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Executive Summary

In February 2008, Brook Lyndhurst and Opinion Leader were commissioned by Defra to delve
deeper into the public understanding of links between everyday household behaviours (related to
energy and food) and climate change. The research question was; ‘do people make these links
and if so, to what extent is that linkage a barrier or motivation to uptake of environmental
behaviour?’ Extensive discussion group work was undertaken to provide policy-makers with
robust evidence to inform the best means to engage with the public and on which issues to base
subsequent campaigns and initiatives. The research team also explored where segmented
strategies may prove effective.

The main finding is that the public do make these links to varying degrees; however, the ability to
make these links does not seem to matter in terms of changing behaviour. In other words, the
public can see the link between their actions and climate change but that alone does not drive or
prevent pro-environmental behaviour change in and around the home. In the wider context of
drivers including costs, convenience and lifestyle choice, a variety of interventions that might lead
to climate-change related behaviour change were tested. Of these, the most well-received were
interventions that allowed households to make their own choices about which actions to take.

Context

The research was carried out from spring to autumn 2008 against a backdrop of unstable
economic times. The salience of food and energy issues was high due to sharp increases in both
food and energy costs.

There were also several important policy developments over the course of this research, including
advances on the Climate Change Bill and the Cabinet Office Strategy Unit's strategic framework
for food policy. WRAP’s Love Food, Hate Waste campaign was underway and, perhaps more
obviously from the point of view of the discussion group participants, there were calls for British
households to reduce food waste at the G8 ‘food shortage’ summit.

These economic and political conditions had a direct effect on some of the behaviours and
attitudes that were the focus of this research, and it has been necessary to take this into account
in the analysis. This was done partly by having a carefully designed methodology.

Methodology

This research was divided into the following main phases:

e A brief, concise internal scan of evidence building on Defra’s ‘Public Understanding’ reports
for 2007 on sustainable home energy use (Brook Lyndhurst) and sustainable food (Opinion
Leader);

e An initial series of 14 discussion groups in seven different locations. The participants were
recruited according to Defra’s segmentation model outlined in Defra’s Framework for Pro-
Environmental Behaviour which identifies seven population segments differentiated by
environmental values and attitudes. Two discussion groups per segment were conducted.

e Two waves of information and activity interventions related to food, energy and climate
change were then sent to participants.

e The 14 discussion groups were reconvened to explore participants’ reactions to the
interventions in detail and cover more explicitly options for government intervention.

Detailed findings on segments

The main value of this research lies in the detailed insight into the segments (chapter 4 of this
report). The table overleaf summarises the headline findings for each segment. The key
characteristics below need to be read as the strongest indications of the segments which were
uncovered by the research rather than generalisations true for any segment member. Motivations
outlined are those that were identified, or articulated by participants, in this research®.

! For further information on the research methodology see chapter 2, in particular section 2.3.
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Conclusions
Knowledge and understanding

Links

All segments were able to offer an explanation of climate change, particularly related to its
impacts (i.e. the effects it causes and the consequences it brings). However, there was
generally confusion and/or uncertainty among participants about the causes of climate
change and the science of how climate change occurs.

Concerned Consumers, Waste Watchers and Positive Greens were able to provide
definitions, to varying degrees, of climate change without relying on its impacts.

Lack of knowledge on climate change did not seem to prevent participants from taking
action (e.g. Stalled Starters and Sideline Supporters).

The more environmentally aware segments were able to make the links between food and
energy and climate change more readily than other segments.

The less environmentally aware segments were able to list activities which caused carbon
emissions. However, due to their ‘limited’ understanding of climate change and the more
pressing priorities in their lives, they tended not to make the link between their behaviour
and the wider effects of climate change.

Generally, participants were comfortable linking energy use to climate change.

With respect to food, many participants found it difficult to link home activities (e.g.
cooking, meal leftovers) to climate change. Participants were, however, more easily able
to raise and discuss the carbon impacts of other aspects of food, such as farming,
production, distribution and supermarkets.

On balance, being able to make these links did not appear to be important when it comes
to changing behaviour.

Interventions

When explaining their reactions to the various interventions, participants said that the
dominant motivations driving behaviour are cost, convenience and lifestyle choice.

For the more environmentally aware segments environmental benefit was more an added
bonus to changes that made sense to participants.

The interventions which were considered most successful were those that encouraged
participants to take action. Interventions that provided only information were not as well
received unless they validated or reinforced existing behaviours (e.g. Waste Watchers).
The research process also highlighted the positive impact of taking part in the discussion
groups through its bringing like-minded people together and providing a platform for
discussion.

Responsibility

There were discussions of personal responsibility and shifting blame across all segments.
The Cautious Participants and Sideline Supporters in particular placed a lot of importance
on “what others do” and the need for others (i.e. Government, celebrities, retailers,
manufacturers, etc.) to “lead by example”.

Alongside the need for action-based interventions, the research revealed that the most
effective means of enabling participants to take on board more pro-environmental
behaviours is for them to become part of social norms and through peer-to-peer learning.

Implications and recommendations
Research initiatives and implications

The findings suggest that there would be little more to be gained from further generic
research into the links people make between climate change and their in-home
behaviours.
Instead, the opportunity presents itself to test, possibly through action-based research,
the detail of the specific actions, on a segment by segment basis, that could be chosen
and adopted by the public.
The selection of segments and actions could be driven by a number of variables
(prospective carbon impact of changes, cost per unit, total available resources, etc.) but
should certainly:

o draw on the interventions tested and, in particular, suggested in this research and



o build on the developing understanding of the motives and priorities of the
segments.

Opportunities exist both to further explore segment-specific interventions; and whether
certain interventions work across segments.
Some longitudinal work may be warranted. The Waste Watcher segment, in particular,
could benefit from more investigation into the effects of the validating interventions used
in this study.
The findings from this work reinforce some of the recommendations in Brook Lyndhurst’s
other research for Defra - in particular, that understanding social networks and the
processes by which new behaviours become social norms, would help to consider how
food- and energy-related actions could be taken up.

Policy initiatives and implications

Generic awareness of climate change appears to be very high; and the fact that in some
cases people lack any detailed understanding of the issues and that there are
misconceptions does not seem to be a barrier to action.

If awareness is less of an issue, and a lack of understanding seems not to be a barrier,
then - in the researchers’ view - the onus needs to shift away from education or
awareness raising. Instead, the research team believes, policy needs to attend to the
kinds of actions that might be available to consumers and households; and the
mechanisms by which the choice of actions by consumers and households can be
supported, guided or encouraged. This is not straightforward; there are detailed
practicalities associated with each segment, each behaviour and each mode of delivery.

A further issue concerns the relative importance that ought to be attached to such effort.
Producing a quantitative estimate of the total reduction in CO, that might be brought
about by enabling consumers to take specific actions in their kitchens and considering the
wider consequences up and down supply chains of such actions was not part of the scope
of this study. Such calculations do, however, seem to be part of a more strategic
consideration.

Critical questions for further consideration and research include: How many tonnes need to
be abated this year, and next? What contribution to that abatement target will come from
the residential sector? How much from changes in energy or food related behaviours?
Which behaviours, specifically, represent the best (most effective and cost-effective) ways
of delivering that? Which segments are best positioned to deliver those particular
behaviours? What methods of enabling such changes apply to those segments, for those
behaviours? How can those methods be best delivered?

Work of this kind is needed; and, if an 80% reduction target by 2050 is to be achieved,
needed soon.



1 Introduction

This section introduces the research project by outlining its background and objectives and the
structure of the report to follow.

1.1 Project background and objectives

In February 2008, Defra’s Sustainable Consumption and Production Programme commissioned
Brook Lyndhurst and Opinion Leader to investigate public understanding of the causal links
between everyday household behaviours related to energy and food and climate change. Recent
Defra research has shown that the general public's understanding of these links is patchy, often
in error, frequently characterised by misunderstanding or mistrust, and invariably contextualised
by a range of financial and social factors.

It is estimated that households are responsible for 27% of the UK'’s total CO, emissions, and at
least a third of the carbon savings in the residential sector could come from day to day
behavioural changes?. Given that food and energy are the dominant ‘in home’ behaviours that
give rise to carbon emissions, it is clear that addressing these two key areas of consumption is
critical to Defra’s overall aim of managing and mitigating the impacts of climate change.

This research therefore deployed qualitative techniques to:

e probe more deeply into the public's understanding of the relationship between in-home
food and energy behaviours and the associated climate change consequences, focusing in
particular on specific areas of behaviour where there is the greatest possible traction in
terms of effecting behaviour change;

e explore and test information and communication interventions focusing on those specific
behaviours, with a view to informing future targeted behaviour change campaigns; and

e explore participants’ ability and willingness to change.

1.2 Report structure

This final report presents the overall findings from the project. It is structured as follows:
e Chapter 2: Method and approach;
e Chapter 3: Context and background;
e Chapter 4: Segment by segment analysis;
e Chapter 5: Common themes and issues;
e Chapter 6: Discussion and conclusions; and
e Chapter 7: Implications and recommendations.

2 Hillman, M., Fawcett, T., and Rajan, S.C. (2007). The suicidal planet: How to prevent global climate
catastrophe. Thomas Dunne Books, St Martin’s Press.



2  Method and approach

This chapter sets out the methodology used in this research project by looking at the research
approach, design of interventions, research limitations and research landscape.

2.1 Research approach

This research study was anchored in an individual psychological understanding of human
behaviour® as opposed to other schools of thought like learning and social practice. The reason
being that at the time the study was conducted psychological understanding and behavioural
economics specifically was the most prevalent theory to explain how human behaviour translates
from theory to practice. Furthermore, this research project was couched in Defra’s public
understanding programme of work in the sustainable consumption and production area which
follows a social marketing and individual psychology approach - based on individual attitudes,
values and beliefs influencing behaviour which is at the core of the environmental segmentation
model.

This research project consisted of three main phases:

I. Desk research
This was a tightly focused internal scan of the evidence designed to provide an overview of
existing research and identify areas for further exploration. This initial scan largely drew from
work already done or underway in Defra; mainly informed by Defra’s two ‘Public Understanding’
reports on sustainable home energy use (Brook Lyndhurst) and sustainable food (Opinion Leader)
from 2007 which is further discussed in chapter 3. This scan of the literature provided the
contextual basis for this research project.

The aim of this brief desk research phase, specifically, and this research project, generally, was
not to present the various theoretical perspectives of behaviour change. The purpose of this
phase was to provide an update on the literature from energy, food and the respective links of
these topics to climate change, relevant behaviour change triggers and their ability to change
behaviour. It was intended and executed as an internal scoping exercise.

II. Primary research
The primary research design was anchored in the segmentation model developed by Defra,
outlined in A Framework for Pro-Environmental Behaviour report published in January 2008*. This
segmentation model identifies seven population segments differentiated by their values, attitudes
and beliefs towards the environment.® The qualitative fieldwork for this project was done by
recruiting to these segments (14 groups two per segment).® The primary research comprised
three main stages:

Stage one - March to April 2008
Stage one consisted of initial series of 14 discussion groups (two per segment) of approximately
ten participants each. The main purpose of these groups was to explore baseline views’.

3 For further information see Darnton, A., 2008. GSR Behaviour Change Knowledge Review - Practical Guide:
An overview of behaviour change models and their uses. http://www.civilservice.gov.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2011/09/Behaviour change reference report tcm6-9697.pdf

4 Available at https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/69277/pb13574-
behaviours-report-080110.pdf

5 Annex 7 summarises the socio-demographic and environmental characteristics for each of the seven
segments.

6 Annex 1 contains the Recruitment Specification and annex 2 contains the Recruitment Questionnaire. It is
worth noting that some quotas were used (e.g. a third of participants to Waste Watcher groups to be over 65
years of age) in order to make the groups representative of the segments as much as possible - more details
can be found in annex 1.

7 Annex 3 includes the topic guide for the first set of discussion groups.
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Stage two - May to June 2008

Participants were sent two waves of information and activity interventions related to food, energy
and climate change over a six week period®. However, the short time frame of the research
meant that participants were, at times, doing an activity for little more than a week, which did
not necessarily allow participants to notice actual savings or benefits of their actions.

Semi-structured telephone interviews were conducted with participants after each intervention to
capture initial reactions to, impacts of (in terms of attitude and behaviour change), and an
evaluation of the intervention.

Stage three - July 2008

Stage three reconvened the discussion groups to explore participants’ views in detail after Stage
Two and cover more explicitly options for government intervention (regarding both policy and
communications)®.

Both discussion guides were carefully designed to ensure a good balance between open
discussion and activities in break-out groups.

One of the final activities of the reconvened discussion groups invited participants to design their
own interventions around Defra’s energy and food related environmental behaviour goals in
break-out groups'®. The six environmental behaviour goals presented were:

e Install insulation products

e Eat more food that is locally in season
. Better energy management

e Adopt lower impact diet

e Install microgeneration

e Waste less food

Each break-out group (approximately three or four per discussion group) was given two
behaviours (one related to energy and one to food) and asked to develop an intervention for one
behaviour goal. An intervention was explained as a means of getting people to take up the
behaviour - participants were invited to think beyond traditional communication and information-
based channels (e.g. TV adverts); and explore other mechanisms of changing behaviour; and
targeting particular activities to certain people (e.g. family event days, incentives, legislation,
peer/family influence, etc.)

This exercise did not assume that participants were experts in recognising what changes their
behaviour or designing relevant interventions. The exercise took into account that participant’s
suggestions are coloured by their own personal experience and perception of what works and
what does not work in changing behaviour. The purpose of the exercise was to generate ideas for
what participants as residents/citizens thought may work when changing behaviour. The aim of
this exercise was not to achieve a consensus around a particular intervention but to gain insight
into how participants would design individual interventions. More details on specific activities
carried out in the discussion groups are available in annex three and four.

ITI.  Reporting

The final phases consisted of a period of analysis of findings including brain storming sessions
(both internal and with Defra and the Project Steering Group), a presentation to Defra, drafting
and final reporting.

The transcripts from the discussion groups and notes from the interviews were analysed using
conventional thematic categorisation based on the questions asked across all groups in a

8 See annex 5 for details of all the interventions sent.

9 Annex 4 includes the topic guide for the second set of discussion groups.

10 These environmental behaviour goals have been identified by Defra following extensive research and wider
consultation - see www.defra.gov.uk/evidence/social/behaviour/pdf/behaviours-jan08-report.pdf. It is worth
noting that occasionally groups suggested their own behaviour goal or a particular take on one of the behaviour
goals.
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spreadsheet. Differences between segments were investigated and any differences were also
checked against age and socio-economic group to assess whether certain differences may be
better explained by socio-demographic characteristics rather than belonging to a certain segment.
Quotes have been anonymised and are used throughout this report for illustrative and indicative
purposes in order to better explain analytical and descriptive points made in the text. The number
of quotes presented should not be taken to mean that more/fewer participants agreed with the
point, where possible and relevant a sense of how many participants agreed or disagreed with a
point has been included in the text!?,

The Project Steering Group included Defra representatives from various departments as well as
the Energy Saving Trust and WRAP. In addition to being an electronic sounding board, the Project
Steering Group was convened twice in person. The group met once in late April to guide the
development of the interventions. The group was then also consulted electronically to approve
and input into the final versions of the interventions. The group met a second time to inform the
final reporting stage.

2.2 Design of interventions

The purpose of the interventions was to investigate the impact of interventions (in the form of
information provision and/or activities) on participants’ attitudes and behaviours and to explore
participants’ ability and willingness to change. Each intervention was carefully tailored to the
motivations and barriers of each segment!® and their design was informed by common themes
across the first set of discussion groups. The table overleaf summarises the interventions that
were sent to each segment?3,

For some segments, it was appropriate to focus on food related behaviour (e.g. Concerned
Consumers) or energy related behaviour (e.g. Honestly Disengaged), whereas for other
segments, the links between these were explored (e.g. Waste Watchers and Positive Greens).
Some segments received only information, whereas others received a mixture of information and
activities, depending on target and existing behaviours and attitudes. Some segments were asked
to choose from a range of activities (e.g. Stalled Starters and Sideline Supporters) while others
were given more prescriptive tasks (e.g. Concerned Consumers). The optimal amount of choice
for each segment varied as a function of the resources that the participants were judged to have
available for deciding between alternatives.

Copies of the interventions can be found in Annex 5.

The interventions were developed based on the findings from the first discussion group for each
segment and taking into account the timetable constraint of the research. Given these two factors
more information-led (as opposed to other media/channels were selected) interventions were
selected.

1 For a detailed breakdown of participants per segment please see annex 6 in the separate Annex report.

12 These motivations and barriers were partly discussed in the first set of discussion groups and partly drawn
from existing evidence on these segments. For a summary of the socio-demographic characteristics and
environmental attitudes and behaviours of each segment see annex 7 in the separate Annex report.

13 More detail on the reasoning behind the interventions is provided in the segment by segment analysis
section.
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S Flrst intervention Second intervention

able 1 Summary of interventions sent

2.3 Research limitations

The qualitative research methodology used in this project was designed to explore issues in depth
from a number of different angles and perspectives, rather than provide statistically significant
results concerning the general public’'s views. Findings are drawn from small samples - the
potential maximum was 10 participants per group (20 per segment) - and should be taken as a
snap shot into what respondents in that particular group do and think, not as fully representative
of all people belonging to that segment.

This is particularly true in the light of the potential distorting effects of group dynamics. The
effects of conducting the main body of the fieldwork in a group setting were partly mitigated by
careful facilitation of the groups to ensure that all points of view were explored, as well as the
one-to-one telephone interviews conducted with participants. Further discussion of the impacts of
‘group thinking’ and social norms may be found later in this report in the discussion and
conclusions chapter'®.

4 See chapter 5.
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Furthermore, participant selection of such small samples will also affect the results in three ways.
First of all, the success of segmentation models, generally, and Defra’s pro-environmental
behaviours segmentation model, specifically, is measured by its ability to divide the population
into meaningful groups, distinct from one another in terms of various demographics and
responses to key questions. Various organisations and research projects have reported difficulties
in recruiting consistently to the segments for Defra’s model given the low accuracy threshold.
Secondly, certain schools of thought critique the underlying assumption of segmentation models
that people can, in fact, be clustered and defined in terms of the group. Thirdly, given that the 14
discussion groups were held in seven different geographical locations and that for each segment
two different locations were used, geographical and temporal variability may have affected the
results. Certain responses may be more linked to the local contexts (e.g. rural setting) than
characteristics of the specific segments. Lastly, given the need to spread the discussion groups
across different age and socio-economic groups and only being able to run 14 groups in total, the
segments did not have representation from all age or socio-economic groups.

Social desirability bias, where respondents are more likely to deny certain attitudes and
behaviours which are perceived to be socially undesirable, and admit to those that are not, may
have affected both the discussion groups and the one-to-one interviews. With the one-to-one
telephone interviews, respondents may have demonstrated acquiescence bias in their answers as
well which is tendency to be positive and provide the answers that respondents think the
interviewers would like to hear. Interviewer effects generally may be a factor when conducting
telephone interviews which may in turn affect what the respondent is comfortable saying.

There is always some risk of participants dropping out from a prolonged research process, and
the second round of focus groups involved the additional challenge of taking place during the
school summer holidays. In order to minimise the drop-out rate participation incentives were
back loaded'® and regular contact with participants was maintained throughout the process.

Contact rates for the telephone interviews also varied across segments as well as completion of
interventions!®, These interviews were never intended to act as a method of assessing a change
in behaviours or attitudes but simply as a way of reminding participants to complete the
interventions and were then used as opportunity to ask a few more questions.!” Some
participants mentioned different reactions to the interventions in the different phases of research
(i.e. telephone interviews compared to discussion groups).

As well as lower attendance at the second discussion groups, some participants did not complete
the interventions or completed them shortly prior to attending the second discussion group.
Although this in itself is a valuable finding, it further highlights the difficulties of conducting
research that is dependent on prolonged engagement with the same set of participants.

Since time and resources did not allow for control groups, it is difficult to objectively separate the
impacts of participating in the research process itself (i.e. attending discussion groups, taking
part in the one-to-one interviews) and the effects of the interventions. The discussion group topic
guides, particularly the second one, were designed in such a way to attempt to separate out the
effects of the research process.

Since (in general) each segment received different interventions'®, comparing the relative success
of any given approach across segments was not possible. However, it is important to note that
the interventions were designed as experiments in the most effective ways to engage discussion
group participants with environmental issues according to their segment and known, associated
motivations for those types of people, rather than as replicable or scalable pilots. Discussion of
any limitations of specific interventions can be found in chapter 4 of this report.

15 participants received £35 after the first discussion group and £65 after the second discussion - participants
were encouraged to take part in all activities proposed.

16 See annex 6 for details on numbers of participants engaged throughout the process.

17 Given the purpose of these interviews (an opportunity to remind participants of the interventions) there were
no baseline interviews or further follow-up interviews after the second discussion group. Questions asked in
these telephone interviews are presented in Annex 8.

18 Except Stalled Starters and Sideline Supporters, who were both asked to watch/listen to a programme about
climate change. A discussion of the reactions of the two different segments to the same intervention is found in
chapter 4 of this report.



One more general limitation which is inherent to all research of this type is claimed versus actual
attitude or behaviour change. This piece of qualitative research relies on participants self-
reporting their behaviours and attitudes rather than these being observed or monitored -
therefore, only claimed attitude or behaviour change were investigated.

2.4 Research landscape

This research is directly related to two earlier pieces of research commissioned through Defra’s
Sustainable Consumption and Production (SCP) programme: Public understanding of sustainable
energy consumption in the home (Defra/Brook Lyndhurst, 2007) and Public understanding of
sustainable consumption of food (Defra/Opinion Leader, 2007). The purpose of the present
project is to bring together the key policy areas of food and energy and explore the links that
people make between their everyday food and energy behaviours and climate change.

The analysis and discussion of findings is informed by the extensive and evolving body of
research on behaviour change, including the SCP project which investigates motivations (working
with five of the segments)!®, recent reports from sources such as WWF?°, and Defra’s framework
on pro-environmental behaviour?'. The reports also draws on the literature on social norms and
values; further details and discussion may be found in chapter 5.

19 Defra/University of Surrey. Investigating Motivations - Focusing on Specific Segments and Behaviours
EV0407.
http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None&Completed=0&ProjectID=
15628

20 WWF (2008). Weathercocks and signposts: the environmental movement at a crossroads.

2! Defra’s framework on pro-environmental behaviour presents great detail not only on the segmentation model
already discussed, but proposes an approach that selects the most appropriate environmental behaviours and
engagement approach for different segments of the population. ‘Appropriateness’ is, in this case, a composite
of three factors: willingness to act, ability to act, and impact. The behavioural goals identified by the
framework represent, therefore, a set of achievable objectives that have the potential to have a significant
impact



3 Context

In addition to setting out the research landscape it is important to acknowledge the economic and
policy context in which this public engagement research took place. This chapter briefly outlines
the economic backdrop and policy factors which need to be taken into account.

3.1 Economic landscape

This research took place from spring to autumn 2008 against a backdrop of turbulent economic
times. The ‘credit crunch’ was in full swing, oil prices reached nearly $140 a barrel in June, and it
was estimated that 1.7 million homeowners were at risk of falling into negative equity?2.

The salience of food and energy issues was high due to sharp increases in both food and energy
costs: the Office for National Statistics reported that food inflation was running at 8.7% and
electricity and gas prices had risen 11.2% in 12 months?®. Overall, the cost of living was
increasing, with annual inflation at 4.4% in July 2008, compared to a rate of less than 2% a year
earlier®*.

The effects of this economic uncertainty and increased financial pressure at the household level
undoubtedly had some effect on participants’ attitudes and motivations for engaging in pro-
environmental behaviours. On one hand, at a time of steeply rising gas and electricity bills,
people were more likely to be taking steps to reduce their home energy consumption. On the
other hand, certain segments of the population may have become less receptive to environmental
messages due to a reprioritisation of cost saving and the common perception that being ‘green’
involves spending more money.

3.2 Policy landscape

In addition to the economic backdrop outlined above, there were several important policy
developments over the course of this research worth noting. For example, the Climate Change Bill
reached the Committee stage in the House of Commons, and the Cabinet Office Strategy Unit
published its final report setting out its strategic framework for food policy®>. Also worth noting is
WRAP’s Love Food, Hate Waste campaign®® and, perhaps more at the forefront of research
participants’ minds, the G8 ‘food shortage’ summit in Japan, where world leaders were charged
with hypocrisy for enjoying a lavish eight course meal; and the highly publicised calls for British
households to reduce food waste?”.

It is undeniable that contingent economic and political conditions had a direct effect on some of
the behaviours and attitudes that were the focus of this research, and it has been necessary to
take this into account in the analysis of the research findings. However, the effects of contextual
factors were minimised through the careful design of qualitative research instruments and the use
of previous studies to provide a longer view of attitude and behaviour trends?®. Moreover, since
social research and resulting policy interventions never take place in a vacuum, it is important to
acknowledge and accept fluctuating system conditions, rather than try to work against them.

22 standard and Poor’s (July 2008).

23 Office for National Statistics (2008). High food prices fuel inflation. News release, June 2008.
http://www.statistics.gov.uk/pdfdir/cpinr0608.pdf

24 Office for National Statistics (2008). Consumer Price Index annual inflation.

25 strategy Unit (2008). Food matters: towards a strategy for the 21st century.

26 See, for example, the Times, 8 April 2008.
http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/environment/article3701660.ece as well as
http://www.lovefoodhatewaste.com/.

27 See, for example, the Telegraph, 7 July 2008.

28 In particular, the ‘Public Understanding’ reports commissioned by Defra in 2007 into sustainable home energy
use (Brook Lyndhurst) and sustainable food (Opinion Leader).
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4  Segment by segment analysis

The following seven sub-sections present the research findings segment by segment. The key
themes addressed in each segment are: reactions to climate change, links participants made
between food, energy and climate change, intervention rationale, feedback on interventions,
attitudes and behaviour change and interventions they designed. Each segment section ends in a
few paragraphs on concluding remarks.

Each theme was informed by all phases of the research (i.e. both discussion groups and
telephone interviews) but the order of themes is broadly chronological.

The principal value of this research project is in the detailed insight it offers of the segments,
however, the research limitations highlighted in section 2.3, particularly the small sample sizes,
need to be borne in mind when reading this chapter.?®

4.1 Honestly Disengaged

"Maybe there’ll be an environmental disaster, maybe not. Makes no difference to me, I'm just
living life the way I want to.”

The two Honestly Disengaged groups took place in London and Newcastle with participants from
socio-economic groups C1C2 and of ages 25-45.

Reactions to climate change
During the first round of discussion groups, participants in both locations were generally
dismissive of or disinterested in climate change. However, they were by no means ignorant of the
issues; rather, they were sceptical that climate change is caused by human activity and/or that
there is anything they can do about it.

"Me personally, I'm not concerned because I've got priorities, you know. I rarely think about it or
do anything about it. I just get on with life which is what you've got to do isn't it."
(Male, Honestly Disengaged, Newcastle)

“...at the end of the day, it makes no difference what you do to the planet, it's going to rectify
itself."
(Male, Honestly Disengaged, Newcastle)

Both groups mentioned rising temperatures and changing weather patterns and spontaneously
used terms such as ‘emissions,’ ‘ice caps’ and ‘population growth.” The London group in particular
were comfortable with climate change terminology: one participant mentioned carbon offsetting
and explained it accurately to the group and another participant talked about carbon trading.

Despite being relatively well informed, participants were highly resistant to the idea that
individuals should change their behaviour. Even those who were more accepting of the idea of
climate change felt that messages about its impacts were exaggerated. Participants thought it
pointless to change their own behaviour, often citing the inaction of the USA and China as a
reason.

"It's doomsday movies about flooding and major storms and things like that but that's just
scaremongering.”
(Male, Honestly Disengaged, Newcastle)

2% For insights into the general socio-demographic characteristics and environmental attitudes and behaviours
of each segment see Annex 7.



"I think one of the problems is that England is actually a relatively small country compared to the
rest of world; like America and China and stuff like that; and I honestly believe that if everyone in
England was to give up their cars etc, it wouldn't make a blind bit of difference.”

(Male, Honestly Disengaged, London)

Links

Honestly Disengaged, during the first round of discussions, identified a range of sources of carbon
dioxide, including heating, aeroplanes, coal-fired power stations and electrical appliances. They
also mentioned mobile phones, cigarette smoke, plastic bags, breathing and cremation. As is
common in discussions around environmental issues, recycling loomed large in their minds.

When prompted on energy issues, participants mentioned behaviours such as installing insulation,
turning the thermostat down, washing at lower temperatures, having old boilers and leaving
electrical appliances switched on. Many participants in this group lived in social housing and felt
they had to rely on the council to make energy saving changes to their homes.

Participants in both groups found it reasonably straightforward to identify immediate or direct
sources of emissions from home energy use, such as using the TV and leaving the lights on. They
also considered the process of travelling to and from the shops to buy products, but did not
mention the energy used to produce or transport an appliance prior to them buying it. Talking
about getting rid of packaging and redundant equipment led to a discussion about the ‘throw
away society’ and how things had changed (for the worse) since they were young; this theme
came up again in relation to food waste and purchasing behaviours.>°

Participants did not spontaneously mention food-related emissions, and a lot of prompting was
required to persuade them of the idea of a link. However, once they made a start they spoke of
seasonality, battery chickens and the amount of food waste that is generated. However, many
participants stated that they did not care about these factors and the only thing they thought
about at the supermarket was the price of food. One participant also pointed out that a person on
their own could not affect consumer demand for non-sustainable products, other participants then
went on to voice the same view.

"It doesn't make any difference to me [where food comes from] because the food's in the shop
whether I buy it or not, so I won't feel guilty if I buy something that comes from France because
it was already there; if I don't buy it it's going to go in the bin."

(Male, Honestly Disengaged, Newcastle)

When invited to think more deeply about how their own food habits might cause carbon
emissions, participants in both groups struggled to go beyond their home use. They mentioned
the energy used in cooking, the drive to and from the supermarket, the packaging and the energy
used for the fridge, but there was little sense of the carbon impacts of the supply chain either up
or down. In both groups, discussions on food developed around family eating, as something that
would be both good for the family and good for the environment (e.g. cooking one meal for four
people rather than cooking four individual meals).

Intervention rationale

The first round of discussion groups confirmed that this segment is not motivated by
environmental considerations, but they are highly motivated by cost savings and would like to
spend more quality time with their families. Their barriers to change include habit, lifestyles,
apathy and cost. When asked which activities they would consider adopting, both groups in this
segment focused on switching off appliances and lights and making an effort to not leave things
on standby. These considerations led to the interventions summarised in the table below.

30'Living in a throwaway society’ theme came up across several segments and is highlighted in the Common
themes and issues section (chapter 5).
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Ties into cost motivation
1. ‘Save carbon and cash!” Validates and builds on something they already do to some extent
leaflet with top ten energy Does not require much time
saving tips Simple and actionable

Focus on energy to avoid sending too much information

2. ‘'Save money by going
green’ article to be
discussed with friends/family

Discussion with family or friend could leverage the ‘I will if you will" factor
Family and friends are a trusted source of information for this segment

Table 2 Summary of interventions rationale: Honestly Disengaged

Framing the two interventions in the context of financial thrift (1) dispelled several myths about
the green movement for those who were predisposed to regard it with scepticism and (2) linked
environmental action to real, day-to-day family issues rather than long-term shock stories. The
Honestly Disengaged segment being the least interested in green activity; it was thought that
short communications using straightforward language and explanatory pictures were more likely
to achieve results. This was validated in the telephone interviews when asked about assessing the
interventions.

“There are already so many things for each family to do. Besides, too much info is not good.”
(Female, Honestly Disengaged, Newcastle)

Feedback on interventions

Intervention 1 - Top 10 Energy Saving Tips

Out of the 15 participants contacted by telephone, 14 reported that they had read and acted upon
the ‘top ten tips’ leaflet; eight thought it was useful and intelligent, while six said it taught them
nothing new. Most participants who had taken up suggestions from the leaflet did so mainly
through ‘common sense’. This was reiterated during the discussion group, when the leaflet sent
was referred to as “the list of sensible things.” Convenience was the dominant reason for why
respondents had not taken up some or all activities; for example, one participant did not want to
turn the computer off because the internet connection would be lost.

Some participants felt positive about the changes - one participant was determined to continue
with the energy saving activities because it made a difference to the bill. Others were more
hesitant about whether they would continue with the changes in the long term, highlighting the
fragility of their ‘green’ commitment and lack of environmental values:

“"Sure... but [I] will easily go back to [my] old ways if they don’t work.”
(Male, Honestly Disengaged, London)

There was direct disagreement over the detail in the leaflet: some participants thought it needed
more, whilst others said that, had it been any longer, they would not have read it. The majority
found the language clear and concise.

Intervention 2 - ‘Save money by going green’ article

All 14 participants who were contacted had read the short article, and all had discussed it with
somebody; nine out of 14 with a family member. Most had talked about reducing energy bills,
which confirms the findings of the first discussion group that cost savings are a good behaviour
change entry point for this segment. This was also directly confirmed by various participants.

"I would concentrate on the money side of things.”
(Male, Honestly Disengaged, London)

"[I] suppose the bullet points could be rewritten to tempt more cynical people in how they could

personally save money as this may appeal to them"
(Female, Honestly Disengaged, London)
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All participants thought the language of the article was clear and easy to understand, although
some said they would have made it less abstract by concentrating even more on facts and
figures. Several participants were interested in the quantifiable information about what it would
take to make a difference.

"But the second leaflet was informative. You know it was telling you things about how many
bulbs, how much you can save if you switch off so and so and how much CO; and all that lot, so
that was important too.”

(Female, Honestly Disengaged, London)

Participants seemed to engage with both interventions, mainly due to the focus on cost saving
and the ‘common sense’ nature of the suggestions. It was also important to focus on hard facts
and figures for this segment and to provide concise information in straightforward, clear
language.

Attitude and behaviour change

Most participants reported increased awareness of their energy use and also noticed climate
change more on television. They reported that their increased awareness had translated into
changing energy habits.

"Yes, you've started to do it every day, whereas a year ago you didn’t bother to do that.”
(Female, Honestly Disengaged, London)

"I've been switching things off. I never used to but I've started to do it for some reason."
(Male, Honestly Disengaged, Newcastle)

"I don’t [turn the heating up rather than put on a sweater when cold]. Purely from being, sort of
being more aware.”
(Female, Honestly Disengaged, London)

Amongst certain participants there was some evidence of spill-over effects going beyond the
energy saving tasks outlined in the interventions.

"Made us think about recycling more - need to recycle a bit better than I do, as well as saving
energy."”
(Male, Honestly Disengaged, Newcastle)

Several participants had been affected from merely taking part in the discussion groups.

“When I left the group last time I did buy some low energy bulbs because I wasn’t using them
before. So I was more aware of being more energy conscious, doing little things like switching off
lights”

(Female, Honestly Disengaged, London)

Other examples of actions that participants reported taking included switching televisions off
standby, turning off lights and not overfilling the kettle (all tips suggested in the first
intervention). Participants still cited cost savings as their main driver, but many seemed to be
more aware of the positive environmental implications of saving energy at home, even if they
openly acknowledged not to be concerned about this aspect.

Some participants said they were already doing the suggested activities to some extent but
attending the discussion groups and the interventions had reminded them or consolidated their
knowledge.

There were several discussions about the ‘fairness’ aspect of the changes participants felt they

were being asked to make; participants expressed annoyance that the government asks them to
change “without doing anything themselves”. Well-off people were also a target, although, as the

12



following conversation demonstrates, some participants were beginning to acknowledge their own
failings and responsibilities.

"The problem is though... where I live, which is quite a rich area, what I find is with the different
bits and pieces that you hear that are going on with all the ‘hoorays, yes it’s a jolly good idea’..
and 'we’ll do this and we’ll do that’, but not in a million years are you going to get them to get rid
of their Range Rovers. It’s just not going to happen... So you know that’s the problem. I think
particularly that end of the market it’s the trendy thing to do it’s not from the heart. It’s trendy.”
(Male, Honestly Disengaged, London).

"But aren’t we all like that to some degree? I will sit here and put my hand up and say yes I have
energy saving light bulbs but I don't recycle. So aren’t we all like that anyway, it’s not just certain
people. We've all got faults.”

(Female, Honestly Disengaged, London)

Participants’ understanding of climate change had not changed since the first discussion group:
when asked for a definition, both groups tended to focus on activities that caused climate change,
such as using central heating and cars. Nor did participants spontaneously mention the links
between food and climate change in the second group. This is linked to the fact that the
interventions did not contain information about what climate change is, what causes it or its
impacts, or any information about food related emissions. Their answers show that the material
from the interventions was at the forefront of their minds; it also suggests, however, that this
segment is not able or willing to think around information and make links to other areas. In
interaction with this segment it is important simply to stick to facts with individual benefits
highlighted (e.g. cost savings).

Although a couple of individuals had begun to incorporate environmental considerations into their
behaviour, for most, this was not a motivation - participants still did not see how they could
make a difference, and were not worried about doing so anyway. The reason they gave for any
changes they had made was always financial.

Interventions they designed

Unsurprisingly, saving money was a recurrent theme in the interventions designed by Honestly
Disengaged participants.3' The majority of their interventions were aimed at everyone since “cost
saving is relevant to everyone.” This segment is disengaged from and mistrustful of government,
big business and any anonymous, distant authority; however, as suggested by the peer-to-peer
interventions they designed, they appeared most receptive to and engaged with other people like
them.

"The message again is the cost, you know, if you did your loft insulation, if you did your pipe
insulation, if you did cavity wall, you would cut down on your bills by 'x”amount. How would we
get the message to them would be on the back of the electric bill and you could also do this,
when you go out and buy a new appliance you could have leaflets there that come with a new
cooker. They could come with a new boiler or whatever."

(Male, Honestly Disengaged, Newcastle)

31 As mentioned earlier each of the second set of discussion groups ended in asking participants to develop their
own interventions.
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able 3 Summary of interventions they designed: Honestly Disengaged

Concluding remarks

Most participants in this segment were not interested in climate change at the beginning of the
research and remained uninterested at the end. Some felt they should perhaps be concerned
about climate change for the sake of their grandchildren, but this concern was not sufficient to
drive action purely on environmental grounds.

Although they remained unmotivated by climate change, the research process seemed to cause a
subtle shift in the attitudes of some participants: some were persuaded that saving energy is a
good idea for cost reasons and perhaps even for environmental reasons. Despite this, however,
the majority would still not adopt energy saving behaviours for environmental reasons due to
their belief that individual action does not make a difference.

A minority of participants did take action that was motivated not by cost savings or convenience,
but by concern for the environment. The most radical example was the participant who switched
to a green energy tariff in order to send a message to the government that they should
concentrate on developing renewable energy. However, he had since regretted his decision after
an engineer friend had told him that renewable energy was unviable. This clearly demonstrates
the unstable nature of this segment’s attitudes and their trust in peer-to-peer lessons.

Information and advice had to be short, vivid, and easy to implement to have any long-term
impact with these participants. The tips worked best when they were convenient and simple.
Information also had to be tailored and relevant; some Newcastle participants objected to the
point in the second intervention about ‘enough carbon to fill the Albert Hall’ - they found it
difficult to imagine what this meant.




Honestly Disengaged
Key points Implications for engagement opportunities

e Lack of knowledge is not the problem - this
segment is relatively well informed

e They think climate change is exaggerated

e Not motivated by environmental concerns

e Convinced individual action is fruitless

e Cost saving is the key entry point

e Messages must be locally relevant

e Information from peers is much more effective
than information from ‘above’

4.2 Stalled Starters

"I don’t know much about climate change. I can’t afford a car so I use public transport...1'd like a

car though...”

The two Stalled Starter groups were located in Leicester and London with participants from socio-
economic groups DE and ages 18-40.

Reactions to climate change

The Stalled Starter groups had limited knowledge of climate change, with some individuals
confusing climate change with the hole in the ozone layer and radiation from mobile phones.
Others mentioned “fuels” and “gases” and global warming, although most used simple, everyday
language. No one mentioned carbon or greenhouse gas emissions or offered a definition of
climate change. The majority of participants did not feel confident in expressing their views. In
general, participants defined climate change by its impacts, which focused on the effects of
weather conditions on their own lives.

“"Unpredictable weather...you don’t know what to wear...”
(Male, Stalled Starter, Leicester)

This segment claimed to be concerned to some extent about climate change, but their concern
was strongly mediated by denial and the transfer of blame to others, especially China, the USA
and government. These attitudes of denial and blame may be linked to a feeling of
powerlessness: the participants did not feel empowered to act and did not believe that anything
they did would make a difference anyway.

"It’s concerning but I just think in our lifetime it’s not going to be an issue, selfish attitude
probably but I don’t think that one person’s worries can change anything.”
(Male, Stalled Starter, Leicester)

This attitude may also be linked to participants’ self-confessed lack of knowledge of climate
change and their confusion over conflicting information. Instead of expending time and resources
trying to understand and weigh up the large amount of information they are exposed to,
participants prefer to deny that there is a problem.

Participants in this segment were also preoccupied with fairness. They mentioned the lifestyles of
public figures such as celebrities and politicians and suggested that these people should be asked
to change, rather than hard working people like them.

Both groups in the first discussion group had long discussions about the role of government, both
central and local, and concluded that they would like stronger direction from above. The direction
took three main forms: choice editing; consistent and clear information and messaging; and
leading by example in terms of the behaviour of government.

“...why don't they just make them more energy efficient instead of giving everybody a choice and
some more expensive and some cheaper. ... This is better for the environment; this is what we're
selling.”




(Female, Stalled Starter, Leicester)

"I would actually think people are not actually doing this because they are actually lacking
information, there is nobody imparting that knowledge to say this is what we are supposed to
do. "

(Male, Stalled Starter, London)

"They [politicians] drive round in Jags and with one person and chauffeur and have got two
houses.”
(Male, Stalled Starter, Leicester)

Links

Stalled Starters, despite their lack of ‘technical’ knowledge, were able to spontaneously identify a
wide range of every day behaviours that contribute to climate change, including flying, driving,
using electrical equipment, cooking, and taking baths instead of showers. The London group
found it easier to think of the lifecycle elements of food and energy products, whereas the
Leicester group struggled to think beyond their own in-home consumption, even when prompted.

When prompted specifically on food, the London group talked about distribution and waste
disposal (food packaging) first, then different cooking methods and food waste. Some
sophisticated discussions arose in the London group around the environmental impacts of organic
food - about which there were mixed views - and whether fast food restaurants are more efficient
in terms of energy use for cooking, packaging and waste compared to preparing a homemade
meal.

Participants generally had strong feelings about their right to the food they want to eat, and again
talked about fairness.

"If you’re going to circulate that you might as well leave the food alone, let that fly over, and
start searching out the rich people that are flying on jets just here and there. Food is food isn't it;
I need my food, what I want to eat.”

(Male, Stalled Starter, London)

There were some differences in the way participants reported back on food as opposed to energy
related behaviours. More participants linked food behaviours to wider considerations, mentioning,
for example, the possible health disadvantages of ready meals and the possible benefits of
cooking and eating together as a family. In contrast, participants did not make these wider links
about energy behaviours, and tended to focus on the functionally and cost of energy use.

Participants in both groups found it easier to think of the wider impacts of food consumption (in
terms of production and distribution) rather than of their energy use — no one mentioned energy
production and distribution as a source of emissions.

Interventions

The Stalled Starters had some awareness of climate change but were generally confused about its
causes and consequences and the actions they could take to tackle it; they would like choices to
be made easier. Participants said that there was both too much information and that government
should give them more information. This highlights their confusion, their mistrust of information,
and suggests that currently available information is inaccessible to them. Their motivations are
cost saving and convenience rather than environmental concern, and they have a strong sense of
‘fairness.’ These factors led to the development of the interventions in the following table.
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1. Watch a film on TV (The Eleventh Hour) or e Variety of options to increase likelihood of participation
watch internet clips (specified by us) or listen e Favourite medium (TV)

to a radio programme (specified by us) or follow e  Clear, factual information to reduce confusion

the news and look out for climate change stories e  Not too time consuming, since time is a major barrier

2. Ten simple tasks rated by carbon savings,

cost savings and effort required (e.g. buy e Follow up to information — actionable and empowering
products that use minimal packaging, get the e Easy and cost oriented
most from the food you buy, change to low e Included energy tasks to validate what they already do

energy lighting)

Table 4 Summary of interventions rationale : Stalled Starters

Feedback on interventions

Intervention 1 - Watch a programme about climate change

Of the 16 participants who were contacted for a telephone interview, 10 read the letter; of these
a further eight watched a programme. Six chose to watch The Eleventh Hour; one watched the
news, paying particular attention to climate change stories; and one watched some online videos.
No one chose to listen to the radio, confirming that television is their preferred medium.

There were mixed reactions to The Eleventh Hour, including “scary,” “motivating,” “boring” and
“heavy.” These mixed reactions demonstrate how the same piece of information can have a
different, and even opposite effect on participants, even among individuals from the same
segment, location and socio-economic group.

Although some participants claimed the film told them nothing new, those who found it
interesting said it had an impact, and they particularly remembered some of the striking images.
Nearly all those who participated watched their chosen programme with one or more family
members and went on to discuss it with them and others afterwards. They said the programmes
made them think about the future, raised their awareness, and opened their minds to new ideas.
Some participants mentioned, however, that some of the debates presented in the film were
beyond their understanding.

Intervention two - list of simple actions

Out of the 16 participants contacted, 13 reported that they had done some of the actions on the
list sent. The majority found the list of actions both useful and interesting. They enjoyed the
sense of achievement and they said it helped them to realise that being green can save money.
When asked how they would improve the action list, five suggested more information about the
environmental impacts of the suggested actions and more information about how to do the
actions.

Confirming the findings of the first discussion group, the majority of participants chose activities
based on cost benefits and convenience. Those who did not take up any activities cited time,
convenience and being too busy as the reasons why. Some participants also mentioned that some
of the activities were unrealistic; for example, some thought that buying seasonal produce was
too time consuming and difficult.

The most popular activities were (in order of popularity) switching off lights and appliances,
recycling more, reducing car use and not overfilling the kettle. Some participants had also
changed to low energy lighting and started trying to get the most from the food they bought.

These groups seem to have responded well to both interventions. Those who watched a
programme engaged with the ideas to varying degrees. Several participants claimed to feel less
confused and more determined to take action. The list of actions then enabled them to follow
through on these feelings. Whilst there were a few who felt they were already aware of all the
issues and already did all the actions, most were interested and happy to have an easily
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achievable set of goals to work towards. The clear and concise manner in which the actions were
presented was appreciated by the participants.

It is clear that cost and convenience continue to be key motivations for this segment. Several
participants commented that the better environmental choice would need to be the cheaper
option for them to buy (e.g. locally produced goods).

It is also interesting to note the higher participation rate for the action list than the programmes.
The types of activities chosen by participants suggest that this segment is most likely to adopt
behaviours that do not involve major changes to their daily routine. All the participants said they
planned to carry on with the activities they had chosen, and around half were willing to take on
more activities. However, participants also cast doubt over the long term impacts of the
interventions particularly the programmes.

Attitude and behaviour change

There was a noticeable change in attitude in many participants at the second discussion group.
They had begun to consider climate change as more relevant to their lives and they had a clearer
idea of the links to their own everyday behaviours (both food and energy). A number of
participants stated that they were now extremely concerned and actively trying to change the
behaviour of their families and friends.

"I thought this was for snobby people, the environment ...I used to think 'oh doesn't it get on your
nerves worrying about this and that? What it is it all about?' But now I understand it and I am
glad I do. I am not ignorant to it and I am glad."

(Female, Stalled Starter, London)

Both groups discussed how the whole process of participating in the research (including attending
the discussion groups) had had a big effect on their levels of awareness and brought climate
change to the forefront of their minds.

The change in attitudes and awareness, however, was not matched by a change in behaviour.
Most participants had made some small changes such as not overfilling the kettle and trying to
remember to switch off appliances, and some had made bigger changes such as walking to work.
However, despite a general feeling that they probably ought to change and being able to better
understand the reasons for the change, barriers to all but the smallest changes remained. A key
barrier seemed to be the non-action of other people, for example their own families.

"It is like I am the one who will go and switch the TV off, my kids won't. My husband will not
recycle his bottle of coke or anything like that. How many times am I going to go into the bin to
take it out and put it in the recycling bin? You make them understand but not everybody is doing
it. I think it has got to be teamwork and everybody has got to do a bit."

(Female, Stalled Starter, London)

Participants recognised this attitude-behaviour gap in themselves, and one group also discussed
how their level of concern fluctuated throughout the day. It is interesting to note that the
interventions had little effect on participants’ ‘technical’ understanding of climate change. They
still struggled to give a definition of climate change and insisted that they did not know enough to
explain it. When pushed to say how they would explain it to a friend or neighbour, one participant
made the comment below.

“Your average friend would turn around and say, 'who made you a scientist?””
(Male, Stalled Starter, London)

This, along with other conversations held at the discussion groups, would suggest that the friends
and family of a typical Stalled Starter are generally not receptive to information about climate
change. Furthermore, climate change is not seen as a socially acceptable topic of everyday
conversation and being knowledgeable about climate change is something which is partly derided.
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However, participants’ continued lack of technical knowledge of climate change did not prevent a
heightened awareness of the links to their everyday food and energy behaviours. It seems that
lack of knowledge is not a barrier to action for this segment; the most important barriers are
time, cost, convenience and feeling demotivated by the inaction of those around them.

Interventions they designed

The interventions designed by the participants are summarised below. A common theme was
passing responsibility on to others; for example, by educating children about climate change
(perhaps because they feel it is too late for them to change) or requiring the government and
house builders to install insulation in all new homes.

o | G [ omes | G

able 5 Summary of interventions designed: Stalled Starters

According to the Stalled Starter groups the logical next step in terms of pro-environmental
behaviour change would be growing their own food and using public transport more (as long as it
is made cheaper).

Concluding remarks

Participants in these groups tended to fit the expected profile of a Stalled Starter. Although this
segment is similar to Sideline Supporters and Cautious Participants (in terms of their cited key
issues and motivations for further action and their willingness to act on climate change) Stalled
Starters seem to be the least knowledgeable of all the segments.

Environmental concern is not, and is unlikely to become, a stand-alone motivation for this
segment. In addition to cost and convenience being key motivations/barriers, this segment is
strongly influenced by those around them and prefers to conform to social norms. The research
seemed to create some conflicts for some participants, who felt as if they should be taking action,
but were stalled by the feeling that it would be pointless in the face of the inaction of others and
the potential disapproval of their peers.

Furthermore, participants in this segment are keen to see government take the lead on pro-

environmental actions (e.g. banning low energy-efficient white goods or making the more energy-
efficient goods cheaper to buy).
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The second intervention did provide an opportunity for participants to act on their new found
awareness, and appending environmental concerns to cost saving measures enabled them to
engage more easily. The combination of information and actionable tasks seemed to work well for
these groups, as did the use of television as a medium of communication.

Future interventions with this segment could also incorporate positive messages about what other
people like them are doing; the sense that one ought to take action over climate change (the
injunctive norm) already exists to some extent within this segment, but unless it is clearer that
other people are taking action too (the descriptive norm), Stalled Starters are likely to be limited
to only the smallest and easiest behavioural changes.

Stalled Starters

Key points Implications for engagement opportunities

e This segment is decidedly confused and uncertain e Messages should use simple, straightforward and

about climate change non-scientific language

e They are willing to make small changes but need e Television is their preferred medium of
guidance communication

e Lack of scientific knowledge is not a barrier to e Messages should incorporate positive information
action about what others like them are doing

4.3 Cautious Participants

"I do a couple of things to help the environment. I'd really like to do more, well, as long as I saw

others were”.

The two Cautious Participant groups were located in Leicester and Norwich from socio-economic
groups C1C2D and from ages 25-50.

Reactions to climate change

During the first round of discussion groups both groups of Cautious Participants had a somewhat
negative reaction to climate change. Although they accepted that it was happening - and cited
changing weather patterns as evidence - many were sceptical or unsure about the extent to
which it was caused by humans, and many mentioned being confused by contradictory evidence.

"Sometimes someone will say there is no problem and then other stories will say there is global
warming and things like that. So there is a lot of confusion...”
(Female, Cautious Participant, Leicester)

Some participants were also confused and frustrated about the terminology associated with
climate change. Overall, Cautious Participants did not seem confident about the subject matter.

"I have no idea what carbon footprint is ... You keep hearing about it and I haven't got the
slightest idea what that means .... They put it on the back of crisps and stuff don’t they? And I
have no idea what it is supposed to mean.”

(Male, Cautious Participant, Leicester)

Although there was some concern, particularly in the Leicester group, about what climate change
might mean for future generations, there was also resentment that the burden of action was
falling on them, average citizens. They felt that they were being expected to change their
behaviour while others did very little, and they discussed the double standards of the people who
had the power - such as big companies, government and public figures.

"We see things like for instance Al Gore a great pioneer of climate change spouting off about it
and then you find out there is thirty grand a month on electricity where he lives in this great big
mansion.”

(Male, Cautious Participant, Norwich)




As a group they seemed neither to have a strong level of concern nor the belief that they could
make a difference to climate change, especially in the face of inaction by big countries like the
USA and China. Together this meant that it did not seem worthwhile investing time and effort in
taking personal action especially as they had other primary concerns.

“Yes it probably concerns everybody round the table a little bit but we have all got other things to
worry about like kids and mortgages.”
(Male, Cautious Participant, Norwich)

Links

Cautious Participants were able to link everyday behaviours to environmental impact, although
they did not always distinguish between activities causing environmental damage in general (for
example, irresponsible use of water and general pollution) and those contributing specifically to
climate change.

The variety of behaviours spontaneously cited as resulting in carbon emissions included, in both
Leicester and Norwich, food related behaviours (e.g. food miles, impacts of cattle, cooking, etc.).
Participants also mentioned a number of other behaviours including flying, using appliances,
driving, heating, general packaging and waste.

There was evidence that, despite the confusion and negativity, this segment is more engaged
with climate change issues than the Stalled Starters and Honestly Disengaged segments. For
instance, ‘food miles’ was the first unprompted example given by Norwich participants during the
discussion on how everyday behaviours linked to carbon emissions. There were further mentions
of the carbon impact of cooking, food packaging and even cattle and the dairy industry.

"Cows are the biggest cause of emissions there are on this planet so the more dairy farms you've
got the more milk we drink and the worse it becomes.”
(Male, Cautious Participant, Norwich)

Participants easily identified the basic lifecycle components and embedded energy of food
behaviours, including production, transport, storage, use and disposal. They found it more
difficult to think of the lifecycle elements of buying and using electrical appliances. For example,
although they mentioned transport and packaging, respondents in both groups failed to mention
the energy used in the manufacturing process of fridges and TVs and they did not think about the
origin of the energy used for heating, lighting and appliances. Instead, the focus of energy use
was on the domestic consumption and the financial costs to householders.

Overall, Cautious Participants thought that responsibility to tackle climate change should lie with
government; however, they were also highly sceptical of government’s motives. In particular,
householders were seen as having responsibility for what they themselves had control over -
namely, what went on in their homes - while government was seen as the only body able to act
in other areas. Furthermore, participants felt that government had the responsibility of
disallowing the sale of harmful products and/or forcing companies to design goods which adhered
to stricter environmental standards and of generally leading by example.

“"There is nothing from this Government in this country to help anyone apart from themselves. It
is only about what goes into their back pockets that they are interested in. It has got nothing to
do with anything else.”

(Female, Cautious Participant, Leicester)

"They control everything so whatever they say will go. If they want to put your Council Tax up
they will do it whether you like it or not. So if they say to a factory “you cannot produce this in a
container”, or whatever, and “if you do you will get fined” then they will have to do it - so I say
it’s down to the government.”

(Male, Cautious Participant, Norwich)
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“If the government got involved then all TV manufacturers have to put these things in there
[gadgets which switch the televisions off standby] then there is a problem solved straight away.”
(Male, Cautious Participant, Norwich)

"I would like to see the government trying to do something. The times you drive by the Council
where we live and ten o’clock at night every bloody light is on.”
(Male, Cautious Participant, Leicester)

Despite their scepticism, however, both groups were willing to take small actions that did not
inconvenience them and/or that would save them money. However, they admitted that
environmental concern would not be their principal motivation.

“I turn my lights [off], purely, honestly, because I don’t want my electricity being used because I
don’t want my bill to get any higher than it already is. I don't think 'oh my god the environment,”
I am like 'oh my god my electricity bill, quick turn it off'.”

(Female, Cautious Participant, Leicester)

Intervention rationale

The first round of discussion groups revealed that Cautious Participants are aware of climate
change and convinced it is happening but are unclear about the causes. They also appeared to be
mistrustful of government information and thought that any actions they take as individuals are
insignificant. An important message for this segment is therefore that other people are doing
something too and that they (Cautious Participants) are not disproportionately carrying the
burden. This segment listens to positive, validating messages but puts up barriers if they feel
they are being penalised. Attitudinal barriers are large for this segment, so carefully targeted,
personalised information is important. With these factors in mind, the interventions presented in
Table 6 were developed.

1. Tailored information leaflet
about their cities’ environ-
mental achievements

A key motivation is what other people around them are doing
e Locally tailored information to increase relevance
e This segment needs positive messages

e Extension of first intervention

2. Invited them to attend a e Reinforce idea of shared approach to the problem
local community event e Seeing some solutions in action may reduce feelings of disempowerment
related to climate change ¢ Help them to think of carbon reduction outside the home, which they

struggled to do in first discussion group
e Possibility to meet ‘like-minded’ people

Table 6 Summary of interventions rationale : Cautious Participants

Feedback on interventions

Intervention 1 - green city leaflets

During the telephone interviews both groups expressed positive reactions to the leaflets about
their cities, including that it was interesting, useful and easy to understand. Respondents
frequently mentioned being surprised that there was a “community of recyclers” in their area and
that their city had received environmental recognition/awards. The latter is what appeared to be
most memorable to participants.

During the second discussion group, the Norwich participants continued to give positive
comments, especially relating to the environmental success of their city:

"It was interesting. Norwich is one of the best places in the country for recycling. I don‘t know

why I was surprised but I was.”
(Male, Cautious Participant, Norwich)
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"Is this something they plan to do more of, distribute these, so we know what is going on, how
clean the city is and everything?”
(Male, Cautious Participant, Norwich)

Many also complemented the simplicity and brevity of the leaflet and said it was these features
that motivated them to read it.

In contrast, despite their generally positive responses during the individual interviews, the
Leicester group were much more negative about the leaflet during the discussion group although
their disappointment seemed to particularly relate to the presentation of information.

"It was just how it was laid out, it was very dull, it wasn’t eye catching or anything.”
(Female, Cautious Participant, Leicester)

"I remember being [unhappy] because it is all supposed to be about recycling and everything and
it was only on one side of A4.”
(Female, Cautious Participant, Leicester)

This change of opinion in the group discussion suggests that these participants still felt uncertain
about their own views and knowledge and felt more comfortable going along with the rest of the
group. No one spontaneously reiterated any of the positive feedback they had given over the
telephone. This illustrates how this segment’s opinions can be easily influenced and will alter
depending on the setting (i.e. individual interview or group discussion) and what other people
say.

Intervention 2 - attend a community event
Only one person (out of the 10 who were contacted) had completed the second intervention when
they were contacted by telephone. Reasons given were generally time commitments (both family
and work), illness and distance. This reinforces the idea that this segment is reluctant to do
anything that is not convenient or requires too much effort (though it has to be acknowledged,
too, that ‘attending a community event’ was a challenging intervention, demanding both in terms
of effort and time).

"Wasn't through choice - more because of work commitments.”
(Male, Cautious Participant, Leicester)

However, by the time the group reconvened, more participants had made the effort to go to an
event; several participants in Leicester had visited the EcoHouse and one had been to a farmers’
market, and some Norwich participants had visited the exhibition stall in a local shopping mall.
However, reactions were generally negative: participants who went to the EcoHouse generally
found it dated, irrelevant and uninspiring, and the stall in Norwich was empty when participants
went to visit.

However, despite the disappointment of these particular events, participants thought that face-to-
face engagement at the community level was a good idea. For an event to be engaging, they said
it would have to be fun and appeal to their children or be family orientated. They also commented
that an event would have to have something to “entice people in,” since climate change is not
something people would be naturally interested in.

Overall, the first intervention was more successful than the second. However, it should be noted
that the second intervention (attending a community event) was limited by what was available in
those particular locations within a tight time-frame. Participants thought that attending an event
was, in theory, a good idea. Attending family fairs and children-friendly events specifically was an
activity mentioned by other segments as well (e.g. Positive Greens).
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Attitude and behaviour change

Although it seems that participants did not find the interventions very useful, the research
process overall had a positive effect on both groups’ level of awareness of climate change. Many
also mentioned being much more conscious of food waste. Both groups reported making small
changes such as turning off lights and trying to waste less food, and some participants in the
Leicester group reported bigger changes, such as using the car less and restricting home heating.
It needs to be kept in mind that participants in this segment were not asked to take up any
specific actions.

"I think it's made me look at it [climate change in general] more and you think what else could I
be doing."
(Female, Cautious Participant, Leicester)

Many participants in Leicester also reported recycling more; this seems to have been a result of a
change in service provision by the city council combined with the effects of participating in the
research. The combination of raised awareness and improved service provision seems to have led
to claimed behaviour change in this case.

With regards to other behaviours, there was still a tendency to feel demotivated and think that
others should be doing more.

"I still look to see a lot of shops making changes, like Marks & Spencer’s turning their lights off
inside at night.”
(Female, Cautious Participant, Norwich)

Some participants also continued to be frustrated by the lack of clarity about what they could or
should do in terms of pro-environmental behaviours, as the following conversation exchange
illustrates. It is worth remembering that the Cautious Participants groups were sent an
information leaflet on their city’s environmental achievements and then asked to attend a
community event: unlike the Stalled Starters and Sideline Supporter groups, no list of specific
actions was sent.

"I keep moaning at my son to turn his computer off and then he tells me it costs more for me to
keep turning it on and off.”
(Male)

“"And there is the thing about having your petrol tank empty because it makes your car lighter.
But then if you have it full you haven't got a vacuum gap, so that is supposed to be
environmentally friendly. Which one is true?

(Female)

"They blind you with science.”
(Female)
(Cautious Participants, Norwich)

For both groups, the main motivation for changing their behaviour was cost, although for some,
the incremental and long term financial benefit of saving money by saving energy was not a
strong enough incentive. In the discussions, participants appeared generally motivated by cost
savings, particularly those that would save them money immediately.

"Everything seems to boil down to cost... no matter what you talk about it all comes back to cost”
(Female, Cautious Participant, Leicester)

"But this is it, it’s years - I need money in my pocket now. I'm not worried about saving 50p a

week for the next five years I want to save that, I want that money in my pocket now.”
(Male, Cautious Participant, Leicester)
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Some participants reported that environmental considerations were starting to feature in their
behavioural choices.

"I don’t know whether I do it for the environment or the cost.”
(Male, Cautious Participant, Leicester)

"I would say both because I do say the world is for our kids now, it’s not for us anymore it’s for
our grandkids even, if we ruin it now there’s no turning back for them, they’ve got nothing left.”
(Female, Cautious Participant, Leicester)

However, scepticism and confusion still remained about the difference it is possible to make.

"We’re a really small country here and if the ozone is supposed to be repairing itself and America
and China have both refused to do anything about their emissions..."
(Female, Cautious Participant, Leicester)

Interventions they designed

For their own interventions, participants tended to focus on behaviours that they considered to be
realistic and achievable. The tendency to target children could be attributed to the feeling that it
is too late for adults to change and that, since participants themselves are not willing to change
as it is not convenient, it would be better to focus efforts on getting the next generation to take
responsibility.
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Chapter 4 — Segment by segment analysis

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5

able 7 Summary of interventions they designed: Cautious Participants

Concluding remarks

This segment seems to be engaged with climate change issues to some extent (more so than
Stalled Starters), but their overriding reaction is one of confusion and frustration. For example,
discussions about whether a flat screen TV is more environmentally friendly than a normal one,
and whether it is better to drive with a full or half full petrol tank, show that they are thinking
about the issues, but they are very frustrated by a lack of clear, consistent, understandable and
trustworthy information.

This segment is not prepared to make changes that involve too much effort or inconvenience, and
are more likely to push the blame onto others - such as supermarkets and China - than to make
changes themselves. Equally, they tend to shift the responsibility onto others as well - such as
children and younger generations. However, it is interesting that one of the main criticisms of the
leaflet sent them was that it did not offer any tips or advice, only information. This indicates at
least some potential willingness to change, but also the need for a clearer guidance and advice as
to what actions they should take up.

Many participants reported being more aware of climate change and the impacts of their
everyday behaviours after having participated in the research. Some had made small changes,
and it seems likely that most changes to attitude and behaviour were due to attending the
discussion groups, since most participants did not find the interventions useful. The fact that their
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increased awareness had only translated into minor actions may suggest that it takes longer than
two months for information to have a significant effect on the behaviour of this segment or that
simply providing information is not enough to encourage behaviour change.

The participants with the most negative attitude towards climate change were the ones who made
a point of dismissing the interventions. This indicates that simply providing those people who
already feel defensive or negative with further information is ineffective. There needs to be a
change of attitude before information can have an effect and this sort of information did not
cause attitudinal change.

Many participants in these groups were hostile to messages put in very scientific terms, despite
their desire to understand the issues better. Indeed, some participants were frustrated about not
understanding the issues and not knowing what to do. Those who did not claim to be
overwhelmed by frustration suggested that the most effective messages for people like them
would centre on cost savings and safeguarding the planet for future generations.

A preference was voiced for action-based information as opposed to solely educational
information. The preferred source of trusted information remained unclear, although government
was thought to be responsible for taking the lead on cutting carbon emissions.

Cautious Participants
Key points: Implications for engagement opportunities

e This segment is thinking about climate change
issues but confused on actions required
e Against changes which involve significant effort e Language should not be scientific

and/or inconvenience e Frustrated over not understanding climate change
e Likely to shift responsibility on to others issues
e Were affected by having participated in the e Key motivations can be cost savings and
research safeguarding the planet for future generations

e Appear to need an attitudinal change before
information can have an effect

4.4 Sideline Supporters

"I think climate change is a big problem for us. I know I don’t think much about how much water
or electricity I use, and I forget to turn things off... I'd like to do a bit more.”

The two Sideline Supporter groups were located in Reading and York with participants from socio-
economic groups C2DE and from ages 18-55.

Reactions to climate change

During the first round of discussion groups, this segment demonstrated a basic understanding of
climate change, largely coming from television programmes, their children and noticing changing
weather patterns. Some participants used language such as ‘emissions’ and ‘global warming’ to
talk about climate change, although some still linked it to the ozone layer.

"Pollution causing heat retention and then causing climate change by rising temperatures.”
(Male, Sideline Supporter, York)

Most participants felt personally disconnected from climate change and considered it to be more
of a concern for future generations. There was some cynicism about whether climate change was
in fact a natural occurrence and an excuse for more taxing from the government. Impacts
mentioned centred mainly on changing weather patterns, but some participants had seen a
television programme about the threat of animal extinction due to melting polar ice caps and
rising sea levels and mentioned these consequences.




Participants were willing to take some personal responsibility for tackling carbon emissions, but
only on condition that the government leads by example on pro-environmental behaviours (e.g.
providing better recycling services).

"We don’t need to be told - Government should be doing more themselves, leading from the top
and then you will want to do more.”
(Female, Sideline Supporter, York)

Participants saw their own responsibility at a household level, for example, turning off lights and
replacing light bulbs, but at the same time, they did not feel this would necessarily make much
difference, especially by comparison to bigger countries.

There were a number of barriers to behaviour change among this group; an important one was
the perception that environmentally friendly choices were often more expensive and time
consuming.

"One thing I noticed when I am buying vegetables at the supermarket, one thing I look for is
country of origin. More often than not it’s like Peru or Kenya or something like that. So that
immediately tells me if it's not cost effective for Tesco’s to have their vegetables grown in the
back garden then it can’t be cost effective for me to grow them in the back garden.”
(Female, Sideline Supporter, Reading)

"I know I shouldn’t use [my tumble dryer] but I don’t have time — I need clothes quickly.”
(Female, Sideline Supporter, York)

This suggests that, although Sideline Supporters are aware of many of the issues, and even think
about them in relation to their own behaviour, cost and convenience are stronger motivations
than environmental factors. In addition, others, particularly government, leading by example
seems of key importance to this group.

Links

For both food and energy, Sideline Supporters easily made links between everyday behaviours
and climate change and were able to think beyond their own immediate use to include transport
and disposal. They did not, however, include the energy used in the production of food and
energy products in their lifecycle analyses.

Participants were able to list a number of different behaviours that result in carbon emissions,
including transport, heating and electricity use, but also less immediately obvious factors such as
the energy used in manufacturing, replacing things that do not need to be replaced and, in
general, the environmental impact of rising levels of consumption.

"Whether it’s household electricity, gas, all that kind of stuff, we're all using up probably a lot
more than we were say 10 or 20 years ago even.”
(Male, Sideline Supporter, Reading)

Participants were engaged with the issues and able to have relatively sophisticated discussions.
For example, they talked about the carbon impacts of different ways of cooking food, the impacts
of buying food out of season, and the sustainability of the food chain in terms of distribution and
food miles (e.g. prawns being shipped to Holland for processing and then shipped back to the
UK).

However, these discussions also served to highlight the uncertainty of this segment around how
to make the ‘best’ choice. For example, they did not reach agreement about the most carbon
efficient way to cook, and discussion of the trade offs of other food-related behaviours did not
indicate that participants had a clear idea of how to navigate the issues. This recalls similar
difficulties voiced by the Cautious Participant groups.
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“Support local farmers' market - but [you're] still driving there”
(Male, Sideline Supporter, York)

When it came to energy related behaviours, participants concentrated on in-home behaviours
rather than the production and distribution processes leading up to them. For example, thinking
about the carbon impact of fridges, participants focused on the energy used in running it and the
impact of disposal, but did not mention manufacturing or distribution impacts. However, they also
discussed filling the fridge in a certain way as a means of reducing their carbon impact, which is
further evidence that they have engaged in the debate, at least in terms of immediate measures
they can take in their own homes.

Intervention rationale

The first round of discussion groups showed that this segment has a conscience about climate
change and they are aware that their actions in terms of consumption and waste are linked to it.
However, they would like clearer options about what they personally can do. There is some
scepticism about the causes of climate change and they have a strong belief that their personal
liability is limited and that the government should lead by example. Based on these insights, the
interventions in the table below were developed.

able 8 Summary of interventions rationale : Sideline Supporters

Feedback on interventions

Intervention 1

Just five out of the 16 participants contacted by telephone had completed the intervention; three
had watched The Eleventh Hour and two had watched online films. No one mentioned listening to
the radio, although in the discussion group a couple of participants had listened to the radio
programme and reported back favourably due to its local relevance.

Those who had watched or listened to a programme had mixed reactions. Some said it had made
a big impact on them, and generally participants thought it was ‘scary’ but interesting.

"It [The Eleventh Hour] was very scary, it had a major impact about what really is happening.
You bury your head in the sand and don't like to think about it, but you couldn't really avoid it."
(Female, Sideline Supporter, York)

One participant highlighted what he perceived to be the hypocrisy of Leonardo DiCaprio, the main
narrator of The Eleventh Hour.

"He was preaching to us about environmental issues and he starred in a film that caused an

environmental catastrophe in Thailand [The Beach]."
(Male, Sideline Supporter, Reading)
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Another participant commented that he found it difficult to relate to the film because it was too
scientific and too focused on big, distant issues. He also highlighted the importance of tailoring
messages to the locality of the audience.

"It was American based, very scientific. It was scary, bits of it, but unless you were scientifically

minded it was hard to put it in to real terms. But the radio programme, it was based in the UK, it
was things that were happening in the UK that you could do yourself back home. So it was more
beneficial.”

(Male, Sideline Supporter, York)

However, most participants who watched the film said it re-motivated them to do basic things
like recycling, and most had discussed what they had watched with friends, family or work
colleagues.

Intervention 2

The second intervention received a much more positive reaction and a much higher uptake rate
than the first; all 12 of those contacted over the phone had read the list of actions and
participated in some activity. All participants thought the leaflet was useful and interesting and
they found the language simple, clear and accessible.

Actions taken by participants included recycling more (although many said they already did as
much as possible), changing to low energy lighting, reducing car use (one participant had bought
a bicycle and now cycled to work), not overfilling the kettle, switching off appliances, buying
products with minimal packaging and getting the most out of food. Two participants stated that
they had tried all the actions.

During the telephone interviews, five out of 12 said they had chosen which activities to do based
on cost savings, four said they just thought it was a good idea, and three said the carbon savings
was the most important factor. This shows that, although cost is still important to this segment,
some participants were including judgment and environmental considerations in their decisions.

Attitude and behaviour change

By the time of the second discussion group, although some participants were still convinced that
climate change was a natural process, there seemed to be a stronger sense of the human
contribution than in the first round. Some participants mentioned carbon and CO, when asked to
define climate change. However, it was still noticeable that the majority focused on the impacts,
rather than the causes.

"It is a rise in the earth’s temperature, I can’t be scientific."
(Male, Sideline Supporter, York)

"More CO; in the atmosphere than there used to be.”
(Male, Sideline Supporter, York)

Overall, the interventions did not change the attitudes of the Sideline Supporters. For example,
those who were already concerned remained concerned, and those who were convinced it was a
natural process did not change their minds, although some were perhaps more willing to admit to
some human contribution and the need for mitigation.

On the other hand, most participants reported that the interventions, particularly the list of
actions, did encourage a change in their behaviour. On the whole, the changes were extensions of
behaviours they already did to some extent; the interventions brought ‘best practice’ back to the
forefront of their minds and motivated them to make more of an effort with everyday activities
such as recycling and switching off appliances. It gave some participants some ideas for changes
they had not thought of before, such as not overfilling the kettle and trying to plan their car
journeys more efficiently.
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A minority of participants had, however, made bigger changes that took more effort, such as
cycling to work and changing to a gym closer to home in order to reduce their car use. One
participant had started shopping at a local butcher and greengrocer, and another who owned his
own business was making efficiency changes to his company’s logistics. Most said they had made
these changes for a combination of reasons, including cost savings, health benefits, and
environmental benefits, which they felt they had learnt about by participating in this research
project. Several participants commented that attending the groups had had some effect on them.

"When I left the meeting I decided I was going to do lots of things, but like you said, you tend to
slip and at the moment more important to me is cost.”
(Female, Sideline Supporter, York)

Overall, it seems that the whole process raised these participants’ awareness and spurred them
on to make changes, especially when this did not involve extra cost or inconvenience.

"I feel if I am using the car now I feel I shouldn’t be using it. Whereas before I never even
thought about it... I don’t waste half as much now, packaging and stuff gets recycled, I try and
not buy it if it has got a lot of packaging on it.”

(Male, Sideline Supporter, York)

Interventions they designed

Sideline Supporters chose a variety of food and energy related behaviours for their interventions
based on a range of factors, including ease of implementation and universal appeal. Table 9
below summarises the interventions they designed.

Personal transport was mentioned at various points during the second discussion group as an
area that participants were interested in changing. The main motivation for this change is likely to
be the high cost of fuel, but many participants also mentioned efficiency and carbon savings as
reasons why they wanted to change. The table below summarises the different types of
interventions designed by participants to the Sideline Supporter discussion groups.

able 9 Summary of interventions they designed: Sideline Supporters
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Concluding remarks

This research suggests that Sideline Supporters are, in general, already concerned about the
environment and already willing to change, despite a significant minority expressing uncertainty
about the causes of climate change - particularly whether it is a natural phenomenon.
Participating in the research served to bring climate change to the forefront of their minds. It
reminded them of the link between their everyday actions and climate change, and provided new
impetus to make more of an effort.

Very few participants made the effort to do the first intervention, which suggests that this
segment is still not prepared to inconvenience themselves out of concern for climate change and
that there is a large value-action gap present in this segment. However, the second intervention
- the list of actions — had a much higher take up rate and much more positive reactions, again
confirming the advantages of providing participants with something to do, rather than just
information.

Moreover, with regards to taking action, some participants did go out of their way and made
some significant changes. However, most behaviour change resulted from a combination of (in
order of importance) cost, health, environmental motivations and being a ‘good thing to do’. It
seems that environmental benefit was more of an added bonus to changes that made sense to
participants for other reasons.

Providing information from an independent source (the research team) seemed to be an effective
way to communicate with this segment; in fact, rather than feeling resentful of what they were
being asked to do (a feeling expressed in relation to government), one of the complaints about
the second intervention was that the suggested actions were too basic. Sources of information
perceived to be independent or neutral included York city council and participants’ places of work.

Sideline Supporters
Key points Implications for engagement opportunities

e This segment is relatively well informed and
engaged, but there is a wide value-action gap

e They are mistrustful of information from distant,
anonymous authorities or sources they suspect
have an ulterior motive

e The environment is not their most important
motivation, and is rarely a stand alone motivation

This segment needs a steady flow of information
and encouragement to keep doing what they are
doing and to think about ways they could further
reduce their impact by taking action

They place importance on those with power to ‘lead
by example’

4.5 Concerned Consumers

"I think I do more than a lot of people. Still, going away is important, I'd find that hard to give
up...well I wouldn't, so carbon offsetting would make me feel better.”

The Concerned Consumer groups took place in Newcastle and Bristol with participants from socio-
economic groups ABC1 and ages 30-55.

Reactions to climate change

During the first round of discussion groups, both groups of Concerned Consumers were engaged
with the topic of climate change and many participants were well informed, drawing on examples
from all areas of personal behaviour as well as business and government actions. Participants in
the Bristol group spontaneously mentioned carbon emissions and how to reduce them. There
were still elements of confusion, however, with some participants in Newcastle associating climate
change with using deodorants and the ozone layer.




Participants had some degree of understanding of the science behind climate change, but were
more aware of impacts such as changing weather patterns, flooding and melting ice caps, as well
as the links to everyday behaviours and modern lifestyles. The groups discussed cultural changes
that meant people had become accustomed to buying and consuming products out of season or
from abroad, as well as our increased reliance on the convenience of supermarkets.

Concerned Consumers’ engagement with the debate is demonstrated by a discussion about how
the terminology has changed from ‘global warming’ to ‘climate change.” This change in language
was linked to a desire for more clarity about the issues from some participants, for example
around the likely timeframes of climate change.

"I don’t know much about the actual technicalities of what happens up there but I know probably
a fair bit about what is good practice. I know what to do but I am not really very clear on why
we are doing it.”

(Female, Concerned Consumer, Bristol)

"You never hear anybody putting a time limit on it... It makes you think 'well it can't be around
the corner, it's not going to bother with us' But if someone said to you 'the ice cap's going to melt
in 50 years, end of story,' it might make a difference in what people tend to do quicker."

(Male, Concerned Consumer, Newcastle)

In both groups there was a real willingness to take personal responsibility. However, this feeling
was coupled with frustration at being a ‘small fish in a big pond’ when it came to taking action on
climate change (especially with regard to the USA). Participants in these groups appeared
uncertain about exactly how concerned they ought to feel and seemed to lack confidence about
what were the right choices to be made. Participants felt that responsibility should be shared
amongst government, businesses and individuals. Their willingness to accept personal
responsibility came with a call for guidance and leadership from government (e.g. participants in
the second discussion group commented on the hypocrisy of calls to stop wasting food after
generous multiple course meals were offered at the G8 summit), as well as the desire to see
others pulling their weight.*?

Links

Concerned Consumers in both groups were able to produce relatively comprehensive lists of
carbon emitting activities, including both food and energy behaviours. All spontaneously
mentioned home energy related behaviours, such as heating, lighting and the use of electrical
appliances. Participants felt that while they knew they should be buying more efficient boilers,
double glazing and insulation, the messages received had not always been consistent. For
example, they were now encouraged to buy condensing boilers whereas previously it had been
combination boilers. Participants felt that clear, consistent messages were essential.

After spontaneously mentioning cooking, packaging and fridges, when invited to think more
deeply about food behaviours, participants also spontaneously mentioned different cooking
techniques, food transport and red meat production.

"To produce a certain amount of meat you‘ve got to use x amount of carbon — and I can't think of
how much, what the figures are, but it’s huge.”
(Female, Concerned Consumer, Bristol)

This segment’s comfort with the terminology of climate change (for example, their use of the
term ‘carbon footprint”) and their desire for guidance on priorities further illustrates the depth of
their engagement with the issues. For instance, a discussion emerged around the merits of
purchasing food from large supermarkets or smaller farms in terms of the environmental impacts
of distribution. There were also discussions about the environmental benefits of organic food and
whether it was better to buy ready cooked food or cook fresh food at home.

32 This desire to see leadership from government was also expressed in the Cautious Participants discussion
groups.
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"Your ready-cooked chicken at Tesco's because it's done in one oven with 12 in it, has a lower
carbon footprint that 12 people doing an individual chicken each."
(Male, Concerned Consumer, Newcastle)

"The thing is that when you work it back though, from your microwave meal, all the carbon that
goes in to making that plastic tray that goes in there...”
(Male, Concerned Consumer, Newcastle)

After some prompting, participants identified food wastage as a further area of carbon emissions
and there was a discussion about whether people waste more or less by doing regular small
shops rather than larger trips to the supermarket.

"I think there's a lot of food wastage because people go in the supermarkets and they see this
buy one get one free and they don't even really need it. A lot of people actually waste their food.
They don't even use it. I mean I'm guilty of that as well."

(Male, Concerned Consumer, Newcastle)

When discussing specific behaviours, participants identified comprehensive lists of the carbon
impacts of each and demonstrated a fairly comprehensive awareness of the likely life cycle
impacts, including production as well as consumption. It would be fair to say that they tended to
focus more on the consumption end of specific behaviours’ carbon impacts. Participants also
readily listed the different ways in which the carbon impacts of different behaviours could be
reduced.

"We can buy local, we can check and challenge food miles. We can buy something and use it
today because we will not need to refrigerate it. We cannot waste food.”
(Male, Concerned Consumer, Bristol)

Participants were able to identify behaviour changes equally well for food and energy, although
they required somewhat more prompting for the former.

Intervention rationale

The first round of discussion groups revealed that this segment is particularly open to positive
messages with a ‘feel-good factor.” They are also focused on consumption-driven activities, so an
intervention at the point of purchase could work well. Finally, well-being, lifestyle, and the links
between food and health represent a potentially effective behaviour change entry point.

1. Information leaflet about food
waste being a waste of energy
throughout the food chain. 32

e Participants already conscious and feel guilty about food waste
e Appeals to both consumer lifestyle and environmental ethics
e Taps into cost motivation
Leverages acceptance of personal responsibilit
Food waste diary to be kept for a week. 9 P P P y
2. Info pack containing:
« food storage tips
e date label information
o leftover food recipes from WRAP’s
Love Food Hate Waste campaign.

e Taps into health and cost considerations

e Feel-good factor of good planning and food management
Participants had expressed confusion about date and food
storage

Table 10 Summary of interventions rationale : Concerned Consumers

33 same food waste leaflet was sent to the Waste Watcher groups.
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Feedback on interventions

Intervention 1

Out of the 16 participants who were contacted, 13 had read the food waste leaflet and kept a
food waste diary for a week. The majority found the food waste leaflet interesting and
informative, and some had not come across the information before.

The participants who claimed to already waste very little food were quite cynical of keeping a food
waste diary. Different participants recognised different concerns about wasting food, including
environmental, financial and wasteful. Those who discovered the extent of their waste were
shocked and determined to change.

"I must admit the diary was a very good idea to actually focus your thinking on things, because I
wouldn’t have thought about it in the depth that I actually thought about it during that week. So
it did focus my mind.”

(Female, Concerned Consumer, Bristol)

"I thought it was useful as a task because it did make you evaluate what you actually [waste]... It
makes you think about it and gives you options."
(Male, Concerned Consumer, Newcastle)

Overall the feedback was positive and most participants found the food waste leaflet and the
diary useful and interesting, although a few commented in the second discussion group that they
found the diary very detailed and quite onerous to fill in.

Intervention 2

All of the 12 participants contacted had read the top tips and the leaflet containing leftover food
recipes. This segment was evenly divided between those who already knew much of the
information and those to whom it was all new. Participants found the recipes and information
about sell by dates most useful - use by dates had been spontaneously raised as a barrier to
wasting less food in the first round of groups.

In the second round, participants in Newcastle tended to focus on avoiding buying products near
to their sell by date when they were at the supermarket in order to waste less food; they threw
away food that was past its date, mainly due to health considerations.

"I'm religious on it [dates]. I'm just really, really - if it's to do with meat, I'm very careful.”
(Female, Concerned Consumer, Newcastle)

However, several participants in both locations (perhaps more in Bristol) had seen a television
programme about use by dates and this, in combination with the information received, seemed to
have made some participants think carefully about their food waste attitudes and behaviours. It
enabled some to realise how much food they needlessly throw away, and many had had
discussions about it with their families.

Interestingly, in almost all cases, those who were already conscious of food waste were most
likely to find the tips and recipes interesting, whereas those who did not know about it before
were less interested. This suggests that this intervention did not instigate behaviour change in
participants not already interested in food and food waste issues, but rather appealed to those
who had already thought about it.

Even those who were interested voiced some complaints about the recipes, including that they
still had to go out and buy new ingredients, which illustrates their level of engagement and that

convenience is still a factor in their choices.

"Makes you think - recipes - yes, they weren't all easy to follow, but - you know - rather than just
sort of automatically put stuff in the bin, it set you thinking well can I do something with this.
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Even away from the recipes, like - stuff that can be used as compost - I never even thought of
that."
(Male, Concerned Consumer, Newcastle)

The interventions sent to this segment sparked a mixed reaction. The divide seems to have been
caused by some participants already knowing/doing what was recommended in the interventions.
Equally, those that already knew/did were the most receptive to the ideas in the interventions.
Many participants had discussed the information and the activities with their families and had
involved their children, and some had talked to work colleagues about it. The interventions did
enable participants to realise the amount of food they waste, the impacts of this wastage and
options on actions they could take to tackle food waste.

Attitude and behaviour change

Most participants reported that their behaviour had changed as a result of the interventions. The
most common change was trying to waste less food as a result of becoming more aware of the
amount they threw away. Several mentioned it had brought to their attention the waste caused
by their partners and children; there was some reluctance to admit that they themselves wasted
food, although some admitted that they probably did.

The interventions changed the way some participants thought about waste. Whereas before, they
would think about waste once they had bought products and thrown them away at home, some
are now trying to reduce their food waste by thinking more carefully about what they buy.

"I think it's changed me a bit. I'm not quite so much impulse buying, because it's the impulse
buying that invariably gets left behind. "
(Female, Concerned Consumer, Bristol)

"In a sense [the info pack] makes one reflect on what to buy when to buy."
(Male, Concerned Consumer, Bristol)

This confirms that the point of purchase is a good place to start with this segment, since they are
generally concerned with what they are buying. It was also apparent that cost savings continued
to be a strong motivation.

"If you equate it back to money and you think 'I've just done a weekly shop for ninety odd quid,
and I've just thrown fifteen quid out' ... it starts to add up.”
(Male, Concerned Consumer, Newcastle)

Other behavioural changes included composting food waste or giving it to friends or neighbours
who had compost heaps; doing fewer shopping trips to more local shops in order to better
manage their weekly food; and being careful about the packaging of the products they bought.

"I'm really conscious since the last time we met, of buying food in packaging, lots of packaging.
My fruit and vegetables, I'd rather pick it, because it's cheaper, ok, you might have to wash the
potatoes, but it's far cheaper than buying it in a plastic bag, and I don’t want the plastic bag."
(Male, Concerned Consumer, Bristol)

One participant stated that he now bought re-sealable food packets and measured out the
accurate quantities before cooking. Some participants reported that, as a result of the information
in the second intervention, they were much more willing to buy food closer to its sell by/use by
date, and others had started planning meals. A discussion arose about how supermarkets only
stock ‘perfect looking’ fruit, and some had also started thinking about seasonal and local food.

"You know, most of your fruit and veg is imported...if you look at the lettuces and all that - most
of it will say product of Spain. So you know it's been picked the week before, and it's been in
refrigerated storage until it can be flown over, and stored and refrigerated - before it's dispatched
out all over the country...that did make me look at all that - how people are buying strawberries
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in November and they just don't think that they've flown halfway across the world to get these
strawberries."
(Male, Concerned Consumer, Newcastle)

Although the interventions focused entirely on food, and most behaviour change therefore
focused on this, there was some evidence of spill-over effects into other areas of behaviour. For
example, one participant had started using her car less due to her raised environmental
awareness.

The interventions gave participants a focus for their actions and the tools to change their
behaviour. This segment was already concerned about climate change, aware of their carbon
impacts and willing to change, but many were unsure of where to begin. The interventions
focused their attention on a particular area that was within their control and, building on their
existing attitudes, provided them with the opportunity to act.

The lifecycle information about food waste was important for raising awareness, but the reactions
to food waste diary activity clearly demonstrate the advantages of getting participants to perform
an activity rather than providing them with information. This combination of information about
why they should change, and then the tools to make the changes, worked well for this segment,
as it did for Stalled Starters (though related to different actions).

It is interesting that the research coincided with a burst of media interest in food waste; many
participants mentioned hearing about food waste from the newspapers and the TV, which kept it
at the forefront of their minds.?*

Interventions they designed

Looking at the interventions they designed (Table 11 overleaf), the Bristol group developed food
related interventions because they believed that “food is for everyone.” Two of the Newcastle
groups chose activities they thought were achievable, whereas one group chose solar panels
because of the need to “think big.”

able 11 Summary of interventions they designed: Concerned Consumers

3% Appeal to British households to reduce food waste following the G8 summit in July 2008.
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Concluding remarks

Participants in the Concerned Consumer groups were relatively aware of the issues and well
informed; they were already conscious of the impacts of their own behaviour and willing to
change. A key barrier at the beginning was difficulty in prioritising actions. The interventions
involved information and activities around one specific area - food waste — which clarified exactly
what needed to be done and gave them the tools to do it. By the end of the research, the climate
change implications of their food behaviours had been clarified for participants and the
environment in general was more at the forefront of their minds.

The principle of not wanting to waste food and money had become an important motivation for
some participants by the end of the research. However, they remained distinct from Waste
Watchers; they did not demonstrate the same deep seated system of ‘thrift’ values that
characterises a Waste Watcher, and, distinct from Waste Watchers, the cost saving motivation
still trumped the waste saving principle. The cost saving or more precisely not wasting money,
albeit an important motivation, was not a standalone motivation and seemed to work alongside
other motivations.

Most participants reacted positively to the combination of information and activities. They became
aware of the implications of food waste and realised that it is relatively easy to reduce. The
interventions also tapped into wider motivations, such as health, supporting the local economy,
food quality and cost savings.

However, those participants who did not engage with the interventions were those for whom food
and food waste was not yet on their radar. This suggests that a minimum level of awareness,
knowledge and engagement are necessary before Concerned Consumers will be receptive to new
information and prepared to act on it. As is widely recognised, information on its own does not
seem to be sufficient to activate new behaviours; rather, it serves to validate, reinforce and
further existing behaviours and values.

Concerned Consumers

Key points Implications for engagement opportunities

e Consumer behaviour/point of purchase is an
effective behaviour change entry point
Showing how changes can be incorporated into
(and may even enhance) their lifestyles is
important

e This segment is comfortable with the more
technical language of climate change

e This segment is already engaged and receptive to
climate change messages but they need very clear
information about what they should do and why

4.6 Waste Watchers

""Waste not, want not,’ that’s important. You should live life thinking about what you are doing
and using.”

The two Waste Watcher discussion groups were located in York and Bristol and included
participants from socio-economic groups B1C1C2DE and ages 50+ - a third of which were over
65.

Reactions to climate change

The Waste Watchers segment was relatively knowledgeable about climate change and engaged in
the debate; there was discussion in the York group about how the terminology had changed over
the years from ‘global warming’ to ‘climate change’ as was the case in the Concerned Consumer
segment. However, there was still some confusion about the science of climate change, with




some mentions of the ozone layer and “oil being pumped out of the earth’s crust” as direct
causes.

Both groups focused on changing weather patterns as the impacts of climate change, although
some did think about the global consequences.

"Wetter summers, warmer winters and I suppose it leads on, if the polar ice caps start melting,
the sea rises, we get more flooding and it is probably because there is more and more people on
the planet anyway, things are going to change, things have to change."

(Male, Waste Watcher, York)

This segment had very mixed feelings about whether climate change is human-induced or part of
a natural cycle.

"...there is so many different view points and so many scientists saying one thing and others

saying something else and I look at me, my little bit, I do my little bit when I can, I do recycling

and this sort of stuff but I wouldn’t stop going on holiday for example, [to] save my carbon

footprint.”

(Male, Waste Watcher, York)

This links to the Waste Watchers’ overall attitude towards climate change - the fact that they are
concerned but not worried.

"Concerned but wouldn't lose sleep over it."
(Female, Waste Watcher, York)

Both groups were comfortable using more technical language such as ‘carbon emissions’ to talk
about climate change; it would seem that it is not a lack of understanding of the issues and
messages that is preventing this segment from being more concerned about climate change.

Links

Waste Watchers in both groups came up with a long list of activities when asked to think about
everyday behaviours and actions that result in carbon emissions. Many of the activities were ones
which occurred in the home such as domestic energy and electricity use. For example,
participants listed many white goods, leaving appliances on stand-by, and patio heaters. Both
groups also spontaneously mentioned food related activities which resulted in carbon emissions,
including food production, food miles, ready meals, importing and demand for exotic food,
disposal of food and food packaging.

"We want strawberries in the middle of winter and things so we are prepared to pay for them and
we know that they have not come from England”

(Female, Waste Watcher, York)

“"Standby modes, not being energy wary in your home”

(Female, Waste Watcher, Bristol)

When participants were asked to think about the carbon impacts and possible carbon reduction of
specific food and energy related activities, participants in both groups thought about the lifecycles
of products. They found it easier to list the embedded carbon impacts of food related activities
than energy ones; they tended to think of energy-related activities only in terms of their own
domestic consumption (although a significant minority were able to provide lifecycle views of
energy behaviours too).

After the detailed discussion of the environmental impacts of everyday behaviours, some
participants voiced a concern that the climate change agenda posed a threat to their lifestyles.

"You are asking everybody to change their way of life, I mean what are you going to become? A
vegetarian and not watch TV, you can’t go out, everything we do has got a carbon emission and it
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is very difficult just to try and reduce it, you have got a standard of living and you are not going
to reduce that standard of living."
(Male, Waste Watcher, York)

Intervention rationale

The Waste Watcher segment is the second most environmentally active segment after Positive
Greens. As such, the interventions were reasonably complex and required individual initiative.
This segment reported that they already did a lot (especially with regards to not wasting); the
aim of the interventions was to validate and reinforce what they already do, and highlight the link
between thrifty behaviour and low carbon emissions. It was hoped that highlighting this positive
link would encourage participants to incorporate carbon into their ‘waste not, want not’ value
system, so that this criteria would be present in current and future behavioural choices. These
considerations led to the interventions presented in the table below.

able 12 Summary of interventions rationale: Waste Watchers

Feedback on interventions

Intervention 1

The reaction to the information pack was positive. Out of the 18 participants contacted for the
telephone interviews, 10 had read the press articles and 14 had read both the food waste leaflet
and the EST booklet. The food waste leaflet had a particularly strong impact on many
participants, and there was some evidence that some individuals had begun to include the
environmental impacts of their actions in their thought process.

“Again, very upsetting. As a war child, [I have] direct experience of rationing and see such
wastage as wrong.”
(Female, Waste Watcher)

"Absolutely barmy that this food is coming in from all over the world and going into our landfills.
You know it's all carbon dioxide coming out isn't it, your methane gas or whatever, but what a
waste of money"

(Female, Waste Watcher, York)

Different participants enjoyed and remembered different elements of the information we sent
them; for example, The Times article was most resonant with those who were sceptical about the

facts or unable to relate to the wider global situation:.

“[1] felt [I] could relate to that, brought things down to our level."
(Male, Waste Watcher, York)
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The information pack also had contradictory effects on participants: some reacted with frustration
that their efforts were in vain without the USA, China and India on board, while others felt
empowered by the fact that their actions made a difference.

“[We can] all do our small bit to change things.”
(Male, Waste Watcher, York)

"[I'm] skeptical about the idea that little actions make any difference... difficulty in weighing
things up".
(Male, Waste Watcher)

When asked to evaluate the information pack, most participants found all three types of
information (press articles, food waste leaflet and EST booklet) both useful and interesting. One
of the articles in particular (from The Economist) presented a discussion of climate change in
relatively sophisticated language®® yet no participant reported being put off by this, and some
particularly enjoyed it.

The food waste leaflet and EST booklet scored slightly higher than the three press articles in
terms of both usefulness and interest. However, whereas the York group preferred the EST
booklet over the other information, some participants in Bristol were put off because it reminded
them of a school science book. Some participants commented that, although the EST booklet
taught them nothing new, it deepened their knowledge of specific areas.

"The interesting thing is that the depth [of insulation] you're supposed to have."
(Male, Waste Watchers, York)

When asked which piece of information they would take away, 13 participants gave 10 different
answers, with only installing insulation and reducing food waste mentioned more than once.

Intervention 2

Out of the 15 participants who were contacted by telephone, 10 called the EST helpline. When the
five who did not phone were asked why not, two said they felt that there was no need to as they
did not have any questions, two did not get around to it and one participant was confused about
what to do. Of the participants who did call, commonly mentioned topics of discussion were home
insulation and general energy saving, and one participant had asked for advice about low
emission vehicles.

The response of those who called the EST was positive. Participants not only became better
informed but over half of those who had asked for advice decided to actually implement some of
the suggestions. Of the 10 participants who did call, over half reported that the phone call was
equally useful or more useful than the information pack. Participants mentioned discussing
drawing curtains at dusk to save money and energy, turning washing temperature down, energy
saving and knowledge of local firms which do cavity wall insulation. Two respondents mentioned
that they appreciated the local knowledge of the EST adviser. 3¢

Attitude and behaviour change

Taking part in this research, including attending the discussion groups as well as receiving the
interventions, had a significant effect on this segment’s attitudes. They became much more aware
of climate change - for example, they noticed it more on the news - and it enabled them to make
the linkages between their everyday behaviour and the environment. Moreover, there is some
evidence that they had begun to incorporate environmental considerations in their evaluation of
issues that they already felt strongly about, such as food waste.

In terms of actual behaviour change, the research seems to have had less of an immediate
impact, but it did cause small behavioural changes. For example, many participants reported that

35 See annex 5.
36 It is worth mentioning that there was some confusion over calling the EST advice line as some participants
thought the advisor would know about the research project.
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they had become much more conscious of wasting energy by leaving lights and appliances
switched on. Many participants mentioned cost savings as a motivation for changing, and their
contempt for wasteful behaviour remained a key motivation. However, this dislike of waste seems
to have been extended into the environmental arena, and some explained their behaviour change
in terms of explicitly environmental motivations.

"Well because I've been reading a bit and thinking your old carbon footprint isn’t very good at the
minute. You're leaving the kitchen light on and you know floating about and putting another one
on. I'm just getting a bit more conscious of that."

(Female, Waste Watcher, York)

It seems that this segment was already willing to make changes but participating in the research
brought the issues to the forefront of their minds and provided the extra impetus they needed.

"I've changed my light bulbs to energy saving ones and I probably wouldn’t have done. I've
probably walked past them a thousand times in the shop and then I thought, you know, really
you should do something about that."

(Female, Waste Watcher, York)

Other small changes included buying locally produced food and trying not to use the car as much.
This suggests that participants were starting to look beyond simply minimising waste, and
although most had not yet made any major changes, the research brought the environmental
impacts of their behaviours to the forefront of their minds and offered new suggestions for
actions they could take.

Interventions they designed

The interventions designed by the participants are summarised below. The groups chose to focus
on these specific behaviours for a variety of reasons. For example, one group thought that
wasting less food would appeal to everyone, across socio-economic backgrounds, and whether
they lived in rural or urban areas. Another group highlighted the powerful effect that children can
have - parallels were drawn with the anti-smoking help lines campaigns.

able 13 Summary of interventions they designed: Waste Watchers®’

According to the participants, the logical next step for them would be to tackle their personal
transport habits and try to use the car less. Most commented that this would have both cost and
environmental benefits, which is evidence that they are potentially willing to incorporate
environmental considerations into their behavioural choices.

37 The discussion group in Bristol did not have enough time to complete this final activity.
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Concluding remarks

A common theme running across both groups was this idea of living in a throw-away,
consumption driven, modern society, and participants found the wastefulness quite upsetting.
Their ‘waste not, want not’ attitude is not, strictly speaking, a motivation for their behavioural
choices, but rather a fundamental value system that underpins their entire lifestyle.

The findings from the first round of discussion groups suggested that, if environmental
considerations could be introduced into this value system, pro-environmental behaviours could
also become a way of life for this segment. The interventions and attendance to the discussion
group were successful in creating a natural extension from food waste behaviours to
energy/carbon waste behaviours for at least some of the participants. Moreover, environmental
considerations were incorporated by some into this value system, which suggests that further
spill-over effects (most likely in the area of personal transport habits) may emerge over the
longer term.

The research suggests that environmental motivations can appeal to some in this segment,
especially when founded on encouragement and validation for their current waste watching
values and behaviours. Validating existing habits and highlighting how their existing value system
is compatible with being green appealed to many participants - their feeling of personal
responsibility and dislike of wasteful behaviour created a natural bridge to the pro-environmental
behaviours. This suggests that any behaviour changes members of this segment adopt that fit
with their current values will be incorporated into the lifestyles of Waste Watchers since they are
founded on a value system.

Waste Watchers
Key points: Implications for engagement opportunities

e This segment is relatively aware of the climate
change agenda but did not see how it related to e The concepts of using resources wisely resonate

them more than the language of climate change

e Building on Waste Watchers’ values and extending e It can be speculated that members to this segment
these to include environmental considerations may respond well to the ‘one planet living’
helped participants engage and provided a firm principle®

basis for change

4.7 Positive Greens

"I think it's important that I do as much as I can to limit my impact on the environment.”
The two Positive Green discussion groups were held in Reading and Norwich with participants
from socio-economic group ABC1 and ages 40-65.

Reactions to climate change

Both groups of Positive Green participants had a good understanding of the science behind
climate change and its links to carbon dioxide, and they spontaneously used terminology such as
‘fossil fuels’ and ‘carbon emissions’.

"They talk about the greenhouse gases; it’s like that, by releasing more carbon into the
atmosphere that the heat from the sun is trapped within our atmosphere so therefore the
average temperature will increase.”

(Male, Positive Green, Reading)

There were queries from a minority about the extent to which climate change was man-made.

38 See, for example, http://www.bioregional.com/programme_projects/opl prog/opl programme.htm
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"I’'m not convinced that our effect on it is as radical as it’s made out. It seems to me that there’s
not a great deal of joined up thinking in all of the things that are going on and I think it’s, I don't
disagree that there is a temperature change happening or there’s a climate change happening,
however, they have happened before, they will happen again."”

(Male, Positive Green, Reading)

However, a majority were very concerned about the impact of human behaviour:

“"I'm starting to think far more now in terms of what humanity is doing to the planet in terms of
accelerating the ice cap melting and other issues as well, greenhouse gases etc.”
(Male, Positive Green, Reading)

Participants were already seeing the effects of climate change in weather and seasonal changes
as well as the increase in natural disasters such as flooding, and were worried about its effects for
the future.

“If the climate changes that means our lives will change, where we grow our food, the currents in
the oceans, the winds and how we live within that environment, and that could be a problem for
us.”

(Male, Positive Green, Norwich)

Participants noted the lifestyle and societal changes that were resulting in elevated consumption
patterns and increased energy use and that while large corporations may be emitting more
carbon emissions and therefore having a bigger impact on climate change, it is consumer demand
driving production of goods in the first place.

"Our disregard for everything around us, in the way we live our life and the pace of life,
everything’s for convenience and speed, that’s how I think of it."
(Female, Positive Green, Norwich)

Participants felt that they should take personal responsibility for their actions and there were
some interesting discussions around moral responsibility and the concern that individual efforts
may be insignificant compared to bigger countries like India, China and USA.

"I acknowledge what you're saying that the actual effect of our actions won’t have an effect on
carbon emissions per se, actually what we’re talking about here is a social movement, aren’t we?
We’re talking about two levels of activity; we’re talking about us taking some responsibility
collaboratively in order to put pressure on those who actually can have an effect.”

(Female, Positive Greens, Norwich)

Links

Positive Greens in both groups produced comprehensive lists of carbon emitting activities which
included a variety of unprompted food and energy related behaviours such as food consumption
and waste, buying food out of season, increased use of electrical appliances and the disposal of
electrical and white goods.

"Pretty much everything, there’s only a few really good things that you can do that don’t [emit
carbon].”
(Male, Positive Green, Norwich)

Positive Greens were easily able to list the different carbon impacts of various activities (e.g.
buying and using a TV, cooking a fish supper from scratch)® and identify ways to reduce those
impacts, taking into consideration the entire life cycle of different products. Particularly with
regards to eating red meat, participants thought of a variety of different sources of greenhouse
gases, including cow “excrement” and the land need to grow the grain used to feed the animals.
In addition to carbon impacts participants mentioned other factors including deforestation, animal
welfare and health issues.

39 For full details of the activities see annex 3.
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When thinking about electrical appliances, as well as acknowledging the tendency to replace

functioning products for upgrades, participants also discussed many products’ short life spans..
"You can’t buy a fridge now and expect it to work in maybe ten or fifteen year’s time.”

(Male, Positive Green, Reading)

When thinking about heating and lighting the home, as well as considering electricity and gas
wastage and in-home measures such as loft insulation and boiler replacement, participants also
discussed the excavation of fuel and its transportation to power stations.

Overall the Positive Greens were aware and concerned about the links between their everyday
consumption of food and energy and the link to climate change, including embedded energy from
the less obvious stages of the lifecycle such as production. They had also made the link between
general consumerism and the non sustainable use of resources for production. It seems that this
segment is highly receptive to information about climate change and tends to remember what
they learn.

Intervention rationale

The two interventions sent to the Positive Greens were the most complex and demanding. The
aim was to build on participants’ existing motivation to do what they could for the environment
and focus their attention on areas for improvement.

able 14 Summary of interventions rationale: Positive Greens

Feedback on interventions

Intervention 1

Out of the 15 participants who were contacted by telephone, 12 had completed the online
calculator and 10 had discussed it with family and friends. Their average carbon footprint was
10.2 tonnes of CO,, which is in line with the national average of 9.8 tonnes of CO,*. All
respondents found the calculator and the results interesting, though one participant thought the
results were not meaningful since she was unsure of the amount of money she spent on
electricity.

40 The selection of this carbon calculator rather than - for example - the Act on CO; calculator was based partly
on the fact that it accounted for secondary and indirect impacts, but also because the research team did not
wish to make use of a source that could be interpreted as ‘the government’.

“! The figure presented is an average for these ten individuals, and is reported here because it was shared
among participants during discussion. It does not imply, and should not be taken as indicating, that the
average for ‘Positive Greens’ is 10.2 tonnes. The figure for the national average comes from
www.carbonfootprint.com, the site used by participants.
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"I think it is good at opening your eyes to how much everything is, I mean in terms of the
tonnage, the CO,, I haven't got a clue. Flights versus rail versus house, versus gas. I have no
idea. I just knew that each had its own weight. So it was educational for me."

(Male, Reading, Positive Green)

Several participants were surprised at both the level of their carbon footprint and the impact of
their secondary carbon footprint. One participant noted with surprise the inclusion of the question
about buying second-hand clothing and six participants out of the 11 stated that the largest part
of their footprint was from secondary sources. Out of the remaining five, four said their cars and
one said their houses/heating contributed most. The reference point of an actual numerical figure
representing their own environmental impact had a powerful effect on many.

"For me it was the secondary footprint. I was amazed how high that was. It was more than
running my house basically."
(Female, Positive Green, Norwich)

Overall, participants seemed to enjoy using the calculator. They enjoyed discussing it and
comparing notes at the second discussion group, and there was an element of competition
between them around who was ‘greenest’ and where participants’ emissions came from. One
person described the calculator printout as "fascinating" and "surprising”, especially if you think
you are already "reasonably green."

There was some criticism about the method of calculating a footprint based on household bills
due to the fluctuations in gas and electricity prices. However, this criticism indicates that
participants were highly engaged with the tool.

"I think it is good at opening your eyes to how much everything is, I mean in terms of the
tonnage, the CO,.”
(Male, Positive Green, Reading)

Intervention 2

Out of the 14 participants who were contacted, 13 read the detailed list of actions - one
participant had recently moved house and therefore had not received the leaflet. Eight
participants found the list of actions informative and interesting; however some (five participants)
felt they were doing many of the highlighted actions already.

There were varied reactions about some aspects of the leaflet. Some enjoyed the layout and the
pictures while others said it reminded them of a “school project.” Some participants reported that
it gave them new ideas, whereas others stated that they were already doing most of them and
found nothing new in the leaflet.

When asked which actions from the leaflet were most appealing, using their washing machine less
or better (i.e. full load) and driving less were mentioned most. Nine participants also stated that
they would think about food (for example, growing their own or buying locally/in season) more
carefully. When asked why they chose the actions they did, six said due to the yearly carbon
savings, four said due to the degree of ease involved and three said cost. Although this is by far
the highest proportion of participants in any segment to report being motivated by carbon
savings alone, it also shows that, even with the greenest segment, over half of respondents
stated cost and convenience as being greater motivations than environmental benefits.

When asked which action was least appealing, the most prevalent answer was installing solar
panels, and the reason given for this was cost. The cost of changing behaviour came up several
times during the second discussion group as a barrier, especially with regard to more radical
home improvements such as installing new heating systems or solar panels - further evidence
that cost is still an important consideration for ABC1 Positive Greens in relation to some
behaviours.

"A lot of what I'm doing is driven by cash savings as much as concern for the environment to be
honest...”
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(Male, Positive Green, Reading)

Overall, most participants found the leaflet thought provoking and many commented that they
preferred the carbon calculator because it gave practical suggestions and new ideas for changes
they could make. One complaint voiced by some participants was that the leaflet was not
“radical” enough, which suggests that there was potential to push this segment even further.

Attitude and behaviour change

A recurring theme in this segment was that participants often considered themselves to be
already doing everything they could. However, many said that the research had brought climate
change to the forefront of their minds and they now noticed it more in newspapers and on TV.

"I must admit that I pay more attention to what is being said on the TV or in the papers. I might
read a bit more closely about newspaper reports and things like that.”
(Female, Positive Green, Norwich)

Others commented that, although their behaviour had not changed, because on a day to day
basis they already did everything they were able, they felt that environmental considerations
would be more important for future decisions.

"It has made me more aware. I cannot say that I have actually changed too much but the
decisions I make in the future may be influenced by what has happened here."
(Male, Positive Green, Norwich)

For others, participating in the research was already affecting their decision making.

"My tumble dryer has broken down and I am thinking, shall I get another one? I only use it in
the winter for my towels and socks and stuff and I am wondering if I can do without one."
(Female, Positive Green, Norwich)

Several participants reported changes in both attitude and behaviour around food, for example,
being more conscious of where food comes from and trying to buy local produce, planning meals
and shopping trips and trying to waste less. One participant had started growing his own runner
beans and tomatoes.

In terms of energy behaviour change, one participant and his family had previously been
considering changing to a heating system using a different fuel for cost reasons, but seeing the
carbon footprint of their current system had prompted them to actually act. Other participants
had also made smaller changes, such as planning their car journeys better, as a result of being
more aware of their actions.*?

At the start of the research, participants felt behaviour change was conscience driven and that a
key motivation was knowing that what they did made a difference. Other motivations included
health benefits, cost savings and having the knowledge to know what to do, for example being
taught how to cook from scratch. Although participants in this segment were more likely to be
motivated by solely environmental considerations than other segments, cost and convenience and
feeling that what they did made a difference continued to be important motivations by the end of
the research. These motivations for some participants operated in combination while for others
they acted separately.

Participants were generally willing to change their behaviour if they felt it was in their power to
change. The main barriers to further action continued to be cost and other factors they felt were
‘fixed,” such as the location of the job they did, or factors which are an integrated part of their
lifestyle.

42 It is worth reminding ourselves of the economic context in which this research took place - the motivations
behind certain behaviours may have been encouraged by the increase in energy and food prices as well as the
research interventions.
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"There are things that I can do but I do not want to do. For me it is things like flying for holidays.
I do not want to give that up, which makes me feel bad but I do not want to give them up and
that is that. I work hard but I am more than willing to compromise in other areas.”

(Female, Norwich, Positive Green)

Interventions they designed

In the groups, Positive Greens appeared to want to target children with their interventions, in
order for them to adopt good habits from an early age. The rationale for targeting children in the
Positive Green segment is very different to the reasoning adopted by Cautious Participants.
Others wanted to target the authorities and encourage them to do their bit or help individuals,
households and businesses to do their bit by providing incentives.

able 15 Summary of interventions they designed: Positive Greens

Since most participants already felt they had changed as much as they could, the next step
mentioned by this segment was raising the profile of climate change and getting other people on
board.

”

"...As everyone said just getting it into the media and ... more in your face.
(Female, Positive Green, Reading)

Concluding remarks

Participants in the Positive Green groups were the most informed, active and willing to change of
all participants. Many had already altered their lifestyles for environmental reasons prior to
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participating in the research, and this was the only segment that contained participants who cited
purely environmental motivations for some of their actions. Furthermore, knowing that what they
did could make a difference appeared to be an important motivation.

It also became apparent that the list of suggested actions was, at times, too basic for some
participants, and there was room to encourage them further. Participants gave the impression
that if they came across new information or had a new idea of a change they could make, they
were generally both able and willing to act and the value-action gap is consequently relatively
small for this segment.

Despite this, however, cost and convenience (though to a lesser extent than other segments)
remained important motivations for this segment. These participants were willing to make
changes within the parameters of their current lifestyles (e.g. changing heating systems). For
example, changing jobs, down sizing or moving house are extremely big asks which even Positive
Greens struggle with. Although this segment is the ‘greenest’ end of the general public, they act
according to similar constraints as other segments (albeit to a lesser extent than others’).

Positive Greens

Key points: Implications for engagement opportunities




5 Common themes and issues

This chapter presents the common threads for the research in Tables 16-19.

These common threads were derived from the research based on the context, motivation and
barriers highlighted by participants across the segments during the research. They were then
supplemented by a brainstorming session held with the Project Steering Group to draw out the
key issues which members wanted addressed in this output of the project. The project team is
aware of the Investigating Motivations — Focusing on Specific Segments and Behaviours project
(EVO504) also commissioned by Defra’s Sustainable Consumption and Production Programme and
does not wish to duplicate this work: the tables below are, therefore, based on discussions
around investigating the links participants make between food and energy and discovering other
key drivers and pressures.

Furthermore, the issues highlighted in the tables below are not necessarily ‘new findings’. Similar
claims have been found across the wider evidence base over some years in research
commissioned by Defra and other organisations, as well as in other recent Defra SCP
commissioned work such as the Influential Individuals (EVO408) report*®. For the purposes of
completeness, however, the tables below include all issues to have emerged from the research,
both novel and not-so-novel.

The aim of the tables below is to highlight and summarise the cross cutting themes across the
various segments in a structured fashion. More detailed insights of the themes and issues are
found in the individual segment write-ups in chapter 4.

The proposed tables should not be read as a linear model of behaviour change from ‘drivers and
pressures’ to ‘state’ to ‘response’ - the tables should simply be read as a way of structuring the
findings in an ordered fashion. The research team is not suggesting a linear progression through
a behaviour-choice model. As discussed earlier in this report, there is a complexity of factors at
play in shaping and influencing attitudes and behaviours. The research team also acknowledges
that attitudinal change can precede and/or follow behaviour change*®. Furthermore, these
summary points and common themes cannot be assumed to be true of all participants in all
segments.

43 The diffusion of environmental behaviours; the role of influential individuals in social networks - Defra
EV0408.
http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None&Completed=0&ProjectID=
15629

44 For further information see Darnton, A., 2008. GSR Behaviour Change Knowledge Review - Practical Guide:
An overview of behaviour change models and their uses. http://www.civilservice.gov.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2011/09/Behaviour_change_ reference report tcm6-9697.pdf
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Explanation and food for thought
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able 16 Common themes and issues across segments: Drivers and pressures
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Explanation and food for thought

able 17 Continuation of common themes and issues across segments: State
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Explanation and food for thought
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able 19 Continuation of common themes and issues across segments: Research issues

The issues presented in the tables above form part of the thought and decision making process that a participant would have undergone in taking part in the research - this could
help inform the development of a ‘customer journey’ for a segmentation communication or behaviour change strategy*’.

The drivers and pressures that form the environment in which participants formulate attitudes and behaviour is shaped by various types of context: household, personal and
societal. Perhaps the most important sub-elements of these contexts are social norms.

These contexts also contain motivations and barriers (e.g. cost, convenience, lifestyle choice, etc.) which lead on to the state in which a participant would choose to make an
attitudinal or behavioural decision. In this stage different factors are at play including understanding the linkages, provision or limitation of choice, confusion, etc. The final stage
revolves around response issues (related to information type and research effects) which are largely triggered by the dimension of trust. The final pieces of the jigsaw are research
issues such as the type of intervention selected and the timeline of the research.

45 This is discussed further in chapter 6.
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6 Discussion and conclusions

Much of the value of this research project resides in the detail. Further research, policy
development or project delivery that is concerned with the food and energy behaviours among
specific behavioural segments will need to rely upon the detail presented in the main body of this
report.

There are, nevertheless, important common strands running through the findings, and in this
section of the report these are analysed and discussed. Section 6.1 presents the findings in
summary under the research questions set out by Defra in the original specification.

The analysis has also been informed, however, by the interim discussions conducted with Defra
and the Project Steering Group; and by the research team’s internal deliberations on the research
findings, as captured in the tables in chapter 5. Section 6.2 introduces a series of themes that
have emerged from this element of the work.

It is worth remembering that this study is anchored in an individual psychological understanding
of human behaviour*® as opposed to other schools of thought like learning and social practice.
Furthermore, this research project was couched in Defra’s public understanding programme of
work in the sustainable consumption and production area which follows a social marketing and
individual psychology standpoint - based on individual attitudes, values and beliefs influencing
behaviour which is at the core of the environmental segmentation model. The following answers
to the research questions and conclusions need to be read with this ‘individual psychology’ and
‘behaviour economics’ framing.

Furthermore, it is worth remembering the research limitations (Section 2.3), in particular that
these findings may not necessarily be generalised across a whole segment and are meant to be
indicative and illustrative of characteristics of these segments as observed in the discussion
groups held with a small sample of participants belonging to these segments.

6.1 Research questions

Do people link their everyday energy use and food consumption behaviours to
contributing to the carbon impact of their household?

By and large, the answer to this question is “Yes, though it depends”. It appears to depend on
three things. Firstly, it seems to vary between segments of the population; secondly, it varies
depending on the extent to which the issue is ‘top of mind’; and thirdly it depends on wider
situational factors.

Participants in the less environmentally aware segments, for example, were generally able to
identify a range of activities that are responsible for causing emissions and, by extension, carbon
impact. However, their understanding of climate change, and the wider pressures in their lives,
meant that they did not generally make the link between their own behaviour and the wider
consequences.

In a research setting, and when prompted, individuals in these segments could often see the
links, and by the end of the research project many were suggesting that their raised awareness of
climate change was causing them to notice the links more frequently. Many individuals openly
acknowledged, however, that this would soon fade without regular reminders.

The more environmentally positive segments were able to comment and explain the links more,
and to do so in a way suggesting that it was more of a top of mind issue. However, even for
these segments day-to-day issues of price and lifestyle suggested that they do not routinely

46 For further information see Darnton, A., 2008. GSR Behaviour Change Knowledge Review - Practical Guide:
An overview of behaviour change models and their uses. http://www.civilservice.gov.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2011/09/Behaviour_change reference report tcm6-9697.pdf
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consider or notice the links. Only the Positive Greens appear to have a sufficiently positive view
of environmental issues for the links to have a presence as a behavioural factor.

Do individuals find it more difficult to make the link between household energy use and
climate change than say between food consumption behaviour and climate change?
Why is this and what are the implications for policy?*’

In general, participants in all segments were more readily able to see the links between their
energy-related behaviour and climate change. The links between in-home food behaviours and
climate change were less easily made. The research was unable to ascertain precisely why this
difference exists.

Is the link between climate change and energy use/food consumption in the home
sufficiently strong to use this as an ongoing basis for a behaviour campaign? What
could be done to strengthen the link in people’s minds?

Our conclusion is that the answer to the first question is a cautious No, not on its own. The
number of other factors influencing behaviour is high, and many of these factors have greater
traction than awareness of the links. Factors such as price, convenience, lifestyle choice and so
forth dominate the behaviour of most segments, and simply raising awareness of the links
between food and energy and climate change seems unlikely to be capable of overcoming these
factors.

The caution emerges from the relationship between awareness, understanding, knowledge and
choice. These issues are discussed in more depth below, but a fairly consistent response to the
various interventions deployed during the research was that lists of actions were preferred to
information on the links. The notion that an in-home behaviour X is linked to climate change
might produce an “Ah ha” moment; but it was the ‘try doing new behaviour Y’ that really struck
home.

In part this seems to be that not only do many people not understand climate change (such that
making the link merely connects something they do understand with something they don't,
prompting feelings of confusion or distress) but they don’t want or need to understand it. As the
discussion groups made clear, whilst there remains plenty of confusion, there is very little
outright dispute that climate change is a reality; and people in general are already able to list the
things they do that relate to climate change. The fact that they have not already changed their
behaviour, despite this, perhaps highlights best the limitations of the ‘making the links’
hypothesis.

This segues into the second part of the question. On the basis of the findings from the discussion
groups, it is possible to envisage ways in which awareness of the links could be increased:
television programmes, local authority campaigns, point-of-sale information, the routes are
numerous. However, drawing from the findings, it is suggested that there would be little, if any,
merit in this approach. Awareness of the links is already fairly high, yet behaviour is not
changing rapidly. Other approaches are clearly required.

Does variability in linking behaviours to climate change reflect inconsistencies in
knowledge?

As hinted above, a more detailed discussion of this issue is presented below, but the broad
answer here is — Yes. In general, the more pro-environmental segments will have more positive
attitudes towards the environment; they also have more knowledge about the environment, and
are able to identify more links between their own behaviours and climate change.

However, as seen, even the Honestly Disengaged appear to have a reasonable degree of
knowledge of climate change, and can make the links to a certain extent.

Perhaps more relevant is the relationship between knowledge and action. Where people have
knowledge that X is a good thing to do, particularly among the more environmentally
knowledgeable segments, they can simply enact X [if they choose, or are free so to do]. Where

47 policy implications and recommendations are discussed in chapter 7.
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individuals are confused, or have received conflicting messages, or are unable to prioritise, this
acts as a block on action. (The research was unable to establish the relative significance of this
barrier in comparison to other barriers.) Knowing that X and Y have links to climate change is
irrelevant: knowing whether to do one or the other is what counts.

What do people feel is within their power to change in terms of home energy use?

The actions which participants felt most comfortable taking on board were the ones motivated by
cost and convenience. Convenience here is to be understood as those actions which participants
deemed to be ‘minimal hassle’ and which could be done with ease without impacting on current
lifestyles and habits (e.g. switching off lights, filling the kettle appropriately, turning appliances
off standby, recycling more, etc.). Some participants raised concerns about the longevity of their
actions - having just participated in the research they were more likely to take up certain actions
now but with time they may revert to their ‘old habits’ as they would not be constantly prompted.

Many participants stated that even though some of the actions which required more effort and at
times an up-front cost (e.g. installing solar panels, reducing car travel, insulation products, etc.)
would in the long run provide them with a financial benefit it was felt that this tended to be “too
little too late”. Few participants indicated a sense of helplessness with respect to their energy
behaviour; rather, the question of priorities seemed more significant.

What (if anything) would persuade people to change their behaviour, and what are
peoples' attitudes towards the various suggestions for changing behaviour (including
personal carbon trading)?

An important part of the answer to this question is that there is a general acceptance across
almost all participants that changing behaviour is required. In an important sense, the issue is
not so much ‘persuade’ as ‘enable’.

Our various interventions (explained throughout chapter 4) offer some insights into the kinds of
things that might enable people to change their behaviour. Fairly consistently, opportunities for
action, in particular opportunities for choosing which action to take, emerged as most popular and
most effective.

This conclusion occurs in the context, of course, of the fact that, in general, issues of cost and
convenience continue to dominate people’s lives, both in terms of acting as barriers and as
drivers of change. A list of possible actions, therefore, cannot be merely environmental in their
character: they must appeal to other factors. Cost and convenience may appear from this as
uppermost, but issues such as health, family and community well-being also appear to resonate
with some segments. While the basic values of avoiding waste do not merely characterise
individuals in the Waste Watcher segment, they need to be a visible component part of any list of
possible new behaviours.

The interventions devised for the study were grounded in the outcomes from the first wave of
discussion groups, and carefully tailored to each segment. The research team also had to bear in
mind the available time and resources. As a result, by no means all of the ‘various suggestions’
for changing behaviour were tested. Furthermore, given the structure of the various discussion
groups held during the research, no systematic exploration of ‘various suggestions’ was
conducted. Personal carbon trading, in particular, received very little attention, and was rarely
mentioned spontaneously by participants.

Particular value can, be ascribed to the interventions designed by the participants themselves. At
the very end of the process, having had their awareness raised, having experienced and
discussed the project’s interventions, having had every opportunity to consider the links between
climate change and everyday food and energy behaviours, participants were asked to design
interventions aimed at people ‘like them’.

48 For information on public attitudes to personal carbon trading see Brook Lyndhurst for Defra (forthcoming).
Per Capita Carbon Footprints.
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The ideas they came up with, presented throughout chapter 4, clearly link to the underlying
drivers and values of individual segments. Positive Greens developed slightly more sophisticated
ideas for encouraging other people to adopt pro-environmental behaviours (because they
themselves felt they were already doing a lot). Honestly Disengaged came up with peer-to-peer
approaches, because of issues associated with trust in big government or big business. Cautious
Participants targeted children, the next generation, seemingly because they were concerned
about their own ability to change.

As stated at the beginning of this chapter, much of the benefit of this research will reside in the
detail, and this is a case in point: projects or programmes intended to enable individuals in any
particular segment to adopt more sustainable in-home behaviours could do worse than look at
the ideas these people came up with.

6.2 Further points of discussion

Emerging from the research and discussions with Defra, five threads that warrant further
discussion were identified:

e Research Issues - it is clear that both the timing and method of the research will have
had consequences for the nature of the results and the conclusions that can be drawn.

e Defra’s Segmentation model - this research, alongside a number of others
commissioned simultaneously, have made use of Defra’s recent segmentation model,*® and
there are some potentially useful reflections on that model emerging from this work.

¢ Knowledge and understanding - a recurring theme through the analysis (and, indeed,
in other research studies) is the relationship between knowledge and understanding, and
the extent to which either of these is relevant to behaviour.

e Interventions - having made several remarks already about the kinds of interventions
that may or may not contribute to promoting pro-environmental behaviours in-home,
there remain some more strategic issues to consider (including in terms of further testing
hypotheses for which interventions may work most effectively)

e Responsibility and the scale of the challenge - with many discussion group
participants looking to government for a lead, or blaming government for perceived
inaction, yet so many too acknowledging the need for them personally to take
responsibility for the (climate change) consequences of their actions, there are tensions
and issues arising that need to be considered.

Each of these are taken in turn below.

Research issues

It is important to note that simply participating in this research will have had an impact on the
participants, and it is important to acknowledge and, if possible, distinguish this influence from
other elements of the research, notably the interventions, that may have had an effect.

Participants, particularly in the ‘middle’ segments - Stalled Starters, Cautious Participants and
Sideline Supporters - spontaneously acknowledged that participating in the research process had
affected them to the extent that it had heightened their awareness of climate change issues and
impacted on their attitude towards these issues.

This positive effect of participating in group discussions seemed to be largely linked to the
importance of face-to-face contact and being able to express and discuss views in a safe and
unthreatening environment/platform. This can be highlighted by one participant’s response when
asked how they would explain climate change to a friend or neighbour:

“Your average friend would turn around and say, 'who made you a scientist?””
(Male, Stalled Starter, London)

4% See Annex 7 for a summary of the different socio-demographic and environmental characteristics of each
segment.
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These factors chime with results from other sources. Brook Lyndhurst’s evaluation of Defra’s
Environmental Action Fund, for example, shows that settings where a trusted source provides
face-to-face support are particularly effective at facilitating behaviour change, and that peer-
based learning can be especially powerful. Brook Lyndhurst’s recent work exploring the role of
catalytic individuals within social networks has highlighted the power of social norms in shaping
behaviour®,

To an extent, this issue faces any and all social research, and there is a variety of techniques that
can be used to minimise the risk that findings are solely a result of the process rather than a
genuine feature of the world. In the present case these include the use of highly skilled
moderators, a mix of both group and one-to-one information gathering, the very careful selection
of interventions and so forth.

There are, nevertheless, other factors to bear in mind:

e The research has had to depend on claimed rather than actual behaviour, and it is well
known that there can be gaps between what is said and what is done. (It would be
interesting to re-visit certain groups in the future to see whether claimed behaviour
changes have become actual sustained changes).

e The different social and psychological dynamics of the discussion groups versus the
individual telephone interviews were noted. For example, Cautious Participants appeared
much more positive about intervention one (leaflet on environmental achievements of their
city) on a one-to-one basis than in a group setting.

e The short time frame of the research meant that participants were doing an activity for
little more than a week, which did not necessarily allow participants to notice actual
savings or benefits.

e The timing of the research saw rises in energy and food prices which may have meant that
any savings made by participants went unnoticed - or that attitudes would have changed
without any of the interventions or research work.

Having acknowledged these issues, the research team’s view remains that a robust methodology
was deployed and that the findings from the research are reliable. The results appear both
internally consistent and consistent with the findings from other relevant research.

Informing Defra’s segmentation model

This study has provided detailed insight into each of Defra’s segments (chapter 4) as well as
highlighting crossover between segments (chapter 5). The process of recruiting individuals for
the research was part of an exercise to pilot recruitment techniques for segments and findings
inform the development of the final set of recruitment tools.

The individuals were recruited by Opinion Leader using the methodology outlined in Annex 2 and
fully agreed with Defra specialists. Once recruited individuals were not required to answer further
questions about themselves at the discussion groups; no further research was conducted to
further assure that they were indeed members of the relevant segment.

Instead, drawing on Defra’s wider work on the segments, plus Brook Lyndhurst’s own work on
other projects involving the use of the segment model, and through consultation with other
researchers using the model, qualitative calibration was used to consider the overall
characteristics of the segments of this research project.

Importantly, the groups exhibited values and attitudes that were consistent with the broader
segment.

There are, however, a number of observations to make, based on experience in this research
project:

50 Influential Individuals (2009) Brook Lyndhurst, Opinion Leader and University of Surrey.
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e At the margin, some individuals could have been in another segment - the boundaries of
some segments share more characteristics with some segments (e.g. such as Stalled
Starters with Cautious Participants and Sideline Supporters) than others.

e Characteristics of some segments made them more easily distinguishable (in this research)
than others - Positive Greens, Waste Watchers, Concerned Consumers and Honestly
Disengaged in particular.

e Though there are some important differences, particularly around environmental
knowledge, Stalled Starters, Cautious Participants and Sideline Supporters are less easily
distinguishable from each other.

e In a qualitative research setting, it is inevitable that other attributes of the individuals in
any given segment may be playing a role in determining the things they say and do.

It is also possible that additional attributes of the participants contributed to the findings of the
research, beyond their shared environmental beliefs and values. For example, individuals in the
Positive Greens and Concerned Consumers groups were from a higher socio-economic group than
other segments. Concerned Consumers, in particular, were true to their name and tended to
approach actions from a consumer angle (e.g. focusing on the carbon impacts of purchasing and
consumption) rather than a citizen or household perspective. This approach could be linked to
their socio-economic group (though the original segment covers a broader range of socio-
economic groups).

Age was also another distinguishing characteristic - particularly for Waste Watchers who
appeared to be at a stage in their life (e.g. often recently retired)®! where contempt for wasteful
behaviour and thrifty resource use were the foundations of their value system. Interestingly,
some young Waste Watchers seemed to behave more like Concerned Consumers and some older
Concerned Consumers appeared to behave like Waste Watchers in terms of attitudes and values,
the former being more consumption driven as opposed to the ‘waste not, want not’ principle of
the latter (see the point above about the marginal movement of individuals).

The segments are not ‘shades of green’ and this research confirmed that progression through the
segments is not a step-by-step sequence. Some Honestly Disengaged participants seemed to
know about climate change and the required actions to tackle it but they were simply disillusioned
by government and preferred to tune out. By contrast, some Positive Greens appeared to be on
the verge of taking a step ‘backwards’ due to the disenchantment of the impact of their actions,
confusion due to knowledge saturation and the lack of government cohesion and action.

The segmentation model appeared, on the whole, to work in this study, in the sense that the
results for each segment were clearly distinguishable, but with sufficient common ground for an
overall analysis to be conducted. The results also seem to support the idea that if interventions
are to operate at the level of values or attitudes or shared motivations and barriers, then
segmenting on this basis makes sense. Given that the focus is to be on action (as suggested)
then people’s ability to act through their wider individual circumstances - age, class, tenure etc -
is important to consider alongside people’s values or attitudes.

Importance of knowledge and understanding

There is an easy assumption to make that providing information increases both awareness and
knowledge; that this leads to understanding; and that this in turn leads to changes in either
attitudes, behaviour or both. Best practice in encouraging behaviour change has long cautioned
against making such an assumption and the results from this research support such an
assumption being misplaced and provide specific examples for different segments.

Stalled Starters, for example, have a poor understanding of the science behind climate change,
but are nevertheless able to explain it through its impacts and their poor understanding is not a
barrier to taking action. Furthermore, for this segment climate change does not seem to be a
socially acceptable topic of everyday conversation and being knowledgeable on the topic is almost
perceived to be abnormal.

5! Note that a quota, as far as deemed feasible, was applied so that a third of this 50+ group was over 65.
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Concerned Consumers have a better understanding of the science, but appeared not to
understand some of the personal long-term consequences - but this still did not stop them being
inclined to take certain kinds of action.

Some participants in the discussion groups, despite openly claiming not to be able to accurately
define ‘install microgeneration’ or ‘adopt a lower impact diet’ were nevertheless able to design
(quite impressive) interventions around these behaviours.

These examples chime with recent research from the Department for Transport®? which suggests
that increased public awareness of climate change has neither led to a greater understanding of
the issues involved, nor to an awareness of how these issues relate to personal behaviour.

The fact that information alone is not enough to change behaviour is a long standing best practice
principle: this research has helped provide specific examples of evidence to demonstrate and help
explain this further. Information on its own is not enough is further supported by the fact that
participants in this research appeared, overall, immune to the constant mass media coverage of
climate change. Moreover, even if participants had heard about climate change in the media they
did not make the link with their own lives and actions. In some instances, it took the personal
approach of attending the discussion groups and getting personalised letters and tailored
interventions to spark their interest and raise their awareness.

However, this research also suggests that if participants are aware of their lack of understanding
or have received conflicting messages, this can result in frustration which, in turn, can become a
barrier to taking action. This frustration can be illustrated, for example, by some Waste Watchers’
reaction to the Economist article - which concludes that there are no straight-forward answers
with regards to certain consequences and the timeframes of climate change. This generated
wider concerns of trust. As discussed earlier, at times there seemed to be a saturation of
knowledge (especially of mixed messages) which could provoke rebound effects whereby people
pursue misinformed personal trade-offs of carbon intensive activities.

If information is not a pre-condition to behaviour change then embedding pro-environmental
behaviours in social norms and value systems seems key. It is important to note that in a top-
down process of attitude formation an attitude to a specific object is embedded in a system of
general attitudes and values® - as highlighted with respect to Waste Watchers. It is the research
team’s suspicion that if the same Waste Watcher participants are re-visited in the future they are
the segment most likely still to be doing the actions they took up during this research since they
have incorporated them into their value system.

Interventions

In addition to the remarks on specific interventions presented earlier, there are some more
general remarks on interventions that may be useful going forward.

The research has illustrated that even segment-tailored interventions can have opposite
responses within a segment group. Though there was not a general intervention which can be
compared across the segments, the findings of the first discussion group enabled the research
team to conclude that tailored interventions catering for each segment’s motivations and barriers
would be more effective. It would be interesting to test different types of interventions for one
specific segment group to gauge different reactions.

The coupling of information and actions in interventions appeared to work particularly well -
having the first intervention as more informative and the second more action-orientated (e.g.
Stalled Starters and Sideline Supporters). The research also showed that there are merits in both
focused (e.g. Concerned Consumers just on food or Honestly Disengaged just on energy) and

52 Coulter, A and Clegg, S (September 2007). Exploring public attitudes to personal carbon dioxide emission
information. Prepared for Department for Transport by BMRB Social Research and the University of the West of
England.

53 Grunert, K., Sondergaard, H., Scholderer, J., 2004. How can we know what we like when we don’t
understand it? Consumer attitude formation towards complex technical issues. Crossenz, QLK1-CT-2002-02208.
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general interventions (e.g. Stalled Starters, Sideline Supporters and Positive Greens with list of
mixed - energy and food - actions).

Furthermore, one of the main frustrations, regarding the interventions and more generally, voiced
by the Cautious Participants was that they did not know what they should be doing in terms of
actions they could take up. This further highlights the preference for action-based interventions
as opposed to purely information-based ones.

There would therefore appear to be no one type of intervention which is better than another
which supports the existing belief that a package of interventions is needed. Rather, its success
is dependent upon where the segment is at in terms of taking action on energy or food. For
example, it was judged that the Honestly Disengaged segment did not make links between food
and climate change, and therefore using food as an entry point to behaviour change was deemed
inappropriate. Equally for Concerned Consumers the key entry point was consumption and it was
thought that the segment would benefit more from focusing on food. Furthermore, Concerned
Consumer participants stated that from having noticed the waste they produce from the food
waste diary intervention they are now trying to reduce their food waste by thinking more carefully
about what they buy.

More general information rather than action-based tasks was deemed relevant where the
information would validate, reinforce and provide the climate change link for existing behaviour
(e.g. Waste Watchers) and this could have been a component in a package which also included
these actions.

Another important finding is that interventions have the greatest traction when they speak to
participants ‘at their own level’. This has been confirmed in other research as well, however the
importance and value of addressing participants ‘at their own level’ has been re-confirmed in this
research project. This means using communication media which they prefer and are most
accessible to them (e.g. the relative success of having participants watch The Eleventh Hour on
TV) and making the interventions locally relevant (e.g. tailoring the leaflet for the city in which
Cautious Participants lived). A participant not completing an intervention needs also to be taken
as a finding in itself.

Other non-information based interventions may include having discussions with family, friends
and neighbours which go beyond sharing information and begin to offer support for lifestyle
change; legislation and regulation; and incentives and rewards.

Responsibility and the scale of the challenge

As many recent research studies around pro-environmental change have revealed, the
relationship between individuals and the state is an important part of understanding the factors
that are involved in mass behaviour change.

This latest research provided new evidence on how the general public think about government’s
role (discussed in chapter 4 where appropriate), and a further opportunity for the research team
to consider pro-environmental behaviour change in the round. In this final part of the discussion,
the outcomes from that opportunity are discussed.

Two reflections, in particular, warrant mention. Firstly, the issue of the distribution of
responsibility seems under-addressed. Secondly, the balance between ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ behaviour
change seems increasingly questionable as the scale of the climate change challenge becomes
ever more apparent.

“Choice editing” provides a useful example. The interventions which were designed and
administered during this research provided segments with a degree of choice in most instances
(see Table 1 in chapter 2 for details on interventions). However, many participants in the
discussion groups made comments that if a certain activity was deemed particularly adverse in
terms of carbon impacts then it should be banned. Participants seemed keen to be shown how to
prioritise the ample choices at their disposal. However, as is known, there is a difference between
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supporting hypothetical choice editing and adjusting to it in real life®*. How can this really be
tested? Is it the responsibility of individuals to have their awareness raised and to make the right
choices? Or is it the responsibility of the relevant authorities to remove the bad possibilities from
the realm of choice altogether? And who has the responsibility of deciding on the distribution of
responsibility?!

This links, in part, to the issues of knowledge and information already discussed. Many
individuals know they do not know the details of climate change; and many others are quite clear
they don’t want to know. In neither case does this appear to be a barrier to action: rather, it is
confusion about what to do, about which choices to make, about what is the best thing that is the
blockage. In this context, it perhaps matters less whether the option is ‘choice editing’ or lists of
handy tips or altering pricing; and it matters more that the choices are made apparent.
Government seems rather better positioned to do this than individuals themselves.

This also points towards the issue of the balance between hard and soft behaviour change (the
distinction being between, broadly, the use of regulatory or fiscal instruments to change
behaviour, as opposed to the use of communication, community engagement and other such
techniques). During the research team’s deliberations on the question of “Is the link between
climate change and energy use/food consumption in the home sufficiently strong to use this as an
ongoing basis for a behaviour campaign?” the research team asked itself: well, even if it was,
what would that do? If the problem is as large and as urgent as is increasingly acknowledged, is it
appropriate to try to consider a programme to increase public understanding of the links between
energy and food and climate change?

The fact that understanding of the links does not appear to be a factor determining behaviour
means that recommending a programme that would exploit that understanding is not an option.

Instead, effort should be focused on enabling individuals to make the right choices. The open
questions remain, however: who chooses the choices; and how big must the choices be. Any
initiative concerning the public understanding of links between climate change, food and energy
will have to be formulated against a background shaped by these questions.

54 In certain contexts rigorous experimental design (e.g. randomised control trials with qualitative research) can
provide robust evidence to address some of these issues.
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2

Implications and recommendations

This chapter draws from the discussion and conclusions to identify implications and
recommendations under two headings: those that relate to further research needs; and those
that relate to policy.

7.

7.

64

1 Research initiatives and implications

The research team is persuaded that there would be little more to be gained from further
generic research into the links people make between climate change and their in-home
behaviours.

Instead, the opportunity presents itself to test, possibly through action-based research, the
detail of the specific actions, on a segment by segment basis, that could be chosen and
adopted by the public.

In addition, using action-based research would partly overcome issues of participants being
influenced by the research process itself and would account for the effects of prolonged
engagement with the same set of participants. Where action-based research is not an option,
strategies for accounting for the effects of prolonged engagement with the same set of
participants and the impacts of the research process itself need to be embedded in the
research approach.

The selection of segments and actions could be driven by a number of variables (prospective
carbon impact of changes, cost per unit, total available resources, etc.) but should certainly:
o draw on the interventions tested and, in particular, suggested in this research and

o build on the developing understanding of the motives and priorities of the segments.

Opportunities exist both to further explore segment-specific interventions; and whether
certain interventions work across segments.

Some longitudinal work may be warranted potentially using a controlled trial. The Waste
Watcher segment, in particular, could benefit from more investigation into the effects of the
validating interventions used in this study.

The findings from this work reinforce some of the recommendations in Brook Lyndhurst’s
‘Influential Individuals’ research for Defra - in particular, that understanding social networks
and the processes by which new behaviours become social norms, would help to consider
how food- and energy-related actions could be taken up.

2 Policy initiatives and implications

Generic basic awareness of climate change appears to be very high; and the fact that in
some cases people lack any detailed understanding of the issues and there are
misconceptions about climate change does not seem to be a barrier to action. Other triggers
which could potentially lead to action, more so than awareness raising, include acceptance of
personal responsibility for and belief in personal implication in the effects of climate change.
This research has suggested that both these elements are presently relatively low in the
public mind. However, as discussed in chapter 4 this varies from segment to segment.

The implication is that the onus needs to shift towards the offering and/or editing of choices.
This is not straightforward, as shown: there are detailed practicalities associated with each
segment, each behaviour and each mode of delivery. Having a segment specific behaviour
change/intervention strategy and a segment specific communication strategy to address the
issues around providing and limiting choice is recommended.

A less obvious issue concerns the relative importance that ought to be attached to such
effort. Producing quantitative estimate of the total reduction in CO, that might be brought
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about by enabling consumers to take specific actions in their kitchens and considering the
wider consequences up and down supply chains of such actions was beyond the scope of this
study. Such calculations do, however, seem to be part of a more strategic consideration.

Building upon these considerations, as well as the work Defra has already undertaken
(including, in particular, ‘A Framework for Pro-environmental Behaviours’), the key next step
would be to prioritise possible policy options through the kinds of research proposed above.
A logical sequence for conducting that prioritisation would appear to the Brook Lyndhurst
research team to be:

How many tonnes need to be abated this year, and next?

What contribution to that abatement target will come from the residential sector?

How many tonnes could come from changes in energy or food related behaviours?

Which behaviours, specifically, represent the best (most effective and cost-effective)
ways of delivering those reductions?

Which segments are best positioned to deliver those particular behaviours?

What methods of enabling such changes apply to those segments, for those behaviours?
How can those methods be best delivered?

[ R i

o oo

Work of this kind is needed; and, if an 80% reduction target by 2050 is to be achieved,
needed soon.
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