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A B S T R A C T
There is an increasing focus on bridging human behaviour and attitudes towards 
sustainability. This article focuses on the factors that influence sustainable behaviour 
of working people. Based on a systematic and comparative analysis of scientific 
literature, the authors of the paper present the theoretical conceptual model, which 
illustrates sustainable behaviour. The aim of the empirical research is to examine how 
employees relate to sustainable behaviour across generations, genders and different 
modes of education through economic, environmental and social domains.  
A quantitative method in the form of a survey was selected to capture individual 
employee attitudes and actions regarding sustainable behaviour. A total of 412 
complete responses from Lithuanian employees were used for data analysis.  
The results of empirical research revealed a significant relationship between gender, 
generation and education, and sustainable employee behaviour.
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Introduction

Humanity is facing increasingly complex envi-
ronmental and sustainability challenges (Wamsler  
et al., 2018). We currently live in a world of con-
strained resources, growing populations and exceed-

ing planetary boundaries (Evans et al., 2017). During 
the past years, there has been a growing pressure to be 
more concerned with the environmental and resource 
consequences of the products, services and processes, 
and the relationship between the profit, people, and 
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the planet (Kleindorfer et al., 2005; Ciarniene et al., 
2018; Perkumienė et al., 2019). The three-pillar 
approach of sustainability covering an ecological, 
socio-cultural and economic pillars was agreed upon 
during the Johannesburg Summit in 2002 (Horlings, 
2015). The challenge is to integrate the issues of sus-
tainability with products, services, processes, work 
systems, and existing frameworks of employee behav-
iour both at home and at the workplace (Kleindorfer 
et al., 2005; Blake-Beard et al., 2010; Gimenez et al., 
2012; Zink, 2014; De Medeiros et al., 2018; Pabian, 
2019). Employees with different values and demo-
graphic profiles, e.g., generation, gender, education 
etc., have individual priorities, expectations, and 
perceive their environment differently (Horlings, 
2015; Stirpe & Zárraga-Oberty, 2017; Ciarniene et al., 
2018). If so, they are likely to evaluate and respond to 
sustainable behaviour differently. A growing interest 
in sustainability and sustainable behaviour has been 
expressed in several research works that have exam-
ined various sustainability issues and contributed to 
the understanding of the outcomes for individuals, 
organisations and society. Although the scientific 
community has widely analysed the topic of sustain-
able behaviour during the past years, combinations  
of various employee-related factors affecting sustain-
able behaviour constitute a research gap to be further 
observed.

The purpose of this paper is to examine the influ-
ence of related factors on sustainable behaviour  
of working people. Therefore, the paper is organised 
as follows. The next section provides an analysis  
of the scientific literature on the dimensions of sus-
tainability, the main characteristics of sustainable 
behaviour, and factors affecting the sustainable 
behaviour of employees. Section 3 presents research 
methods, and Section 4 examines how working peo-
ple of Lithuania relate to sustainable behaviour across 
generations, genders and different modes of educa-
tion. The final section of this paper provides a discus-
sion, limitations and directions for future research 
works.

1. Literature review

1.1. The dimensions of sustainability

Sustainable development is a major challenge 
facing people, organisations and societies today. 

According to Kleindorfer et al. (2005), Gimenez et al. 
(2012), Martens & Carvalho (2017), Ciarniene et al. 
(2018), and Spijkers (2018), sustainability integrates 
social, environmental, and economic responsibility to 
create a rational use of present resources, protect the 
welfare and well-being of every generation, and to 
offer a healthy and decent human environment for 
future generations. Environmental, social, and eco-
nomic challenges have become increasingly complex, 
forcing people, organisations and societies to inno-
vate, manage change, and adopt new technologies, 
new activities, new work arrangements, personal 
attitudes and behaviours (Horlings, 2015; Young et 
al., 2015; Martens & Carvalho, 2017; Kim & Park, 
2017; Ciarniene et al., 2018; De Medeiros et al., 2018; 
Ahmed et al., 2019; Vveinhardt et al., 2019). Environ-
mental sustainability is related to environmental 
integrity and protection, pollution control, the avail-
ability of natural resources and the protection of spe-
cies and their ecosystems. Social sustainability makes 
sense of various concerns regarding the impact  
of products or operations on human rights, labour, 
health, safety, the well-being of organisational 
employees, regional development, and other com-
munity issues. The economic dimension refers to 
business sustainability and its human resources 
engaged in sustainable wealth creation processes, cost 
savings, operational efficiency, and financial perfor-
mance (Katsoulakos &, Katsoulacos, 2007; Blake-
Beard et al., 2010; Horlings, 2015; Kim & Park, 2017; 
Ciarniene et al., 2018).

Sustainability consists of a process of change 
through the dissemination of innovations, system 
innovations, sustainable innovations, transforma-
tions in existing production and consumption sys-
tems; consequently, it requires activities, mental 
models, and behaviours (Lozano, 2015; Evans et al., 
2017; De Medeiros et al., 2018; Kułyk et al., 2017). 
The transformation to sustainability in the company, 
society and in the world is not only driven by prac-
tices and political structures, but also by beliefs, val-
ues, worldviews and paradigms that influence 
attitudes and actions (Horlings, 2015), and it begins 
with individual change. One cannot do for a com-
munity what one cannot do for one’s self (Pappas  
& Pappas, 2015). Insight in this “inner” dimension of 
sustainability helps us to understand the influence of 
ethical choices on daily activities and provides an 
insight into why people would accommodate change 
(Horlings, 2015).
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1.2. Main characteristics of sustainable 
behaviour

According to Pappas & Pappas (2015), greater 
sustainability results from aligning our day-to-day 
behaviours with our well-stated values. Knowledge, 
values, and behaviours seem to be at the centre stage 
in the question of how to achieve transformations 
towards sustainability (Alroe et al., 2017). Sustainable 
behaviour has become an expression that is com-
monly used and is oft en substituted with other popu-
lar and trendy expressions, such as pro-ecological, 
environmentally friendly, eco-friendly, green behav-
iour, sustainable consumption behaviour, sustainable 
living, and sustainable cohabitation (Young et al., 
2015; Sharma & Jha, 2017; Huba, 2006; Minton et al., 
2012; Poškus, 2016; Bulut et al., 2017; Kułyk et al., 
2017; Diprose et al., 2019). Research on sustainable 
behaviour can be executed diff erently (Poškus, 2016). 
Some researchers focus on the cognitive and moral 
aspects of sustainable behaviour (Chan & Bishop, 
2013; Greaves et al., 2013). Other researches empha-
sise the role of personal values (Horlings, 2015; Jako-
vcevic & Steg, 2013), while the third apply hands-on 
and experimental approaches (Bohner & Schlüter, 
2014) or place-based approaches (Messely, 2014; 
Horlings, 2015). 

Describing sustainable behaviour Tapia-Fonllem 
et al. (2013) proposed to include pro-ecological, fru-
gal, altruistic and equitable actions as instances 
of sustainable behaviour (Fig. 1). Pro-ecological 
behaviour is related to purposeful and eff ective 
actions that result in the conservation of natural 
resources. Recycling, composting, solid refuse con-
trol, water conservation, energy-saving behaviours, 
reading about environmental topics, and pro-ecolog-
ical persuasion of others can be good examples 

Fig. 1. Characteristi cs of sustainable behaviour
Source: elaborated by the authors based on  (Tapia-Fonllem et al., 2013).

Fig. 1. Characteristics of sustainable behaviour
Source: elaborated by the authors based on Tapia-Fonllem et al. (2013)

Fig. 2. Theoretical conceptual model of the sustainable behaviour of employees
Source: created by the authors. 
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of pro-ecological behaviours (Corral-Verdugo et al., 
2010; Tapia-Fonllem et al., 2013). According to Tapia-
Fonllem et al. (2013), frugality refers to a decreased 
level of consumption. It is an antagonist to consumer-
ism and a fundamental behavioural characteristic 
of a sustainable lifestyle. Altruism can be defi ned 
as a motivational state aimed at increasing the well-
being and benefi ts of others, the willingness to do 
things that bring advantages to others, with little 
or null interest in gains for oneself (Batson, 1991; 
Tapia-Fonllem et al., 2013). Equitable behaviour 
is related to sharing the satisfaction of needs between 
the present and future generations, the balance 
between human well-being and the integrity of eco-
systems (Tapia-Fonllem et al., 2013).

Corral-Verdugo et al. (2010) produced a psycho-
logical measure of equitable behaviour, which 
included the assessment of social, racial, economic, 
age, and gender equity.

1.3. Factors affecting the sustainable 
behaviour of employees

Horlings (2015) emphasised the value concept in 
understanding sustainable behaviour. Values are the 
essential foundation of society and the rules that 
defi ne human interactions. Individual values can be 
changed by education, information communicated 
through the media, community or other social pres-
sure, a scientifi c understanding, the example 
of a charismatic person, or a process of religious 
adoption or conversion. A combination of these 
change mechanisms is even more eff ective in modify-
ing values (Dahl, 2019).

Research shows that priorities, expectations, and 
behaviours of employees are related to their values 
and demographic profi les, i.e., generation, gender, 
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and education (Stirpe & Zárraga-Oberty, 2017; Ciar-
niene & Vienazindiene, 2018). Th e concept of a gen-
eration refers to an aggregate of people diff erentiated 
from others by their year of birth, age, location, and 
signifi cant life events at critical developmental stages 
(Sun & Wang, 2010; Ciarniene & Vienazindiene, 
2018). Employees now fall into four main genera-
tions: the Traditional Generation (born 1922 
to 1943); the Baby Boom Generation (born 1944 
to 1964); the Generation X (born 1965 to 1981); and 
the Generation Y or Millennials (born 1982 to 2002) 
(Abrams & Von Frank, 2014; Szydło, 2017).

Each generation is both a trustee of the planet 
with responsibilities to care for it and a benefi ciary 
with rights to use it (Spijkers, 2018). But distinctive 
features of the generations likely provide some diff er-
ences towards sustainability. Research of Diprose 
et al. (2019) disclosed a predominant generational 
narrative of frugality versus excess, with younger 
generations oft en negatively stereotyped as increas-
ingly consumer-driven and environmentally destruc-
tive. Data showed that younger generations are more 
environmentally conscious and more likely to think 
about the environmental aspects of sustainable con-
sumption. Th e research of Bulut et al. (2017) also 
showed that generation is associated with unneeded 
consumption as a dimension of sustainable consump-
tion behaviour. According to this research, Baby 
Boomers were found to have the highest level 
of unneeded consumption behaviour while repre-
sentatives of Generation Z — the lowest. According 
to Fleith De Medeiros et al. (2018), distinctive charac-
teristics of generations cause some to have more sus-
tainable actions (such as the Generation Z), while 
others tend to have more self-directed behaviour and 
a short-term vision (such as the Generation X). 
According to Coughlin (2018), a majority of Millen-
nials believe that they are more concerned about 
protecting the environment than older generations. 
Meanwhile, a majority of older people representing 

Generation X and Baby Boomers saw themselves as 
more environmentally minded than when they were 
in their twenties. Th e older generations also per-
formed a signifi cant portion of volunteer work in the 
area of diff erent environmental actions.

Gender role theory explains that men and women 
invoke diff erent personal identities for their work–
family demands (Ciarniene & Vienazindiene, 2018; 
Szydło, 2016). Although both men and women care 
about sustainability, their attitudes and practices 
towards sustainable behaviour can be diff erent. Th e 
data of the study conducted by Khan and Trivedi 
(2015) confi rmed that gender diff erences existed 
when it came to effi  cient use of resources, green ini-
tiatives, and minimising wastage. According to this 
research, women are more focused on purchasing 
and consuming products that are environmentally 
friendly, more thoughtful of energy conservation and 
other natural resources compared to men. Authors 
also highlighted that sustainable consumption needed 
to be diff erentiated into household and business 
needs-based consumption. Research fi ndings 
by Bulut et al. (2017) supported the association 
between gender and sustainable consumption behav-
iour. According to this research, women showed 
a higher level of sustainable consumption behaviour 
and a higher tendency to reuse products. 

Research results of Hamid et al. (2014) showed 
that sustainable consumer behaviour had a signifi cant 
relationship with education. Diff erent modes of edu-
cation play a fundamental role in sustainable behav-
iour. 

Based on the systematic and comparative litera-
ture analysis presented above, authors present a theo-
retical conceptual model, which illustrates the 
sustainable behaviour of employees (Fig. 2).

Th e key to living more sustainably is mainly 
about the choices that individuals, organisation, 
states and societies make. Sustainable employee 
behaviour (pro-ecological, frugal, altruistic and equi-

Fig. 2. Theoreti cal conceptual model of the sustainable behaviour of employees
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table actions) is influenced by employee-related fac-
tors and can be assessed through economic, 
environmental and social dimensions. Behaviour 
towards sustainability serves a triple purpose contrib-
uting to micro and macro levels, when meeting  
the needs of individuals, goals of an organisation  
and providing benefits to society as a whole.

2. Research methods

The empirical part focuses on employee-related 
factors and covers household activities of sustainable 
employee behaviour. This research aimed to examine 
how employees related to sustainable behaviour 
across generations, genders and different modes  
of education. To explore the research aim outlined 
above, a quantitative method was selected to capture 
individual employee attitudes and actions regarding 
sustainable behaviour.

The empirical research design consists of a survey 
developed by authors. The questionnaire was 
designed as a combination of two building blocks. 
The first block of questions was related to sociodemo-
graphic characteristics of respondents. The second 
block was devoted to disclosing of the manifestation 
of sustainable behaviour and the evaluation of these 
aspects in daily activities of employees:
•	 Economically sustainable behaviour domain 

consists of 13 statements (sources: Blake-Beard et 
al., 2010; Horlings, 2015; Ciarniene et al., 2018; 
De Medeiros et al., 2018; Kim & Park, 2017; Kat-
soulakos & Katsoulacos, 2007; Poškus, 2016; 
Bulut et al., 2017; Khan & Trivedi, 2015), that 
evaluate sustainable wealth creation, minimising 
wastage, cost savings and other economic issues.

•	 Environmentally sustainable behaviour domain 
measures environmental integrity, protection  
of natural resources, recycling, composting, and 
energy-saving and consists of 17 statements 
(sources: Zink, 2014; Young et al., 2015; Sharma 
& Jha, 2017; Huba, 2006; Minton et al., 2012; 
Hanson, 2013; Poškus, 2016; Bulut et al., 2017; 
Diprose et al., 2019; Messely, 2014; Tapia-Fonllem 
et al., 2013; Abrams & Von Frank, 2014; Kułyk et 
al., 2017).

•	 Social sustainable behaviour domain consists  
of eight statements (sources: Blake-Beard et al., 
2010; Ciarniene et al., 2018; De Medeiros et al., 
2018; Spijkers, 2018; Kim & Park, 2017; Poškus, 
2016; Diprose et al., 2019; Coughlin, 2018), that 

evaluate pro-ecological learning and persuasion, 
human health and safety, reusing of products and 
other community concerns. 
Some items are assigned to two or three domains. 

Each item is measured on a 5-point Likert scale 
(1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree). A higher 
score represents a more prevalent sustainable behav-
iour related to a particular aspect. Each domain score 
was calculated as a mean score for the scale. 

After the initial pool of questionnaire items was 
created, the statements were reviewed by five quali-
fied social science experts specialising in sustainable 
management and economics. The revision of the 
statements allowed making some corrections to be 
sure the statements were accurate, free of item con-
struction problems, and grammatically correct. The 
reliability of the questionnaire was evaluated using its 
internal consistency of the questionnaire items esti-
mating the Cronbach’s alpha values. Cronbach’s alpha 
values were as follows: the economically sustainable 
behaviour domain — 0.80; the environmentally sus-
tainable behaviour domain — 0.85; and the socially 
sustainable behaviour domain — 0.69. Statistically 
significant strong correlations were found between 
every domain of sustainable behaviour. The strongest 
relationship was detected between economically and 
environmentally sustainable behaviour (r=0.980, 
p<0.001). Pearson’s correlation coefficients for eco-
nomically and socially sustainable behaviour were 
0.770 (p<0.001), and r=0.820 (p<0.001) for environ-
mentally and socially sustainable behaviour.

A sample size calculator was used to determine 
the sample size (https://www.surveysystem.com/
sscalc.htm#one). Based on the estimated sample, 430 
questionnaires were delivered, using convenience 
sampling. Using this technique, data were obtained in 
the easiest possible manner. Data collection was con-
ducted online and by distributing printed question-
naires to respondents. 412 questionnaires were filled 
out completely and were acceptable for analysis. The 
details of sample size are presented in Table 1.

The biggest part of respondents represented busi-
ness sector employees (55.8%) with more than 11 
years of work experience (67.3% of all the respond-
ents). Sociodemographic characteristics of respond-
ents are presented in Table 2.

The research was carried out in April – July 2019 
in the Republic of Lithuania. All statistical analyses 
were conducted with SPSS version 22 (descriptive, 
two-way ANOVA and repeated measures ANOVA).
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3. Research results

Data were collected from 412 employees (232 
women and 180 men) representing three dominating 
generations across the labour market, i.e., the Baby 
Boomers, Generation X, and Generation Y. The larg-
est part of respondents had a University education 
(332).

Respondents of the Baby Boomer Generation 
gained the highest scores on economically sustainable 
behaviour domain compared to younger participants 
of Generation X, and Generation Y (F(2.409)=4.175, 
p=0.016, Table 3). A higher level of sustainability 
related to economic issues was more typical to female 
respondents compared to male (F (1, 409) =10.559, 
p=0.001, Table 3). The results revealed a significant 
effect of a generation and gender interaction on eco-
nomically sustainable behaviour (F (2.408)=4.350, 
p=0.014). Sustainable behaviour related to the eco-
nomic aspect was more prevalent for women of the 
Baby Boomer Generation (but not Generation X) 
compared to male respondents.

There was a significant main effect of education 
on economically sustainable behaviour. Surprisingly, 
sustainable behaviour related to economic issues was 
the most typical for subjects with the lowest educa-
tion (i.e., secondary, F (2, 409) =4.209, p=0.016; Table 
3). Also, there was a significant education and a gen-
eration interaction effect (and the greatest one, con-
sidering partial etas2). This particular sustainable 
behaviour was least prevalent among the eldest 
respondents (Baby Boomers) with a college educa-
tion and Generation X respondents with university 
education (F (4.395)=8.189, p<0.001).

Tab. 1. Population and sample size calculation

Population size 
thousand

Confidence level
%

Confidence interval Sample size

1388.9* 95 5 384

*The number of employees (1st quarter of 2019) 

Tab. 2. Sociodemographic characteristics of respondents

Characteristics
(n (%))

Generation (the year respondents were born)

TotalBaby boom
1944-1964

Generation x
1965-1981

Generation  
y/ millennials

1982-2002

Sample 128 (31.1%) 124 (30,1%) 160 (38.8%) 412

Female 80 (62.5%) 76 (61.3%) 76 (47.5%) 232 (56.3%)

Male 48 (37.5%) 48 (38.7%) 84 (52.5%) 180 (43.7%)

Scores of the environmentally sustainable behav-
iour domain were the highest for the Baby Boomer 
group of respondents (F (2, 405) =7.432, p=0.001, 
Table 4). Female respondents had more prevalent 
sustainable behaviour and attitudes related to envi-
ronmental issues compared to male (F (1, 406) 
=14.413, p<0.001, Table 4). There was a significant 
effect of the interaction between a generation and 
gender on environmentally sustainable behaviour 
and attitudes related to it (F(2.408)=14.413, p<0.001). 
Sustainable behaviour related to environmental issues 
was the most prevalent among female respondents  
of the Baby Boomers and less prevalent among Gen-
eration Y compared to male respondents.

The score of the environmentally sustainable 
behaviour domain was the highest for the group  
of respondents with secondary education and the 
lowest for the ones with a college education  
(F (2, 407)=3.551, p=0.030, Table 4). A statistically 
significant effect of the interaction between education 
and the year of birth was observed for environmen-
tally sustainable behaviour and attitudes  
(F (4, 399)=8.128, p<0.001, Table 4). The highest 
scores for this domain were detected for the eldest 
respondents (the Baby Boomers) with a university 
and secondary education. Meanwhile, the most 
prevalent sustainable behaviour related to environ-
mental issues was observed among Generation X 
respondents with secondary education.

Scores of the socially sustainable behaviour 
domain were the highest for the Baby Boomer 
respondents and the lowest for Generation Y 
respondents (F (2, 408)=4.145, p=0.017, Table 5).  
The social aspect of sustainable behaviour was more 
important for female respondents compared to male 
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Tab. 3. Effects of generation, gender and education on economically sustainable behaviour

Category Mean (st.d.)
Generation

F, p Partial eta 2

Baby booma Generation xb Generation yc

Generation 

3.84 (0.58) 3.67 (0.56) 3.68 (0.51) F=4,175, 
p=0.016 0.020

Post hoc comparisons
F=10,559, p=0.001

0.026

p=0.033 a-b 
p=0.041 a-c 
p=0.968 b-c

Gender 
Female 

Male 

3.81 (0.57)

3.63 (0.52)

Generation x 
gender

Female 3.96 (0.49) 3.64 (0.65) 3.81 (0.51) F=4,350, 
p=0.014

0.021

Male 3.65 (0.66) 3.71 (0.38) 3.58 (0.49)

Post hoc comparisons p=0.001 p=0.454 p=0.007

Education 

University 
education d 3.72 (0.54) F=4,209, 

p=0.016 0.021

College edu-
cation e 3.63 (0.57)

Secondary 
education f 3.97 (0.53)

Post hoc comparisons

p=0.971 d-e

p=0.019 d-f

p=0.019 e-f

Generation x 
education

University 
education d 3.93 (0.53) 3.57 (0.55) 3.65 (0.50) F=8,189, 

p<0.001 0.077

College edu-
cation e 3.23 (0.43) 3.89 (0.54) 3.77 (0.49)

Secondary 
education f 4.00 (0.66) 4.19 (0.29) 3.86 (0.55)

Post hoc comparisons

p<0.001 d-e

p=0.700 d-f

p=0.001 e-f

p=0.013 d-e

p=0.001 d-f

p=0.171 e-f

p=0.528 d-e

p=0.191 d-f

p=0.673 e-f

(F (1, 411)=49.480, p<0.001, Table 5) and the analysis 
confirmed gender-related differences in this sustain-
able behaviour domain was significant enough 
(respondent’s gender may explain about 10.8% of the 
change in socially sustainable behaviour and scores of 
the attitudes domain). The mean differences were 
statistically significant across every gender category, 
but it was the most statistically significant for the eld-
est respondents (the Baby Boomers). Statistically sig-
nificant but minor differences were found in socially 
sustainable behaviour with respect to the level of 
education (F (2, 409)=3.270, p=0.039, Table 5). The 
least prevalent sustainable behaviour (social aspect) 
was specific for respondents with a college education, 
and the most prevalent behaviour was specific for 
those with university and secondary education. 

Results revealed a significant effect of the interac-
tion between education and generation on socially 

sustainable behaviour and attitudes (F(4.403)=11.956, 
p<0.001). Sustainable behaviour related to social 
issues was the most prevalent among the Baby 
Boomer respondents with university education and 
for Generation X respondents with secondary educa-
tion.

Sustainable behaviour related to economic issues 
(the scale mean 3.69±0.60) was a bit less prevalent 
compared to socially sustainable behaviour (the mean 
3.74±0.58; p=0.047 for pairwise comparison) and 
environmentally sustainable behaviour (mean 
3.72±0.58, p<0.001 for pairwise comparison; p=0.728 
for pairwise comparison between scores of socially 
and environmentally sustainable behaviour domains) 
when evaluating the whole sample (repeated meas-
ures ANOVA’s F(2.406)=11.411, p<0.001, partial  
eta2 0.053).



Volume 12 • Issue 1 • 2020

87

Engineering Management in Production and Services

Tab. 4. Effects of generation, gender and education on environmentally sustainable behaviour

Category Mean (st.d.)
Generation

F, p Partial eta 2

Baby booma Generation xb Generation yc

Generation 

3.88 (0.54) 3.72 (0.51) 3.64 (0.54) F=7,432, 
p=0.001 0.035

Post hoc comparisons
F=14,413, p<0.001

0.034

p=0.050 a-b 
p<0.001 a-c 
p=0.669 b-c

Gender 
Female 

Male 

3.83 (0.55)

3.63 (0.50)

Generation x 
gender

Female 4.02 (0.46) 3.73 (0.59) 3,73 (0,57) F=3,258, 
p=0.039

0.016

Male 3.66 (0.60) 3.71 (0.37) 3,56 (0,50)

Post hoc comparisons p<0.001 p=0.880 p=0.047

Education 

University 
education d 3.73 (0.54) F=3,551, 

p=0.030 0.017

College edu-
cation e 3.63 (0.54)

Secondary 
education f 3.94 (0.55)

Post hoc comparisons

p=0.640 d-e

p=0.084 d-f 
p=0.028 e-f

Generation x 
education

University 
education d 3.98 (0.49) 3.65 (0.50) 3.60 (0.53) F=8,128, 

p<0.001 0.075

College edu-
cation e 3.25 (0.37) 3.84 (0.53) 3.85 (0.47)

Secondary 
education f 3.94 (0.69) 4.21 (0.22) 3.84 (0.57)

Post hoc comparisons

p<0.001 d-e

p=0.857 d-f

p=0.002 e-f

p=0.146 d-e

p=0.003 d-f

p=0.083 e-f

p=0.171 d-e

p=0.054 d-f

p=0.934 e-f

There was a statistically significant effect  
of a generation on evaluations of economically, envi-
ronmentally and socially sustainable behaviour and 
attitudes (repeated measures ANOVA’s F  
(4, 406)=5.747, p=0.001, partial eta2 0.027, Fig. 3). 
Economically sustainable behaviour was the least 
prevalent compared to environmental issues for the 
Baby Boomer respondents. Economically sustainable 
behaviour of Generation X respondents was rated as 
less prevalent compared to the sustainable behaviour 
related to social and environmental aspects. Genera-
tion Y respondents evaluated socially, environmen-
tally and economically sustainable behaviour equally 
(pairwise comparisons p>0.05).

Comparing various sustainable behaviour 
aspects and the importance of the particular sustain-
ability area, differences were larger for the female 
sample compared to the male sample (female sample: 

F(2.409)=26.525, p<0.001, partial eta2 0.115; male 
sample: F(2.409)=8.896, p<0.001, partial eta2 0.042). 
Females gained the highest scores on every sustaina-
ble behaviour domain compared to males (Fig. 4 and 
Tables 2 – 4). In the female sample, the most impor-
tant and prevalent was socially sustainable behaviour 
(the mean score of the domain was 3.91; Fig. 4), and 
the least common was sustainable behaviour related 
to economic issues (the mean score of the domain 
was 3.74). The opposite results were for the male 
sample: they gained the lowest scores in the socially 
sustainable behaviour domain (the mean score was 
3.53); meanwhile, the economically and environmen-
tally sustainable behaviour and attitudes were more 
important for men (mean scores were 3.63 for both 
domains).

Participants with secondary school education 
(F(2.408)=1.107, p=0.332, partial eta2 0.005) and 
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Tab. 5. Effects of generation, gender and education on socially sustainable behaviour

Category Mean (st.d.)
Generation

F, p Partial eta 2

Baby booma Generation xb Generation yc

Generation 

3.87 (0.61) 3.72 (0.51) 3.68 (0.56) F=4,145, 
p=0.017

0.020

Post hoc comparisons
F=49,480, p<0.001

0.108

p=0.147 a-b 
p=0.015 a-c 
p=1.000 b-c

Gender 
Female 

Male 

3.91 (0.57)

3.52 (0.52)

Generation x 
gender

Female 4.11 (0.50) 3.82 (0.56) 3.78 (0.60) F=5,752, 
p=0.003

0,028

Male 3.47(0.58) 3.48 (0.43) 3.58 (0.52)

Post hoc comparisons p<0.001 p=0.001 p=0.020

Education 

University 
education d 3.75 (0.58) F=3,270 

p=0.039
0.016

College edu-
cation e 3.56 (0.57)

Secondary 
education f 3.87 (0.58)

Post hoc comparisons

p=0.111 d-e

p=0.649 d-f

p=0.043 e-f

Generation x 
education

University 
education d

4.00 (0.56) 3.65(0.53) 3.62 (0.56) F=11,956, 
p<0.001

0,106

College edu-
cation e

3.16 (0.33) 3.65 (0.59) 4.13 (0.13)

Secondary 
education f

3.50 (0.67) 4.25 (0.00) 3.88 (0.58)

Post hoc comparisons

p<0.001 d-e

p=0.011 d-f

p=0.143 e-f

p=0.994 d-e                                                                      

p=0.003 d-f

p=0.008 e-f

p=0.011 d-e

p=0.051 d-f

p=0.270 e-f

college education (F(2.408)=0.889, p=0.412, partial 
eta2 0.004; Fig. 5) valued economically, socially and 
environmentally sustainable behaviour and posture 
similarly (differences of mean scores of domains were 
statistically insignificant). Social aspects of sustaina-
ble behaviour were the most prevalent (the mean 
score of the domain was 3.75), and economic aspects 
of sustainability were the least important for the par-
ticipants with university education (the mean score  
of the domain was 3.67; F(2.408)=14.102, p<0.001, 
partial eta2 0.065).

The analysis into the daily examples of sustainable 
behaviour by respondents in the whole sample deter-
mined that the highest percentage of assent was 
expressed in the following statements: I follow the 
opinion that it is not too late to learn and improve 
(95.10%); I care about my health and those around 

me (94.20%); I participate in deposit return schemes 
(92.20%); I sort rubbish (plastic, glass...) (81.50%);  
I don’t smoke (80.60%); I hand over suitable items 
(clothes, shoes, books, furniture ...) for secondary 
utilisation (77.70%); I use electricity sparingly with-
out leaving the electrical appliances unnecessarily 
(75.80%); I use water sparingly (68.90%); I use a reus-
able bag for shopping (65.10%); My purchases are 
premeditated, I don’t buy what I don’t need (62.10%); 
I don’t throw away food (60.20%). 

The lowest percentage of assent was identified to 
the following statements: I travel to and from work by 
public transport, by bike or on foot (34%); I use only 
environmentally friendly household products (clean-
ers, detergents ...) (34%); I participate in environmen-
tal management campaigns and activities (39.80%).
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Fig. 3. Sustainable behaviour from the perspecti ve of a generati on 

Fig. 1. Characteristics of sustainable behaviour
Source: elaborated by the authors based on Tapia-Fonllem et al. (2013)

Fig. 2. Theoretical conceptual model of the sustainable behaviour of employees
Source: created by the authors. 

Fig. 3. Sustainable behaviour from the perspective of a generation 

Baby Boom Generation X Generation Y

3,84±0,58 Economic

3,60±0,66 Economic

3,65±0,55 Economic

3,88±0,54 Environmental3,87±0,61 Social

3,65±0,63 Environmental

3,69±0,54 Social

3,64±0,54 
Environmental

3,68±0,56 Social

p<0,001

Statistically insignificant
mean difference

p=0,014
p<0,001

Sustainable 
behaviour

Pro-ecological
behaviour 

Frugal
behaviour

Altruistic
behaviour

Equitable
behaviour

Fig. 4. Sustainable behaviour from the perspecti ve of a gender 

Fig. 5. Sustainable behaviour from the perspecti ve of educati on  
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4. Discussion and conclusions

The topic of sustainable development is widely 
analysed by the scientific community. A combination 
of various employee-related factors affecting sustain-
able behaviour constitutes a research gap to be 
observed. As a theoretical contribution, this study 
showed that sustainable employee behaviour was 
influenced by a collection of interrelated external 
(organisation, state and society) and internal (values, 
attitudes, education, generation and gender) factors. 
The empirical research of this article examined the 
manifestation of sustainable behaviour and the extent 
to which internal individual factors affected sustain-
able employee behaviour through economic, envi-
ronmental and social domains.

It should be remarked that the results of the 
empirical research fit the theoretical background in 
this particular field. Khan and Trivedi (2015) and 
Bulut et al. (2017) argued that gender differences 
existed in green initiatives, minimising wastage, con-
sumption behaviour and higher tendency to reuse 
products. The data of this study confirmed that gen-
der differences existed when it came to sustainable 
behaviour. The results of empirical research were 
similar to the above-mentioned studies and also 
indicated that a higher level of sustainability related 
to economic, environmental and social issues was 
more typical for female respondents compared to 
male.

Research works by Diprose et al. (2019), Bulut et 
al. (2017), De Medeiros et al. (2018), Coughlin (2018) 
disclosed generational differences in sustainable 
consumption behaviour and actions. According to 
the results of these efforts, younger generations were 
more environmentally conscious and behaved more 
sustainably. This current research proved that there 
was a statistically significant generational effect on 
evaluations for economically, environmentally and 
socially sustainable behaviour and attitudes. But on 
the contrary to the above-mentioned results, in terms 
of generations, the Baby Boomer respondents gained 
the highest scores on all three sustainable behaviour 
domains compared to younger employees. 

Hamid et al. (2014) identified that sustainable 
consumer behaviour had a significant relationship 
with education. This current research revealed that 
there was a significant effect of education on eco-
nomically and environmentally sustainable behaviour 
and attitudes. Sustainable behaviour related to eco-

nomic issues was most typical for respondents with 
the lowest education. Minor differences were identi-
fied in socially sustainable behaviour with respect to 
the level of education. 

Sustainable behaviour related to economic issues 
was a little less prevalent compared to socially sus-
tainable behaviour and environmentally sustainable 
behaviour when evaluating the whole sample. Sum-
marising the analysis of daily examples of sustainable 
behaviour in the whole sample, the highest percent-
age of assent was determined in the following fields: 
continuous learning, care about health; participation 
in deposit return schemes; rubbish sorting; tendency 
to reuse products; and sparing use of different 
resources.

The limitation of this paper is that convenience 
sampling was used for this research and data gather-
ing was not optimal. The sample size of some sub-
groups was not big enough to represent the entire 
population of working people; therefore, the authors 
express concerns about widely applicable generalisa-
tions. Another limitation of this research was that it 
explored only the sustainable behaviour of employees 
without an analysis of other population groups. It is 
the first stage of research on sustainable employee 
behaviour. It focused only on internal factors and 
covered only household activities of working people. 
Concerning further research, it would be worth 
exploring how employees behave in organisations 
and how organisations support and encourage their 
sustainable behaviour. 

The current research study opened some space 
for scientific debate and future contributions. The 
findings on sustainable behaviour can be useful for 
organisation leaders, practitioners, and policy-mak-
ers, as they call for consistent contributions on micro 
and macro levels, meeting the needs of individuals, 
organisations and the whole society. It could be sig-
nificant for international readers and scientists work-
ing in the area of sustainable behaviour when 
conducting comparative analyses of sustainable 
behaviour across different countries. It would allow 
revealing some similarities and specifics among dif-
ferent countries and cultures. 
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