/df
	CFI
	IFI
	GFI
	NFI
	RMR
	RMSEA
	

	GSERe-patronage Intention 
	Constrained 
	0.745**
	3.226
	0.915
	0.915
	0.840
	0.882
	0.060
	0.065
	FullMediation 

	
	Not constrained 
	0.124
	3.157
	0.918
	0.918
	0.844
	0.884
	0.058
	0.064
	

	Note: Significance **p<0.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Table 7
Moderation test
	
	Trust

	Independent Variables
	Model 1 Standardized β
	Model 2 Standardized β
	Model 3 Standardized β

	Main Effects
	GSE
	0.802**
	0.731**
	0.730**

	Moderator
	Travel Purpose Dummy
	
	-0.093**
	-0.112**

	
	Environmental Value
	
	0.162**
	0.146**

	Interaction Terms
	GSE X Travel Purpose 
	
	
	0.110**

	
	GSE X Environmental Value
	
	
	0.125**

	R2
	
	0.643
	0.675
	0.687

	Adjusted R2
	
	0.642
	0.672
	0.681

	F Change
	
	940.127
	24.943
	10.380

	Δ R2
	
	0.643
	0.031
	0.013

	Note: Significance **p<0.01
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Figure 1
Theoretical framework (2 column fitting)
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Figure 2
Higher order factor test (1.5 column fitting)
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Figure 3
Structural model with loadings and path values (2 column fitting)
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Variable items and source
	Dimensions
	Items
	Literature Source

	Ambient 
	Internal
	The environment inside the hotel building is kept eco-friendly by using maximum daylight wherever possible (AI1)
	Wakefield and Blodgett (1996); Baker et al. (2002); Kreidler and Mathews (2009)

	
	
	The ambiance in this hotel is kept eco- friendly by using plants for interior decoration (AI2)
	

	
	
	The temperature inside the hotel is maintained just at comfortable level, hence reducing excessive load on AC (AI3)
	

	
	
	In the indoors, this hotel has pleasant natural fragrance (AI4)
	

	
	
	The air quality in the interiors of this hotel is very close to natural fresh air (AI5) 
	

	
	External
	The outdoors (e.g. Garden) of this hotel has a soothing natural aroma (AE1)
	Keng et al. (2007); Wu and Liang (2009); Wakefield and Blodgett (1996); Baker et al. (2002); Kreidler and Mathews (2009)

	
	
	The outdoors of this hotel has an eco-friendly ambiance (AE2)
	

	
	
	The air quality in the outdoors of this hotel is very close to natural fresh air (AE3)
	

	Design
	Aesthetics
	This hotel uses local artifacts for decoration, hence reducing its carbon footprints (DA1)
	Keng et al. (2007); Wu and Liang (2009); Wakefield and Blodgett (1996); Baker et al. (2002); Kreidler and Mathews (2009)

	
	
	Sensor controlled lighting system in this hotel helps in saving energy (DA2)
	

	
	
	This hotel uses NO plastic that helps in protecting the environment (DA3)
	

	
	
	Energy efficient lighting (e.g. CFL, LED) in this hotel helps in saving energy (DA4)
	

	
	
	NO cut-flowers are used for decoration in this hotel which keeps the eco-system healthy (DA5)
	

	
	
	This hotel has an environmental certification such as ECOTEL, LEED etc. that shows its environmental commitment (DA6)
	

	
	
	This hotel uses products (e.g. Paper, Pencil, Bags, Decor items etc.) made of recycled material (DA7)
	

	
	Functional
	This hotel offers organically grown foods (DF1)
	Keng et al. (2007); Wu and Liang (2009); Wakefield and Blodgett (1996); Baker et al. (2002); Kreidler and Mathews (2009)

	
	
	Low flow water fixtures in the hotel’s bathroom help in saving water (DF2)
	

	
	
	Architecture of this hotel invites maximum natural light (DF3)
	

	
	
	Multi-glazed window glasses in this hotel prevent heat to come in, hence reducing load on AC (DF8)
	

	
	
	This hotel has refillable dispensers instead of individual bottles for bathroom amenities (e.g. shampoo), hence reducing waste production (DF9)
	

	Social
	Staff
	The service staff of this hotel seemed competent in maintaining environmental friendliness (SS1)
	Keng et al. (2007); Wu and Liang (2009); Chandon, Leo, Philippe (1997); Baker et al. (2002); Kreidler and Mathews (2009)

	
	
	The service staff genuinely wished to save the environment (SS2)
	

	
	
	The staff satisfactorily answered all my queries related to environmental features of the hotel services (SS3)
	

	
	
	The service staff of this hotel eagerly tried to solve my problems in an eco-friendly way (SS4)
	

	
	Co-customers
	I found other guests in this hotel appreciating its eco-friendly environment (SC1)
	Keng et al. (2007); Wu and Liang (2009); Chandon, Leo, Philippe (1997); Baker et al. (2002); Kreidler and Mathews (2009)

	
	
	It seems other guests in this hotel like the option of saving environment along with other facilities (SC2)
	

	
	
	Other guests in this hotel seem to respect the eco-friendly efforts of the hotel (SC3)
	

	Trust
	I feel that this hotel’s environmental commitments are generally reliable (GBT1)

	Chen and Chang (2012)
Chen (2010)


	
	I feel that this hotel’s environmental performance is generally dependable (GBT2)
	

	
	This hotel keeps promises and commitments towards environmental protection (GBT3)
	

	Re-patronage Intention
	I will prefer to stay at hotels of this brand when traveling (RP1)
	Han, Hus, Sheu (2010)

	
	I will encourage my friends and relatives to stay at hotels of this brand when they are traveling (RP2)
	

	
	If someone is looking for a hotel, I will suggest to him/her to stay at hotels of this brand (RP3)
	

	
	I am willing to spend extra in order to stay at an environmentally friendly hotel of this brand (RP4)
	

	Environmental Values
	It is important to me that products I use do not harm the environment (EV1)
	Haws, Winterich, and Naylor, 2010

	
	I consider the potential environmental impact of my actions when making many of my decisions (EV2)
	

	
	My purchase habits are affected by my concern for our environment (EV3)
	

	
	I am concerned about wasting the resources of our planet (EV4)
	

	
	I would describe myself as environmentally responsible (EV5)
	

	
	I am willing to be inconvenienced in order to take actions that are more environmentally friendly (EV6)
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