Consensus building in social marketing campaigns
through the Delphi method

Abstract

This paper investigates the application of the Diefpethod as a tool for building stakeholder
consensus on the impact and prioritization of cagmpmitiatives as applied in a campaign to
promote water efficiency behaviour. To date, usine Delphi method has been
underutilized and not yet applied to evaluating pndritizing social marketing initiatives.
Ten potential initiatives were developed duringvpras research, aiming to promote water
efficiency in tourism accommodation. A Delphi phokexperts (n=21) in tourism, water
and social marketing evaluated, prioritized andddhe importance of factors used for
prioritizing each initiative. Three initiativesa@ived the greatest level of prioritization and
were considered to have the highest effectivertessaich project goals. In the context of
this research, a Delphi consultation was a viald¢hiod toward this application. Best
practices and limitations unique to the social retirlg process are offered to aid future
social marketing efforts in applying the Delphi imed.
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Introduction

Researchers and practitioners have focused oretibfor directing social marketing
campaigns at different audiences which represeninglevels of influence over the desired
behaviour change (e.g. Hastings, 2007; Lee anceK@011; Hall, 2016). The metaphor of
a river has been used to describe this differeatiathere initiatives and stakeholders have
been considered upstream, midstream or downstrdastiqigs, 2007). For Andreasen
(2012), downstream targeting focuses on individuatl a ‘problem behaviour.” Lee and
Kotler (2011), identify midstream interventionstagyeting those individuals close to and
directly affecting the individuals performing therbblem behaviour.” They offer the
example of teaching parents or midwives the mdstg¥e ways to interact with teens about
the importance of HIV/AIDS testing. Russell-Bertrettal. (2013) add that midstream also

includes stakeholders within the community in whitlividuals live/interact. Alternatively,



upstream marketing aims to engage the periphatatlsolders affecting those behaviours,
such as government, media and corporate partndske{tN2005).

Hall (2014) identifies, effective social marketiogmpaigns are often directed at
varying audiences (i.e. downstream and upstreachfammonly produce multiple viable
initiatives to change behaviour. When multipldiatives are produced, Lee and Kotler
(2015) explain that prioritizing viable options fiotervening can increase the likelihood of a
successful campaign. By focusing on fewer intetio@s it may be possible to better direct
resources towards their success. This is partigulaportant when campaign resources are
scarce. To date, the process of evaluating amdifming numerous initiatives, directed
towards varying audiences, has received littlenéitia in the social marketing literature.
Potential outcomes, created during conventionakatarg campaigns, could be evaluated
and prioritized unilaterally by a hired third partigrough group consensus between key
individuals within the business (Tafreshial., 2015), co-created between consumers and
producers (Shawt al., 2013) or some combination of these processessélmethods each
possess practical and theoretical limitations. éxample, it is not always possible or ethical
to bring multiple stakeholders together in the sg@haee in certain context as would be
needed for co-creation (Domegan, Collins, Steadiivgh, Hughes, 2013). This may be
increasingly true in a field such as social margtvhich can work to change behaviour in
difficult topic areas (e.g. sexual assault, drug, sensitive medical issues and environmental
degradation). Within these difficult spaces, Far &otler (1980) and Bloom and Novelli
(1981) identify audiences may be more inclinedefoort false behaviours or not participate.
Other limitations may involve high costs, a lackrgut from key stakeholders or large
geographical distances between important decisikens. One potential method for

overcoming such limitations may be the Delphi mdtho



The Delphi Method

The Delphi method has been used extensively icdhgentional marketing literature to
evaluate and advance theory (see Best, 1974; Ricamal Curran, 2002; Kerr and Patti,
2015) though with limited application in the fiedfl social marketing (see Lingt al., 1992;
Griffiths, et al., 2009; Johnsoret al., 2009; Aschemann-Witzedt al., 2012). A Delphi
consultation is a series of repetitive surveyingregs which usually aim to discover
consensus on issues with a selected panel of exphanstone and Turoff, 1975).

Importantly, panel members are confidential andsamecently, commonly
conducted online (Kerr and Patti, 2015). Firstligobin the cold war to predict enemy
attacks (Diamonét al. 2014), the Delphi method was later developed B318y Olaf
Helmer and Norman Dalkey for the U.S. RAND Corparats a tool to include the ‘voice’
of the practitioner and academic (Buckley, 1995)itt-Gohdes and Crews (2004) argue that
the Delphi technique is usually applied becauseonmaore of the following issues exist:
The questions do not lend themselves to othertatiak or quantitative methods; judgment,
toward consensus, by a given group is desired;rnbt possible to have the sample in the
same place for face-to-face communication dueme &nd/or money; more individuals are
needed than are possible to have in face-to-facemtoication; or, the issue is so
contentious that confidentiality and seclusionregeded.

While the method has been applied variably withm literature (Rowe and Wright,
1999), a common procedure has evolved. As desthibseveral works (e.g. Okoli and
Pawlowski, 2004, Garrod and Fyall, 2005; Hsu anaf&@d, 2007) the first round asks a
panel to establish a base line of which issuesuestigate and evaluations of some pre-
existing questions. During subsequent rounds/teeBom the previous round are presented
to panel members and the panel is asked to re-amgwestions. The process is repeated for a

specified number of rounds or until consensusashred.



Due to the many varying uses of the Delphi techaiguoor explanation of the
process when reporting results and concerns ovalt sample sizes, this technique has been
criticised in the literature (e.g. Stewart, 198owrs, 1997; Rowe and Wright, 1999; Garrod
and Fyall, 2005). Highlighting these limitatiotistough a meta-analysis of 100 studies using
the Delphi method, Diamord al. (2014) found a lack of continuity in reporting Wween
studies. Specifically they highlighted a high atzseof: reporting on the purpose of the
Delphi (i.e. is the goal to find consensus or jusantify agreement?); the criteria for how
participants were selected; how consensus wasetkfthreshold values used for determining
consensus if applicable; if items were dropped betwounds of surveying; and, stopping
rules for discontinuing the consultation.

In this research, unique to past efforts, the Dekxthnique was applied to build
consensus on evaluating and prioritizing initiagia@ming to promote water efficient
behaviour in tourism accommodation. Building corsess is important to social marketing
efforts as it may empower stakeholders to stewandpaigns through ensuring a greater
amount of opinions have been validated. The téumding consensus’ is specifically
applied here as the Delphi Method, through multiplends, relies on reflection on other
panel members’ responses, slowly moving the growatds consensus on an issue.
Previously in this research project, ten potentigiatives were developed through the social
marketing process. This paper aims to investiti@epplication of the Delphi method as a
tool for building consensus on evaluating and [@rong initiatives, offering an alternative
process toward this end. In addition, recommeaadstand limitations for use of this
method, specific to the field of social marketiagg provided. Finally, findings from this
research are discussed with respect to their imdic for several contemporary theoretical

issues within the field of social marketing.



Methods

The research was conducted in collaboration wighraary water distribution and sewage
collection company, South West Water, aiming tonpote water efficiency in small and
medium sized tourism accommodations businessesuth3Vest England. This location and
collaborating company were chosen as they had que\experience with a social marketing
campaign, called ‘Love your Loo,” aiming to stoglividuals from flushing unwanted
materials down the toilet (South West Water, 20p6&)yiding a study area and partner with
crucial previous knowledge of the social markepngcess.

Prior to the current research, through an intenfiue stage research process
involving focus groups and semi-structured intemdeavith tourism accommodation
managers and questionnaires distributed among fatgoests, ten possible initiatives
aiming to promote water efficiency were realizédgure 1 presents the overarching research
process where the Delphi method was used as thlestige. This paper exclusively
examines the findings from this final stage. Soewilt from previous stages have been
published in Coles, Warren, Borden and Dinan (2@b&) Borden, Coles and Shaw (2017),
though in one instance, data was reworked to descpetential initiatives specifically aimed
at promoting water efficiency. Table 1 presenisiaf description of the ten initiatives
emerging from previous stages to orient the reader.

Figure 1 Flow of methods to develop initiatives evaluated prioritized by the Delphi
consultation.
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Table 1Brief description of initiatives created during pi@is stages of the social marketing
campaign aiming to promote water efficient behawviauourism accommodation.
Initiative Brief Description

Remove Eliminating certain aspects of the guest experi@otegd better enable
Competing guests to make an easier decision to use wateresffty. For example,
Behaviours removing baths showed little impact on the guepternce and cold
save a great amount of water. Another exampleogiging on-demand
water heaters to reduce time guests need to ruer weasting it, before it
becomes hot.

Feedback Providing cards located in guest rooms asking for additional ideas for
Cards saving water (and other environmental efforts) in the accommodation.
This initiative would engage guests in the creation of solutions and may
encourage them to use resources more efficiently if they are part of the

‘solution.’
Initial Engaging guests on their initial walk through of the premises with a brief
Welcome (5-15 minutes) highlight of environmental efforts in addition to the original

pertinent information to show guests the business is making an effort and
hope guests follow suit. For example, while showing off the bathroom, the
popularity of the towel reuse program and the water saving shower heads
would be emphasised.

Child Focused| Displaying signs asking guests to use only the water they need directed

Messages towards children with the hope they will in turn influence their parents.
Incentives Providing tangible (vouchers, gifts or money) igetihguests participate
in towel reuse schemes or other efforts to reduatenmusage.
Meaningful Communicating water usage to tourism accommodatianagers in
Units of alternative units such as cost, cost relative heosimilar businesses,

Measurement | cost relative to past bills or facial expressioitsading their usage
compared to the norm.

Green Organizing events where owners/managers displayleedss their best
Ambassadors | effort to save water at their establishments to theers. Also, provide a
platform for those individuals innovating in thisea to be contacts for

others.
Low Interest | Increasing access to and/or create new avenuésisaresses to secure
Loansm low interest loans with quick payback periods.
Green Enhancing existing or creating new certificatiohexmes for ‘green’
Business tourism efforts with added value. This could ird#uncreased marketing
Scheme» assistance, access to ‘buyers clubs’ to reducénpsintg costs and
increased access to current research and bestpgact
Increased Encouraging greater efforts to engage owners/masag¢ourism
Academic accommodation in action research and provide thedmigs in an easy

Collaboration | to read format.

dIndicates initiative aimed to change downstreaue$t) behaviour
m|ndicates initiative aimed to change midstreansithess) behaviour
Source: authors

Summarizing previous efforts, managers were askedeate initiatives for reducing

water use and guests were asked how each idea afetd their experience in tourism



accommodation. Ultimately, five initiatives targef downstream (guest) behaviour and five
targeting midstream (business) behaviour emergfedas justified to involve multiple
audiences here as the behaviour of managers dgiedtekcts the behaviour of guests and vice
versa. For example, promoting towel reuse prograsiirough providing incentives for
participants, fundamentally changes the manageesatipns (change in behaviour) yet is
targeted at the guests’ behaviour (participatioa program). Additionally, two different
audiences were chosen for this project to enabte asllect information on downstream
(guests) and midstream (managers) preferencetatioreto the proposed ten initiatives.

Similar work has been conducted by Johngbal., (2009) who applied the Delphi
method to solicit theory which panel members fetevmost important in developing social
marketing initiatives for primary prevention of slgancer among adolescents and young
adults. These theories were then used to creeial soarketing initiatives and obtain
agreement on their impact. In Jomeal. (2014) these initiatives were expanded upon, using
a third party to co-create and test potentialatites with groups of young people. In
contrast, this research is unique in that it stelble creating initiatives with downstream
(guests) and midstream (businesses) stakeholdésulsing the Delphi method to evaluate
and prioritize them. Both efforts followed the eemmendations of McKenzie-Mohr and
Smith (1999), incorporating those stakeholders rafistted by initiatives, increasing the
possibility of success. However, the current regeased the Delphi method in a
fundamentally different role and as such, findiagd subsequent recommendations are
explicitly stated for this purpose.

Here the Delphi consultation, conducted througle@ime survey, aimed to evaluate
the effectiveness of each initiative created thiotesults from stages 1-3; to rank potential
initiatives in order of priority for implementatipand, to measure the factors used by

panellist to prioritize them. Measurement of tffectiveness of each initiative and the



factors used by panellist to prioritize initiativeere scored on five point Likert scales.
Ranking initiatives for priority was measured oweighted rank score corresponding to each
individual panellists’ response. When evaluatimg ten initiatives, panel members were
presented with results from previous stages ofeékearch and provided with a visual
example of each initiate to ensure they had alil@vi@ information concerning the initiatives
when completing the survey. After round one, lmpihntitative and qualitative responses
from participants were provided to the panel to pare their response to those of their peer’s
as recommended by Diamoeathal. (2014). No items were dropped between rounds,
meaning all questions were again tested in roumd tivwas pre-determined that the
consultation would stop once consensus was reamtetbst issues. Two rounds of
surveying were conducted, at which time conserdgetermined through pre-determined
gualitative and quantitative metrics, specifichhe tjuestion being asked and explained in
detail in the results section of this paper, waehed and the Delphi was discontinued.
There has been some debate as to the meritsawhageneous sample versus a
heterogeneous sample with Powe (2003) concluditeydgeneous samples provide richer
data set. Due to this recommendation and the dmdtplinary nature of social marketing, it
was justified to use a heterogeneous panel hevkbowing the suggestions of Gibbs, Graves
and Bernas (2001), experts were selected on tlue@mnined criteria that they had:
published papers on the subject in the past fiaesym academic journals; taught University
level courses on the subject; or, the subject wasaary function of their professional
career for over five years. Experts were recomradiy the South West Water Company,
local sustainable tourism consultants and throulilerature review of academic research in
water, tourism management and social marketingth@sesearchers in this study have

previously worked in these disciplines, and in tleegraphic location, some individuals



(under 20%) participating in the consultation werevious colleagues. This limitation is
discussed further in the discussion section ofgihjser.

In total, email invitations were sent to 24 indivads requesting their voluntary
participation in the consultation. An acceptarate of 87.5% was achieved and Table 2
reports brief descriptions of each of the partioisggn=21). Roughly, panel members can be
categorized as: academic lecturers specializingunsm or water issues (5); consultants in
water or sustainable tourism (2); social markepngfessionals or academic lecturers (3);
governmental water or tourism professionals (2eabors of water efficiency or sustainable
tourism non-profit organizations (2); tourism aceoadation managers (4); and,
professionals with experience in social markettogrism and water efficiency employed by
the local water company, South West Water (3).pbietonsultations have been conducted
with as few as 4 and as many as 904 participam#tiiS1995). It was anticipated that
participants would drop out of the exercise overetiand thus a final sample of 15-20
individuals was desired, as recommended by Yatag (1989). Two individuals did not
complete round two and thus the sample size fos¢lcend round was 19, representing over
a 90% completion rate. Participants spent an geevdover 45 minutes on each round to
thoroughly investigate all 10 initiatives. Thes$m#ds yielded over 100 qualitative and
guantitative data points for analysis.

Diamondet al. (2014) found no agreement within the literaturdlmprocedure for
determining consensus in a Delphi study. Rathey ithentify several different approaches
for determining consensus within the literaturduding level of agreement, interquartile
range, decrease in variance, stability betweend®and central tendency within a range.
These variations may exist due to the varying tigregth and nature of questions being

asked in different Delphi studies.



Table 2 Brief description of each Delphi member and roshdf participation.

Participants’ Names | Brief Title Round | Round
One Two
Participant A Author and Consultant in Social Metrkg X X
Participant B Consultant of Applying Social Markegiin | X X
the South West England Tourism Industry
Participant C Tourism Accommodation Manager X X
Participant D Tourism Accommodation Manager X X
Participant E Special Projects Manager, Social Miang | X X
and Water Liaison
Participant F University Lecturer of Marketing; Rasch | X X
Including Investigations of Water Issues with
Water Companies
Participant G Business Development Manager at South X X
West Water, Including Working on Water
Efficiency in Tourism Accommodation
Participant H Business Development Water Consultant| X X
Participant | South West Water Environmental Prgjec | X X
Participant J University, Senior Research Fellow, X X
Researching Water Use
Participant K Tourism Accommodation Manager X X
Participant L Founder of a the Social Marketingir X X
Participant M Tourism Accommodation Manager X X
Participant N University Professor of Tourism X X
Accommodation Management
Participant O Director of a Social Marketing Firm X X
Participant P University Lecturer in Managementyism | X X
Participant Q University Lecturer in Managementuiism | X X
Participant R Director of a Non-profit Water Effecicy X X
Advocacy Group
Participant S Principal at Ofwat & Director of Rasgh X X
and Delivery at a Non-profit Water
Efficiency Advocacy Group
Participant T Co-founder of a Green Tourism Caerdifion | X
Scheme
Participant U National Parks, Manager of Sustamabl X
Tourism

Source: authors

Here, an interquartile range of 1 or less, as regended by Raskin (1994), was used
for determining consensus on the impact of eadhaiivie and factors used to rank initiatives.

Interquartile range was justified for this purpasat measures the difference between the



values recorded at the®?and 74" percentile, explaining a dispersion between datatp

and ensuring no large discrepancies in responsespresent. To further ensure no large
discrepancies existed, all data points were chefikenbrmality as bimodal responses would
represent distinct groups of disagreement, indigadi lack of consensus (Diamoetdal .,

2014). The metrics of percentage agreeing andjcisang were used to determine direction
of consensus. Additionally, qualitative data walected for each section and the general
nature of comments (positive, negative or mixedjetnined by consensus among the
research team, for each question aided in detemmihie direction of consensus as applied in
similar work by Holey, Feeley, Dixon and Wittak@007). While Johnsoet al. (2009)
exclusively used percent agree and disagree tondigte consensus in similar research, here
both quantitative and qualitative data was deteechito provide a more robust understanding
of panel members’ responses.

Since ranking initiatives was performed on a 1(hpscale, due to 10 possible
initiatives existing, the interquartile range wad determined to be appropriate as no
precedent for such a wide scale could be founterliterature. Instead stability of weighted
scores between rounds was used to determine carssang qualitative data was collected in

the form of comments to better determine directibrelationships.

Results

To determine how each initiative may affect theadyebur of key stakeholders within the
tourism accommodation, five point Likert scalesifiretrongly disagree to strongly agree
measured agreement to the perceived likelihoodhihiative would increase water efficiency
behaviour. Participants were also provided theodppity to make comments. Table 3

shows the results from both rounds of surveyingefrh initiative in descending order by



highest mean score in round two. Note, a higheamiredicates the panel felt the initiative

would have a higher impact on changing behaviour.

Table 3 Delphi panel’'s agreement that each initiative wlathange behaviour.

Initiative Survey | Mean % % Interquartile | Direction
Round Agree | Disagree Range of
comments
Remove 1 4.19 85.7% | 4.8% 1 Positive
Competing —
Behaviours 2 4.32 94.7% | 5.3% 1 Positive
Green 1 4.43 95.2% | 0% 1 Positive
Ambassadors 5 421 | 89.5% | 0% 1 Positive
Meaningful 1 3.95 76.2% | 14.3% 2 Positive
Units of _
Measurement 2 3.79 72.7% | 10.5% 1 Positive
Initial Welcome' | 1 3.9 76.2% | 9.5% 1 Positive
2 3.74 78.9% | 5.3% 0 Positive
Low Interest 1 3.76 80.9% | 14.3% 0 Mixed
Loans™ 2 3.74 63.2% | 5.3% 1 Positive
Incentives 1 3.62 71.4% | 19% 1 Mixed
2 3.58 63.2% | 10.5% 1 Positive
Increased 1 3.71 66.7% | 29.1% 2 Mixed
Academic .
Collaboration® 2 3.42 47.5% | 15.8% 1 Negative
Green Business| 1 3.29 47.7% | 29.1% 1 Mixed
Schemer 2 3.16 | 26.3% | 21.1% 1 Negative
Child Focused |1 3.19 38.1% | 28.6% 2 Mixed
Messages 2 311 | 47.4% | 36.8% 2 Negative
Feedback Cards 1 2.9 33.3% | 28.6% 2 Negative
2 2.68 10.5% | 42.1% 1 Negative

dIndicates initiative aimed to change downstreaueét) behaviour
m|ndicates initiative aimed to change midstreansithess) behaviour
Source: authors



To measure consensus, again, interquartile raageuged, where a 1 or less indicated
consensus. The percentage agree or disagree a@sousdicate direction of that consensus.
In all instances, except ‘child focused messagasinterquartile range of 1 or less was seen
for all initiatives in round two. ‘Child focusedessages’ had an interquartile range score of
2 and no clear direction of whether it would chabgbhaviour (47.4% agreed; 36.8%
disagreed in round two), indicating no clear cosssrnwas reported on this issue. However,
comments revealed that this may be due to thaimé being contextual; that is, several
panel members commented that ‘child focused measgagould only be appropriate in an

accommodation catering to families.

With regard to all other initiatives, the directionagreement and interquartile range
suggests consensus that they would all change lmemagxcluding ‘feedback cards.’
‘Feedback cards’ received a higher disagreement{@pthan agreement (10.5%) indicating
that the panel came to consensus that it wouldmatge behaviour to promote water
efficiency. Additionally, the initiatives of ‘inetlased academic collaboration,’ ‘green
business schemes,’ and ‘child focused messagest@iéd below a 50% for agreement
(though still more participants agreeing than disamg) that they would change behaviour.
This may suggest that the panel, while in consetimtghey did change behaviour, believed

they would have less impact than other initiatives.

Establishing what influenced panel members to rattiatives in a given order, ten
factors were scored on a five point Likert scatarfrvery unimportant to very important.
Table 4 presents the results with factors in deiognorder by mean score in the second

round. The higher the mean score, the highemiip@itance was placed upon the factor.



Table 4 How important a given factor was used in rankmigatives by panel members.

companies, media,

etc.)

Factor Survey % % Mean Interquartile
Round | Important | Unimportant Range
Likelihood to change | 1 95.2% 0% 4.43 1
gueSt behaviour 2 100% 0% 4.68 1
Feasibility of 1 95.2% 4.8% 3.95 2
implementation 2 100% 0% 4.63 1
Likelihood to have 1 81% 4.8% 4.33 1
minimal negative
effects on the guest | 2 89.5% 0% 4.37 1
experience
Financial costs 1 95.3% 0% 4.24 1
2 94.7% 0% 4.32 1
Desire of tourism 1 95.2% 4.8% 4.24 1
accommodation
businesses to 2 94.7% 0% 4.26 1
implement
Likelihood to change | 1 90.5% 0% 4.29 1
businesses’
management of water, 84.2% 0% 4.05 0
Previously establishe( 1 81% 0% 4.24 1
evidence supporting
positive outcomes
2 73.7% 5.3% 3.89 1
Overall amount of 1 85.7% 9.5% 4 1
water likely to be sav{
through the initiative > 73 7% 0% 3.89 1
Contains measureabl| 1 81.1% 14.3% 3.76 0
outcomes for
evaluation purposes | 2 63.1% 0% 3.74 1
High level of support | 1 42.8% 14.3% 3.42 1
from other
stakeholders (e.g.
Government, non-
profits, water 2 47.4% 21.1% 3.32 1

Source: authors

Again, an interquartile range of 1 or less was ueegbstablish consensus. To

understand direction, the percentage of individugg®rting it was unimportant versus

important was used. For every factor, consensgsr@ached in round two. While every




factor was reported to be important, and the comsn&so supported this observation, some

were reported to be more important than others.

Results show the panel placed the highest impagtandocusing on changing guest
behaviour (downstream), indicated by the highesimszore for ‘likelihood to change guest
behaviour’ (4.68). This was followed by practicahcerns such as feasibility (4.63),
financial costs (4.32), likelihood to have a negaeffect on the guest experience (4.37) and
desire for businesses to implement the initiatd2§). The panel then prioritized changing
business (mid-stream) practices (4.05). Followimaye theoretical issues were prioritized
such as established evidence that the initiativelavbe successful (3.89), overall water
saved (3.89) and ability to measure project suc®g4). Finally, the factor of having high
stakeholder support (3.32) which could be consttlareeffort to incorporate upstream

partners, received the lowest score.

Importantly, the panel was also asked to rankatites based on priority for
implementation. Table 5 presents the findings ftmth rounds with initiatives in
descending order from most to least prioritizechgsi weighted score. Initiatives did not
change in ranking from round to round indicatingsensus on the issue. While interquartile
range was not used due to a lack of support ititdrature for this method, the values
decreased in every instance from round 1 to royradis® indicating a shift toward consensus.
The initiative ‘removal of competing barriers’ wanked highest while ‘increased academic

collaboration’ was ranked lowest.



Table 5Delphi panel’s prioritization of initiatives to lemacted.

Initiative Survey Interquartile | Weighted | Overall
Round Range Score Ranking
Remove Competing Behaviodrs | 1 5 159 1
2 0 186 1
Initial Welcome' 1 4 147 2
2 2 149 2
Incentived 1 5 139 3
2 1 147 3
Green Ambassadors 1 5 137 4
2 2 126 4
Meaningful Units of 1 4 119 5
Measurement > 3 107 5
Feedback Cards 1 5 109 6
2 1 85 6
Low Interest Loang 1 7 98 7
2 3 80 7
Green Business Scheme 1 3 91 8
2 2 61 8
Child Focused Messages 1 3 89 9
2 3 58 9
Increased Academic 1 4 77 10
Collaboration > > 46 10

d|ndicates initiative aimed to change downstreaue$t) behaviour
m|ndicates initiative aimed to change midstreansiiess) behaviour
Source: authors

Discussion

Four initiatives were highly prioritized by the mn‘'remove barriers to change,’ ‘initial
welcome,’ ‘incentives’ and ‘green ambassadors.'wieer, of these four initiatives,
‘incentives’ scored the lowest for agreement (d@@8y2%) that it would change behaviour.
Additionally, Borden, Coles and Shaw (2017) reploat incentives are not always a
possibility for smaller tourism accommodation firarsd may therefore not be a viable option
for intervention. Interestingly, ‘feedback car@gre highly supported by guests in earlier
research stages as reported by Borden, Coles awd (2017). However, the Delphi panel
felt they were likely to be completed after the sjuexperience and therefore have little effect

on their behaviour while staying in the accommautatilt is therefore recommended that the



three initiatives of ‘removing barriers to chandmitial welcome’ and ‘green ambassadors’
be pursued to reduce water usage in the South Bvegish tourism accommodation
industry. Incentives, if financially viable foruasm firms, may also be effective.

Results also have implications for contemporarpiién the field of social
marketing. First, downstream targeting (changings behaviour) was the highest rated
factor for prioritizing initiatives. This was alsupported by the top three prioritized
initiatives being downstream efforts, despite som@stream initiatives ranking in the top
three for impact on behaviour. While these reséltgsesent only one example, they support
observations by Andreasen (2006) that downstrearketiag receives the highest degree of
attention in practical application despite callsrfwore upstream focus (Frenetal., 2010;
Hall, 2013). Calls for more upstream targeting@emonly supported by the claim that
they could have larger impacts on behaviour (F241l.6). The surprisingly low score for
‘overall amount of water saved’ in this researcbesmtuates the potential disconnect shown
by this panel. It therefore appears the Delpheparas more concerned with changing
downstream behaviour than saving water. Whilexatemation for why downstream
targeting is so prevalent is beyond the scopeisfaiper, it would seem a clear area for
future research. Findings also prove pragmati¢Hferecent urgent appeals to ‘follow and
report established theory’ (Shepa&tdl., 2009; Luca and Suggs, 2013) and ‘evaluate
campaign success’ (Hall, 2014; Frermtlal., 2010) where similar factors scored below a
desire for downstream targeting and practical corec@.e. financial costs and feasibility).
Together results may suggest that in practiceasatarketing campaigns operate differently
than theoretical best practices. That of coures amt mean that theoretical best practices
should be overlooked, rather it identifies barrierprogressing the field. Itis hoped that
understanding such barriers could aid future reseas and practitioners in developing more

effective social marketing initiatives.



Returning to the points from Stitt-Gohdes and Cré&@94) reviewed previously,
within the context of this research, the Delphimoet arguably can be seen as a valuable tool
in helping to achieve research objectives. Thahis Delphi method displayed advantages
over other potential efforts to evaluate outcontest example, the Delphi method
represented a lower cost alternative that avoidgdral practical barriers which existed for
other evaluation tools. This survey was conduoteabtely over three weeks and did not
incur any costs. In contrast, the project brietbpsidered co-creation as a final stage to
evaluate and prioritize initiatives with both tam accommodation guests and managers
being together in the same geographical locatldowever, assembling these two groups
together proved logistically and financially restive as tourist did not want to spend their
vacation in meetings and managers requested torbpensated for missing key work hours.

Finally, the autonomy of the evaluating panel mayehcontributed to a clearer and
less biased outcome. For example, Gupta and C(&4886) argue that the autonomy offered
by of the Delphi method may avoid the ‘halo effeastiere members are influenced by other
participants with ‘higher status.” Also, as prawty explored in the literature review of this
paper, social marketing can work with behavioueg #ve emotionally difficult and again
autonomy may be an asset to circumvent peer peessuithis research, the benefits of
autonomy were not clearly stated by panel membarsverly apparent. This could be due
to the relatively safe topic, prompting water a#ficcy, of the campaign. However, the
benefits of autonomy may have been realized throngte subtle means and would surely be
important in social marketing campaigns addresdiffgult topics (i.e. drug addiction; rape
prevention; domestic violence).

From these examples, the application of the Deipdthod would appear to be
deserving of more attention. However, within tbeial marketing context, several

limitations examined in the literature review oitpaper need further attention to ensure it is



utilized correctly in the future. Specifically, ssveral authors have identified (e.g. Gibbs,
Graves and Bernas, 2001; Garrod and Fyall, 200&mDndet al., 2014), the selection of
appropriate panel members is vital to the qualiy stegrity of results. First, it is
recommended that a heterogeneous sample is usediat marketing research due to its
previous support in the literature, the multididicigry nature of social marketing and the
benefits to the research findings reported withia project. Additionally, as previously
identified, some of the Delphi participants wereypously known to the researchers (under
20%). When applying a Delphi consultation to buitthsensus among stakeholders, this
may be unavoidable. At the end of a social manketampaign it is the people with the
greatest familiarity with the issues and procesas tieed to be most involved in deciding the
outcomes. However, if participants are previolksigwn to researchers, a clear possibility
for bias exists where, whether intentional or nesearchers could choose individuals with
similar opinions to themselves or influence pap@eits through the ‘halo effect.” While in
this research we were able to involve a relativ@ly number of past colleagues, we would
recommend selection of under 50% previously knoamigpants to ensure a balance
between these two competing issues.

Next, while no consensus on sample size exigtssyégcommended to have a higher
sample size for heterogeneous groups comparedtodeneous groups (Kerr and Patti,
2013). Larreche and Montgomery (1977) and Tayhar dudd (1994) recommend a final
sample size of 15-30 individuals for heterogenepuosips. Due to the difficulty of many
social marketing topics, confidentiality of datalaecipients is recommended at all times.
Finally, as proposed by Diamosmetlal., (2014), rationalization for panel members showd b
determined based on a set of predetermined critenato their selection. Reporting of
these criteria and other vital information, ideletf by Diamonckt al. (2014), of the Delphi

process (e.g. how the researchers will determinearsus; the dropping of any items



between rounds; what was shared with participasttsden rounds; which stopping rules
were used, etc.) will ensure the maximum valueatized from the Delphi method in future
social marketing campaigns.

In conclusion, this research represents one exaoféelphi consultation, specific
to tourism and water behaviour in South West Ergjland therefore may not be applicable
to other behaviours or locations. However, thregitives have been identified and
recommended for implementation to reduce watereugathe tourism industry in South
West England. Since the conclusion of this regeaait participating businesses from each
of the three stages have been consulted with osubject and several efforts have been
made (i.e. subtractions of baths and additionstodductory welcomes) to reduce water
usage.

The Delphi method has been presented as a potardlabwards building consensus
on the impact and prioritization of multiple cangrainitiatives. Within this research effort,
while best practices need to be adhered to witlercontext of social marketing to ensure
maximum value is realized, the Delphi method prowelde a valuable tool in helping to
achieve the research objectives. Further reseapgying the Delphi method within the
social marketing context, would aid in affirmingdarefining recommendations for its
application. Such research could address the pleiiscrepancies between ‘real life’
application and theoretical best practices, idettiin this research, to further progress the

field of social marketing.
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