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FOREWORD
This research was commissioned and funded by DEFRA. The views expressed
here reflect the research findings and the interpretations of the authors. These
do not represent DEFRA policy.
This report culminates a two-year study on the drivers for long-term behaviour
change in regards to waste and recycling and energy use behaviour amongst UK
households. It is constructed from both new material and excerpts from the
detailed quarterly reports that were submitted to DEFRA over the course of the
project.
A shorter summary report from this study will be published on the DEFRA SIS
website.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1. This research was funded under a contract from DEFRA’s Waste and
Resources Research and Development Programme. It seeks to better
understand the drivers for long term (durable) change in regards to
domestic waste and recycling behaviour. The research began in April
2006. This report represents the final deliverable for the contract.
2. The research focuses on participants in Global Action Plan UK’s
EcoTeams programme. Global Action Plan is national charity, founded in
1993, that is committed to the development and delivery of proenvironmental behaviour change programmes in workplaces,
communities, and homes.
3. The EcoTeams programme brings together groups of 4-6 households from
the same community and engages them in a series of facilitated
discussions about the environmental impacts of everyday living.
Individual participants also weigh their rubbish and recycling and monitor
their energy use over the course of the programme.
4. Two primary research questions guided the research enquiry:
a. How can individuals/households be encouraged to change their
behaviour in order to reduce their level of waste production, to
recycle more of their remaining waste, and to reduce their energy
consumption?
b. How can such changes in domestic routines be sustained beyond
the life of an action project?
5. In order to address these research questions, the research examined the
following themes:
a. The motivations of individuals and households for participating in
EcoTeams.
b. The importance of social interaction, information provision, and
personalised feedback for changing waste and energy use
behaviours.
c. The types and extent of behaviour changes achieved through the
programme.
d. The extent to which the programme delivers durable behaviour
change.

6. The research enquiry is loosely grounded in Anthony Giddens’
‘structuration theory’ and related ideas about ‘social practices.’
Structuration theory posits that individual behaviour is given coherency
and meaning through conformity to inconspicuous social structures. In
this context, environmentally significant behaviour is more the result of
conventional ways of doing things (social practices) than discrete,
reasoned action.
7. This research is important because much of the existing research on
behaviour change concentrates overwhelmingly on individuals’ intentions
for behaviour, rather than actual behaviour change interventions. Strong
reliance on quantitative methodologies in these studies also means that
social and contextual aspects of pro-environmental lifestyles are underresearched. Little prior research has assessed the efficacy of proenvironmental behaviour change programmes over longer terms than the
life of the intervention itself.
8. A qualitative, interview-based methodology was employed in this
research. A total of 49 in depth interviews with current and former
EcoTeams participants from the South East and Midlands regions were
performed in the course of the project. Interview data are supplemented
by data collected in a series of 4 workshops with approximately 40
EcoTeams participants and quantitative data from a recent survey of
EcoTeams participants that was conducted by Global Action Plan.
9. In general, the sample of interview respondents represents a more
privileged segment of the UK population that holds both the knowledge
and the resources to perform a wide variety of headline pro-environmental
behaviours.
10. The research identified 4 primary motives for joining an EcoTeam:
a. Prior green intentions and lifestyles.
b. A search for new knowledge about how to do things in greener
ways.
c. A desire to meet green people.
d. A desire to get to know others in the community.
11. Most of the respondents indicated some combination of the first three
motives as important to their choice to participate in an EcoTeam. Further
enquiry reveals that the EcoTeams programme is most attractive to those
with prior green intentions and behaviour.

12. Interview respondents reported engaging in a variety of green behaviours
prior to joining EcoTeams. The most common among these were
recycling and composting.
13. Participation in the programme seems to facilitate an increased
willingness and ability to do more green things, or to perform existing
routines in greener ways. The four most common changed behaviours
amongst our respondents were recycling more, composting more, buying
local products, and avoiding products with excessive packaging.
14. In terms of waste activity, the interview data reveal that composting and
recycling were already fairly common activities for most participants.
However, the programme does seem to be effective in encouraging
participants to do more in this area, particularly in terms of composting.
The requirement to weigh and measure waste during the programme
seems to be an especially important driver of changed behaviour in this
respect.
15. The three most commonly reported changes in energy use behaviour
were switching to energy saving light bulbs or buying more of the same,
increased diligence about turning off appliances and electronics when not
in use, and generally making more of an effort to use less energy. A
number of respondents reported making more significant investments in
energy efficient products, including installing solar water heating or better
quality insulation.
16. Respondents reported important changes in shopping behaviour,
particularly in terms of awareness of ‘food miles’ and avoiding excessive
packaging. Elements of a desire to help the local economy and the recent
emergence of the food miles issue on the environmental agenda are
evident here. Many of the responses in this category, such as avoiding
packaging, re-using plastic bags, or using reusable bags, overlap with
those in the waste-category.
17. Interview respondents commonly referred to transport as the most difficult
category in which to make behaviour changes. Many of our participants
were heavily dependent on cars and found their existing transport routines
difficult to change. Some respondents did indicate that participation in
EcoTeams had encouraged them to attempt to combine journeys in
private vehicles or to avoid unnecessary flights.

18. The majority of respondents reported a definite increase in ‘awareness’ of
water consumption as a result of participation in EcoTeams. An important
ecological driver of behaviour is evident here. Many participants in the
South East region indicated that summer drought conditions had further
galvanised their commitment to saving water through measures like
installing water butts or water meters.
19. Our analysis of the components of EcoTeams reveals that two important
behavioural mechanisms operate within the programme:
a. Group dynamics: social support and pressure, and the diffusion of
new green knowledge through team members.
b. Feedback: weighing and measuring household rubbish, recycling,
and energy use.
20. Most of our respondents indicated that group-based mechanisms were the
most important drivers of changed behaviour through EcoTeams. Mixing
with like-minded people provides participants with a sense that others do
indeed live in similar ways, and that others support and expect their
chosen way of life. Social support also encourages participants to
continue attending EcoTeam meetings.
21. Some of our respondents indicated that their groups were not very
cohesive, or that they did not feel a strong degree of group identity as an
‘EcoTeamer.’ What seems to be operating here is a process in which
participants join an EcoTeam seeking to evaluate or refine their own selfcategorised identity as a green individual.
22. The group also serves as the primary means for diffusing new knowledge
about greener living. Our research reveals that much of the practical
knowledge diffused through EcoTeams members is distinctly local in
flavour. Team members share information about how to use surrounding
systems in greener ways, and how to overcome the specific barriers to
change that arise within particular localities. Complementary local
information is also disseminated by the Global Action Plan facilitator.
23. Weighing and measuring is a more personally-oriented driver of change
through EcoTeams. Many respondents indicated that engaging with
waste and energy measurements, and more importantly, seeing those
measurements go down over the course of the programme, endowed
them with an important sense of competence or control over these facets
of their daily routines.

24. Physically engaging with waste and energy use through weighing rubbish
and reading meters also helped some respondents to be more aware of
their waste and energy use patterns. This increased awareness of the
‘hidden’ connections between waste, energy use, and consumption
activity enabled some respondents to disrupt some of their more negative
cycles of energy consumption or waste production.
25. All of our interview respondents indicated that they were still doing all of
the behaviours that they had taken up as a result of participation in
EcoTeams. Many claimed to have taken on even more behaviours after
the programme finished. Similar patterns have also been identified in
research on EcoTeams in the Netherlands (Staats et al. 2004).
26. Our analysis reveals that the observed and reported durability of proenvironmental behaviour changes amongst our interviewees is catalysed
by two important changes in thinking about green behaviour and personal
responsibility towards the environment:
a. A willingness to try out new green activities or to perform old
activities in greener ways.
b. A more ‘joined up’ way of thinking about the environmental impacts
of a lifestyle and the eco-practicalities of everyday living.
27. The latter output proves to be the more important one, because it
underpins a process of ‘reflexive lifestyle examination’ in which the
individual positions the self against new knowledge about the
environmental impacts of everyday living and the lifestyles of others living
in similar ways. The practical outcomes of this exercise manifest as a
search for small changes that can be synchronised easily with existing
everyday routines.
28. Fitting small changes into existing routines also requires EcoTeams
participants to convert joined up thinking about greener behaviour into a
set of practical rules for greener habits and routines. Respondents tended
to describe this shift from reasoned deliberation to unconscious automatic
performance of behaviour as ‘ongoing.’ This would suggest that such a
shift is not likely to occur during the course of a behavioural intervention.
29. In light of the point above, the EcoTeams programme seems to serve
partly as a ‘training ground’ for trying out new behaviours and finding the
social, feedback-based, and informational support to stick with them until
they can be absorbed into the more durable realm of habit and practical
consciousness.

30. It follows that this transformation from intended action to habit and routine
would be easier, or would occur more naturally, if the context into which it
was inserted already contained a similar range of environmentally
responsible routines and scripts for green living.
31. For most of the respondents to this research, the practical outputs of the
Eco-Teams programme represent small, but significant, additions to daily
green routines. These actions synchronise easily with existing behaviours
because some portion of the individual’s day was already synchronised
around greener routines and infrastructures and an overall green outlook.
32. In consideration of these findings, we arrive at the more general
conclusion that the durability of a changed pro-environmental behaviour is
predominantly a function of the context into which it is inserted, and how
easily it can be synchronised with existing (green or ungreen) routines and
surrounding systems of provision. This characterisation of durable
behaviours as ‘mutually sustaining’ contrasts with the predominant focus
in the literature on this subject on how to make individual behaviours ‘self
sustaining.’
33. These findings also suggest that the intervention mix has little direct
impact on the long-term durability of behaviour, although it is important in
facilitating immediate change and encouraging individuals to try out new
actions.
34. It is important to recognise that what is desirable is not always practically
achievable given surrounding systems of provision and socio-technical
infrastructures. Successful synchronisation of a new behaviour requires
an account of the extent to which everyday ways of life are determined or
scripted by (un)sustainable systems of provision, and whether those
systems can be used in greener ways.
35. In consideration of these findings, policy-makers should seek to design
interventions that produce gradual (but not insignificant), shifts towards
greener daily routines.
36. Crucially, newly introduced behaviours need to fit with the rest of what an
individual is already doing in order to increase the likelihood of their
durability. Policy efforts in this area should move away from a focus on
the ordered preferences of individuals and towards an understanding of
the order of routines.
37. Our findings also raise some more specific implications for current policy
thinking about charging schemes, choice editing, and social marketing and
consumer segmentation.

38. In a similar fashion to the weighing and measuring examined in
EcoTeams, a variable charging scheme for waste could make consumers
more aware of their waste habits, help them to connect invisible waste to
daily activities, and lend a sense of competence and control over waste
patterns.
39. Due to the politically charged nature of this issue, the government may
need to take the lead in this area by promoting personal responsibility for
waste as ‘the norm.’ There is also evidence that simply encouraging the
public to start weighing their rubbish before charging them may facilitate a
shift towards a more normative or altruistic understanding of responsibility
for waste.
40. Choice editing fits well with the emphasis in our research on the
importance of systems of provision for mediating what is behaviourally
desirable and possible in a given context. In the case of waste policies,
phasing out plastic bags would simply make it easier to live a greener
lifestyle by reducing the pool of less sustainable, or more irresponsible,
behaviours available to the consumer.
41. In the two years that this work has been going forward, DEFRA has been
developing a social segmentation-based framework of understanding for
sustainable behaviours, in part drawing on interim reports from this
project. We hope that this research can contribute some further important
insights for the segmentation models.
42. For the greener segments (positive greens, waste watchers and
concerned consumers), our findings suggest that team-based approaches
are of demonstrable value for encouraging a shift towards greener
lifestyles. Significantly more can be achieved within these groups. Many
respondents expressed a desire to go beyond ‘doing their bit.’
43. Reaching those in between is more difficult. Very few of our interview
respondents could be categorised as sideline supporters or cautious
participants. However, our results also suggest that team based
approaches could be very effective tools for reaching these individuals,
provided that they could be successfully recruited.
44. The localised deliberation and peer comparison inherent in a team-based
programme such as EcoTeams could be very effective in encouraging
cautious participants,’ to fit pro-environmental changes within their
lifestyles.

45. Similarly, eco-deliberation with similar others living a green lifestyle
amongst shared systems of provision could help sideline supporters to
knock down both real and imagined systemic and knowledge-based
barriers to greener behaviour.
46. For both of these segments, care must be taken to recruit them in a
manner that does not signal a need for expert green knowledge as a
prerequisite for taking part in the programme.
47. In consideration of the fairly green outlook of the average EcoTeams
participant, our findings do not generalise well to the least environmentally
willing and able segments of the British public (stalled starters and the
honestly disengaged). However, we do see value in continuing to explore
the bundles of routines that represent everyday life for these segments,
and whether or not some headline behaviours might synchronise more or
less easily with their existing lifestyles.
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1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Aims and objectives of the research:
This research seeks to better understand the drivers for long term or durable
change in regards to waste and recycling activities. The research focuses on
Global Action Plan UK’s EcoTeams Programme, seeking to better understand
how a team-based programme and the mechanisms within it foster durable
change. The research addresses demand side waste prevention measures and
the development of tools and instruments for pro-environmental behaviour
change, both of which are key DEFRA Waste and Resources R&D programme
areas.
Two primary research questions guided the research inquiry:
A) How can individuals/households be encouraged to change their behaviour
in order to reduce their level of waste production, to recycle more of their
remaining waste, and to reduce their energy consumption?
B) How can such changes in domestic routines be sustained beyond the life
of an action project?
In order to address these research questions, the research examined the
following themes:
A) Understanding the motivation of individuals and households to participate
in the programme.
B) Understanding the importance of social interaction, information provision,
and personalised feedback for changing waste and energy use
behaviours.
C) The types and extent of behaviour change achieved through the
programme.
D) With specific reference to waste behaviours, evaluating the extent to
which the EcoTeams programme delivers durable behaviour change.
Answers to questions and themes like these are not easily found in existing
academic literature. Much existing research concentrates overwhelmingly on
individuals’ intentions to change aspects of their behaviour, rather than actual
behaviour change interventions. Where interventions are examined, the focus
tends to fall on single interventions to change single behaviours, rather than
addressing the inter-connectedness of behaviours in domestic routines. Strong
reliance on quantitative methodologies and reductive statistical modelling also
means that social, cultural, and contextual aspects of green lifestyles and self14

identity are under-researched. Most importantly, little prior research has
assessed the efficacy of pro-environmental behaviour change programmes over
longer terms than the life of the intervention itself. There is a dearth of evidence
on which behaviour change tools might lead to durable change and which are
most effective in this capacity.
This report, and the research upon which it is based, seeks to address these
important gaps in understanding. Although the primary focus of this research is
on waste and energy, other environmentally significant behaviours, such as
water conservation measures and shopping activities, are also addressed in this
research and will be discussed in support of our conclusions.

1.2 Research summary:
This report is organised into seven sections including this one.
Section two reviews relevant literature in the field of waste behaviour, and more
generally, environmentally responsible behaviour (ERB).
It begins with a discussion of consumption and waste patterns in the UK, and
then outlines recent empirical/ academic research on waste reduction and ERB.
This discussion leads to an in-depth discussion of the ‘social practice theories’
that guide this research. The section concludes with a discussion of the current
waste policy and programmatic context in the UK, and situates the EcoTeams
programme within this context.
Section three discusses the methodological aspects of the study including data
collection and characteristics of the interview and workshop samples.
It begins with a summary of pilot data collection and a series of workshops held
in the early stages of the research that were used to inform questions and
strategic directions for the in-depth interviews. It then discusses the format of the
in-depth interviews and outlines some demographic and social characteristics of
the final interview sample. This discussion references the recent DEFRA
segmentation work on different types of environmentally significant UK
consumers (which is also utilised further in Section 7). In general, respondents
for this study tended to be fairly affluent and middle aged. In terms of DEFRA’s
segmentation model of green outlook/ behaviour, our sample tends to represent
either ‘positive greens’ or ‘concerned consumers’ or perhaps a hybrid of the two.
The methodological section concludes with a discussion of the final data-set
(interview transcripts), techniques for analysis using the NVIVO package, and
reflections on the practical and theoretical outputs of using a qualitative research
frame.
Section four discusses the behavioural results or outputs of participation in
EcoTeams from the perspective of the interview and workshop respondents.
15

The narrative of this section (and that in sections 5 and 6) is supported
throughout with quotations taken directly from the interview transcripts. The
section begins with an examination of the motives for joining EcoTeams, focusing
in particular on the role of prior green intentions and a desire to meet other green
people in motivating both participation in the programme and driving its
behavioural outputs. Prior green behaviour is also examined. Most of the
respondents were already doing things like recycling and composting prior to
joining, and almost all held a fairly green outlook, or what we have termed ‘prior
green intentions.’ The section concludes with a detailed discussion of new green
behaviours engaged in after participation in EcoTeams with reference to a table
of behaviours and the interview data. Overall, it would appear that the
programme is most successful in encouraging participants to do more, and to
seek to do more within the general categories of green activities engaged in prior
to joining. However, we do observe a fairly dramatic increase in ethical shopping
behaviour.
Section five explores the behavioural mechanisms of EcoTeams in terms of how
the observed behaviour changes discussed in Section 4 are achieved.
It begins with a focus on the group-based or social dynamics of the programme,
exploring the role of social support and pressure for motivating participants to try
out new behaviours, and the importance of deliberative processes for
disseminating contextualised knowledge about green living in particular spaces
and places. The section then focuses on the more personalised, feedbackbased mechanism in EcoTeams that operates through weighing and measuring.
The analysis reveals that weighing and measuring plays a crucial role in helping
participants to connect their waste output and energy use to everyday activities.
Section six presents the analysis of durable change through EcoTeams in terms
of the behavioural outputs and mechanisms explored in the preceding sections.
It begins with an analysis of cognitive changes through EcoTeams which
suggests that the two-part mechanism of group-based support and information
provision combined with personalised feedback attached to everyday activities,
leads to new ‘joined up thinking’ and a personalisation of the environmental
impacts of everyday living. This joined up thinking encourages participants to
look for small but significant changes within existing routines that will add up to a
more aggregately sustainable lifestyle. In turn, the lifestyle concept proves to be
the key variable for understanding durable change, in that changes that fit with,
or are easily synchronised with, the rest of what the individual is already doing
are more likely to become habit and routine, and so more likely to be sustained
long term.
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Section seven discusses the implications of the analysis in previous sections for
understanding how to create durable pro-environmental change in policy or
programmatic settings.
The applications and implications of this research are discussed for different
types of waste policy. Special emphasis is placed on the ways in which our
findings about the mechanisms and dynamics and EcoTeams could be used to
strengthen the DEFRA behavioural framework and segmentation approach.
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2 REVIEW OF LITERATURE

'Sir, are you so grossly ignorant of human nature, as not to know that a man
may be very sincere in good principles, without having good practice?' - Dr
Samuel Johnson 1773.
Whilst all human activities can be said to have some kind of impact on the
biophysical systems that sustain life, one critical question emerging over the last
two decades is what kinds of actions constitute environmentally significant
behaviours (ESB’s). Paul Stern and colleagues in the US have made substantial
contributions to our understanding of this concept, defining them in terms of
impact and intent. According to Stern, environmentally significant behaviour is
behaviour that either changes the availability of materials or energy from the
environment, or alters the structure and dynamics of ecosystems or the
biosphere itself” or, “behaviour that is undertaken with the intention to change
(normally to benefit) the environment” (Stern, 2000: 403).
The former includes the unintentional environmental impacts or externalities of
activity (planned or habitual) in which ‘the environment’ may or may not come
into consideration. The latter implies planned or reasoned action to benefit the
environment in some way.1 Because significant environmental impacts can
result from both intended pro-environmental behaviour and the unintended
impacts of other activities, it is important to account for how consumption
patterns occur before examining how to change them.

2.1 Understanding consumption
Consumption represents the relationship between the human economy and the
biosphere: “the appropriation of resources from nature” (Ropke, 1999: 400): It is
not an end in itself, but correlates directly with such things as efficiency of
production and size of population. Consumption fulfils several roles in modern
society including satisfying needs, both physical and emotional, helping to form
identities, and creating social meaning or status (Jackson, 2005; Jackson and
Marks, 1999). The more symbolic, or identity-related aspects of consumption are
clearly influential in Burgess et al’s (2003) sociologically-oriented definition of
consumption as: “the discourses and practises associated with the purchase and
or use of material and symbolic commodities which are used to construct a
lifestyle and thereby a self identity” (Burgess et al., 2003: 267).

1

For the purposes of this review, environmentally significant behaviour that is driven (at least
initially) by positive pro-environmental intentions will be referred to as environmentally responsible
behaviour (ERB) (see Barr, 2003 for a discussion of ERB).
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On its own, consumption need not be considered bad for the global or local
environment. There is nothing inherently irresponsible about consuming
products to meet material needs or to construct social identities and lifestyles.
Indeed, it is “easy to imagine a continuous growth in the economically defined
consumption without a corresponding growth in the consumption of resources—
even under the assumption of unchanged technologies [provided that the]
population used income increases to buy labour-intensive goods and services”
(Ropke, 1999; 401). However, this is not the case. A wide body of research
shows that increasing incomes are being used to buy more and more energyintensive products (see Jackson and Marks, 1999; Reisch and Ropke, 1999) and
that the global North is consuming a disproportionate amount of resources
compared to the global South (Burgess et al. 2003). For instance, a recent
Ecological Footprinting study for London found that the ‘footprint’ of an average
Londoner was about 6.63 gha/cap . In contrast, the footprint for a resident of
India is about .077gha/cap (Neumayer, 2003).
The negative impacts of some consumption make it necessary to define the
boundary between what is appropriate consumption and what is inappropriate
consumption. Inappropriate consumption is: “consumption that has negative
consequences for consumers themselves or else for others who may be closer or
farther in terms of time or space” (Burgess et al. 2003: 79). Inappropriate
consumption forms the central focus of this research, due to the inextricable
linkage between consumption and waste.
2.1.1 What about waste?
The preceding discussion demonstrates that consumption is much more than just
purchasing activity. Similarly, we must view the waste associated with increasing
consumption as more than just a ‘negative externality of market forces.’ In many
respects, ‘what to do about waste?’ has been one of the questions underpinning
the development of environmental consciousness ranging from Friends of the
Earth’s first public demonstration in the UK, involving activists dumping nonrecyclable bottles on Schweppes’ Head Office steps (Greenberg, 1985) through
the rise of the Environmental Justice Movement in the US which challenged the
non-random location of hazardous waste sites in poor, Black and Hispanic
communities (Agyeman, 2002) to uproar over the exportation of ‘Western’ wastes
to poor countries in Africa and Asia which provided one major exemplar for
Beck’s (1992) highly influential book on Risk Society. Institutional development
has matched these trends. Mitchell (2003) says waste ‘is an area overflowing
with policies, ideas and knowledgeable individuals’ (2003: 3). There is
widespread consensus that current levels of waste production are unsustainable,
as the HoC Environmental Audit Committee acknowledged in 2003: ‘the need for
action is accepted by all levels of Government, by the waste producers, the
waste management industry and by sections of the public as well’ (2003).
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Table 1 summarises the volumes of UK waste arisings for 2001-2, showing
municipal solid waste (MSW) as contributing approximately 28 Mt of waste to the
470 Mt of waste produced in the UK per year.
Table 1. UK waste arisings
WASTE STREAM
PRODUCTION (MILLION TONNES)
INDUSTRIAL WASTE (EXCLUDING
48
CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION
WASTE)
COMMERCIAL WASTE
30
MUNICIPAL WASTE
28.2
OTHER (INCLUDING CONSTRUCTION AND
APPROX. 364
DEMOLITION WASTE, MINING WASTE,
SEWAGE SLUDGE AND DREDGED SPOILS
TOTAL
470.2
Source: HoC EAC, Fifth Report of Session 2002-3: 9

In its final report on the mass balance of material flows through the UK economy,
Biffaward estimates household contributions to the UK’s annual waste arisings in
2002/3 as 9% of a total of 330Mt, a 4% increase over 1998/99 (Biffaward,
2006:8). Approximately 66% of the total household waste in Europe is still sent
to landfill (Hansmann et al., 2006) although there are differences in practices
between groups of countries. Higher rates of recycling are being achieved in
Germany, Austria, Switzerland, the Benelux countries, Denmark and Sweden
than in other European countries (Jacobsen and Kristoffersen, 2002; Proietti,
2000). Whilst Greece, Ireland, the UK and Italy send more that 75% to landfill,
this figure falls to 48% in Belgium and 46% in the Netherlands (DEFRA, 2005).
For comparison, in the US, approx. 30% of MSW is recovered, compared with
just 10% in 1980, whilst the remainder is either sent of landfill (56%) or
incinerated (14%) (EPA, 2006).
Household waste in the UK consists of garden waste (20%); paper and board
(18%); compost-able waste (17%); glass (7%); non combustible waste (5%);
dense plastics (4%) and textiles (3%) (SU, 2002). UK MSW sent to landfill is
higher than that of other European countries, and growing at 3-4% a year (SU,
2002: 21). The EU Landfill Directive has set targets for reducing the proportion of
bio-degradable wastes sent to landfill sites to 75% of that produced in 1995 by
2010, and falling to 35% by 2020. The UK has increased its overall (domestic
and industrial) rate of recycling and composting from 14% in 2001-02 to 19% in
2003-04 but in a context where overall rates of MSW are increasing, combined
with significant regional variations and fairly low base levels, it will be a significant
challenge for the UK to reach the 2010 EU target (Davis et al., 2006).
As Watson and Bulkeley (2005) argue in their review, the UK has undergone ‘a
radical transformation’ of municipal waste policies in the last 5 years, with a
plethora of new policy initiatives and organisations to encourage local authorities
to move away from landfill by increasing recycling and composting, provide
incentives to producers to minimise waste; encourage resource productivity and
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efficiency to reduce materials used, and stimulate new waste related industries.
The authors conclude that important steps have been taken at national level to
enshrine the principles of the waste hierarchy, proximity and self-sufficiency in
national policies. However, there are considerable difficulties in implementation,
they claim, in that these foundational principles “have been translated across
spatial scales into narrowly focused statutory targets. Consequently, in the
absence of any overt conflict, or processes of constructively engaging the public
in decision-making, there is little visibility of principles in local arenas” (Watson
and Bulkeley, 2005: 423). Yet, it is in local arenas that the millions of waste
producers (i.e. domestic householders) are to be found; millions of waste
producers who make daily choices about what to buy, what to use, what to
discard and how to discard it.
Interestingly, research into what householders do and why with regards to waste
reduction and recycling behaviour reveals different patterns of action for both
activities. Recycling is most strongly predicted by practical factors such as
provision of facilities, and the visible recycling behaviour of others who pressure
the individual to act in similar ways (Barr, 2003; Derksen and Gartrell, 1993).
(The importance of situational and contextual factors like these will be discussed
in more detail in sections 2.2.6-2.2.7) Data from DEFRA’s 2003/04 Municipal
waste management survey indicate that 17.7% of household waste is recycled,
with many local authorities achieving rates higher than 25% (2005). This is
particularly true in the South East (SE) (a key area for this research) in which
local authorities collect 5.4 kilograms of recyclable materials per household per
week on average, as compared to just 2.6kg/wk in the London boroughs. As
many as 80% of households are now served by voluntary or mandatory kerbside
schemes.
For waste reduction activity, recent research tells a somewhat different story. A
survey of UK household attitudes to waste reduction by Tucker and Davis (2006)
reveals that waste prevention activities, such as avoiding excessive packaging or
limiting consumption of resources, are not very popular. Only about 20% of
respondents indicated that they actively avoided excessive packaging ‘at least
sometimes compared to about 55% of respondents who said they would buy
products made from recycled materials at least sometimes. This split between
recycling and waste reduction highlights the complexity of pro-environmental
behaviour. Even behaviours that are oriented towards the same general sphere
of environmentally significant behaviour (in this case, waste) can have very
different antecedents and contextual stimulants (Schultz et al., 1995). In the
review of behaviour change theories/models that follows, we seek to provide an
overview of the factors that lead to behaviour change in different contexts, and
which could also make it durable.
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2.2 Perspectives on behaviour change: Context of the study
Common sense tells us that habit and routine drive most of what we continue to
do in everyday life. However, the mechanisms or drivers by which an initial
behaviour is incorporated into everyday routines are difficult to locate in the
existing literature on this topic. Whilst some research does show that the
motives for initial behaviour are different to those for sustained behaviour (Tucker
and Speirs, 2003), the overriding assumption behind most of the behavioural
theories and factors reviewed here seems to be that where conditions are right
for a new behaviour to emerge, then that new behaviour or course of action will
be sustained or adhered to as long as conditions remain favourable.
Even when durable change is addressed explicitly, the analysis/discussion often
tends to gravitate towards discrete interventions in specific behaviours (e.g. De
Young, 1993). Other studies recognise the importance of habit and routine in
driving more durable behaviour (Knussen et al., 2004; Verplanken and Aarts,
1999), but there remains little on which to base an understanding of how new
behaviours become old habits. Thus, the review of ‘behaviour change’ theory
and science that follows should not be considered a review of durable change so
much as it is one of immediate change.
Recent research on pro-environmental behaviour has begun to demarcate the
boundaries/ overlaps between green behaviour in the general sense and the
types of behaviours that are likely to be enacted in everyday routines (Gilg and
Barr, 2005; Macnaghten, 2003; Shove, 2004). According to Macnaghten (2003),
a major driver of widespread apathy in regards to pro-environmental action stems
from the problematisation of environmental issues on impersonal, global scales:
Protecting the environment does not resonate with the performance of everyday
life: “the encounter of a threatened ‘global nature’ in need of concerted action
from an ‘imagined global community’…appears distant, abstract, and even
disempowering…[which] has the effect of dislocating and detaching people from
institutional rhetoric and initiatives on global environmental change” (2003: 79).
This research seeks to move forward from these ideas, focusing on the interplay
between new green behaviours and the routine conventions that make up
everyday life as the key to understanding durable pro-environmental behaviour
change. The lifestyles and social practices approach to understanding
environmentally significant behaviour that is developed towards the end of this
section raises some promising new insights into how to change ESB and how to
make those changes stick. In the critical review of behaviour change models and
theories that follows, we discuss some proven and unproven pathways/ drivers
for changed behaviour, and the implications of these ideas for the theoretical
premises in this research.
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2.2.1 What shapes pro-environmental behaviour?
In his review of causal variables influencing ESB’s (and in intention-based cases,
ERB’s), Stern (2000), identifies four main drivers of environmentally significant
behaviour:
A) Attitudinal factors: including general environmentalist predisposition,
behaviour-specific norms and beliefs, and non-environmental attitudes
such as the perceived costs and benefits of any particular ERB.
B) Contextual factors: factors such as the material costs and rewards
associated with particular ERB's, what the regulatory framework supports
or prohibits, what kinds of technologies and/or organisational mechanisms
are in place, what kinds of social norms are activated in particular
communities, and so forth. Contextual factors present the biggest single
challenge to the scientific paradigm underpinning ERB research (Burgess
et al. 2003).
C) Personal capabilities: including knowledge/ information and demographic
and social factors.
D) Habit and routine: high-frequency behaviours undertaken more or less
automatically, or without s considered reason for doing them. It is worth
commenting that this is an area of growth in research, and represents one
potential crossover between social psychological and sociological
perspectives (Hobson, 2003; Knussen et al., 2004).
These drivers for doing things compare (at least in an inverse sense), with
taxonomy of cognitive a-motivation in regards to the environment. In their
comprehensive review of studies in this area, Pelletier and colleagues (1999)
identify four significant correlates of environmental amotivation. Although these
are predominantly cognitive or attitudinal in nature, they do add an important
sense of perspective to some of the factors in the preceding list:
A) Helplessness beliefs: reflect a feeling of inadequacy or inefficacy in
relation to the scale and scope of environmental problems. Even if some
individuals recognise environmental problems and would otherwise like to
do something about them, they may perceive ‘doom and gloom’
consequences as unavoidable and too widely dispersed to prepare for.
B) Strategy beliefs: are a subset of the first category and refer to the concept
of outcome expectancy, or the perception that a particular action will lead
to a particular outcome. This is important in an environmental sense
because it reflects the extent to which individuals believe that specific
changes in their own patterns of action will actually create beneficial global
or local effects.
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C) Capacity beliefs: are related to the concept of self-efficacy – or the belief
that one can perform a behaviour. There are important links here to
personal capabilities and a sense of competence or control (see DeYoung
1993; 2000).
D) Effort beliefs: refer to the desire or willingness to undertake a behaviour as
related to the perception of effort required to perform it. This facet of
amotivation shares a strong overlap with Stern’s contextual factors
category, in that available facilities and local systems/ rules can
significantly increase or decrease the perception of effort involved in
performing behaviours like recycling (see Derksen and Gartrell, 1993;
Knussen et al., 2004).
The discussion that follows is organised around each of Stern’s four categories of
factors and also incorporates some discussion of these cognitive barriers to
behaviour change. It should be noted that this is not a comprehensive review of
the myriad of models and identified correlates of pro-environmental behaviour.
We seek to provide only a basic overview of various dimensions of behaviour.
For detailed reviews of behaviour change see Darnton (2006 – policy focus), and
Jackson (2005 – comprehensive review of models).
2.2.2 Attitudinal models:
Since the 1970’s, governments, NGO’s and third sector organisations have been
searching for ways to change ‘maladaptive’ (Maloney and Ward, 1973)
environmentally significant behaviours and to make those changes stick. The
mantra of ‘I believe, therefore I act’ (Axelrod and Lehman, 1993: 150) formed a
key tenant of much early work on ‘expectancy-value’ theory, which sought to
predict green behaviour from pro-environmental attitudes. In environmental
psychology, attitudes are commonly represented with belief scales like the New
Ecological Paradigm (see Dunlap et al., 2000 for an updated version), which
posits that a typical ‘green individual’ would hold beliefs that humans are equal
with nature, that the earth has limited room and resources (spaceship earth) and
that unlimited economic growth is ultimately unsustainable. Of course,
individuals do vary in the degree to which they subscribe to these beliefs, but as
a general categorization of pro-environmental belief systems, the empirical
validity of the NEP is now well established (e.g. Steel, 1996; Vining and Ebereo,
1992).
Unfortunately, it has proven more difficult to locate a direct or causal relationship
between pro-environmental attitudes and deliberate, pro-environmental
behaviour. Generalised green attitudes are not especially important predictors of
such behaviour (Bamberg, 2003; Poortinga et al., 2004; Schultz et al., 1995).
Those models that do show strong predictive power tend to employ a set of very
narrowly defined attitudes and behaviours (Oskamp et al., 1991; Ungar, 1994).
The resulting “tension between parsimony and explanatory power” (Jackson,
2005: 100), combined with a lack of attention to the social and structural contexts
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in which behaviour is embedded, limits the practical usefulness of simplistic
expectancy value theory, except perhaps as a control input for laboratory
decision models.
2.2.3 Theory of planned behaviour:
In an effort to overcome the relatively lacklustre performance of expectancy value
theory, some researchers have adjusted the relationship by inserting and
manipulating different intermediary variables between attitudes and behaviour.
The most significant adjustment to emerge from this process (at least in an
empirical and policy-based sense) is the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB)
(Ajzen, 1985) which morphed from the more simplistic attitude-behavioural model
in the Theory of Reasoned Action (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1977; Fishbein and
Ajzen, 1975). The Theory of Planned Behaviour posits that pro-environmental
behaviour results from the interaction of attitudes, subjective normative
perceptions, and feelings of efficacy, which are commonly referred to as
‘perceived behavioural control’ (PBC). Mannetti et al (2004) and Davis et al.
(2006) provide recent examples of waste and recycling studies informed by TPB.
The statistical analyses reported in these papers reveal that respondents’
perceptions of their own efficacy in relation to waste and recycling (for example,
whether they were aware of locally accessible recycling facilities) did help explain
some variance in intentions to act. However, as is also evidenced elsewhere
(see Knussen et al. 2004), this variance was fairly small and large portions
remain unaccounted for.
2.2.4 Value-Belief-Norm:
Elsewhere, Stern and colleagues have sought to further incorporate the idea of
normative ‘rightness’ into expectancy value theory through the development of
the Value Belief Norm (VBN) approach (see Stern, 2000). “VBN theory links the
New Ecological Paradigm to norm-activation theory with the argument that the
New Ecological Paradigm is a sort of “folk” ecological theory from which beliefs
about the adverse consequences of environmental changes can be deduced”
(2000: 413). These socially constructed, moral/altruistic beliefs about threats to
‘valued persons or things’ mediate between attitudes and behaviour, particularly
in contexts where action is not prescribed.
Empirical research using the VBN model shows some promise. For instance,
Guagnano et al (1995) applied VBN to a study of kerbside recycling, finding that
the attitude-behaviour association is strongest when contextual factors are
neutral. Alternately, when contextual factors are either strongly positive or
negative (in other words either compelling recycling behaviour to take place or
prohibiting it altogether), then attitudes will have no predictive value for explaining
behaviour. Along similar lines, Derksen and Gartrell (1993: 439) reported that
access to an institutionalised, structured recycling programme was the major
determinant of behaviour change: individuals who were unconcerned about the
environment had just as high levels of recycling in a blue-box scheme as those
strongly motivated towards environmental goals.
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2.2.5 Critique of attitude-based models:
Based on the discussion of the TPB and VBN models, it seems clear that
‘attitudes’ do play an important role in mediating behaviour. Nevertheless, it is
also clear that attitudes do not often operate independently of social contexts and
surrounding systems. The models reviewed above tell a story of increasing
numbers of contextual variables inserted as qualifiers to improve the weak
attitude-intentions-behaviour relationship. There is logic to these efforts:
observed relationships between attitudes and behaviour are stronger when
correctly measured at the same level of specificity (Axelrod and Lehman, 1993;
Steel, 1996; Vining and Ebereo, 1992). For instance, stronger attitude-behaviour
relationships are observed when predicting recycling of household newspapers
from intentions to recycle household newspapers, than are observed when
predicting generalised recycling activity from generalised green intentions
(Boldero, 1995). However, such an approach leads to the prospect of almost
infinite regress in regards the multiplicity of objects in the municipal waste
stream.
An alternative explanation for the tenuous relationship between attitudes and
behaviour (A-B) is offered in an early and trenchant critique of this body of work
by Ungar (1994). Acknowledging the value for policy in providing studies which
‘give the appearance of academic objectivity and neutrality’, he argues that the
A-B paradigm fails on two important counts. Firstly, the lack of strong correlation
between attitude and potential behavioural outcomes (as discussed above) limits
the scientific usefulness of the approach. In reality, environmental attitudes
measured on generalised scales of ‘concern’ demonstrate little coherence
between different items/elements and are confounded both by spatial scale and
by incommensurable content. Secondly, and most importantly, the ‘environment’
itself is a synthetic ‘macro-category’ for which it is impossible to hold a coherent
set of attitudes: “with the accretion of impacts, environment and environmental
concerns have become extensive constructs reflecting an extraordinary
population of behaviours by individuals and large actors. Such all-embracing
macro-categories lead to problems of incommensurability, and hence may be
better understood as political tools rather than as scientific concepts.” (Ungar,
1994: 292).
Perhaps the last word in this section should go to Stern (2000) who
acknowledges the growing complexities faced by psychological researchers
seeking to model, measure, explain and predict ERB’s. It is becoming more
challenging:
“Studies that examine only attitudinal factors are likely to find effects only
inconsistently, because the effects are contingent on capabilities and
context. Similarly, studies that examine only contextual variables, such as
material incentives, social norms, or the introduction of new technology,
may find effects but fail to reveal their dependence on individual’s attitudes
or beliefs. Single variable studies may demonstrate that a particular
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theoretical framework has explanatory power but may not contribute much
to the comprehensive understanding of particular environmentally
significant behaviours that is needed to change them” (Stern, 2000, 418).
2.2.6 Social contexts and socio-structural models of behaviour:
The term ‘social context’ apparently means different things to different
researchers in the environmental field. Some, such as Olli et al. (2001) use it in
more sociological sense. In their 1995 national survey of waste behaviours in
Norway, an additional variable to measure ‘participation in social networks’ was
used as a proxy for social context separating environmental activists from the
non-activist supporters of ERB. These researchers found that participation in the
environmentalist social network ‘was more important than any of the other
correlates of environmental behaviour’ (Olli et al 2001: 201) in explaining
differential levels of waste recycling. Others, such as Ungar (1994) and Derksen
and Gartrell (1993) use the term to signify the rules and regulations that help
structure behaviour change. Clearly then, both the interaction-based and wider
‘social rules of the game’ can have an important influence on pro-environmental
behaviour.
Within group decision-making situations, group identity and socially defined roles
for the individual tend to become important factors in limiting the individualistic
preferences of an actor and in bending actor behaviour towards group values
(Tajfel, 1982). This is particularly true as group cohesion (Thompson et al. 1988),
or exclusiveness (Turner, 1987) increases. Individual decision making in such
situations is likely to conform more or less ‘automatically’ to in-group norms and
less as result of atomistic rationality (Thompson et al., 1998).
Elsewhere, social research on the effect of public commitments to a particular
ideal or course of action (signing a pledge, making a public statement of belief)
has shown that commitments help to tie an individual to the publicly espoused
course of action. In other words, group members become resistant to changing
their behaviours if they have made a commitment to behave in a certain way
(Oskamp, 1991). Often these commitments are linked to a particular goal, which
may operate in tandem with public commitments to form a more individualistic
sort of commitment to purpose (see: Katzev and Johnson, 1983; McCalley and
Midden, 2002).
2.2.7 What about strong social norms?
Apart from the importance of internalised ‘subjective’ norms discussed above,
strong social norms, or the more deterministic ‘rules of the game’ in a particular
community, can also have a direct influence on environmentally responsible
behaviour. For instance, there is evidence that using community leaders to
promote recycling leads to faster recognition and adoption of the activity (see
Hopper and Nielsen, 1991). Groundbreaking work by Barr (2003) and Barr et al.
(2005) shows a normative split with regards to recycling behaviour versus waste
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minimisation behaviour (see also Tucker and Davis, 2006). Whereas recycling
activity was generally considered to be conventional or normatively prescribed
behaviour in many communities, waste minimisation did not meet these criteria.
In fact, Barr (2003) finds that: “waste minimization is far from normative,
accepted behaviour, but rather the realm of a minority of concerned and socially
responsible individuals who believe in the intrinsic value of nature and, most
crucially, who do not on the whole recycle (Barr, 2003: 238).
It appears that recycling becomes normative behaviour relatively easily, due to
the provision of community recycling facilities that increase the social visibility of
the activity. In contrast, waste minimization is largely ‘unseen.’ It is performed in
the privacy of the home, and must be enacted around fairly inconspicuous, or
taken-for-granted, systems of product packaging. This leaves waste
minimisation within the realm of ‘non-conventional behaviour’ (Warde, 1994) that
is more likely to be driven by deeply held beliefs than social contexts (Barr, 2003;
Barr et al., 2005).
2.2.8 Behavioural influences of systemic contexts:
In addition to accounting for socio-contextual influences on behaviour, it is also
important to reflect on the ways in which individuals’ capacities to act are
structured by surrounding systems of provision. There seem to be two senses of
the concept of systems of provision in use in the literature on this topic. In the
more specific sense, the term ‘systems of provision’ refers to the means by which
consumption and waste practices are made possible, reproducible, and
convenient in society. This is the level of “interface between technologies and
the social practices that they script and structure” and the ‘co-evolution’ of
technology and practice (Shove, 2003: 415). More generally, systems of
provision can refer to the institutional infrastructure that supports and sustains
current behaviour, or the “systems that appear as conditions of everyday life”
(Ropke, 1999: 416).
The common thread between these two understandings of systems of provision
lies in notions of convenience and what is considered conventional (Shove,
2003). Whether or not individuals recognise their behaviour as environmentally
unsound, and in spite of the fact that they may be able to change their
behaviours without much inconvenience, they can become locked into certain
conventional ways of doing things that are facilitated by the socio-institutional
systems around them (Georg, 1999; Jackson, 2005).
With regard to waste behaviour and systemic factors, much research tends to
focus on the shortcomings of the status quo. Studies criticise current waste
infrastructure as a significant barrier to recycling activity, whilst arguing that
recycling levels can be dramatically increased with the provision of convenient
recycling facilities and the promotion of community awareness of those facilities
(see: Bach et al., 2004; Derksen and Gartrell, 1993; Robinson and Read, 2005
for overviews). In particular, Martin et al. (2006), find that although 80% of the
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households in their study claimed to recycle paper, local and kerbside facilities
were too poor for them to do so comprehensively. Similarly, McDonald and
Oates, (2003) highlight space issues, finding that non-participation in community
recycling schemes is most strongly predicted by a perception of having nothing to
recycle, closely followed by a lack of space for locating bins. Other authors have
pointed to the ways in which time is linked to perceptions of convenience for
recycling activities, even when kerbside facilities are provided (e.g. Perrin and
Barton, 2001).
The more complicated systemic issues associated with both general demandside waste management and supply side packaging issues have attracted less
research attention. Watson and Bulkeley (2005: 415) describe the structures of
UK municipal waste regimes as ‘complex to the extreme’ and go on to highlight
the importance of deeper systemic factors to waste behaviour by noting that
“serious pursuit of the [UK] waste hierarchy’s demands for the reduction of waste
the reuse of materials would require direct engagement with deeply embedded
systemic issues, economic and cultural dynamics that underlie ever-growing
volumes of waste production (2005: 423). Findings like these suggest that the
systemic factors that influence waste production and recycling activity are much
more complicated than convenient facilities or proper bins. End-of-pipe solutions
may not be not sufficient to tackle the underlying problem of waste production as
a relatively inconspicuous by-product of western, consumption-oriented lifestyles.
Shove (2003) summarises these ideas quite well in referring to the need to
understand increasing household energy consumption as more than just a linear
calculus of more and more appliances:
“What is required is an understanding of how such elements are
integrated into systems of provision within and beyond the home, how
they are fitted into constantly shifting frameworks of ‘normality,’ and how
concepts of service are thereby reconstructed” (Shove, 2003: 416).
2.2.9 Personal capabilities and demographic factors:
This category of factors represents a loose partnership between the practical
capabilities of individuals to undertake behaviour, and the socio-demographic
factors that facilitate or mediate intended pro-environmental behaviour. Only a
basic review is provided here. See Schultz et al. (1995), and Martin et al. (2006)
for lengthy reviews of demographic/ situational determinants of recycling, and Olli
et al. (2001) for a review of the effects of demographic and situational factors on
more general environmentally responsible behaviours.
In terms of personal capabilities, DeYoung (1993; 2000) provides a detailed
analysis of pro-environmental behaviour that places a derivative of ‘perceived
behavioural control’ (see the prior discussion on TPB) at the forefront of proenvironmental behaviour. Behaviour in this context is mediated by ‘intrinsic
satisfaction’ and a related sense of competence: the pleasure of knowing not
only what and why something should be done, but also how to do it effectively.
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These competencies can be both generalised, (knowing how to function within
particular circumstances) or resource-based and specialised (DeYoung, 1993).
A sense of competence or control over both the performance and the impacts of
pro-environmental behaviour is important because of the difference in scale
between environmental problems and individual action. For instance, Ungar,
(1998) ridicules the efforts by environmentalists and policy-makers to encourage
individual householders to make ‘pipsqueak’ changes in domestic routines, when
the true nature and origins of the problem lies in large-scale socio-technical
systems (Ungar, 1998: 296). Personal competence and control may help to
overcome such feelings of inadequacy against natural problems and distant
systems.
In terms of the socio-demographic factors that mediate capabilities and general
environmental attitudes, ‘who does what and why do they do it?’ remain central
questions for environmental policy-relevant research, not least in the waste field.
The research evidence for ‘correlates of environmental behaviour’ (Olli et al.
2001) is actually less convincing than for more general expressions of
‘environmental concern’ (Van Liere and Dunlap, 1980). For instance, some
studies suggest that women generally play the more active role in ERB’s within
the household (Harrison et al., 1996), whereas five studies reviewed by Schultz
et al. (1995) failed to show any statistically significant relationship between
gender and recycling behaviour. Other studies suggest that younger age groups
express more environmental concerns than their parents’ generation, but Tucker
et al. (1998) note that older people, who are better off tend to be better recyclers.
As for groups who do not recycle, the situation is less clear, not least because of
problems of ‘over-reporting’ levels of activity in response to survey questions.
McDonald and Oates (2003) claim that relatively little is known about the nonrecyclers. The recent work by Martin et al (2006) begins to explore the waste
related behaviours of different ethnic communities. Another interesting study by
Clarke and Maantay (2006) uses a spatial GIS to map differential patterns of
recycling across New York City in relation to 4 census-based demographic and
socio-economic variables: percentage of minority populations, percentage of
persons below the poverty line, percentage of adults without a high school
diploma, and percentage of households headed by a female with children.
Multivariate statistical analyses demonstrate that all four variables are strongly
associated with differential recycling rates and the authors conclude: ‘each of
them could be used to accurately “predict” the value of the diversion rate’ (2006,
137). Clarke and Maantay (2006) emphasise that many other situational factors
will be important in understanding these differential patterns of recycling properly
– an important issue for effective policy-making. To take just one illustration,
people living in neighbourhoods with high crime rates may well be reluctant to
venture out to use kerbside recycling points.
More recently, DEFRA (2008) have undertaken a broad study of environmentally
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friendly behaviours that seeks to map the UK population into different segments
of environmental willingness and ability. A range of demographic variables is
examined as well as 12 headline behaviours that correspond the practices and
abilities of each segment. This research will be explored and discussed in more
detail in section 3. 2.5.

2.3 Emphasising habit and routine: Introducing the lifestyles
focus
The habit and routine category within Stern’s (2000) breakdown of factors
influencing environmentally significant behaviour proves to be especially
important to this research and our focus on the importance of ‘lifestyles’ in
shaping consumption behaviour. Recent cognitivist research on habits and
routines points to the importance of these variables in driving actions that are
more dependent on ‘stimulus cues’ than ‘conscious intention’ (Knussen et al.
2004: 238). Crucially, Knussen and colleagues also note that in more complex
patterns of routines, behavioural responses are more likely to be semi automatic
rather than automatic because the connections between routines require a more
thinking level of cognitive coordination (see also Ouellette and Wood, 1998).
Findings like these highlight the importance of widening our perspective on how
environmentally significant behaviour occurs, and how to change it.
It is here that the lifestyles concept becomes particularly useful, both as a
heuristic device and as a framework for understanding environmentally
significant behaviour. The lifestyles concept as used in this research is derived
from Anthony Gidden’s structuration theory (1979; 1986) and related ideas in
‘social practice theory’ (see Reckwitz, 2002), which posit that individual
behaviour is leant coherency and meaning through conformity to social
structures. These structures manifest in everyday behaviour as social practices:
conventional, or taken for granted, ways of doing things that convey conventional
meanings about what is going on. In this context, environmentally significant
behaviour is not so much the result of discrete, reasoned action, as it is a result
of the largely inconspicuous routines that make up everyday life and the practical
skills and knowledge required to perform them. This is particularly true with
regards to environmentally significant consumption behaviour, where much of the
work in this field has been applied (e.g. Shove, 2004; Shove and Warde, 2002).
Structuration theory characterises the performance of everyday routines and
patterns of behaviour as governed by a level of ‘practical consciousness,’ or
knowledge about how to ‘get on in everyday life’ (Giddens, 1986). This practical
consciousness allows routine actions to be enacted and repeated more or less
automatically (Giddens, 1986; 1991). In contrast, the connections between
routines and the justifications or reasons for doing things in particular ways are
governed by a more intentional level of ‘discursive consciousness’ (1986).
When practical routines are discursively bundled together within everyday living,
they form a lifestyle: “a more or less integrated set of practices which an
31

individual embraces not only because such practices fulfil utilitarian needs, but
because they give material form to a particular narrative or selfidentity”(1991:81). Lifestyles map onto conventional social categories of class,
income, age, gender and ethnicity, but also transcend them. They reflect identity
choices about how individuals wish to be, and to be seen to be by others, and
are culturally and historically contextualised.
Two aspects of the lifestyles concept are particularly important for this research:
A) Firstly, lifestyles accommodate the creation a social self. Consumption is
inextricably linked to lifestyle construction because it offers the “possibility
to create yourself with the help of an abundant supply of consumption
items: clothes, equipment for all walks of life” (Sanne, 2002: 276). The
tendency towards individualisation in post-industrial economies intensifies
this trend, as family members attempt to define themselves with material
goods and the projection of lifestyles, rather than crumbling systems of
social roles and class. Ever more pervasive marketing and the promotion
of a consumer culture by producers create considerable pressure for the
use of goods as status symbols and for the creation of a self identity built
around the ideal of working more to spend more (Ropke, 1999).
B) Secondly, and in contrast to the first point, it is equally important to
recognise that the negotiation and achievement of a lifestyle is not entirely
voluntaristic (Burgess et al., 2003). One of the critical insights from
Gidden’s work (1986; 1991), is that all human actors are embedded in
socio-technical systems that structure the choices available and define the
rules for appropriate behaviour in different contexts.
This characterisation of behaviour as a duality of intended action and scripted
responses to norms and systemic pathways recalls the discussion of social and
systemic influences on behaviour in the preceding sections. Whereas some
forms of environmentally friendly practices are now fairly well established and
workable (such as recycling, or buying organic), “to attempt to live a green
lifestyle across different spaces and social contexts is almost an impossibility”
(Burgess et al 2003: 284). A totally green lifestyle is totally unconventional, and
therefore not understood by the mainstream practicing a different set of
conventional practices and lifestyles (Warde, 1994).
2.3.1 A model of consumption as social practice
Spaargaren and Van Vliet (2000) (see also Spaargaren, 2000), have produced a
very useful conceptual model that’s draws on the work of Giddens to link social
practices (in this case, the practice of consumption) to actors, lifestyles,
institutional structures and the material systems which are essential for the
progress of daily life.

32

Figure 1. Spaargaren and Van Vliet (2000) model of consumption as social practice
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The Spaargaren and van Vliet model conceptualises consumption (and
associated waste activities) as a sort of dynamic tension between different
lifestyles and different systems of provision. It is this understanding of
environmentally responsible behaviour as a duality - as defined by both the
choices of the individual and the surrounding infrastructure of social norms and
systems - which we wish to take forward in the remainder of this report, and
which underpins the analysis and approach of this research.
A lifestyles and social practice-based focus does not require us to dispose of any
one of the other theories discussed to this point. What it represents is a blending
of the structural and cognitive understandings of behaviour with an added caveat
that context is as much an integral part of everyday doings as is cognition or
planned action. This distinction is key to understanding the value of the lifestyles
and social practice approach. Whereas other theories tend to treat ‘behavioural
factors’ as some kind of external force on ‘behaviour,’ social practice theory sees
these factors as intrinsic to what a social practice or ‘everyday doing’ really is. It
encourages us to look for the conventional images, skills and objects by which
everyday waste behaviour is negotiated and made meaningful in the context of a
(more or less) green lifestyle. Following these ideas, a series of more specific
theoretical/ analytic points can now be derived as guidelines for this study:
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A) We need to understand pro-environmental behaviour change as more
than a linear series of cognitive and contextual inputs or drivers that
produce single green behaviours segmented out of the surrounding
text of everyday life. Greener behaviour requires more than a green
attitude or a sense of responsibility or efficacy towards the
environment. It requires a shift to greener systems of provision or
using the same systems in greener ways (adaptation).
B) Everyday green behaviour manifests as social practices formed in a
fluid relationship between systems of provision, social norms and the
construction/maintenance of a more or less green lifestyle and self
identity.
C) Accordingly, we need to identify the ways in which current
(un)sustainable consumption and waste behaviours are bundled into
the existing lifestyles of EcoTeams participants, and the extent to
which greener habits resonate with those lifestyles.
D) Following this exercise, we can then begin to explore pathways to
more appropriate consumption and waste practices within a context of
pre-existing lifestyles and surrounding local and global systems of
provision, conventional ways of doing things, and normative scripts for
proper behaviour.
E) Finally, we need to examine how new behaviours are enrolled within
existing lifestyles and bundles of routines, and the relationship
between greener lifestyles and durable behaviour change.
Before moving on to a discussion of our study and how this theoretical framework
is applied to an examination of EcoTeams, it is important to locate the EcoTeams
programme in a context of wider policy and programmatic intervention aimed at
waste and recycling in the UK. The section that follows sketches the present
environmental behaviour change programme array in the UK, with a focus on
programmes aimed at the domestic sector. Both national and local governmentled programmes are covered, as well as the work of NGO’s and third sector
organisations.
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2.4 Situating the study: Policy contexts and the EcoTeams
programme
2.4.1 Government policy and programmes:
Current UK policy strategy with regards to pro-environmental behaviours in the
domestic sphere tends to reflect one of three themes: taxation and pricing
instruments, choice editing (which we will not discuss in detail as this is largely
an upstream measure and so has little to do with voluntary behaviour change),
and social marketing/ segmentation.
The use of pricing instruments to control negative externalities of consumption
and production and to protect common goods is now common practice in most
developed economies. Although the UK currently lags behind other European
countries in the implementation of incentive-based or variable charge (‘pay as
you throw’) pricing instruments for controlling waste production (see Proietti,
2000), the current Waste Strategy (DEFRA, 2007) suggests that such policies
are on the horizon (see Hogg et al. 2006 for a discussion of policy thinking and
implications in this area). Public acceptance of such schemes remains tentative
at best. A recent analysis of semi-structured interviews with 65 Local Authority
officers and Council Leaders across England and Wales reveals a common
perception of variable charges leading to unwelcome political challenges and
increased levels of fly-tipping (CIWM, 2003). Research by Maunder et al. (2003)
for the Scottish Executive suggest that local politicians are correct in their
perception of how residents would respond to proposals to implement such a
scheme. Current trials of these schemes may yield better results.
In terms of efforts to change environmentally significant behaviour en masse, the
‘information deficit’ model continues to dominate, most commonly manifesting as
‘awareness-raising’ campaigns through the mass media. Current programmes
tend to be based on the market segmentation or ‘social marketing’ approach, and
so do account for some elements of behavioural context by targeting specific
messages to specific segments of consumers. Perhaps the most high profile
example of such programmes is the Climate Change Communication Initiative, (a
joint initiative of the Energy Savings Trust, the Carbon Trust, the Environment
Agency and the Department for Transport), which seeks to help consumers to
understand the dangers of climate change and to empower them to both change
their behaviours and communicate the dangers/ solutions to others. An
important facet of the initiative is the Act on CO2 campaign, which relies on
targeted media advertisements to highlight the invisible nature of greenhouse
gas emissions from personal transport and energy use amongst key segments of
the population.
Government efforts to encourage large-scale behaviour change in respect of
waste take on a similar format in the Recycle Now campaign, created by the
Waste and Resources Action Programme (WRAP). Recycle Now seeks to
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provide information about the benefits of recycling to consumers through mass
media, school activities and an ‘integrated PR campaign.’2 Elsewhere,
government bodies such as DEFRA are engaged with more hands-on measures
within the Waste Implementation Programme to help meet the UK’s relatively
stringent waste reduction targets under the EU Landfill Directive (see discussion
of targets in section 2.1.1). Measures here include a national home composting
programme and development of reusable nappy services.3 WRAP also provides
a number of hands-on services and support tools to encourage local
governments, businesses and individuals to reduce waste going to landfill and to
increase recycling.
2.4.2 Local government activity:
In addition to national government efforts, local governments also represent an
important source of action and leadership in the environmental arena. For
instance, four UK cities (Peterborough, Leicester, Leeds, and Middlesbrough)
have achieved the broadly defined designation of ‘Environment Cities,’ a
programme supported through Local Agenda 21 initiatives and coordinated by
the Wildlife Trust. The diverse range of measures that can lead to the
designation of ‘environment city’ are often underpinned by partnerships between
government, business, and third sector organisations with the aim of reducing the
impacts of cities in respect of climate change and waste/ resource footprints.4
With regards to waste specifically, local governments are necessarily heavily
involved in the recycling and waste reduction arenas through local councils and
local waste services. Due to the smaller scales involved, there is more scope at
council level for hands-on measures or direct manipulation of local waste
systems in order to change behaviour. For instance, Tamworth Borough Council
(Staffordshire) has achieved an increase in recycling rates from 9.6% in 20032004, to 30.7% in 2004-2005 through a combination of ‘comprehensive kerbside
recycling,’ a targeted communications/ information campaign that ran before the
recycling service began, and ‘recycling wardens’ who provide oversight and
advice to residents (WRAP, 2006). Similar dramatic increases in recycling rates
have also been achieved by local councils in other locations.5 Although the
specific intervention mix varies by locality, a quick review of several case studies
(see footnote 5) reveals that councils tend to focus most heavily on
communications campaigns and upgrading or provision of new recycling
facilities.

2

See http://www.recyclenow.com/about_recyclenow.html for more details.
See http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/waste/wip/wastemin/index.htm for more details.
4
See http://www.environmentcity.org.uk or http://www.wildlifetrust.org.uk/envcity/ for more
details.
5
See http://www.wrap.org.uk/local_authorities/toolkits_good_practice/lacf_case.html for several
case studies of success in improving recycling rates through the efforts of Local Councils.
3
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2.4.3 Third sector/ voluntary or community-led activity:
The broadly defined ‘third sector’ is comprised of value-driven organisations such
as local community groups, national and local NGO’s and charities, and faithbased organisations. Church (2005), notes that the sheer size of the sector
(estimated at 256,000 organisations), underlines its potential and importance for
facilitating large scale behaviour change. This is particularly true at the local
level, in which it is possible to concentrate on more narrowly defined issues and
to harness the power of locally oriented and locally motivated volunteers. The
government’s Waste Strategy for England (DEFRA, 2007), names the third
sector as a key partner for achieving strategic objectives, with an emphasis on
the ability of value-driven organisations to achieve behaviour change in specific
communities. According to a recent report (Williams et al., 2005) for DEFRA on
the role of the third sector in UK waste management and innovation, there are
approximately 1000 such organisations operating on ‘waste issues’ in the UK,
most commonly in the area of recycling, refurbishing and reselling household
furniture. Together, these organisations are responsible for recycling, reusing or
composting about 10% of total household waste in England for 2003/2004.6
In addition to waste collection, recycling, and disposal activities (which generally
require little involvement from the individual), there are a number of more broadly
focused third-sector environmental groups/ programmes operating in the UK that
are aimed at directly changing environmentally significant behaviour (including
waste behaviour) amongst the public. One such example in this category, is
Global Action Plan UK, the London-based charity that runs the ‘EcoTeams’
programme, which forms the basis of this research. In the section that follows,
we discuss the work of Global Action Plan in more detail, with particular focus on
the EcoTeams programme.
2.4.4 Global Action Plan’s team-based approach to behaviour change
Over the past 15 years, Global Action Plan UK has developed a distinctively
social approach to changing routine behaviour. In the 1990’s, the charity began
experimenting with the Small Change programme: a team-based initiative aimed
at promoting community development and recycling amongst less advantaged
communities in London and the North West. Despite the enthusiasm of
participants in Small Change, Global Action Plan was unable to secure DETR
funding for expansion of the programme. Subsequent changes in grant-aiding
structures pushed the charity to focus its efforts on a set of more mainstream
programmes such as a social marketing approach called Action at Home, which
was used extensively by Local Authorities to support their LA 21 initiatives

6

See. Luckin, D. and L. Sharp. 2003. Sustainable Development in Practice
Community Waste Projects in the UK. University of Bradford, UK for more examples of recycling
provision and systems-based waste reduction schemes by third sector organisations. Available at
http://www.brad.ac.uk/acad/envsci/Research/communitywaste/main%20report.pdf
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Following a fairly critical review of the outcomes and rationale for the Action at
Home programme (Hobson, 2002), Global Action Plan returned to the idea of
achieving change through small groups of people. As a part of this effort, the
charity looked to the efforts of its sister organisation in the Netherlands, and
specifically, their work with ‘EcoTeams’ (see Georg, 1999; Staats and Harland,
1995; Staats et al., 2004). The outcomes of this critical self-examination and
refocusing period were a renewed commitment to using team-based approaches
across all of Global Action Plan’s activities/ programmes, and the subsequent roll
out of the EcoTeams Programme with households in the UK.
2.4.5 Overview of the EcoTeams programme
The EcoTeams programme is designed to help households make improvements
in respect of their waste, water use, transport, energy consumption and shopping
behaviours. The programme brings together groups of 6-8 households who meet
for 4-6 months with a Global Action Plan facilitator to discuss the importance of
these issues and to map out practical changes that they can make to reduce their
impact in these areas. During the programme, participants are also required to
weigh and measure their rubbish production, recycling output, electricity/ home
heating energy use, and in some cases water use, and to provide monthly figures
from these measurements to the Global Action Plan facilitator. At the end of the
programme, participants receive a seasonally adjusted energy and waste report
that shows energy/ waste/ recycling levels over the course of the programme and
(ideally) any improvements in these levels. Participants are also given detailed
information packs and workbooks to support discussion in team meetings, and to
provide further information on making changes and the scope of the
environmental problems facing current and future generations.
Global Action Plan has been running the EcoTeams programme in various UK
communities since 2002. The first teams were recruited in Nottinghamshire and
eventually spread to other communities and parts of the UK, such as the South
East (where the programme is called Small Change). By mid-2007, about 400
teams had been recruited and run, equating to about 2300 individual participants
and their respective households that have participated in the programme. The
most up-to-date data from the last six years of the programme show significant
reductions in waste production and electricity use and increases in recycling
volumes.
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Table 2. Global Action Plan UK EcoTeams Data
CHANGE

MUNICIPAL
SOLID WASTE
(MSW)

RECYCLING
ELECTRICITY

ECOTEAMS
(N=58
TEAMS)

MAX

- 46.90%

MIN
AVERAGE

+ 23.93%
- 19.66%

AVERAGE PROPORTION OF
RECYCLING

+ 7.71%

MAX
MIN
AVERAGE

- 40.64%
+ 57.69%
- 6.86%

These UK-based findings of behavioural success for EcoTeams are corroborated
by research on EcoTeams in the Netherlands by Staats et al. (2004). Staats and
colleagues found a significant increase across an index of eight proenvironmental behaviours amongst eco-team members in the Netherlands. More
importantly, these changes were sustained over the two year period of the study.
It is partly this evidence of the durability of behaviour change through EcoTeams
that sparked this examination of the drivers for long-term waste and recycling
behaviour change through the programme. In the section that follows, we outline
the methodological approach used in this study, and discuss the characteristics
of the EcoTeams participants in our interview sample.
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3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND BREAKDOWN OF
SAMPLE
In any piece of research, the reliability and validity of the chosen research
instruments and methods for analysis are of paramount concern for driving
balanced and accurate research findings. An qualitative, interview-based study
such as this one relies primarily on narrative and the interpretation of personal
experience in order to explore and find ‘answers’ to research questions.
Therefore, it is very important that the research instruments/methods are
designed in such a way as to let the true ‘story’ emerge. This entails asking the
right questions to the right people and properly sifting through the volume of
interview and observational data gathered.
A qualitative methodological framework is best applied to a research setting in
which the boundaries of a problem or issue are still poorly defined or understood.
In this context, qualitative research is sometimes misconstrued as primarily
exploratory in nature, or most useful as ‘pilot research’ for more rigidly structured
surveys and number crunching. Nothing could be further from the truth. The
primary advantage of using a qualitative methodological framework is that it
encourages us to move away from pre-conceived notions and hypotheses, and
instead, to attempt understanding from the narrative of personal experience and
observation. The conclusions or findings generated through qualitative research
are often richer and more conceptually meaningful than those in quantitative, or
survey-based studies, because they are more deeply contextualised in interview
narratives, the observations of the researcher, and the colloquial expression of
ideas in the participants’ own words.
Although survey-based research has been carried out on EcoTeams before, both
in academic circles (Staats et al. 2004) and by Global Action Plan UK itself, the
research team felt very strongly that a qualitative framework would best capture
the more complex relationships between motives, mechanisms, and behavioural
outputs in EcoTeams.
There are several specific advantages to using this approach:
A) A qualitative approach allowed us to meet with participants in their homes,
and so to discuss behaviour change through EcoTeams within the same
behavioural context that is targeted by the programme. It is much easier
to discuss changes in household routines when you are surrounded by the
household.
B) An interview based-study also offered us, as researchers, the opportunity
to make our own observations about participants’ lifestyles, living
situations and socio-demographic characteristics.
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C) Most importantly, the qualitative framework allowed the participants to
define the drivers of change and durable change in their own words. As
little was known about the drivers for durable behaviour change when the
study began, it was important that we remained open about the topic and
let those who had experienced it define its boundaries for us.
In the sections that follow, we outline the methodological approach of this
research in more detail and describe the characteristics of our final interview
sample. We begin with a discussion of data collection and the nature of the
semi-structured interviews that form the backbone of the research.

3.1 Data collection
Data collection for this research occurred in three distinct stages separated by
periods of analysis and refinement of research questions/ approach. A timeline
of the data collection phases of the project is presented below in order to support
the more detailed discussion of pilot interviews, workshops recruitment and semistructured interviews that follows
Figure 2. Timeline of data collection

August 2006:
Pilot interviews
with 5 staff and 5
team members

Sept 2006:
Initial interview
report and
development of
interview guides.

Nov-Dec 2006:
Workshops: 38
participants.

Jan–Feb 2007:
Recruitment
begins and
decision to widen
sample.

Feb–July 2007:
Interviews with 43
current and
former EcoTeams
participants.

3.1.1 Pilot interviews:
The data collection phase of the research began in August 2006 with a series of
‘pilot interviews’ conducted with 5 former EcoTeams participants in the South
East (SE) and 5 Global Action Plan personnel from various parts of the UK. The
EcoTeams participants chosen for the pilot stage were all individuals that had
expressed an interest in helping out withy further Global Action Plan work during
their respective team meetings. Global Action Plan facilitators working in the SE
contacted these individuals and scheduled interviews on our behalf.
No formal interview guide was created for the pilot stage. Instead, participants
were asked simply to tell the story of their participation in EcoTeams, or in the
case of facilitators, to describe the programme and its components in detail.
Following these interviews, a short report was produced for Global Action Plan in
September 2006 that outlined areas of interest and initial findings on recruitment
issues, team-dynamics, feedback/ weighing and measuring, and behaviour
change through EcoTeams.
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3.1.2 Workshops:
The conclusions in the September 2006 report and the rough transcripts from the
pilot interviews were used to formulate a fairly detailed interview schedule for a
series of four workshops (focus groups), held in November and December 2006
with former EcoTeams participants in the SE region.7 Details and location of the
workshops are displayed below:
Table 3. Workshop details
Broadstairs: St Peters Church Hall – 10 Participants
Tonbridge: The Angel Community Centre – 11 Participants
Lewes: Town Hall – 5 Participants
Hastings: Friends Meeting House - 12 participants

Workshop participants were recruited from lists of former EcoTeams participants
compiled by the Global Action Plan facilitator for each sub region. A £30 voucher
for a green products website was offered as an incentive for participation.
Workshop discussions covered behaviour change and the EcoTeams process in
five broad areas: recruitment, group dynamics (including diffusion of information
from within and outside the groups), the types of changes made as a result of
participation in EcoTeams, potential barriers to making change (including the
challenges of making changes in the context of a household), the potential for
long term change to result from EcoTeams, and the potential for wider social
benefits to be realised as a result of participation. For the most part, the
conversation was allowed to flow naturally, with the researcher playing the role of
moderator and making sure that everything was covered. Each workshop lasted
approximately 90 minutes. All were taped with professional recording equipment
and fully transcribed for analysis.
Workshop data were roughly analysed from transcribed text using a basic open
coding/sorting procedure (see Strauss, 1987; Strauss and Corbin, 1997) that was
structured around the topics on the interview guide. The results of this
preliminary analysis were presented to Global Action Plan as an interim report in
late December, 2006. These data and the conclusions in this report also
informed the creation of the interview guides for the in-depth interviewing phase
of the research.8
3.1.3 Semi-structured interviews
The original project brief called for a series of semi-structured interviews to be
performed with current EcoTeams participants drawn from four communities in
the Southeast (Tonbridge, Lewes, Broad stairs, Hastings and St Leonards).
These interviews were originally intended to be conducted three times with each
participant: midway through the programme, and then six months and one year
after the intervention. Global Action Plan took responsibility for recruiting
7
8

A copy of the focus group interview schedule is included in appendix 1
See appendix 2.
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interviewees because it was felt that a request for an interview might be better
received if it were to come from a familiar source. In January 2007, EcoTeams
facilitators began sending invitation emails to their lists of current participants and
attempting to recruit respondents in team meetings.
Unfortunately, it proved difficult to recruit a good sample of interview respondents
using these methods. Programme facilitators did not feel comfortable asking
participants to make a commitment to be interviewed three times on top of the
commitment to participating in four separate EcoTeams sessions. Facilitators
were also concerned that team members might view the interviews suspiciously,
as a method of ‘checking up’ on the performance of team members. More
importantly, the Small Change (EcoTeams) programme in the South East had
not been running as long as it had elsewhere. Therefore, the potential sample of
both current and former participants in this region was smaller than what could
be achieved in other areas.
In light of these difficulties, it was decided in February 2007 that the sample
catchment area should be expanded to include EcoTeams participants in the
Nottingham and Devon areas, and that recruitment should be opened to former
as well as current EcoTeams participants. We also decided to offer interview
participants £30 green shopping vouchers (as was the case with workshop
participants) as an incentive for participation.
The geographical and temporal expansion of the sampling frame dramatically
increased the number of individuals coming forward to be interviewed. The
largest portion of additional respondents came from the Nottingham area, where
we eventually had to turn respondents away due to time constraints and our
desire to preserve the original project focus on EcoTeams in the SE.
Table 4 provides a breakdown of the total number and location of the in-depth
interviews performed in this research:
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Table 4. Total number of interviews by location:

SUBTOTAL

NUMBER OF
INTERVIEWS
6
6
3
1
2
1
5
1
1
3
1
30
5
2
1
2
4
14
3
1
1
5

TOTAL

49

LOCALITY
SOUTH EAST

SUBTOTAL
NOTTINGHAM

SUBTOTAL
SOUTH WEST

LOCATION
BREAKDOWN
HASTINGS
ST LEONARDS
TONBRIDGE
SEVENOAKS
MAIDSTONE
E. PECKHAM
BROADSTAIRS
MARGATE
LEWES
NEWHAVEN
UPPER DICKER
NOTTINGHAM
BRAMCOTE
BREADMORE
E.& W. BRIDGFORD
BEESTON
KENTON
TEIGNMOUTH
EXETER

Table 4 shows that a good mix of interviews was achieved amongst different
locations within each region. The largest group of interviewees is from the SE,
which again reflects the intended focus on this area in the project.
3.1.4 Interview characteristics
On average, each interview lasted about 45 minutes. Whenever possible,
interviews were conducted in the respondent’s home, in order to focus the
discussion around domestic pro-environmental behaviour change and to meet
the respondents in ‘their own territory,’ which we hoped would make them feel
more comfortable and more able to speak candidly. A limited number of
interviews were performed in café’s, coffee shops, and in one case, a pub,
although the background noise in these establishments made them less than
ideal interview locations (see note about background noise and transcription).
All of the interviews followed a similar format. After a brief introduction,
respondents were asked to recall how they heard about the EcoTeams
programme and what prompted them to get involved. The conversation was then
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guided into a discussion of the key topics identified in the pilot research. These
are listed in table 5 below:
Table 5. Interview topics
METHOD OF RECRUITMENT AND MOTIVES FOR JOINING
CHANGED BEHAVIOUR(S) AS A RESULT OF PARTICIPATION
GROUP DYNAMICS/ FEELINGS ABOUT OTHER GROUP MEMBERS
TOPICS COVERED/ DIFFUSION OF IDEAS IN TEAM MEETINGS
EXPERIENCE OF WEIGHING AND MEASURING
CHALLENGES OF MAKING CHANGES INTHE CONTEXT OF A HOUSEHOLD.
LONGEVITY OF BEHAVIOUR/ LIKELIHOOD OF REVERTING TO BAD HABITS

Each of these topics was discussed in every interview, although not necessarily
in the same order, or in the same amount of depth. The interviews were
performed in a semi-structured manner, meaning that respondents were allowed
to choose the specific topics and order of conversation with only gentle steering
from the interviewer in order to keep on course. The brief written interview guide
(included in appendix 2) was used primarily as a means of prompting the
researcher, and for making written notes during the interview.
3.1.5 Final data-set
Whenever possible, interviews were recorded on mini-disc for transcription by a
professional typing service. A total of 10 interviews were not recorded or were
not transcribed. Six interviews were not transcribed because of background
noise, which made the recording un-usable. One interviewee asked not to be
taped and so no recording was made. The remaining three interviewees were
not recorded/transcribed for various reasons. In one case, the microphone was
not working properly on the mini disc. In the other two, the respondents were not
knowledgeable about the programme (i.e. the respondent had only been to one
meeting and then ceased participation). Table 6 provides a breakdown of the
interview and workshop transcripts:
Table 6. Research sample and data set
IN DPETH INTERVIEWS (WITH
TRANSCRIPTS)
WORKSHOP TRANSCRIPTS
SUBTOTAL
NOT TRANSCRIBED

39
4
43
10

The total usable data-set for this research consists of 43 transcripts from 39
interviews and 4 workshops.9 In the section that follows, we discuss some key
characteristics of the 39 individuals in the in-depth interview component of the
sample.

9

These data are also supported by one-page interview summaries from all 53
interviews/workshops. These summaries contain observations, key demographic data, and
interesting quotes/ points for analysis. They were produced as soon as possible after interview.
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3.2 Characteristics of the final interview sample
The key statistics presented here give a flavour of what types of people
volunteered to participate in our study, and also shed some light on the
characteristics of the typical EcoTeams participant. Our sampling efforts were
not random, and our sample is not statistically representative (in the probabilitybased sensed of the term) of the population of EcoTeams participants. However,
we do feel that we have achieved a good selection of respondents with different
experiences of the programme, all of which represent the average participant
(and the programme itself) in an approximate sense that is appropriate to a
qualitative study. As an added measure towards gauging the representativeness of our sample, respondents were asked to speculate on the extent to which
other participants were ‘like them.’ The generally affirmative/confirmatory
responses to this question across the sample also lends a sense of continuity to
our own observations as discussed below.
3.2.1 A note on use of survey data
For age and gender statistics, our own observations are supported by data from
a recent Global Action Plan survey of 157 EcoTeams participants from the SE. A
breakdown of this data is provided in appendix 3. The EcoTeams survey (in one
form or another) has been administered to participants on the final team meeting
since the programme began in 2002. The results in appendix 3 stem from a
revamped and standardised survey that was co-constructed by the UEA research
team and Global Action Plan staff in January, 2007. All participants in EcoTeams
are now asked to fill out an online version of this survey after completing the
programme.
3.2.2 Age and gender
The majority of respondents (approximately 80%), in our final interview sample
are women. Most are middle aged (64%), although a significant portion (26%),
are between 50 and 70. Tables 7-8 and figures 3-4 provide a breakdown of
these basic demographic statistics:
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Table 7. Gender
CATEGORY NUMBER PERCENT
MALE
7
18
FEMALE
32
82

Table 8. Age Breakdown
AGE RANGE NUMBER PERCENT
LESS THAN 30
0
0
31-50
25
64
51-70
10
26
71 AND OVER
4
10

Figure 3. Gender

Figure 4. Age Breakdown

10%

18%

MALE
FEMALE

31-50
51-70
71+

26%

64%
82%

These findings mimic those in the Global Action Plan survey of recent EcoTeams
participants in the SE (although the age categories used in that survey are not
the same as ours). Approximately 75% of the survey respondents were female,
and 62% were between the ages of 41-65 (see appendix 3).
3.2.3 Relative affluence
Because most of the interviews took place at the homes of respondents, it has
been possible to gauge at least some level of affluence amongst the sample from
the house itself and the surrounding neighbourhoods. This exercise, although
admittedly only a crude estimation of affluence, yields some interesting results.10
Over 75% of the interview respondents in the final data-set own their own homes.
The majority of that group live in detached houses or cottages in fairly affluent
neighbourhoods/ regions. The distribution of more affluent interview respondents
occurs across the entire sample and does not appear to be significantly
dependent on city or regional location. Table 9 and Figure 5 provide a visual
breakdown of these data:

10

Where interviews were performed outside the home, the researcher did ask about housing type
and status where possible. However, in some cases (the 4 in the ‘unknown’ row in table 9), the
question was not asked/ and or the answer was not recorded or transcribed.
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Table 9. Interview sample home ownership
STATUS
TYPE
NUMBER PERCENT
OWNED
OWNED DETACHED
17
44
OWNED SEMI DETACHED
10
26
OWNED TERRACED/OTHER
3
8
RENTED
RENTED DETACHED
2
5
RENTED FLAT
3
8
UNKNOWN
4
10
Figure 5. Home Ownership

OWNED DETACHED

10%
8%
5%

43%

8%

OWNED SEMI
DETACHED
OWNED
TERRACED/OTHER
RENTED DETACHED
RENTED FLAT

26%

UNKNOWN

The apparent affluence of our sample has some important implications for this
research. Part of the original project brief was oriented towards comparing the
outcomes of EcoTeams between more and less advantaged communities.
However, it appears that our study tended to attract a more affluent clientele,
even where they are drawn from within predominantly less advantaged
communities such as Hastings, St Leonard’s, and Lewes. The methodological
and analytical connotations of this finding will be discussed in more detail in
section 3.3.
3.2.4 Time scale for participation
Given the focus of this research on durable change, and the decision to recruit
both current and former participants in the interview sample, it is also important
to account for time scales of participation in the EcoTeams programme amongst
the 39 interviewees in the final sample. As illustrated in table 10 and figure 6, a
good mix of current and former participants was achieved across several
different time scales. The highest number of interviewees (36%), had finished
within the last six months prior to interview. Five respondents (13%), were still
participating. All of these had completed at least two of four team sessions.
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Table 10. Time scale for participation
STATUS
NUMBER PERCENT
STILL PARTICIPATING
5
13
FINISHED LAST 6 MONTHS
14
36
FINISHED LAST 6 MONTHS - 1 YEAR
8
20
FINISHED MORE THAN 1 YEAR AGO
12
31
Figure 6. Time scale for participation

13%
31%

35%

STILL
PARTICIPATING
FINISHED LAST 6
MONTHS
FINISHED LAST 6
MONTHS - 1 YEAR
FINISHED MORE
THAN 1 YEAR AGO

21%

3.3 Discussion of sample characteristics
The gender, age, and housing findings displayed above suggest that the
EcoTeams programme tends to attract women who are financially comfortable,
well established in their communities and careers, and who have sufficient time
to engage in monthly EcoTeams meetings. For the most part, these findings are
supported by relevant literature on demographic influences on environmentally
responsible behaviour (as discussed in section 2.2.9). Those who are female,
well educated, well paid, living in single family dwellings, and politically liberal
(Derksen and Gartrell, 1993; Gilg et al., 2005; Martin et al., 2006) are generally
more likely to do green things. However, it is also important to recognise that the
actual correlation between environmentally responsible actions and demographic
factors is normally fairly weak or ‘unconvincing’ (VanLiere and Dunlap, 1980:
183; see also Schultz et al. 1995 and Olli et al. 2001).
Perhaps a more topical and behaviourally meaningful way to discuss the overall
trend in the characteristics of our sample is to do so in terms of the seven
segments of environmentally significant consumer groups that were identified in
the recent Framework for Pro-Environmental Behaviours report from DEFRA
(2008). Each segment is ranked in relation to overall environmental ability to act
and willingness to do so. The report also identifies a range of 12 headline proenvironmental behaviours including avoiding unnecessary flights, managing
energy usage, adopting a lower impact diet and recycling more (see table 14,
section 7 for a listing and discussion). A listing of the seven segments and their
characteristics are displayed in table 11:
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Table 11. DEFRA's seven population segments*

Segment 1:
'Positive
Greens'

This group assess themselves as acting in more environmentally friendly ways than any other
segment does. Additionally, they are the most likely group to want to live a more environmentally
friendly life than they currently do. They are the least motivated by saving money (and by far the
most willing to pay more for environmentally friendly products), keen to avoid waste, and the most
likely to feel guilty about harming the environment. They are the most likely by far to be in AB
socioeconomic groups (SEGs) and have the highest levels with household incomes of £40k and over
per annum. They are the most likely to have a degree, and to read The Guardian, Independent or
18% of the
Times. Their profile is biased towards middle age (41-64), and owner-occupancy. This group is
population (7.6 generally willing to engage in all of the DEFRA’s headline behaviours except for ‘adopting a lower
million)
impact diet’

Segment 2:
‘Waste
watchers’

This group is doing more than any other (except group 1) to help the environment. However this
behaviour is driven by an urge to avoid waste rather than seeking to reduce their environmental
impact. Members of this group are as likely as group 1 to rate their behaviour as environmentally
friendly. Nearly three quarters are content with what they are currently doing to help the environment whereas three quarters of group 1 would like to do more. There is a middle age and older age bias.
One third are aged 65 and over (nearly twice as likely as average), while less than a quarter are 40
and under (half as likely as average). One third are retired, and many are on low incomes (two fifths
12% of the
on £20k per annum or less). Over half own their homes outright. This segment may be less willing to
population (5.1 unwilling to take up greener transport options, but are generally willing to perform other headline
million)
behaviours.

Segment 3:
'Concerned
consumers'

This group hold broadly pro-environmental beliefs, although with less conviction than groups 1 and 2.
Members of this group are particularly sympathetic to the concept of ‘climate change’, acknowledging
their personal impact and seeing taking action as important. One third are aged 30-40, and there are
the lowest levels aged 65 and over. There is a slight bias towards ABC1 SEG. One third have
household incomes of £40k and above per annum and, notably, this includes the highest level of all
groups with household incomes of £60k and above (nearly one fifth of the group). They are the most
likely to be owner-occupiers with a mortgage. They are the second most likely to have a degree. This
14% of the
segment is generally more willing to perform point of purchase green decisions like buying more fuel
population (5.7 efficient cars or energy efficient appliances. They are also generally willing to recycle and to avoid
million)
food and water wastage. However, they are generally unwilling to change their transport habits.

Segment 4:
‘Sideline
supporters’

This group has a generally pro-environmental worldview, although these beliefs are held relatively
weakly across the board. Members of this group are second only to group 1 in anticipating an
imminent crisis; however they are more likely to think that humans (possibly other people) will find the
solution. Members of this group span all ages, although under 30s are over-represented. They have
average levels of household income, but with a bias towards C2DE SEGs. They are more likely than
14% of the
average to read the Daily Mail or the Sun, and fewer than average are educated to degree level. They
population (5.6 are more likely to perform waste and recycling behaviours, but generally unwilling to engage with food
million)
issues and green transport behaviour.

Segment 5:
‘Cautious
participants’

This group’s environmental worldview is close to the average for the population: members of this
group tend to agree there is a pressing crisis, and that there are limits to growth. They are pessimistic
about our ability to tackle climate change, but recognise their impacts. Their current behaviours focus
on those in the home, including habitual behaviours saving energy and water. This group has a
younger than average age profile, with one quarter 30 and under, and nearly as few aged 65 and over
as group 3. Equal with group 3, members of this group are the most likely to have dependent children,
however they are slightly more likely to be renting than group 3. They are the third most likely to have
14% of the
a degree, after groups 1 and 3. Most of DEFRA’s headline behaviours are moderately acceptable to
population (5.6 this segment, although none shows high acceptability. This segment is unlikely to avoid using the car
million)
for short trips, install microgen, or adopt a low impact diet.

Segment 6:
‘Stalled
starters’

This group present somewhat confused environmental views. Mostly the views are strongly negative:
members of this group have the highest level saying climate change is too far in the future to worry
about and, with group 7, the highest levels believing that the environmental crisis has been
exaggerated (about half). They have the lowest social profile of any group (nearly half are DE SEGs),
and the lowest levels of income (nearly half are on less than £20k). They tend to be younger or older,
with middle aged people under-represented, and the group includes more BMEs than average. They
have the lowest levels of qualifications of any group (half have none), and are the most likely not to be
10% of the
working. This segment shows a low degree of willingness to engage with most of DEFRA’s headline
population (4.1 behaviours, although they are moderately interested in using more efficient vehicles, installing
million)
insulation and wasting less food.

This group’s ecological worldview is predominantly shaped by a lack of interest and concern. However
members of this group are also sceptical about the current environmental threat (half think it has been
exaggerated). They are nearly as likely as group 6 to deny that their behaviour contributes to climate
change and more likely than most to think the problem will be solved without people needing to make
changes to their lifestyles. While the group spans all ages, under 30s are over-represented
18% of the
(comprising more than a quarter). In terms of social grade members of this group are slightly more
population (7.4 C12DE SEGs, with ABs under-represented; income levels are also slightly below average. This
million)
segment is generally unwilling to engage in any of DEFRA’s 12 headline behaviours.

Segment 7:
‘Honestly
disengaged’
* Compiled from tables in DEFRA 2008, pp 42-44.
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In general, our respondents represent a relatively privileged segment of the UK
population that holds the knowledge and the resources (ability) to perform both
challenging and relatively ‘easy’ environmentally friendly behaviours should they
choose to do so. Most of our interview sample appear to fall into the
demographic, attitudinal, and ability-based categories that make up the
concerned consumers segment (segment 3) or waste watchers (segment 2).11
Almost all of our respondents indicated that they were already fairly green in both
outlook and everyday behaviour prior to participating in EcoTeams. Many of
these edge towards the more extreme positive greens (segment 1). About 1/4 of
our interviewees probably fall firmly within this category.
As will be explored in more detail in section 4, the programme does seem to be
most attractive to those with prior green interests and intentions (see Staats et al.
2004). We find very few interview respondents within the other categories. A
small number could be categorised as cautious participants (segment 5), and
there were a few who admitted being closer to sideline supporters (segment 4),
at least prior to joining an EcoTeam. Segments 6 and 7 are not represented in
our interview sample. We will discuss the implications of these findings in more
detail in section 7.

3.4 Techniques for data analysis
The analysis of interview and workshop transcripts was performed in three
stages that roughly represent a ‘grounded theory’ approach (see Strauss and
Corbin, 1997). These stages are discussed briefly here, in order to give the
reader a sense of how the research findings and quotations in sections 4-6 were
produced.
The NVivo 7 qualitative analysis package was used to aid analysis of interview
data. NVivo offers a range of features that make qualitative analysis easier.
Most notable among these is the ability to create standardised codes or
categories that can be applied from ‘pull down menus’ across all documents in a
data-set. This saves significant time compared to typing codes on each
transcript in a word processing programme.
Each transcript was first broken down and ‘open coded’ in NVivo according to the
general themes within it. These themes mirror the main categories of topics on
the interview guide included in Appendix 2. This stage of analysis is a fairly
straightforward process of assigning general category names (codes) to chunks
of interview narrative with a similar theme.
Following the initial open coding procedure, the data were further broken down
into narrower groups of issues as they emerged within each primary theme. This
11

No formal segmentation work was undertaken in this study. Because many of these statistics
are derived from the observations of the researcher and the text of the interview narratives, as
opposed to self-reported data in closed categories (as would be the case with a survey) we will
not provide a numerical breakdown of the sample into these segments.
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stage of ‘conceptualisation’ (see Strauss and Corbin 1997: 63), seeks to draw out
the relationships and boundaries between the open codes identified in stage one.
It is performed transcript-by-transcript. There is no cross-comparative analysis
between respondents at this stage. This exercise allows us to understand how a
particular set of issues is related to other issues of interest by a specific
respondent.
Finally, intensive cross-comparative analysis, or ‘axial coding’ (Strauss 1987), of
each theme and sub concept identified and coded in stages one and two was
performed across all interview transcripts. This required the transcripts to be
broken up and reorganised into groups of quotations around a particular theme
or sub-concept. Particular care was taken at this stage to preserve the narrative
linkages between issues and sub concepts that were identified in stage two. The
objective here was to give each theme and sub-concept ‘precision,’ and to
attach a sort of causal relationship which links major and minor themes to a wider
phenomenon (Strauss and Corbin, 1997: 99). In essence, what this stage does
is ‘reassemble’ the interview data from its broken down state into new groups of
theoretically meaningful, and ideally related, issues.
3.4.1 Some notes on the validity of a qualitative research framework
In a perfect world, a researcher adopting the grounded theory approach could
remain unbiased and completely open to any emergent theme or theory within
qualitative data. However, it may be less realistic to assume that such open
minded, unbiased approaches to data collection and data analysis actually occur
in the real world.
To some degree, all applied social research is open to bias either through the
influence of the researcher’s presence, the directed nature of the research
instrument, or the influence of the researcher’s own perceptions in approaching
the interpretation of research data. Strauss (1987) notes that it is entirely
acceptable to utilise extant social theories and the researcher’s own ideas to
guide the research enquiry, provided that they are themselves grounded in data
relevant to the topic at hand. The primary objective for the researcher using a
grounded theory approach is to utilise existing theories and knowledge in order to
“direct the collection of new data in the service of discovering a new (and
probably more encompassing) theory” (Strauss, 1987: 306).
What follows in the analysis and discussion sections is not a perfectly unbiased
account of participation in EcoTeams or the drivers for (durable) behaviour
change through the programme. It is an account of first hand experience that is
filtered through the applied knowledge of the researchers and the work of others
in this field. Wherever possible, the actual interview data are given pride of place
for communicating concepts and illustrating findings. The single quotations and
vignettes of quotes that are displayed in sections 4-6 not only give life to the text
of our analysis, but also provide a flavour of the wide range of experiences and
different ways of expressing ideas that were captured in this research.
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4 EVALUATION OF BEHAVIOURAL OUTPUTS OF
ECOTEAMS
This section presents an analysis of changed behaviour through EcoTeams and
the mechanisms by which those changed behaviours are achieved. In doing so,
it establishes a basis for the discussion of behavioural mechanisms and durability
in sections 5 and 6 by linking the motivations for joining the programme to the
behavioural outputs of the programme. This analysis is built around a narrative
of quotations and vignettes that reflect the personal experiences of our interview
respondents. The Global Action Plan survey data from recent EcoTeams
participants is also referenced where appropriate.

4.1 Motives for joining
Before discussing changed behaviours through EcoTeams, it is important to
situate the motives for joining the programme alongside prior green intentions/
activity. As discussed in section 2.3, we wish to move away from a strictly
cognitive understanding of behaviour in this research, and there is strong support
within our data-set for doing so. However, it is worth focusing on the motives for
joining an EcoTeam as an input to eventual behaviour change.
Four primary motivations for joining EcoTeams were commonly raised in one
form or another in the interviews. These are: getting to know others in the
immediate community, desire for green information and knowledge, prior green
intentions, and meeting other green people. The dimensions of each of these
motives are analysed in more detail in the subsections that follow.
4.1.1 Getting to know others in the community
For a small number of participants, becoming involved in EcoTeams offered the
chance to become more involved in the community and to get to know others
living in the area. One of the workshop respondents described how she used the
EcoTeams programme as a platform for contacting her neighbours and
eventually building relationships with them:
We just thought about it for a long time and so I just went knocking on a few people’s
doors down the road and asking some people I used to work with and had quite a few
people that were interested. It was good knowing the people that were in the group – so
that I could actually sort the hours out to try and meet up (Respondent 35).

The strictly social connotation of this motive did not often arise in the interviews
or workshops. Where this motive does become more interesting, is in its
relationship to the generally green recruitment base of EcoTeams, as discussed
in the sections that follow.
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4.1.2 Search for green knowledge and information
One of the more important motives for joining an EcoTeam represents the search
for new green information about how to do things in greener ways. To a greater
or lesser extent, this motive was expressed as important for joining by every
interviewee and workshop participant. We also find some interesting linkages
between this issue and other factors affecting recruitment and retention of
members. The first individual quoted in the vignette below (from a workshop),
shared an example of how his group lost a ‘curious’ participant who felt that she
did not fit in amongst the greener group. Early findings like these prompted us to
query these ideas further in some of the in-depth interviews. Respondents were
asked to comment on whether or not they felt that the EcoTeams programme
was attractive to those who were less-informed environmentally. Some
respondents felt that the programme was most attractive to those with some
green knowledge, as represented in the second two quotes below:
Vignette 1. Green knowledge and participation in EcoTeams:
Can I just give an example of what happens? In the early stages - we had a lady come
along who wasn’t particularly interested in recycling or green issues at all but she wanted to
know what it was all about. I think she wanted to learn something. Unfortunately, she left
after, was it one a month…and she just left because…she told [facilitator] that she thought
everybody else knew too much and she felt inferior. I think basically, which is a bit
unfortunate. Basically we were talking about the issues at some of the meetings and she
wasn’t getting to take part (Workshop respondent 31).
Our group was missing the people who need to know about it. If you are interested enough
to go on a course, then you are fairly interested already. I’m not green with ‘a capital G’ but
I am pretty green already (Respondent 12).
You need some level of environmental knowledge to be interested in joining this- no one is
going to go to a discussion group on nuclear physics if they don’t know something about it
are they? (Respondent 18).

In keeping with these ideas, most of our respondents indicated that they already
knew quite a bit about ‘the environment,’ or were already fairly knowledgeable
about environmental problems and issues prior to joining. Many of these joined
EcoTeams in the search for new, practical or procedural knowledge about how to
do more, or ‘the next bit’. Crucially, these efforts were often focused on learning
to do more within a specific locality, or within specific systems of provision as
evidenced in vignette 2:

54

Vignette 2. Joining EcoTeams to put knowledge into action:
I became involved because it was local and I was looking to do something in this
community. I thought it would be an interesting way to meet people with similar ideas… I
wanted to learn what I could do here. [emphasis added] (Workshop respondent 6).
“We basically try to do as much as we can…But we joined EcoTeams in case we could
improve” (Respondent 27).
“I joined with the desire to see concrete changes in the way I lived, rather than just
continuing to harbour the intentions to change. I started to think that changes I could
make would actually be useful” (Respondent31).
We were already interested in green things for many years, although there is always room
for improvement…you have to want to do it before you go along [to EcoTeams]
(Respondent 29).

4.1.3 Preaching to the converted: What about prior green intentions?
The preceding discussion paints a fairly green picture of the average EcoTeams
participant, at least in terms of prior knowledge and intentions. As will be
discussed at length in section 4.2, most (approximately 80%), of our respondents
were already doing things like recycling, composting, and looking for ways to
save energy use prior to participating. Some were doing more, including
measures like shopping locally, installing water butts or more efficient heating/
insulation systems. All of our interviewees and most of the workshop members
indicated that they held at least ‘green intentions’ prior to joining the team, even if
they were not all living a green lifestyle per-se. Similar findings were reported in
the evaluation of EcoTeams in the Netherlands by Staats et al. (2004) in which it
was found that prior intentions were the most common motive for participation in
the programme, and that behaviour change through EcoTeams was more
strongly predicted when such intentions pre-existed.
Perhaps the most telling measure of the green outlook of the average EcoTeams
participants can be found in a colloquialism that pops up again and again in the
interview transcripts. The phrase ‘preaching to the converted’, was used by more
than half of the interviewees to describe both their own levels of green intentions
prior to joining the team and their perception of the green outlook of other
participants. The quotations within vignette 3 provide a flavour of the responses
in this area:
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Vignette 3. Preaching to the converted and the role of prior intentions:
I think that’s probably part about preaching to the converted you know you’ve already
accepted the rationale you want to do it you want to learn to do better (Respondent 35).
I think it is a little bit preaching to the converted [general group agreement] if you read the
information in the first place you’ve got to be clued to be reading about green things you
know so I think that’s it (Workshop respondent 15).
We were already fairly green as a household prior to joining the team. We became involved
in the team because it ‘was eco’ and so it fits with what we were already doing” (Respondent
21).
The thing is I think most people already, I think most people were already interested in
recycling anyway. I think you’ll probably find that the people that turn up at these meetings
are people who are interested anyway and it’s not the people who aren’t interested, and
they’re the types of people you need to get involved. [Various voices agree] (Workshop
respondent 5).
You are preaching to the converted here for the most part. Most of the people there were
green (Respondent 19).
It was a fairly mixed bag of individuals - there were people with quite extraordinary dedication
and there were those who were just doing a little bit. But everyone was fairly green - it was a
self selecting sample” (Respondent 13).

4.1.4 Meeting green people
For the green individuals attracted to EcoTeams, a key benefit of participation in
the programme is the opportunity to meet and share ideas with others who hold
similar views or live in similar ways. Many of our respondents appear to have
joined EcoTeams on the assumption that the programme would attract others
with similar interests.
Other team members are a good source of information and ideas on local
environmental issues and how to take action in particular places and spaces (the
implications of this finding will be discussed at length in section 5.1.3). Some of
our respondents report going along to EcoTeams with the express intention of
finding out what others like them were doing (i.e. joining “in case we could do
more” - see vignette 2, quote 2). On the more extreme end of such thinking, a
small number of the greenest participants in our sample appear to have joined as
a form of reassurance (or perhaps insurance), that they were indeed doing all
that was possible environmentally. For these, the possibility of meeting others
with similar interests represented not only an opportunity to learn how to do
more, but also to gauge how well they ‘stacked up’ compared to their local green
peers.
In addition to using other green individuals as an eco-social measuring stick,
mixing with similar others offers an important source of social support or
legitimation for living an ‘unconventional’ green lifestyle. An EcoTeam meeting
56

offers a social arena in which even the greenest participant can feel ‘normal’ and
free to ‘preach’ to others, converted or otherwise. One respondent summed up
this variant of the ‘meeting green people’ motive quite well:
“It was nice to share my concerns about these things with others that I was in contact
without feeling like a nutter. It [EcoTeams] legitimized my low impact lifestyle. I didn’t
feel anymore like ‘that annoying person who doesn’t have a car’ ” (Respondent 23).

Although this statement is a bit extreme and reflects the view of one of the more
fanatically green respondents, it does express the sense of this motive in a
particularly potent manner. It seems that a ‘green in group norm’ operates within
EcoTeams, making the team a safe place to share even the most radical green
ideas without feeling judged or labelled as an ‘eco nut.’ This is the same norm
which tends to discourage the unconverted from joining an Eco-team, as
discussed previously.
4.1.5 Understanding the green attraction of EcoTeams
To some extent, the tendency of EcoTeams to ‘preach to the converted’ reflects
its recruitment methods. Global Action Plan uses a mixture of door-knocking,
local press and flyers, local events, and association with other organisations to
reach new members. Over half of the interviewees in our sample had responded
to an advertisement in a local paper, a flyer in local shop, or a leaflet that came
through the door. There was general agreement amongst our sample that
recruitment methods like these, which rely on the initiative of the individual to
make first contact, will tend to attract individuals who are already inclined towards
green behaviour.
Demographic factors also operate here, in that EcoTeams would naturally tend to
attract ‘positive greens’ or ‘concerned consumers’ (see DEFRA, 2008 and
section 3.3) with the time and resources to go along to team meetings or to host
meetings in their homes. Conversely, the time requirements of the programme
might tend to exclude younger, working parents - a group that is a notorious
culprit for environmentally irresponsible behaviour (Martin et al. 2006; Derksen
and Gartrell, 1993). Further to this point, it is important to bear in mind that this
research is based upon a self-selecting interview sample. Those who volunteer
and have the time to be interviewed about EcoTeams are probably those who
were naturally more enthusiastic about the programme and interested in green
issues prior to joining.
Overall, ‘fanatically green’ EcoTeams participants are probably only about as
common as ‘unconverted’ participants amongst the general population of EcoTeams participants. For the most part, EcoTeams tends to attract a more
mainstream crowd of green thinking individuals who are already doing ‘their bit,’
and who are interested in learning how to do ‘a bit more’ and to meet others with
similar interests. Some of the more committed interviewees actually expressed
disappointment that their fellow group members were not as green as
themselves:
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“Being obsessed about these issues anyway, I was hoping to meet likeminded ‘obsessives’
and to find more information that I could use. The others were green, but not as green as me.
I was hoping for more…” (Respondent 15).

Finally and most importantly, we wish to emphasis that these findings about the
overall attractiveness of the programme should not be understood to detract from
the ability of the programme to deliver behaviour change amongst both ‘the
converted’ and ‘the unconverted.’ The analysis of behaviour change that follows
reveals that almost all interviewees (even the ‘keen greenies’), reported doing
more as a result of participation, and more importantly, finding renewed
motivation for continued action in the longer term.

4.2 Overview of behaviour change through EcoTeams
This subsection presents a relatively straightforward analysis of specific
behavioural changes occurring through EcoTeams. We do not engage in any in
depth analysis of why such changes occur here. Instead, we seek to account for
the range and types of behaviour changes that occur through EcoTeams in order
to set the stage for the analysis of how and why such changes occur in sections
5 and 6. Workshop data are not referenced here because it proved difficult to
attribute individual responses/ behaviours to individual workshop respondents.
As introduced in section 3.2, these interview data are supported where applicable
by outcome-based survey data collected by Global Action Plan from recent
EcoTeams participants in the SE. The outcomes of this survey are presented in
appendix 3. The reader should refer to the appendix for specific numerical
results (when these are not given in the text of this report) and for comparison
between different behaviours.
Table 12 presents an overview of the types of behaviours that our respondents
reported that they engaged in prior to participating in EcoTeams. The numbers
in the right hand column indicate how many unique respondents reported
engaging in that behaviour. Although this research is focused on waste and
recycling behaviour, other environmentally significant behaviours are listed in the
table (and discussed in the sections that follow), reflecting the multi-dimensional
focus of the EcoTeams programme.
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Table 12. Green activity prior to EcoTeams
CATEGORY ACTION

NUMBER

ENERGY

ENERGY SAVING LIGHTBULBS

7

KEEPING HEAT DOWN/ MONITOR ELEC USE

3

SWITCHING OFF LIGHTS/ APPLIANCES

3

INSULATION/ PV/ WIND TUBRINE/ GAS CON BOILER ETC

2

BUY LOCAL PRODUCTS/ LOWER FOOD MILES

1

BUY ORGANIC FOOD

4

GROW OWN

2

REUSE/ REUSABLE SHOPPING BAGS

1

TRANSPORT TAKE PUBLIC TRANSPORT/ WALK INSTEAD OF CAR

4

WASTE

COMPOSTING/ GREEN CONE

11

REGULARLY RECYCLING SOME WASTE

37

WATER BUTTS

2

OTHER WATER SAVINGS MEASURES

3

SHOPPING

WATER

An important caveat should be placed on these data before discussing them
further. The numbers in table 12 are derived from relevant text in the interview
narratives. Every one of these behaviours was not covered directly (or indirectly)
in every interview. We did probe for further detail on these behaviours when
necessary. However, we did not work through a list of these behaviours with
interview participants. Thus, the numbers in table 12 do not represent an
accurate picture of everything that our respondents were doing prior to
participation in EcoTeams. They do, however, provide an accurate overview of
the range of behaviours engaged in prior to participation, and to a lesser extent,
the relative ‘popularity’ of different behaviours.
The Global Action Plan survey data included in appendix 3 is more useful as a
guide to the extent of what participants were doing prior joining an EcoTeam.
109 respondents (85%), indicated that they were already recycling with doorstep
facilities prior to participation in the programme. 80 respondents (about 65%),
were also composting prior to joining. In regards to some of the other behaviours
listed in Table 12, 65 respondents (about 50%), of the survey respondents were
trying to buy local products, and 75 (about 60%), of the sample were using
energy efficient light bulbs.
In the case of recycling behaviour, our numbers closely mirror those from the
Global Action Plan survey. Almost all of the interview respondents (37 out of 39
transcribed interviews) indicated that they regularly engaged in at least some
recycling prior to participation in EcoTeams. This high number partly reflects the
fact that our interview sample is drawn predominantly from communities with
kerbside recycling facilities. In most locations, designated recycling bins were
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provided, which naturally leads to both elevated (though not 100%), recycling
rates and general awareness of recycling (see Derksen and Gartrell, 1993, or
Martin et al. 2006 on these points). Furthermore, unlike some other activities,
recycling was discussed in every interview (reflecting the core focus on waste
behaviour in this research).
Composting is also a popular activity within this category (and in the survey
data), which again partly reflects the waste-based focus of this research and the
coverage of this topic in every interview. However, it is also interesting to
observe that composting is slightly less popular than recycling, which probably
reflects the fact that this is a voluntary activity that often requires some level of
personal investment (i.e. buying a compost bin) by the householder.
The remaining issues tended to be mentioned as ‘add-ons’ to the recycling or
waste activity and were commonly offered as a response to probing questions
about whether they were doing anything else besides recycling or composting
prior to participation. Several participants indicated purchasing energy saving
light bulbs in response to this type of question. Again, and particularly as regards
the energy saving measures, we feel that these numbers do not reflect the extent
of activity prior to EcoTeams so much as they reflect the range of activities
engaged in.

4.3 Green activity after participation in EcoTeams
On the basis of the preceding discussion, we can now move into a discussion of
specific changes in environmentally significant behaviour through EcoTeams. A
summary listing of changed behaviours through EcoTeams is provided in table
13. The numbers in the right-hand column reflect the number of times that a
particular behaviour was mentioned by a unique interviewee as one that was
adopted after participation in EcoTeams and specifically as a result of the
mechanisms in the programme.
The data in table 13 represent a mix of both relatively new and relatively old
(durable) behaviours depending on the time scale of participation for a particular
respondent (see table 10). No attempt has been made to link specific, changed
behaviours to the length of time since respondents finished the programme. As
will be discussed in section 6.1, all of our respondents indicated that they were
still doing the green activities that they had taken up during the programme,
regardless of whether or not they were still involved with an EcoTeam. Secondhand reports of other team members not interviewed ‘slipping back into old
habits’ were not common (only one respondent spoke about this).
It might be interesting in a more quantitative, survey based study, to compare the
relationship between durability and specific behaviours. However, the small
numbers in table 13 do not support this analysis. Rather than quantifying the
extent of change, we wish to explore how that change occurs and why it became
durable from the perspective of the respondents.
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Table 13. Green activity after EcoTeams (behavioural outputs of the programme)
CATEGORY

ACTION

NUMBER

ENERGY

ENERGY SAVING LIGHTBULBS (0R BOUGHT MORE)

7

KEEPING HEAT DOWN/ MONITOR ELEC USE

8

SWITCHING OFF LIGHTS/ APPLIANCES

7

INSULATION/ PV/ WIND TUBRINE/ GAS CON BOILER ETC

5

SWITCH TO GREEN ENERGY TARIFF

3

BUY EFFICIENT APPLIANCES

1

BUY LOCAL PRODUCTS/ LOWER FOOD MILES

10

BUY ORGANIC FOOD

3

GROW OWN

1

REUSE/ REUSABLE SHOPPING BAGS

6

AVOID EXCESSIVE PACKAGING

5

BUY GREEN CLEANING PRODUCTS

2

BUY FAIRTRADE PRODUCTS

2

TAKE PUBLIC TRANSPORT/ WALK INSTEAD OF CAR

4

COMBINE JOURNEYS/ SHARE TRANSPORT

4

AVOID FLIGHTS

2

COMPOSTING/ GREEN CONE (OR COMPOSTING MORE)

11

REGULARLY RECYCLING (OR RECYCLING MORE)

10

WATER BUTTS

3

OTHER WATER SAVINGS MEASURES

7

SHOPPING

TRANSPORT

WASTE

WATER

The numbers in this table should be interpreted with the same caveats as for
those in table 12. They do not represent an exact quantification of the outputs
from EcoTeams, so much as they represent a characterisation of the range of
activities that our interviewees adopted. For example, it is quite possible (and
indeed likely in light of the survey data discussed below), that more than 7 of our
interviewees purchased energy saving light bulbs as a result of participating in an
EcoTeam. However, those respondents may not have offered this as an
example of what they were doing post-participation. In some cases, respondents
were unable to connect new behaviours to the programme itself (i.e. they may
have indicated that they would probably have done them anyway, apart from
EcoTeams).
The reader will note that there are several new behaviours displayed within table
13 that are not included in table 12. This reflects the more ‘organic’ nature of the
qualitative research process, in which topics and issues are allowed to evolve
through the narrative of the interviewee rather than within closed categories of
issues presented by the researcher.
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The three most popular changed behaviours amongst our respondents were:
recycling more, composting more, and buying local products. It is interesting to
note that the two most popular of these behaviours are distinctly waste related. It
does seem that the programme is most effective at changing habits and routines
in the waste arena (see also table 2), although it is also important to again bear
in mind that waste behaviour forms the focus of this research, and so was
covered in depth in every interview.
It is also important to recognise that these two behaviours also represent the two
most common prior behaviours reported by our respondents (see table 12). This
congruency between prior and post participation behaviours suggests that the
everyday green behaviours of some team members are spreading to others in
the group. The implications of this idea will be discussed in more detail in section
5.
The Global Action Plan survey data is less useful as a support here because it
covers strictly new behaviours, as opposed to behaviour that participants were
doing more of. However, the survey results do confirm that buying local produce
and avoiding excessive packaging are very common behavioural outputs of the
programme (see appendix 3).
In the subsections that follow, we have presented a more in-depth discussion of
the range of activities within each category of action. This analysis is supported
by vignettes of quotations taken from the interview data set, which reflect the
range of specific actions within the category in question.
4.3.1 Changes in waste and recycling behaviour
Because recycling was already fairly common amongst the members of our
interview sample, it is not surprising that we find so many respondents began to
recycle more after participating in EcoTeams. The first quotation in the vignette
that follows touches on the idea that everyone in this particular respondent’s
group was already recycling (at least to some degree) when they joined the
EcoTeam. Nevertheless, the programme was successful in encouraging this
individual to recycle new things.
Other respondents offered different examples of changed waste production
activities, such as a renewed commitment to composting or the decision to use
bio-degradable nappies. The programme appears to be particularly strong in
encouraging participants to take up composting or to compost more. It is
interesting to note that one respondent tied this outcome directly to the process
of weighing and measuring: the heavier-than-average weight of compost-able
material in her bin galvanised her commitment to composting year round.
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Vignette 4. Changes in waste behaviour:
Interviewer: One thing you mentioned that was really interesting to me was that everyone
was already doing recycling. How involved were you in recycling before you got involved in
the team?
Respondent: I did glass and paper and that was it. I introduced tins and plastic once I had
done Small Change [EcoTeams] Respondent 3).
Interviewer: When you say something like “I’m recycling more” does that mean you’re
recycling like different products or different kinds of waste that you weren’t already
recycling or just in a general volume as in you put more of the same in the recycling bins?
Respondent: Err we were already recycling quite a lot. It’s hard to say really. I think ‘freecycle’ is one example. Because some of our stuff that would have had to go to the tip now
gets re-used by others (Respondent 22).
The thing I would say with me is nappies. That was the big dilemma and we did actually
change our behaviour somewhat maybe not as much as we should have done. What we
did do was when [name] got older which was actually during the EcoTeam time so she
was, she only had err six months of nappies left at that point so we got bio degradable
nappies (Respondent 34).
And now we don’t put any food waste out at all. So much so that we actually had a
postcard put through the door…from the dustmen a few weeks ago and you know they put
things like err, “ripped bag,” “out on pavement” or this isn’t recyclable” You know that type
of thing where they tick boxes. Well this one just had scrawled across it, “no rubbish” and
they put through our front door. Because I had no rubbish. That is the first time ever that I
didn’t have any rubbish to put out (Respondent 8).
There was one thing that I did change because I realised how much it weighed, and that’s,
I’m a bit of a fair weather composter you know, I’ll take all my stuff to my compost heap but
it’s the other end of my garden. So I’ll do it in the spring and summer but kind of in the
winter I don’t know. But it weighs so much, I thought “right you know this is the start now I’ll
start composting all year round” so it was good in that respect I think generally
(Respondent 33)

4.3.2 Changes in energy use behaviour
Referring to the activities listed in table 13, the three most commonly reported
changes in energy use behaviour are: switching to energy saving light bulbs or
buying more of the same, increased diligence about turning off appliances and
electronics when not in use, and generally making more of an effort to use less
energy. The first of these two were also the two most commonly reported new
behaviours in the EcoTeams survey (see appendix 3). These represent ‘small
changes’ in the true sense of the term, although they are not necessarily easy to
continue doing.12
It is also interesting to note that many respondents indicated taking more drastic
steps towards energy reduction as a result of participation in EcoTeams. Several
12

As also mentioned in section 2.4.4 the EcoTeams programme is called ‘Small Change’ in the
Southeast.
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respondents indicated that they had made significant financial investments in
things like solar water heating systems or better quality insulation.13
The
following vignette of quotations provides a good overview of the types of
responses in this area:
Vignette 5. Changes in energy use behaviour:
We talked about energy ratings as well so when we bought the fridge freezer we purposely
looked for one with a good energy rating; we got a fridge freezer and its an AA which is the
top rating you can get. Its frost free as well so you don’t use the extra you know electricity
there (Respondent 8).
The one thing I have definitely done since Small Change [EcoTeams] is to monitor the
meters - the water gas and electric meters - I monitor them now on a monthly basis. You
know, just keep an eye on them…(Respondent 6).
Err I think the other thing is things like standby for computers. I mean seeing those figures
that our facilitator provided for us. It was surprising. Even the kids when they come here
they will sometimes they pick me up, the computer’s still on, you know your computer’s still
on standby your monitors on (Respondent7).
Energy saving light bulbs and things like that I think. And saving electricity and being
aware in the home. I think it raised awareness of those, of those things (Respondent 22).
We turned the heating down an extra degree and I made the children wear an extra jumper
and things like that you know just to try and cut it down a bit. (Respondent 20).
There was one thing that sort of sticks in my mind I didn’t actually realise you can regulate
your hot water temperature I just thought it was all just hot water and sometimes it was a
bit hotter than others…And that was amazing because my hot water tank was turned up to
the absolute maximum. I was always very aware I was telling the children you know just
make sure you put the cold tap on as well…So we turned it down and that has been a real
savings (Respondent 33).

4.3.3 Changes in shopping and food behaviour
Changes in shopping and food purchasing behaviour are some of the more
interesting behavioural outcomes of participation in the EcoTeams programme.
The responses in this category reflect not only things that are distinct ‘shopping
activities,’ such as buying organic vegetables or local food/products, but also
activities like seeking to reduce packaging, re-using plastic bags, or using
reusable bags. In fact, many of the responses for this category could have been
placed in the vignette for waste activity, which demonstrates the strong
connections between consumption and waste/ recycling activity.

13

It is also conceivable that some our respondents, who had not undertaken these activities at
the time of the interview, might go on to do so in the future. Most of our interviewees had finished
the programme within the last year (see table 10). Accordingly, they may not have had the
‘opportunity’ to make these types of investments in the time since the programme finished.
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The most common response in this category reflects a desire to reduce the food
miles associated with consumption. This was normally expressed as a desire to
buy local food products, which suggests both an environmental motive and
elements of bettering or helping the local economic community. For instance, the
first respondent quoted within vignette 6 indicated that she now placed greater
priority on purchasing local products over organic ones, due to concerns over the
impact of food miles.
To some extent, the relative ‘popularity’ of this category may also reflect the fact
that many EcoTeamers were already doing many of the more ‘traditional’ green
activities on the environmental ‘agenda’ (i.e. recycling and composting), for some
time prior to joining. The emergence of ‘food miles’ as an area of environmental
concern is a relatively new one that reflects the growing interest in sustainable
consumption in the environmental action and policy movement. Because of the
newness of this issue, even the greenest participants may not have considered it
until participating in EcoTeams.
Vignette 6. Changes in shopping and food behaviour:
The other thing that’s been different is that we have kind of changed our priority between
food miles and organic produce. We sort of see food miles as more important
(Respondent 37).
You go to the shop, you put everything into the trolley, you put it into carrier bags and you
bring it home. You don’t think about the fact that it’s in huge amounts of packaging and
then you are picking up more plastic bags to carry it home in. You are just filling up bins
with all that stuff – because half the stuff I would just take immediately out of the packaging
- and it did get me thinking well why is this all so packaged up. And that got me back into
thinking why not use the local butcher were you can get him to actually do something with
that piece of meat (Respondent 15).
I think it made us more conscious about the packaging around things and we try and buy
fruit and veg without packaging if we can. There’s this question of how far do you go? You
go to a farmer’s market and try and buy things; I’ve started to buy organic stuff - I buy
organic eggs now - because I’m starting to think about you know what chemicals are we
putting into ourselves (Respondent 27).
And the other thing I do a lot more regularly now we’ve got a farmer’s market here, but
you’re automatically offered bags and I have to tell shopkeepers, “no I’ve got my own bag
thank you” so I always take my own bags and I am doing that a lot more now err you know
refusing carrier bags (Respondent 24).

4.3.4 Changes in transport behaviour:
Transport was commonly referred to by interview respondents as the most
difficult category in which to make behaviour changes. Time and convenience
seem to be the controlling factors here. Most respondents indicated that they
would be willing to take public transport, if only they had the time, or if only it
followed more convenient schedules and routes to their chosen destinations.
Support for these findings can also be found in the EcoTeams survey data, in
65

which increased use of public transport was not a popular option, although about
25% of respondents did report that they had started trying to reduce short car
journeys as a result of participation (see appendix 3). Choosing to take public
transportation rather than using a private vehicle also requires a good deal of
cognitive and physical effort, particularly if one is using these systems for the first
time, or if one is unfamiliar with bus schedules etc. The implications of this latter
point will be discussed in more detail in section 6.
Despite the difficulty of making changes in this area, some respondents indicated
that participation in EcoTeams had encouraged them to take a more holistic look
at their personal car use, and to attempt to combine journeys to minimise
environmental impacts. Others indicated that they were less likely to go abroad
for unnecessary trips, or that if they did, they were more likely to take the train or
other public transport systems where possible. Similar results are present in the
survey data.
Vignette 7. Changes in transport behaviour:
What I did try to do with the transport - I couldn't stop using my car but I did make sure that
I would think about what I had to do and I would make the journeys circular - dropping
recycling on the way to yoga - so I was actually getting more out of the journeys even
though I was still making them. So where I would have made two journeys I only make the
one. So I put more thought into my journeys (Respondent 3).
I’m not using the car so much for short journeys when I can avoid it. I actually qualify for a
free bus pass so I’m using the buses you know much more….And that’s, a deliberate thing
that I’m doing…Because I didn’t realise just how much fuel you use on short journeys… so
I am deliberately using the bus more and the train more and I’m walking a bit more as well
and so on and so forth so in order not to use the car on short journeys (Respondent 26).
I certainly learnt a bit more about err the longer journey sort of plane miles and so on and
how bad that was and we have actually made an effort to avoid planes when we can. So
like we’ve just been to Paris for Easter and we went on the train and it was great and it was
far less stressful. Just everything about it made us realise that if we go to Europe we, we’re
not going to fly…So that came out of EcoTeams. (Respondent 17).
Yeah or if we go to use the car then we’ll try and combine it you know. Because we collect
recycling. So when the car begins to fill up we kind of balance it out in our heads and say
“right okay we can have a car journey but we’re going take the recycling or do something
like that.” So we try and do that…I was kind of just jumping in the car and going to the gym
and I consciously now try to stop doing that. I’ve brought a bike. And that probably is as a
result of EcoTeams (Respondent 36).

4.3.5 Changes in water use behaviour
Changes in water consumption behaviour proved to be an important area of
behaviour change through participation in EcoTeams. For some of the
participants, particularly those in the SE, awareness of water use appears to
have been increased by summer drought conditions. However, many
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respondents also indicated that they became more aware of water use and
wastage as a result of participation in EcoTeams.
As is illustrated in the quotations displayed below, the behaviour changes related
to water are somewhat more abstract in nature than those in others categories.
Respondents were able to report a definite increase in ‘awareness’ of water
consumption as a result of participation in EcoTeams, but the actual behavioural
outputs, or specific water-saving measures, were sometimes more difficult to
define. The reader should refer to the survey variables for water in appendix 3
for an overview of the types of behaviours addressed in the EcoTeams
programme.
Vignette 8. Changes in water use behaviour:
Yes err the, the water, measuring how much water we use that was really interesting
because I’m now on a water meter. I didn’t used to be, but my motive for going on a water
meter was to save money err and now I sort of I check the meter say once a month just to
see, just to see where its at err and its amazing how much water I used to waste
(Respondent 1).
I finally got round to getting a water meter as well that was the other thing that again had
been in my mind about something I ought to do err and hadn’t done. I don’t think it made
any difference to my water consumption. I mean my water consumption has never been
that high. But yes I did get round to doing that and I suppose sometimes it just makes you
think a little bit more err and I think there was some discussion around water meters as well
at the meeting I went to which was helpful (Respondent 2).
And we have a condensing dryer and so when we pull the drawer out to get the water out,
we’ve got a watering can which we keep on the window sill in the kitchen, and we use it to
water the plants (Respondent 8).
Did I take away anything that has changed my behaviour? I’m more conscious about
water. Or at least I’m more conscious about trying to do something about not using so
much. I was aware of trying not to waste water. But I do find myself doing things now like
watering the plants with the dog’s water whereas before I would maybe just poured it down
the sink (Respondent 15).
I did rinse, wash vegetables under running water, but now I stick them in a pan and wash
them in that. And then because I’ve got a steamer I just keep the water for that for
steaming. (Respondent 23).

4.4 Summary of findings
Several important conclusions arise from this analysis of changed behaviour
through EcoTeams. These are summarised below with a view to synthesising an
understanding of the behavioural inputs and outputs of EcoTeams prior to
discussing the mechanisms by which change is achieved in section 5.
•

The EcoTeams programme tends to attract individuals with a fairly green
outlook.
Many of our respondents were already engaged in
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environmentally friendly behaviour prior to joining a team. Despite this
prior green behaviour, most of our respondents indicated that they were
willing to do more. The most popular motives for joining were a desire for
new information about unfamiliar green behaviours, and a desire to
meeting others living in similar green ways.
•

Our interviewees reported a variety of changed behaviours that could be
tied directly to the information/ discussion in EcoTeams and the process of
weighing and measuring. Foremost among these were an increase in
recycling activities (recycling more things), and an increase in composting
activity.

•

In light of these findings, and this discussion, it would seem that the
primary behavioural output of the programme is an increased willingness
and ability to do more green things, or to perform current routines in
greener ways. The mechanisms through which EcoTeams achieves these
changes are discussed at length in the section that follows.
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5 EVALUATION OF DRIVERS FOR CHANGE IN
ECOTEAMS
This section presents the analysis of the ways in which the components or
mechanisms of the EcoTeams programme facilitate the immediate behavioural
changes that were listed and explored in the preceding section. Although we
focus most heavily on the waste and recycling outputs of EcoTeams in this
report, the discussion that follows is also oriented towards producing a
generalised understanding of pro-environmental behaviour change through
EcoTeams, which necessarily includes other sorts of behaviours (outlined in
tables 12 and 13).
As discussed in section 2.4, the Eco Teams programme encompasses two
behaviourally relevant mechanisms: group dynamics and team meetings, and
weighing and measuring household rubbish, recycling, and energy use. Our
analysis reveals that each of these mechanisms affects behaviour in unique, yet
complementary, ways. In the subsections that follow, we break down and
discuss each of these mechanisms in detail, with a view to linking the behaviour
changes observed in section 4 to the mechanisms of the programme.

5.1 Group dynamics and deliberative space
In order to introduce the discussion around the role of the EcoTeams groups in
promoting change, interview respondents were asked to recall and describe their
feelings, expectations, and impressions of attending their first meeting. Although
most agreed that they did not know what to expect and were perhaps a bit
nervous, all of the respondents seemed to appreciate the informal, discussionbased format. Many of our respondents indicated that elements of the
EcoTeams group were the most important factors in facilitating or driving
personal changes in behaviour. It is therefore important to focus on these
mechanisms in detail.
Deeper analysis of the group-based mechanisms in EcoTeams shows that the
group offers a complementary mixture of social support and pressure for making
changes, and deliberative space for the diffusion and exchange of information
and ideas for change. In the analysis that follows, we discuss each of these
components in relation to the interview data and to one another.
5.1.1 Social support for making changes
The more ‘social’ aspects of the team, as distinct from the information shared in
the group, were commonly the first points of conversation raised in the
interviews. Respondents were often keen to share their feelings about other
team members, or how well the team members got along with one another and
how that sense of togetherness (or otherwise), affected their behaviour. One
especially important finding here is that group size and composition can affect
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the level of perceived comfort or apparent support offered by the group. Some
respondents felt very strongly that EcoTeams would be less successful if it were
based on larger groups:
I mean people would have felt a bit intimidated in coming up with questions or, you’re
always afraid that you’re going to appear ignorant or that you’re the odd one out aren’t
you if there’s a big crowd (Respondent 17).

Others commented on the way in which the make-up of the team shaped their
comfort with team meetings and the overall sense of support offered by the
programme. One respondent, whose group was composed entirely from
members of her church, felt that group members were more at ease with one
another, and more willing to talk about their good (and bad) environmental habits,
with people who they already knew. This finding highlights the potential value of
recruiting for team-based interventions within established organisations and
amongst pre-established social ties:
We found it useful that we knew the people in the group that we were in because it, they
were quite happy to say something you know to make comments about what they did or
what they didn’t do (Respondent 16).

More generally, our in-depth analysis confirms that the group-based component
of EcoTeams offers participants an important sense of ‘support’ for making
behaviour changes. Social support or a sense of the normative rightness of
actions has been shown to be an important cognitive driver of pro-environmental
behaviour change (Georg, 1999; Schultz et al., 1995; Vining and Ebereo, 1992).
It also seems to be important in this case, because EcoTeams tends to attract
individuals that already live in fairly green ways that are not ‘mainstream.’
The quotations in vignette 9 help to summarise our findings on the behavioural
value of social support for making changes. In particular, the quotations
highlight three key conclusions in this area:
A) Mixing with like-minded people provides participants with a feeling of
support and a sense that others do indeed live in similar ways.
B) Conversely, where a group is more mixed in terms of levels of preexisting environmental commitment, the deliberative setting provides a
‘safe space’ for voicing beliefs about the right way to live and
encouraging others to do so (see also the discussion in section 4.1.4).
C) Finally, support issues also operate in encouraging participants to
continue attending EcoTeam meetings, especially where the
conversation becomes less neutral or more challenging. In these
cases, a sense of social support or obligation to other team members
appears to function as a safety valve to ensure continued attendance
or participation in the programme (see quote 5). It may also help to
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increase a sense of efficacy, or to decrease a sense of helplessness in
relation to environmental problems, if participants perceive that others
like them are making small changes.
Vignette 9. Support based social influences in EcoTeams:
No I certainly enjoyed the group I used to look forward to going and it was you know it was
a social thing as well as a sort of fact finding mission and I think all of the group enjoyed it
you know. And it was good, good to mix with other like minded people (Respondent 14).
Yeah I mean we, in this road and hereabouts you know we know quite a lot of people and
we’re friends with quite a few people around the area. But, and although we tend to think
that they are you know of the same disposition as us in terms of, in terms of what they do
environmentally, you find out that they are actually really not. Some are, and some are
doing things that you didn’t know they were doing. And some people you thought might be
kind of aren’t. So it’s certainly nice to be able to share with the other people around and
feeling that at least there’s six people [laughs] recycling their waste rather than just you
know throwing it in the street you know, that, that sort of thing (Respondent 28).
And also just not feeling on one’s with it you know - I live on my own so to be in a room full
of people who were humming and buzzing about this - its you know it’s a bit of a boost
(Workshop respondent 34).
So all the sort of err passive things such as err insulation and turning down the thermostat
the one’s that don’t actually, which aren’t so active we were all doing. It was the lifestyle
challengers which were sort of- which we paid more attention to - and that was interesting
because we did have among the mixed band of people some who were completely
unwilling to compromise their lifestyle. And that was quite interesting to me socially
because I think it was a very English…I may not be the best judge but it was…there’s a
certain Englishness or, which doesn’t allow you to say, no well I’m not coming anymore
because this is not working…Nor would you leave a meeting...because other people quite
like you being there so you don’t want to disappoint them it was quite an odd thing
(Respondent 40).

5.1.2 Social pressure for making changes
The last quotation displayed in vignette 9 ties in quite well to an alternative,
pressure-based conception of the social influences of an EcoTeam. This driver
is probably best understood in terms of a sense of group-identity, in which a
participant feels pressure to ‘act like’ a green individual. The ‘self-categorisation
theory’ ideas of Turner and Tajfel that were introduced in section 2.2.6 (Tajfel,
1982; Tajfel and Turner, 2004; Turner, 1987) provide some useful insights here.
When an individual classifies him or herself as part of an EcoTeam group, and
more generally, as part of the wider group of ‘green people’, then that selfcategorisation becomes an important mediator or filter for negotiating ‘proper’
behaviour (Turner, 1987). In the team setting, the pressure to be ‘seen to be
green’ would be stronger, because one is in the presence of other members of
one’s ‘green group.’
However, it is also important to note that self-categorisation operates on the
more personal level of self-identity as well. This means that participants who had
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ascribed a green group identity through EcoTeams would also be inclined to
apply the norms from that group (the ‘rules’ for how a member of that group is
supposed to act), to their private lives as well – at least to the extent that those
norms lent coherency to the self-identity (see Giddens 1991).
Interestingly, some of our respondents indicated that their groups were not very
cohesive, or that they did not feel a strong degree of group identity as an
‘EcoTeamer.’ Instead, what seems to be operating here is a process in which
participants join an EcoTeam seeking to evaluate or refine their own selfcategorised identity as a green individual. This ‘melting pot’ of diverse
understandings of what it means to be green not only facilitates the spread of
new ideas for change through the group, but also heightens a sense of social
pressure for making changes when participants find out what other members of
the broad ‘green group’ are doing. These ideas are summarised in the
quotations below:
Vignette 10. Pressure-based social influences in EcoTeams:
Respondent: I already knew these little things it was, it was just the incentive to do things
as a group that I liked.
Interviewer: What do you mean by that the incentive to do things as a group?
Respondent: It’s like the peer…what’s the word… you know when you’re in a class at
school and other children in the class are saying like things they did at the weekend or
bringing things in for the school project. It is the incentive to do things because other
people in the group were doing things and almost as though you wanted to get the best
results (Respondent 1).
Its more a wanting to fit in type thing…and you do worry that people are going to judge you
about your environmental behaviour as well and you know I, I didn’t care too much about
that because they weren’t close friends or anything (Respondent 34)
I suppose when you find out what other people have done…then it suddenly makes you
feel lazy for not doing things that are quite simple (Respondent 20).
Respondent: It’s a bit like people who go to weight watchers when you’re reporting back to
a group there’s a bit of pressure there to do well…And it was partly the embarrassment if
any of the neighbours from the group saw me driving to school every morning I would be
very embarrassed.
Interviewer: OK. That’s very interesting. Because, well I mean you mentioned a while
back that the information you got was also important there. Which of those two was
stronger for you?
Respondent: It was more the embarrassment of the neighbours. To be fair, it
was…(Respondent 33).

The quotations displayed in vignette 10 also reveal a somewhat more negative
social influence operating in EcoTeams, which was sometimes associated with
feelings of guilt for not living like other green people. Group members often felt a
sense of competition with others, not necessarily to be the greenest, but to live
up to their own professed green identities or lifestyles. This driver appears to
become particularly salient when the team is made up of individuals from the
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same neighbourhood or street, in which the threat of being ‘caught’ not living up
to the standards professed in a team meting was increased. This finding reflects
the importance of a strong ‘subjective norm’ to encouraging green behaviour
(Chan, 1998; Vining and Ebereo, 1992). It also suggests that team members
might feel a sense of public commitment to behaving in green ways if they have
professed to live in these ways in team meetings, or have agreed to try out new
actions after discussing them with others (Oskamp et al., 1991).
5.1.3 Putting change into context: Local deliberation and information
The other behavioural driver within the group-based component of EcoTeams
relates to the diffusion of new knowledge for behaviour change. This knowledge
takes two forms – either descriptive, risk-based knowledge on environmental
problems and causes, or procedural information on how to make specific
changes. The former is more likely to be diffused by the facilitator and
supporting written materials, and the latter by other group members.
To some extent, the diffusion of green knowledge through EcoTeams addresses
the ‘information deficit,’ as introduced in section 2.2.2. However, our analysis
reveals that much of the procedural or practical knowledge diffused through
EcoTeams members is distinctly local in flavour. Discussion between
participants in EcoTeams meetings tends to focus on tips for specific changes
that can be made within the bounds of shared systems of provision. This
localisation of deliberation and experience in EcoTeams is important because it
provides participants with highly tailored and personally relevant information
about how to use surrounding systems in greener ways and how to overcome the
unique barriers to change that arise within particular spaces and places. In this
context, individual participants can act as local experts or ‘opinion leaders’ (Burt,
1999), which may facilitate the spread of their ideas amongst others living in
similar circumstances (see Valente and Davis, 1999). These findings are
illustrated by the quotes in vignette 11:
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Vignette 11. Local deliberation and local information for making changes:
Err I don’t think it turned into a competition about who was the greenest, but occasionally
you know I myself was aware of thinking, “ooh you know I thought I was really, really green
and this person’s doing this and I hadn’t even thought of doing that” but err that’s just
human nature (Respondent 19)
Oh I think the group discussion was very, very valuable because you can have the
numbers thrown at you but in the group discussion it was how people were doing things, I
mean [facilitator) is an absolute fanatic …but talking with her about things you know and
what she was saying about doing and so on and so forth you suddenly think, “oh wow yeah
I could do that, I could do that” (Respondent 32).
I think I found them more interesting even if I knew more about one session than the other
because the idea is to go along and, there’s other people there that probably might not
know and you can assist them you know rather than relying on [facilitator] to give it all out
(Respondent 11).
Everyone else were just ordinary people and they were very concerned about green issues
and they were able to share what they were doing or had done and in terms of just
managing like a household you know at that, that level… err, yeah a daily existence sort of
thing. I wouldn’t go as far as saying there was a contest to be, about who could be the
greenest, the ‘holier than thou’ … but you had lots of ideas. Some people’s were lacking
and not practical and others you thought, “yeah that’s not a bad idea” … you take what you
want from it really. Well I did anyway (Respondent 6).
Hmm I mean the interesting thing is that probably with a bit, of help, I could have given the
presentation that [facilitator] was doing, because [she] is not from round here…But what
the group together brought was a little bit of local expertise about where the bins are left or
whether the lids fit… so there was always a local end which [facilitator] couldn’t bring and I
didn’t know of. And so it, little things like that, it just brings it home it puts it all in better
perspective, so I did learn (Respondent 16).

Although we will not engage with social network concepts in more detail in this
report, we do find some evidence in the quotations displayed above (and in the
quotes in vignette 9), that the ideas and knowledge diffused through EcoTeams
tend to be more favourably received when they come from similar others living in
similar places and spaces, rather than disconnected experts living somewhere
else (see Gilg et al., 2005; Stern, 1992). Similarly, our results suggest that
encouraging deliberation between groups of people with similar lifestyles might
help individuals to locate the environmental impacts of their own ways of living in
terms of the lives and practices of similar others (see Hobson, 2003). This latter
point has important implications for our understanding of durable behaviour
change through EcoTeams, and will be discussed/ developed in more detail in
section 6.
5.1.4 Information from the facilitator/ supporting literature
Before moving on to a discussion of weighing and measuring, it is also important
to account for the role of the Global Action Plan facilitator in presenting materials,
disseminating additional information, and guiding group discussion.
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Responses about the behavioural value of presentations in team meetings were
mixed. As already discussed, most of our sample considered themselves fairly
green prior to joining an EcoTeam. Many of these indicated that they were
already familiar with the more general facts and figures on environmental
problems that were presented by the facilitators in some team meetings.
Respondents tended to be more positive about the role of the facilitator in
managing group discussion, and about the value of the written materials and
information packs put together by facilitators and Global Action Plan programme
staff. Several respondents indicated that they found this material useful as a
practical guide to making decisions, or as further motivation for making changes
in specific areas. The longer excerpt from a single interview that is presented
below illustrates this point:
Vignette 12. Information from the facilitator/ supporting literature:
Interviewer: Did you feel like you learned more from, at that first meeting or any of the
meetings, did you feel like you learned more from the facilitator or more from people in the
group, or was it a mixture of the two?
Respondent: It was definitely a mixture of the two.
Interviewer: Were there different types of things coming from the group members than
were coming from the facilitator?
Respondent: Yes, they all had their little bits and pieces which they, which they were
putting forward…little bits and pieces were coming through about you know people were
doing things that they were quite pleased with. And the facilitator didn’t kind of say “you
should be doing this, you should be doing that” which I think was great. The facilitator
more or less said “here’s the situation.” And just gave the simple statistics kind of spelt out,
doom and disaster [laughs] and then it was “over to you what, what do you think you’re
doing in these areas?”
Interviewer: Okay
Respondent: And the various people came through and some you know to their credit
were doing kind of much more than we are, or we were, some doing some things better
and some doing different things. So you know it was a good, it was a good exchange of
ideas. Certainly not the facilitator making you feel bad that you were not doing something
or a bit too overboard about what people were doing you know (Respondent 29).

5.2 Weighing and measuring: Personalised feedback
Apart from facilitated deliberation, the other major behavioural component of the
EcoTeams programme involves regular weighing and measuring of waste and
recycling materials and monthly electricity and gas metre readings. For some
respondents, this more active component provoked a fairly negative initial
response:
My heart sunk, I thought ‘not another job to do’ [laughs] - as we work and
everything else and already being up to me eyeballs…(Workshop
Respondent 26).
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Respondents were also somewhat more divided on the behavioural value of
weighing and measuring, especially when compared to the glowing praise
directed towards the group. Whereas timely and relevant feedback is well
recognised as an important driver of pro-environmental behaviour change (Perrin
and Barton, 2001; Schultz, 1999; van Houwelingen and van Raaij, 1989), many
of our respondents were already recycling and composting prior to joining
EcoTeams (see table 12), and also described themselves as fairly conscious
about energy use. For some of these respondents, the value of weighing and
measuring seems to have been diminished, particularly when numbers stayed at
relatively low levels throughout the time span of the programme. Without clear
gains or easily measurable amounts of waste/recycling, the process became a
chore for some respondents:
I mean, I can see why they need to do it in a way…its one of those practical things which
I think for the duration of the project maybe you can just about persuade people to do.
But err you know its it is err a bit of a chore really, and if you’ve got a small bin, which we
have to recycle in, when that gets filled you’ll take it straight out to the bin wheelie bin in
your garden and you know you have to weigh it and that bin hardly weighs anything…I
didn’t quite understand how the weight of something like that was effective (Respondent
6).

Others did find the weighing and measuring to be more beneficial and
behaviourally useful. Although every interview respondent expressed their
feelings about the benefits of weighing and measuring in different ways, our
analysis reveals that these generally fall into two overlapping categories: a sense
of ‘competence and control’ over waste and energy use, and a ‘re-materialisation’
of everyday waste and energy use patterns. Findings for each of these factors
are summarised in the subsections that follow.
5.2.1 Competence and control / intrinsic satisfaction
When asked about the behavioural value of weighing and measuring, many
respondents indicated that seeing their waste and energy numbers go down, or
at least remain at low levels over the course of the programme, endowed them
with a sense of competence or control over these facets of their daily routines.
This sense of competence and control was commonly linked to what could be
defined as a feeling of ‘intrinsic satisfaction’ (De Young, 2000), about this
newfound control and the ability to reassure oneself (and others in the group)
that one was actually making progress in these areas.
Competence, perceived behavioural control, and intrinsic satisfaction have been
identified in previous research as key components of environmentally friendly
behaviour (see in particular De Young, 1986, 2000; Pelletier et al., 1999). In this
case, we find that they offer a source of empowerment and internal support for
overcoming feelings of inefficacy or helplessness in regards to the scale of
environmental problems versus ‘pipsqueak’ behaviours (see discussion of
amotivational factors in section 2.2.1).
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Alternatively, when good results are not achieved, participants may experience
both a sense of social embarrassment for failing to live up to group expectations
(in group norms) and a sense of personal disappointment for failing to live up to a
professed green identity. Both of these concepts link well to the discussion of
group pressure for change and identity issues that were discussed in section 5.1.
Evidence of both can be found in the quotations displayed in vignette 13:
Vignette 13. Competence and control through weighing and measuring:
Err well certainly the energy was fairly straightforward. We just had to take our
measurements you know readings and give them to [facilitator] and she did all these very
impressive graphs and stats at the end of the sessions and showed us you know how we’d
managed to reduce our gas and electric usage because we’d given her the readings for the
previous year. So that was nice because it was graphically depicted and you found you
were quite proud of yourself if you’d actually, you know, you’d managed to reduce it quite
significantly (Respondent 20).
Respondent: You know I was very aware that my rubbish was a lot heavier that everybody
else’s which I found very embarrassing.
Interviewer: Now that idea, that’s the weight watchers idea kind of again?
Respondent: Yes, yes, yes you don’t want to be the one that didn’t lose any weight that
week or whatever it is (Respondent 31).
The weighing of the rubbish made us much more diligent about recycling I think. Before
we had been a bit lazy to a certain extent. It focused both of our minds, both mine and my
husband’s, and it maybe made us slightly more empowered to do…we had people like
[name] mum comes and stays with us and she lives in an area where they don’t do so
much recycling. So yeah I think we’ve got more, it, gave us the excuse to make sure that
other people recycle when they came round here as well (Respondent 38).
I like the measuring. I had to go outside for the gas meter and out of my flat into the
corridor and up climb on steps to do the electricity meter but it gave me a feeling of you
know - knowing what I was doing and having a sense of being more in control and also that
I can take on the damn utility company. I mean reading the meter’s is now not an issue for
me, you know it’s something that for me is effortless…And I don’t feel in control an awful lot
of the paraphernalia of life so it’s really nice to have that one (Workshop respondent 8).

5.2.2 Increased awareness of waste production and energy use
Although control and intrinsic satisfaction are certainly important cognitive drivers
of behaviour change, our in-depth analysis confirms that the most important
behavioural effect of weighing and measuring relates to the ways in which
participants come to understand waste production and energy use activities
whilst participating in the programme. The quotations in the vignette that follows
demonstrate that weighing rubbish and recycling helped participants to be more
aware of their overall waste production, which in turn reinforced their
commitments to composting and avoiding packaging:
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Vignette 14. Increased awareness of waste and energy and waste and energy activity
I think it just raised your awareness of what you were putting in the bin. It made me look at
how much of my rubbish was organic rubbish that I could compost if I had some means of
doing it and it made me want to not put that in the bin and to try and reduce the amount
that I was putting in the bin, so I think it did make me try and recycle more. Because you
know even if, you know say you’ve got a really busy week and you resort to pizzas and
things you know, then you know suddenly your bin’s overflowing with packaging and it
does make you, it does make you think (Respondent 5).
I think it just makes you think more about what you’re doing…I know I bumped into one of
the girls up in the high street in the local shop and she was looking in the window and I was
saying, “now how are you going to get rid of the packaging if you buy that” and she said, “I
know”. You know everything you buy nowadays you think “right how am I going to get rid
of it” (Respondent 14).
It was funny because … because we’re weighing things there was this emphasis on
weight…So what I subconsciously started doing was instead of buying beer in bottles I was
buying beer in aluminium cans because they weigh less. Also every one of us came out of
it saying cardboard is so much, is a far bigger element of our waste than we imagine and
certainly next door…in fact I think all of us now are recycling our cardboard (Respondent
16).
It made me far more conscious about what I was actually chucking out…it makes me
conscious how much food we sometimes waste. Because, I think its one of those things,
you don’t actually think where, where its going until you sit and talk to someone about
landfills. There’s this whole, it’s a little bit like ‘out of sight out of mind.’ Its almost like
once its in the bin, once its hit the flap and gone I stop thinking about it. So yeah, Small
Changes [EcoTeams] did make me think for the first time I had to think beyond “I chucked
it in a bin so therefore its gone.” Now I have to think “okay where does it go after, well,
yeah its going over there, its being buried somewhere we can’t burn some of the stuff, we
can’t, it won’t just break down.” So it interrupted that cycle of, it’s a psychological one, of “I
put it in the bin so therefore its gone.” It just interrupts that circuitry (Respondent 23).

Vignette 14 also provides evidence of another, more subtle, behavioural
mechanism within weighing and measuring, which we refer to as the ‘rematerialisation’ of waste and energy. The concept of rematerialisation reflects
the relative ‘invisibility’ of waste and energy use patterns for the average
consumer (see Sheldrick and McGill, 1988). In everyday terms, energy is difficult
to conceptualise beyond visible pipes and wires, and waste is something that
disappears from the bin once a week and goes ‘somewhere else.’
It seems that physically engaging with waste and energy use through weighing
rubbish and reading meters helped some respondents to be more aware of their
waste and energy use patterns. In turn, this increased awareness of the ‘hidden’
connections between waste, energy use, and consumption activity enabled some
respondents to disrupt some of their more negative cycles of energy
consumption or waste production. The behavioural relevance of this concept is
very well summarised in the final quote displayed in vignette 14.
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5.3 Summary of findings
The preceding analysis reveals several key points for understanding how
EcoTeams helps to deliver change in several different categories of
environmentally significant behaviour:
•

Group discussion and the process of weighing and measuring form the
two most important drivers of changed behaviour through EcoTeams.

•

In addition to providing a measure of support and pressure for making
changes, group discussion serves as a deliberative forum through which
the individual learns new ideas or methods for making changes. Specific
ideas for change are commonly diffused through group members rather
than through the facilitator. This knowledge is naturally finely tailored and
highly contextualised because it stems from local experience and common
ways of living.

•

In contrast to the more socially oriented effects of the group, the process
of weighing and measuring tends to operate on the level of individual
cognition and motivation. Weighing and measuring helps participants to
become more aware of their waste production and energy use patterns.
This brings waste and energy out of the more habitual and ‘invisible’
sphere of everyday routines, and into one which is more considered, and
behaviourally malleable. The process also endows participants with an
important sense of competence and control over formerly invisible waste
habits and infrastructures

As a summary exercise, figure 7 presents a visual breakdown of the concepts
discussed in this section and in section 4. Primary motives for joining EcoTeams
are represented by the darker-shaded boxes. Related behavioural issues are
joined to the primary motives by unbroken lines. Behavioural mechanisms of the
programme are represented in the boxes with italic text that connect the motives
for joining.
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Figure 7. Map of motives and drivers for change in EcoTeams
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The connections in this diagram not only allow the reader to see the ways in
which the behavioural mechanisms in the EcoTeams programme connect
specific motives and issues to create powerful drivers for change, but also
provide a better sense of the total package of issues and influences at work
amongst our respondents. Not every issue labelled in figure 7 has been covered
in this analysis. Issues such as media coverage of climate change were often
raised as important to respondents’ prior green outlooks, but not to the outcomes
of the programme itself. Accordingly, they have been included in the figure, but
not analysed directly here.
In the section that follows, we develop these analytical findings further, seeking
to link the components of the programme, its behavioural outputs, and the
motivations for joining Eco Teams into a coherent understanding of durable proenvironmental behaviour change
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6 EVALUATION OF DURABLE CHANGE
As outlined in section 1, the primary goal of this research is to better understand
some of the drivers for long-term changes in environmentally significant
behaviours, particularly as regards waste and recycling behaviour. All of our
interview respondents, and most of our workshop respondents, indicated that
they were still doing all of the behaviours that they had taken up as a result of
participation in EcoTeams. Indeed, many claimed to have taken on even more
behaviours after the programme finished.14
We do recognise that some respondents might have been telling us ‘what they
thought we wanted to hear.’ However, respondents often followed these
assertions by pointing to hard evidence of continued changed behaviour, such as
recycling bins in the kitchen, compost bins in the garden, water butts, energy
saving light bulbs, or ‘electrisave’ devices. Other respondents apologised for the
cooler temperature in their homes that resulted from turning the heat down, or
proudly offered the researcher fair trade biscuits and coffee or locally grown and
produced apple juice.
Whereas a few of the changed behaviours that were displayed in table 13, such
as ‘using low energy light bulbs,’ are easy to continue because they require little
ongoing commitment, most of these represent ongoing activities. The durability
of these daily, repetitive behaviours are of key interest to this study. In the
sections that follow, we analyse the cognitive changes that occur through
EcoTeams and then link this analysis to a more holistic package of lifestyle
change built around a shift to greener habits and routines. This discussion leads
to an understanding of durable behaviour change as part of a supporting network
of synchronised routines and practices that are negotiated around and within
specific systems of provision. The narrative of this section is less dependent on
interview data than that in preceding sections, which reflects the more
interpretive level of analysis required to draw deeper conclusions from explicit
interview narratives.

6.1 Cognitive outcomes of participation in EcoTeams
The most readily apparent cognitive output of EcoTeams is an increased
motivation to ‘try out’ new green activities, or to perform old activities in greener
ways. There are clear overlaps here with the prior green intentions that were
identified and discussed in section 4.1, particularly in terms of the way that those
intentions are converted to action:

14

Similar findings are reported in the evaluation of EcoTeams in the Netherlands by Staats et al
(2004) in which it was found that EcoTeams produced lasting change in a variety of behaviours,
and that many participants actively took on new behaviours with time.
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Vignette 15. Converting intentions into action:
Interviewer: Can I interrupt, these are things that you started thinking about after Small
Change [EcoTeams] or were these…
Respondent: Yeah it was really I don’t think it was a direct result but, well it sort of was in
a way because you know if you’re in the frame of mind then you’re already, you’re halfway
there, if you’re already thinking about these issues. But you don’t always have the
direction…I found it quite err what’s the word, not inspirational but motivating to actually try
different things… It all came together to help me find a way to help us do things in a more
conservative way, in a more green way in the home (Respondent 23).
Yeah so I think they’d be things we were already thinking about, it just makes you think
“I’ve got to do it now” (Respondent 37).
I suppose it’s hard to differentiate because it’s err because we were quite green anyway I
mean I can’t say for some of the things we have done whether we would have done them
or not without EcoTeams. I think EcoTeams probably just made you think more about
things. It was there before, but I think the EcoTeams programme has just made me think,
or just made me more aware of the things that I was aware of before like turning lights off
not leaving things on standby (Respondent 22).
And so it is you know it had a value. It wasn’t like “oooh it changed my whole life or my
whole life habits and I’m going to do this and I’m going to do that.” Because we were
almost already all doing it or, or doing it to the best our knowledge. But it provided an
expansion of our knowledge and, and having our awareness raised about the details of
what was happening (Respondent 19).

As evidenced in the quotations above, respondents were very clear that the
conversion of intentions into action did not represent a radically new way of
thinking about the need for environmental action, but rather, a more subtle spur
to taking action now, combined with the comforting confirmation that one was
indeed on the right path environmentally. The EcoTeams programme seems to
be particularly good at bringing in people who already want to do green things
and then providing them with an extra bit of motivation to go out and do them.
Our analysis reveals that an important part of that motivation, at least in a
cognitive sense, is a shift towards a more ‘joined up’ way of thinking about
environmental risks and responsibilities and the eco-practicalities of everyday
living:
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Vignette 16. A shift towards joined up environmental thinking:
…The point is the environment is one of the things that comes in my head when I make
choices, so it’s very much important so it, it goes all the way throughout my life I guess
(Respondent 30).
Yes I suppose its about it just makes you reflect that little bit more about “oh should this
bath actually be quite so deep?” Or avoiding going “oh whoops too late now because the
hot water’s gone and its boiling hot and I’ve got to fill it up with cold”. You know its like my
daughter broke a plate the other day. Now, theoretically I could have taken that down the
tip and put it in with the hardcore. But I didn’t. But I suppose there was a moment of when
I was throwing it away where I thought, I could have done (Respondent 2)
We went to buy a new TV and it was so hard. It slows it down actually because it is ever
so hard to make a decision because you’re doing the cost and weighing eco practicalities.
That’s the bit that’s sort of hard. The agonising over what to do (Respondent 27).

Although it was not common for respondents to indicate that they spent all of
their time agonising over eco-practicalities, the quotations and discussion
presented above (and in vignette 15), do highlight two important points for
understanding the cognitive outputs of the programme:
A) Firstly, regardless of how green an individual is (or considers herself to
be), prior to participating, it would seem that environmentally significant
decisions that are outside of the routine of an individual’s daily life require
more cognitive effort (see Bamberg et al., 2003; Knussen et al., 2004).
Similarly, breaking away from current (un)sustainable waste habits and
routines will require more pervasive effort than taking up a new behaviour
that fits with what the individual is already doing.
B) Secondly, pro-environmental decisions require trustworthy information
about the environmental costs and benefits of different options. This does
not mean that information alone will directly catalyse behaviour change
(see section 2.2.5 for a critical examination of the information deficit
model). Instead, what we are pointing to here is the importance of
different forms of contextualised knowledge as a prerequisite for
environmentally significant behaviour.
These findings carry some important implications for this research, particularly in
terms of how we understand the outputs of EcoTeams within a ‘social practices’
framework that still recognises the importance of individual cognition and the
bounded rationality of an actor. Our analysis reveals that the cognitive effects of
EcoTeams are dispersed in two distinct, yet complementary stages. Both are
behaviourally significant in their own ways. In the sections that follow, we trace
the cognitive transformation of practical scripts for daily routines into a more
considered frame of ‘joined up thinking,’ and then discuss how this joined up
thinking is incorporated into a new set of greener practical scripts for greener
everyday living. Ultimately, this latter transformation serves as the basis for
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lifestyle change, which we then discuss as the key component of durable
change.
6.1.1 From habit and routine to reflexive self evaluation
As discussed in section 5.1, the procedural knowledge disseminated through
EcoTeams (in particular within group discussion) is an important input for the
successful adoption of new behaviours in particular locales. However, if we look
beyond this easily detectable ‘how to knowledge,’ we also find evidence of a
more descriptive, yet still personally relevant, form of knowledge disseminated
within EcoTeams. This descriptive knowledge addresses the more complex
linkages between everyday living, environmental problems, and personal
environmental responsibility. Deeper analysis of the interview transcripts reveals
that a big portion of what EcoTeams actually does is to encourage a process of
‘joined up thinking’ about the environmental impacts of a lifestyle and the routines
within it.
This ‘joined up thinking’ cannot really be characterised as an evaluation of
segmented ‘unfriendly’ behaviours plucked from the text of everyday life. Rather,
it reflects a more critical evaluation of the self identity as a consumer or a
member of the green ‘in group’ (see section 5.1.2), and the ways in which the
bundles of practices that make up everyday life sum to either a right or a wrong
way to live. For most of our interviewees, this process of connection building
seems to be fairly complex and comprehensive. It goes far beyond simple
curiosity or queries about where one’s rubbish goes, or the amount of energy
used by a mobile phone charger left on standby. Interviewees frequently raised
complicated concerns about things like the embodied energy within more efficient
appliances, or the fuel used to drive to farmers markets in search of organic
products with less packaging.
In a more theoretical sense, our analysis reveals that ‘joined up thinking’ serves
to pull waste production and other environmentally significant behaviours out of
the relatively unthinking level of ‘practical consciousness,’ and into a more
considered, and behaviourally malleable, ‘discursive’ frame of consciousness
(see Giddens, 1986; 1991). This process of discursive self-examination could be
described as ‘stepping back and taking stock’ of the environmental impacts
associated with daily routines and conventional ways of doing things. Even for
those that were already living a green lifestyle, the process of critical self
examination and positioning of the self against others professing to live in similar
ways would tend to encourage a wholesale scrutiny and evaluation of the
impacts within and between the bundles of routines that make up everyday life.
Hence, we find participants simultaneously examining the ‘automatic’
performance of habits, and re-evaluating existing ‘semi-automatic’ (more
discursive) connections between routines with a greener pair of eyes.
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6.1.2 From self-evaluation to greener rules for greener living
Once established within a more discursive frame, EcoTeams participants are
encouraged to internalise and transform the results of ‘joined up thinking’ into
new green behaviours, or ideally, a whole new set of green routines and habits.
Clearly, constant evaluation or eco-auditing of every action enacted in the course
of one’s day is not an efficient or relaxing recipe for getting on with the business
of everyday life, no matter how committed the individual. The creation of new
habits and routines necessitates a ‘retransformation’ of discursive selfexamination into new, practical rules for doing green things more or less
automatically.
Our analysis does provide some evidence of such a shift in consciousness.
However, as evidenced in the vignette below, it was often difficult for
respondents to unpick when and exactly how this change occurred, or more
precisely, whether such a change is likely to occur in the relatively short duration
of the EcoTeams programme. Respondents tended to describe the process as
ongoing, which would suggest that a shift to greener routines and habits is not
something that occurs ‘all at once.’
Vignette 17. Incorporation of environmental considerations into daily routines:
Since going to Small Changes [EcoTeams] I, I have actually sort of…its becoming habitual
now. It is becoming much easier to do because when I first started using the bus its “oh
which bus, which bus stop where do you go.” So as I say, it had to be deliberate in the first
place because I had to make the effort to start off with. But it is getting easier and I hardly
ever think about if I need to take the car (Respondent 26).
I think it just…my behaviour has changed. I think it’s just, you know, you think well this is,
its not really much of a sacrifice to do it, you know? I know now what a difference it will
make. And I think it’s that really… as I say I’ve always been quite aware of things. But I
think it is just realising that you know it isn’t a sacrifice it is for a very simple thing to do and
it just becomes your behaviour pattern then and you just sort of do it (Respondent 33).
So in fact the recycling part is just normal life now. You know it feels wrong to throw food
away rather than compost it and you know my wife and the children find it odd as well
(Respondent 40).

What the quotations displayed above do show quite well is the mutual or coconstructive nature of behaviour and cognition, particularly when understood in
terms of social practice theory and the distinction between discursive and
practical levels of consciousness and action. Even if it is not directly catalysed
within the EcoTeams programme itself, it would seem that as participants
become accustomed to living in greener ways over the four-month course of the
programme, the cognitive drivers or governors of that behaviour would begin to
take on a more practical or ‘unthinking’ form of conventional, background
knowledge that scripts everyday life. In turn, as particular behaviours become
routinised, participants may find that even their discursive justifications for those
behaviours become more coherent or consistent with that behaviour, and so
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retroactively attributed as ‘intentions’ for that behaviour (Ouellette and Wood,
1998).
In consideration of these ideas, the EcoTeams programme seems to serve partly
as a ‘training ground’ for trying out new behaviours and finding the social,
feedback-based, and informational support to stick with them until they can be
absorbed into the realm of habit and practical consciousness. It follows that this
transformation would be easier, or would occur more naturally, if the context into
which it was inserted already contained a similar gamut of environmentally
responsible routines and scripts for green living.
It is more difficult to comment directly on the cognitive processes by which
discursive reasons for behaviour are transformed into practical scripts for routine
behaviour. However, if we shift focus to the cognitive drive for coherency in
lifestyles and routines over the longer term, then we do find an important degree
of ‘end of pipe’ commonality (or coherency) in the practical scripts that guide
conventional routines and structure lifestyles. From this perspective, practical
consciousness and the rules for routines are organised and maintained in order
to help hold together the overarching structure of a lifestyle and a self-identity.
The practical outputs of practical consciousness are behaviours that might have
different discursive justifications, but which share a common goal of maintaining
the narrative of a particular self-identity and/or lifestyle (Giddens, 1991: 1986).
Thus the routine performance of a particular behaviour becomes more important
for maintaining a particular lifestyle and associated self-identity than the
discursive justifications for those behaviours.
The analysis in sections 4 and 5 reveals that most respondents adopted new
behaviours that fit with, or complemented, both their pro-environmental outlook
and what they were already doing everyday (see quote 3, vignette 3). It seems
that EcoTeams is most likely to affect changes within the activities that most
strongly define how participants live, and over which participants already feel a
sense of competence or control. Doing so seems to facilitate both a smooth
transition from discursive evaluation, to green rules for living and an easier
practical transformation from new, initial behaviour, to ‘old habits’ or ‘everyday
living.’ In the section that follows, we focus on the latter transformation in more
detail, tying everyday living and greener routines to the durability of the behaviour
changes observed and discussed in section 4.

6.2 Lifestyles, synchronised routines and durable change
Our analysis consistently points to the everyday routines that are enacted in the
construction and maintenance of a lifestyle as the key contributing factors to the
durability of behaviour changes reported by our EcoTeams respondents and
observed by the research team. This is a significant diversion from (the limited
amount of) prior work on durable change (e.g. De Young, 1993; Geller, 1990),
which places behaviour itself and an accompanying array of behavioural factors
(intentions, competence, feedback, social support, commitment, and habit), at
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the centre of enquiry. Whilst the discussion in sections 5.1-5.2 confirms that
factors like these are certainly important to achieving initial or immediate
behaviour change, our findings indicate that the durability of those changes
stems from something very different. In highlighting the lifestyles concept as the
agent of durability, we are moving away from a ‘behaviour–centred’ focus on
‘self-sustaining’ actions, and instead widening focus to examine the structures of
routines that cause similar behaviours to ‘hang together’ or to become mutually
sustaining.
In order to better understand the significance of this shift in focus, it is helpful to
return briefly to some of the literature on this subject. In their examination of the
durability of change through EcoTeams in the Netherlands, Staats and
colleagues (2004) note that it is ‘very questionable’ whether changes in single or
segmented behaviours will generalise to others (2004: 343). This tendency for
non-response generalisation is normally attributed to a lack of commonality
amongst the predictors (cognitive factors) associated with specific behaviours,
even for those with the same goals or for those that require similar actions (see
Schultz et al. 1995; Ebreo and Vining, 2001).
Whilst this explanation does engage with the procedural or practical
underpinnings of everyday behaviours, our findings indicate that it also misses
the bigger picture framed by the focus on convention and routine in social
practice theory. Generalising behaviour change from a single behaviour to
others is difficult, not because of a lack of commonality between the predictors of
single behaviours, but because behaviours simply do not occur in everyday life
as ‘segmented behaviours’ that are unattached from the rest of what an
individual is doing and the socio-systemic contexts in which they are enacted.
Behaviours, practices, doings etc (whatever label we wish to apply to them) are
enacted and negotiated as bundles of synchronised actions and patterns of
routines that ‘hang together’ in coherent fashion. This coherency lends structure,
or ‘ontological security’ (Giddens, 1991) to both the self-identity and the lifestyle
(see Giddens, 1991). The fact that a given lifestyle can be maintained long term
confirms that the structures (bundles) of practices that lend coherency to a
lifestyle are relatively stable, resistant to change, and therefore durable.
An extension of the latter point also forms the basis of one of the most important
conclusions arising from this research: the durability of a particular behaviour is
largely determined by how well its enactment and negotiation fit within the
lifestyle framework into which it is inserted. In this context, a new, or initial
behaviour that is not coherent with the rest of the routines in an individual’s
everyday life is less likely to be absorbed into those routines, and less likely to be
underwritten by the practical rules that structure them. No matter how effective
the initial intervention mix, an incompatible behaviour is likely to be marked as
the ‘odd one out,’ and so will face considerable pressure to conform to the overall
‘sense’ of the other bundles of behaviours that already lend coherency to a (more
or less sustainable) lifestyle. This is not to argue that a single changed
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behaviour cannot be maintained long term, but rather that its chances of survival
and incorporation into the routine or habitual sphere are significantly decreased if
it ‘stands out from the crowd.’
Conversely, where a behaviour is easily synchronised with the rest of what an
individual is already doing, then we could expect it to more easily become
habitual or routine, and so to become durable, as it would be lent a degree of
‘support’ from the existing bundles of practices that make up a lifestyle. This
concept essentially mirrors that of ‘economies of scale’: as green behaviour
‘production’ increases, the ‘costs’ or inputs required for maintaining those
behaviours decrease over time. A particularly good example of this concept can
be found in the synchronisation of shopping with waste reduction activity.
Respondents commonly reported feeling inspired to look for products with less
packaging after participating in EcoTeams (see in particular vignette 14). This
sustainable shopping activity reinforces, and is reinforced by, efforts to reduce
waste going to landfill, which further reinforces (or is reinforced by), commitments
to recycling, whilst simultaneously easing the burden of daily recycling activities.
It is difficult to pin down exactly where change comes from, or which behaviour
dominates in the preceding example. The individual practices described are not
fully separable from one another, at least in terms of how they are enacted.
Instead, what we find are bundles of themed routines that are grouped together
in fairly fluid and cyclical ways to form an aggregately sustainable or
unsustainable bundle of routines. In that sense, we do find an important degree
of commonality amongst routines when we widen focus to account for the
bundles of activities that make up conventional patterns of everyday living.
The final point to be made here is that what is desirable, either in terms of
coherency and ontological security for the individual or for policy-makers seeking
durable pro-environmental outcomes, is not always practically achievable given
surrounding systems of provision and socio-technical infrastructures. Successful
synchronisation of a new behaviour also requires an account of the extent to
which everyday ways of life are determined or scripted by (un)sustainable
systems of provision. This exercise involves both an assessment of how a new
behaviour fits with existing systems, and queries about whether a shift towards
greener systems, or the use of existing systems in greener ways, is possible in
that context. The evidence and discussion around ‘joined up thinking’ in the
EcoTeams model suggests that these steps are best practiced early on, so as to
introduce only new behaviours that represent true ‘eco practicalities’ into the
process of synchronisation. In any case, it is also likely that some further
reflection and comparison will be necessary before a new behaviour can make
the jump from discursive rationalisation to practical green living. Some
behaviours, such as using energy saving light bulbs, will synchronise quite
naturally and painlessly with existing systems and routines, whilst others, such as
rejecting packaging, might necessitate ‘breaking the rules’ a bit in order to get
things done.
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6.3 Summary of findings
The preceding discussion raises several key points for understanding the
durability of pro-environmental behaviour change. Although initial behaviour
change is certainly catalysed by the mechanisms in the programme, our analysis
reveals that the observed durability of behaviour change through EcoTeams is
achieved through different means. EcoTeams offers individuals the chance to
construct a more sustainable set of practices and daily routines that are mutually
supportive of one another, and potentially self-sustaining or durable. The longerterm value of this approach is that it engages with beliefs about a whole way of
life, as opposed to targeting specific actions that would otherwise fade quite
naturally into the fabric of an unsustainable lifestyle, or that would otherwise be
susceptible to doing so soon after an intervention finished. Several specific
conclusions follow here:
•

The cognitive outputs of EcoTeams are a willingness to try out new green
activities or to perform old activities in greener ways, and a more ‘joined
up’ way of thinking about the environmental impacts of a lifestyle and the
eco-practicalities of everyday living.

•

The latter output proves to be the more dynamic one, because it
underpins a process of ‘reflexive lifestyle examination’ in which the
individual positions the self against new knowledge about the
environmental impacts of everyday living and the lifestyles of others living
in similar ways. The practical outcomes of this exercise manifest as a
search for small changes that can be synchronised easily with existing
routines.

•

This is very different from arguing that EcoTeams participants are simply
picking the ‘low hanging fruit’ and making insignificant changes whilst
ignoring an otherwise aggregately unsustainable lifestyle. The very fact
that change tends to occur within the highly ingrained routines that most
strongly define a particular lifestyle reflects the power of the EcoTeams
programme in breaking old habits and conventions and establishing new
ones. What we are pointing to here is the importance of the lifestyle
context in shaping both the likely outcomes of behavioural interventions,
and the pathways by which durable change is achieved.

•

The social practice theories that guide this research suggest that a
relatively ‘unthinking’ level of practical consciousness guides most
conventional, routine, or habitual waste activity. Conversely, a more
discursive level of consciousness governs those actions that require more
consideration and/ or deliberation. Actions governed by practical
consciousness are more likely to be resistant to change, and so durable,
because they happen more or less ‘automatically.’ Therefore, a ‘re89

transformation’ back from joined up thinking and discursive reflection
about environmental behaviour to a more practical set of rules for
everyday green living would seem to be a key cognitive component of the
durable changes in behaviour that were reported by our respondents.
•

Achieving this transformation is not easy, particularly if the new rules do
not fit with those already in place. We recognise that old habits will be
harder to break or to change in some cases than in others. If the bulk of
what an individual does in a given day is largely unsustainable prior to
joining EcoTeams, then that individual might face an uphill battle to make
durable changes in environmentally significant routines (even if that
individual holds a generally green outlook). It should be noted that this
was not commonly observed in our sample.

•

Most of the participants in our research were already fairly green in
outlook and waste behaviour prior to joining. For these, the practical
outputs of the Eco-Teams programme are predominantly small, but
significant additions to daily green routines. These actions synchronise
easily with existing behaviours because some portion of the individual’s
day is already synchronised around greener routines and infrastructures
and, more generally, a prior green outlook.

•

In consideration of these findings, we arrive at the more general
conclusion that the durability of a particular, changed pro-environmental
behaviour is predominantly a function of the context into which it is
inserted, and how easily it can be synchronised with existing (green or
ungreen) routines and surrounding systems of provision. The intervention
mix has little direct impact on the long-term durability of behaviour,
although it is important in facilitating immediate change and encouraging
individuals to try out new actions.

•

This characterisation of durable behaviours as ‘mutually sustaining’
contrasts with the predominant focus in the literature on this subject on
how to make individual behaviours ‘self sustaining’ (e.g. De Young, 1993).

As a final summary exercise, figure 8 maps the process of change through
EcoTeams from pre-existing habits and routines, to a shift towards a greener
lifestyle and durable new behaviours/ routines. The layout of the process of
change complements the discussion in this section. The inputs to behaviour are
represented on the left of the diagram and the behavioural outputs are displayed
on the right. ‘Lifestyle’ elements sit in this middle of this process, as a reflexive
intermediary between the behavioural outputs of EcoTeams and contextual and
programmatic inputs.
Although the model generally flows from top left to bottom right (inputs to outputs
and intervention to durable change), the reader will note that most of the dynamic
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action occurs in the centre of the model around the existing lifestyle and within
the ‘feedback loop’ (denoted by dashed lines) between new behaviours, existing
routines and lifestyles, what is practically achievable in a given context, and the
formation of practical scripts for greener waste routines. This feedback loop
represents the process of synchronising new behaviours with existing routines
and surrounding systems of provision. The outcome of this process is a new set
of practical rules for green living, which both guide greener (durable) habits and
routines and provide the structure for a greener lifestyle.
Figure 8. Conceptual map of durable change
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7 IMPLICATIONS AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
This research sought to better understand the drivers for durable change in
waste and recycling behaviour amongst participants in the Global Action Plan UK
EcoTeams programme. Although we have focused most heavily on waste
activity, the research also examined behaviour change within other
environmental spheres, and so the implications of this report can be applied to a
wider range of pro-environmental behaviours and policy scenarios.
Apart from direct observation or surveillance, it is difficult to create accurate or
objective measures for measuring behaviour change, no matter what instrument
is used. The heavy reliance on self-reported survey data by both government
and academics for understanding ‘what makes people do things’ muddies the
waters a bit by introducing pre-selected categories of factors and action that may
not reflect the realities of pro-environmental behaviour in a given context. One of
the strengths of the qualitative research frame (as used in this study), is that it
allows the more important issues and considerations for a topic to emerge from
the perspective of personal experience, rather than pre-determined categories on
a survey. This research represents an intensive, longitudinal look into what
people do and why they do it, narrated in the participant’s own words.

7.1 General policy conclusions and implications
The most general policy conclusion that arises from this research concerns the
goals or intended outcomes of pro-environmental interventions. Our findings
suggest that policy-makers should seek to design policies that produce gradual
(but not insignificant), shifts towards greener daily routines. Crucially, newly
introduced behaviours need to fit with the rest of what an individual is already
doing. There is already recognition of this point within current DEFRA policy
thinking:
“In terms of public understanding and attitudes, there is a mandate for
government to take action – not to force radical changes in people’s
current lifestyles so much as to help “green” those lifestyles and reduce
their overall negative impacts” (DEFRA, 2008: 11).
The important new insight from this research is that changes that are easily
synchronised within existing lifestyles and routines are likely to be more durable
because of the ways in which behaviours mutually sustain one another.
In light of the conclusions in section 6, it would seem that the most effective
pathway to more durable consumption and waste practices is either wholesale
lifestyle change (which we have not observed here, and which is patently unlikely
to occur through a single policy intervention), or synchronising new sets of more
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sustainable behaviours with existing lifestyles and systems of provision in order
to create a shift towards a greener lifestyle. Our research does indicate that the
latter shift is possible, given an appropriate level of reciprocity between
intervention tools and favourable contexts.
In a related point, we also stress the importance of understanding the context in
which behaviour is performed as intrinsic to behaviour, rather than external to it.
Specifically, two senses of the term ‘context’ arise in this research: On the one
hand, context refers to the systemic, demographic or social context within which
behaviour occurs. This is the common behavioural understanding of context that
underpins policy efforts to identify contextual barriers to proper action. On the
other hand, our research shows that context also represents the bundles of
practices and the lifestyle within which behaviour is enacted. The findings in
section 6 suggest that a behaviour-centred policy focus on how routines hang
together may ultimately be more effective than an actor-centred focus on the
characteristics of individuals most likely to do a particular thing. This would seem
to be an especially pertinent point in respect of the long-term durability of
behaviour. Policy efforts for durable change should move away from a focus on
ordered preferences of individuals and towards an understanding of the order of
routines and the coherency of a lifestyle.

7.2 Implications for current policy efforts and thinking
This shift to a more holistic focus on bundled routines rather than segmented
behaviours does not require a radical change in focus. As evidenced in the
quote above, DEFRA already recognises the value of behavioural economies of
scale and of playing to what is already happening in order to make change easier
to swallow. Our findings suggest that current policy emphases on pricing
instruments or charging schemes, choice editing, and social marketing and
segmentation are all very compatible with a focus on bundles of routines and
lifestyles as the drivers for durable change. In the sub sections that follow, we
discuss the implications of our findings for each of these three types of
intervention.
7.2.1 Pricing instruments and variable charging:
Our conclusions around variable charging are necessarily focused on waste
behaviour. The discussion in section 2.4.1 suggests that although other
European countries have experienced some success with variable charge waste
schemes (Proietti, 2000), these have not been well received by the UK public.
Our results, particularly those in section 5.2, offer some support for the
behavioural value of a charging scheme, particularly in terms of the
‘rematerialisation of waste’ concept.
A ‘pay as you throw’ scheme mimics the EcoTeam mechanism of ‘weighing and
measuring’ because it transforms abstract and invisible waste volumes into a
medium of universal exchange that the consumer more readily understands.
Thus, setting aside the drive to save money, it would seem that a variable
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charging scheme also offers extra behavioural value in that it could make
consumers more aware of their waste habits, help them to connect invisible
waste to daily activities, and lend a sense of competence and control over waste
patterns.
There are important free-rider and fly-tipping concerns to be addressed here. If
we take a cynical, but perhaps not unreasonable, view of market-induced
behaviour, then we could assume that individuals would do whatever they could
to reduce their costs under the scheme. For some, that would include fly tipping,
sneaking rubbish into neighbour’s bins, taking rubbish to work etc. In light of
concerns like these, and the general opposition of the public to the idea of taking
(financial) responsibility for rubbish, this form of intervention is somewhat risky in
a political sense.
However, our findings on the importance of group support and in-group norms,
suggest that the government could take the lead on this issue by promoting
personal responsibility for rubbish as a normative component of being ‘British,’ or
in a more targeted sense, as being part of a particular community in which such
responsibility was ‘the norm.’ Studies on the normative acceptability of recycling
show broad acceptance of the extra time burdens of recycling when that
behaviour is understood to be part of ‘what we do’ in a particular community (e.g.
Barr, 2003). Thus, it would appear that what is required is a shift to a different
moral base of action: away from neo-classical economic self-interest, and
towards a more social, altruistic acceptance of personal responsibility that
incorporates the normative expectations of others living in similar ways.
Community leaders and existing social groups could be an effective medium for
communicating this shift.
Our findings on the value of a routine-centred focus for understanding the
durability of behaviour also offer some important insights here. Although many of
our respondents were not enthusiastic about weighing and measuring when they
first joined the programme, they did become more accepting of it as time went
on. This was true even in those cases where the overall behavioural value of
weighing and measuring was diminished by pre-existing low levels of waste
output. If we apply these findings to the rollout of variable charging schemes, it
would seem that simply encouraging people to start weighing their rubbish before
charging them may prove very beneficial for facilitating a shift towards a more
normative or altruistic understanding of responsibility for waste. This would also
provide a basis of understanding and competence and control over waste
patterns prior to charging, which could make charging for waste easier to accept.
Thinking backwards from the savings achieved by ‘smarter’ energy metering or
the introduction of water meters to waste metering could also prove useful here,
both as a rationale for charging for waste, and as a means of considering the
behavioural and infrastructural implications of such a system.
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7.2.2 Choice editing:
Choice editing does not fit neatly with the mechanisms of the EcoTeams
programme, but it does fit well with our emphasis on the importance of systems
of provision in mediating what is behaviourally desirable and possible in a given
context or setting. In the case of waste policy for example, phasing out plastic
bags would simply make it easier to live a greener lifestyle by reducing the pool
of less sustainable, or more irresponsible, behaviours available to the consumer.
As recognised in I Will if You Will, (SCR, 2006: 16) “choice is beneficial up to a
point. But limitations, restrictions and boundaries can have a strangely liberating
effect” (quoting Sigman, 2004). There are important considerations here as to
just how far government can push choice editing in a context where choice sits at
the heart of a consumer society. Consumers may ultimately turn elsewhere if
they cannot feed their less sustainable ‘needs’ in a sustainable-edited British
market. Our research shows that greener individuals and ‘concerned consumers’
(as will be discussed below) are generally willing to do the ‘right things’ and
would probably welcome choice editing.
For the rest, a stronger programme of science and risk-based research into the
reasons for editing certain consumption choices could provide some support for
such programmes. However, it is important not to fall back on the flawed logic of
the information-deficit model here (see discussion in section 2.2.5). Ultimately,
the government may need to step in help make these choices (or lack of them)
easier to swallow both in a risk-based sense, and in the more normative sense
that was also discussed in relation to variable charging. Helping British
consumers and producers to identify ‘who they are,’ and to accept some form of
a social contract to avoid unsustainable consumption patterns, could help the
whole production and consumption chain to join up the impacts of their actions,
and so to adopt a more responsible frame of action towards the environment that
would compliment and amplify the results of choice editing.

7.3 Lessons for segmentation and social marketing
DEFRA’s 2008 Framework for Pro-Environmental Behaviours (hereafter referred
to as ‘the DEFRA framework’), provides an excellent categorisation of different
lifestyles, and the ways in which different patterns of living create both different
environmental impacts and different propensities for adopting ‘headline’ proenvironmental behaviours. The focus on lifestyles and characteristic behaviours
in the DEFRA framework complements the findings in this research quite well,
particularly as regards the differential take-up of headline behaviours when
mediated by existing patterns of action. In this final section, we wish to explore
the implications of our findings in this area in more depth, and with specific
reference to DEFRA’s headline behaviours (as listed in table 14 below), and the
lifestyle segments listed in table 11 (section 3.3). It is important to note that no
formal segmentation modelling or study was undertaken in this research.
Nevertheless, our interviewees do share important lifestyle, behavioural,
attitudinal and demographic characteristics with certain segments in the DEFRA
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framework, and therefore, we feel that our results could offer some important
insights in this area.
Table 14. DEFRA headline behaviours
Use more efficient vehicles
Use car less for short trips
Avoid unnecessary short haul flights
Use water more responsibly
Install insulation
Micro-generation
Better energy management
Increase recycling
Waste less food
Buy energy efficient products
Eat more food that is locally in season
Adopt a lower impact diet
Adapted from tables in DEFRA, 2008

DEFRA correctly recognise that some of the headline behaviours are not going to
be as ‘popular’ within some segments as in others. Some, such as avoiding
unnecessary short haul flights or adopting a lower impact diet, would appear to
be fairly difficult to achieve amongst any segment because the public are less
willing to engage in them (see DEFRA, 2008: 9; 61-64). One of the more
valuable aspects of this research in terms of the DEFRA framework is that each
of the behaviours in table 14 were at least implicitly, and often explicitly, covered
in our in-depth interviews (see tables 12 and 13). Thus, our dataset allows us to
examine real-time and longitudinal changes in headline behaviours for several
key segments of the population.
7.3.1 Reaching green individuals (segments 1-3):
The data and analysis presented in sections 3.3 and 4.1 show very strongly that
the EcoTeams programme most naturally attracts those with prior green
intentions and behaviour. Most of our respondents would fall into either the
positive green, waste watchers, or concerned consumer segments (again, see
table 11). Reaching and continuing to engage this segment is extremely
important because, when grouped together, these individuals represent
approximately 45% of the UK population (DEFRA, 2008). We recognise that
there are important demographic and behavioural differences between these
three segments, but our findings do allow us to make some general observations
about what they do and why they do it (as covered in chapter 4), and more
importantly, how we might encourage them to do more over the long term (as
covered in chapters 5-6). We need not restate those findings here, although we
can apply some of them in a more policy-based sense:
A) Firstly, it would seem that team-based approaches, such as the one
examined here, are of demonstrable value for reaching members of these
groups. Deliberative programmes should be a core component of the
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efforts to promote even greener lifestyles amongst these individuals.
Many of our respondents expressed a desire to go beyond ‘doing their bit.’
They need to be encouraged that they are living the right kind of lifestyle
and doing the right thing. A team-based approach can provide this crucial
green social support.
B) Secondly, it is important to recognise that significantly more can be
achieved within these groups in terms of behaviour change, even for those
in the positive greens segment. Our data show strong willingness to
engage in even the more difficult and unconventional headline behaviours,
such as adopting a lower impact diet and avoiding unnecessary flights.
Encouraging groups of people who live in more ‘extreme’ green ways to
share their ideas with one another could prove to be an important form of
social diffusion for innovation at the cutting edge of what we currently
define as a green lifestyle.
7.3.2 Reaching those in between (segments 4-5):
Very few of our interview respondents could be categorised as sideline
supporters (segment 4), or cautious participants (segment 5), although the latter
were slightly more common. Where respondents did fit within one of these two
categories, they did so only within the context of their lifestyles before
participation in an EcoTeam. None of our respondents admitted to fitting into
these segments since participating in the programme (regardless of whether they
were still participating or not). This again reflects the general green
attractiveness of the programme and its power in shifting participants towards
greener ways of thinking.
Despite the thinner representation of segments 4-5 in our interview dataset, it is
possible to make some more general recommendations about how to engage
these individuals in positive environmental change. When compared with the
discussion of these segments in the DEFRA framework, our findings (particularly
in sections 4-5), suggest that:
A) The localised deliberation and peer comparison inherent in a team-based
programme such as EcoTeams would seem to be especially effective in
encouraging cautious participants,’ to fit pro-environmental changes within
their lifestyles. Out of all of the segments in the DEFRA framework, it is
quite possible that this segment, which is more heavily motivated by
‘exemplification,’ would benefit most from engagement in a team-based
approach.
B) However, the individuals in this segment also report relatively low levels of
existing green knowledge. Therefore, care must be taken to recruit them
in a manner that does not signal a need for expert green knowledge in
order to take part in the programme. The findings in section 4.1.2 suggest
that the EcoTeams programme is less attractive to participants without
97

prior green knowledge because of the interactive focus of the programme.
To help overcome this knowledge barrier, recruitment efforts could
emphasise sharing ‘common knowledge,’ rather than ‘green facts.’
C) The sideline supporters in segment 4 are more ambivalent about the need
for change than those in segment 5, and more likely to cite systemic
barriers to greener behaviour as the cause of their environmentally
unfriendly habits. The provision of local deliberative space (as discussed
in section 5.1.3), would seem to be an especially effective means of
facilitating behaviour change for these individuals. Eco-deliberation and
interaction with similar others living a green lifestyle amongst shared
systems of provision could help to knock down both real and imagined
systemic and knowledge-based barriers to greener behaviour. Again,
care must be taken in recruitment to avoid intimidating those without prior
green knowledge.
7.3.3 Reaching the least willing and least able (segments 6-7):
In light of the fairly green outlook of the average EcoTeams participant, our
findings do not generalise well to the least environmentally willing and able
segments of the British public (stalled starters and the honestly disengaged).
Thus, we are reluctant to comment on the potential behavioural effectiveness of
an EcoTeams-style approach for these segments. However, with regard to our
findings about the general green attractiveness of EcoTeams in section 4.1, and
the green-leanings of our sample (see section 3.3), it seems reasonable to
conclude that a team-based, deliberative programme such as EcoTeams would
be largely unattractive to individuals in these segments.
Our findings in section 6 do indicate very strongly that there is value in at least
continuing to explore the bundles of routines that represent everyday life for
these segments, and whether or not some of the headline behaviours might
synchronise more or less easily within their lifestyle contexts. The DEFRA
framework makes significant progress in this respect. In keeping with the overall
emphasis of this research on the value of behavioural contexts for understanding
durable behaviour change, a useful exercise towards this end might be to explore
the coherency or ‘sense’ of bundled of routines for different social segments in
more detail. Rather than focusing on self-reported, underlying value structures,
this implies working backwards from behaviour, and exploring the ways in which
everyday doings signal what is most important and behaviourally relevant to the
individual.
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APPENDIX 1: WORKSHOP INTERVIEW GUIDE
EVALUATIVE ECO-TEAMS/ SMALL CHANGE WORKSHOP GUIDE
Lets talk about how you came to be involved in Eco-teams/ small change?
How did you first hear about it?
What interested you?
Was there anything that put you off?
How ‘green’ would you say you were before you started Eco-teams/ small change?
Why?
How did you find the Eco-teams/ small change process?

Thinking back, can you describe your feelings when you went to your first
meeting? Were you nervous, or excited etc?
What was your eco-team like?
Did you learn more from the facilitators or more from the group?
Did the group seem to get along well?
Did you feel comfortable sharing ideas etc?
Did you trust the advice of others in your group? Why?
How important was the knowledge of the facilitator? Could you have facilitated the
meetings yourself?
How did you feel about measuring? Was it beneficial?
What was your favourite session?
Were there any sessions that you felt were less useful? Why?
What kind of changes were made as a result of Eco-teams/ small change?
What kinds of environmentally friendly things did you do before participating in ecoteams/ small change?

What kinds of things might you be doing now, after eco-teams/ small change that
you wouldn’t have done before?
Do you do environmentally friendly things differently as a result of eco-teams/ small
change? How?
Why did you do environmentally friendly things before participating in eco-teams/ small
change?
Have your reasons for environmentally friendly action changed? Why?
What barriers do Eco-team members face to making changes?
Was there anything that you would have liked to have done, but could not?
What steps did you have to take in your home to make these changes?
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What about slipping back into old habits? Is it harder to keep these things up now that
Eco-teams/ small change is over?
Does eco-teams/ small change lead to long term change?
Of the things that you started doing in Eco-teams/ small change - what actions do you
plan to keep doing indefinitely?
Are you ‘greener’ now than before as a result of participating in Eco-teams/ small
change? Why?
What are the ‘un-environmental’ benefits of Eco-teams? I.E. making friends, further
community involvement etc?
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APPENDIX 2: IN-DEPTH INTERVIEW GUIDE
How did you hear about EcoTeams/Small Change and why did you join?

How green were you before eco-teams?

What changes did you make? LIST

What changes couldn’t you make? LIST

Interpret the following in light of these changes/ barriers
Group:
What is/was your group like? (feelings, cohesion, structure, support,
group expectations)

What is/was discussion like? (useful, local vs global, teaching others,
diffusion).

Weighing and measuring:
How are you finding/ did you find weighing and measuring? (rematerialisation, competence, control competing with self).

What about making these changes in the context of a household? (involvement,
barriers, cohesion)

How easy is it to slip back into old habits?
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APPENDIX 3: RESULTS OF GLOBAL ACTION PLAN
SURVEY OF ECO TEAMS PARTICIPANTS
Are you male or female?

Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

Male

24.0%

37

Female

76.0%

117

answered question

154

skipped question

5

Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

Under 18

1.3%

2

18 – 24

0.6%

1

25 – 40

17.8%

28

41 – 65

62.4%

98

65

17.8%

28

answered question

157

skipped question

2

Which of these age groups do you fit into?

How many people live in your household?
(Please include all adults, babies and children)
Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

1

21.2%

33

2

38.5%

60

3

16.0%

25

4

16.7%

26

5

5.8%

9

6

1.9%

3

7

0.0%

0

8

0.0%

0

9

0.0%

0

10 or more

0.0%

0

answered question

156

skipped question

3
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Which region do you live in?

Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

East Midlands

36.1%

56

East of England

0.0%

0

London

1.3%

2

North East

0.6%

1

North West

0.0%

0

Northern Ireland

0.0%

0

Scotland

0.0%

0

South East

43.2%

67

South West

18.7%

29

Wales

0.0%

0

West Midlands

0.0%

0

Yorkshire and the Humber

0.0%

0

Don’t know (please specify nearest city)

0.0%

0

answered question

155

skipped question

4

Was your team lead by a member of Global Action Plan staff, or by a volunteer from
your organisation or group?
Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

A member of Global Action Plan staff

85.2%

121

A volunteer from my organisation

14.8%

21

answered question

142

skipped question

17
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1. How effective were the workshops in encouraging you to make small changes to
your lifestyle? (Please select the relevant number on a scale of 0 - 10)
Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

0 Not very effective

0.7%

1

1

0.0%

0

2

1.4%

2

3

1.4%

2

4

2.1%

3

5

6.3%

9

6

6.9%

10

7

20.8%

30

8

27.1%

39

9

11.8%

17

10 Very effective

21.5%

31

answered question

144

skipped question

15

2. How much support did you have from other people in your household to make
changes in your lifestyle? (Please select the relevant number on a scale of 0 - 10)
Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

0 No support at all

2.3%

3

1

0.8%

1

2

3.1%

4

3

3.1%

4

4

1.6%

2

5

11.7%

15

6

8.6%

11

7

12.5%

16

8

18.8%

24

9

16.4%

21

10 A lot of support

21.1%

27

answered question

128

skipped question

31
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3. In taking part in EcoTeams (Small Change), how worthwhile did you find the
weighing of waste, and reading energy and water meters? (Please select the relevant
number on a scale of 0-10)
Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

0 Not worthwhile

2.0%

3

1

2.0%

3

2

2.7%

4

3

7.5%

11

4

2.0%

3

5

9.5%

14

6

10.2%

15

7

15.0%

22

8

16.3%

24

9

14.3%

21

10 Very worthwhile

18.4%

27

answered question

147

skipped question

12

6. How would you rate your knowledge of your local councils' (County/ Borough/
District) waste and recycling services? (Please select the relevant number on a scale
of 0-10)
Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

0 Poor

0.0%

0

1

0.0%

0

2

0.7%

1

3

2.1%

3

4

1.4%

2

5

14.5%

21

6

10.3%

15

7

17.2%

25

8

33.8%

49

9

15.2%

22

10 Very high

4.8%

7

answered question

145

skipped question

14
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7. How would you rate your knowledge of national and local energy saving/ energy
efficiency programmes? (Please select the relevant number on a scale of 0-10)
Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

0 Very low

0.0%

0

2

2.8%

4

3

4.8%

7

4

7.6%

11

5

22.1%

32

6

24.1%

35

7

21.4%

31

8

11.7%

17

9

5.5%

8

10 Very high

0.0%

0

answered question

145

skipped question

14

8. How would you now rate your understanding of your household’s impact on the
environment? (Please select the relevant number on a scale of 0-10)
Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

0 Very low

0.0%

0

2

0.7%

1

3

0.0%

0

4

0.7%

1

5

2.7%

4

6

6.8%

10

7

29.5%

43

8

34.2%

50

9

12.3%

18

10 Very high

13.0%

19

answered question

146

skipped question

13
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9. Would you agree or disagree that you have made new friends as a result of taking
part in EcoTeams (Small Change)?
Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

Strongly disagree

2.1%

3

Disagree

13.8%

20

Neither agree or disgree

42.1%

61

Agree

37.2%

54

Strongly agree

4.8%

7

answered question

145

skipped question

14

10. Would you agree or disagree that you feel confident to talk to other people about
environmental issues?
Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

Strongly disagree

0.0%

0

Disagree

3.4%

5

Neither agree or disagree

13.8%

20

Agree

70.3%

102

Strongly agree

12.4%

18

answered question

145

skipped question

14

11. Would you agree or disagree that you are usually inclined to get involved in
projects or activities in your neighbourhood?
Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

Strongly disagree

0.0%

0

Disgree

21.0%

30

Neither agree or disgree

28.0%

40

Agree

42.7%

61

Strongly agree

8.4%

12

answered question

143

skipped question

16
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12A. How likely do you think you are to maintain the changes that you made during
EcoTeams (Small Change)? (Please select the relevant number on a scale of 0-10)
Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

0 Not at all likely

0.0%

0

1

0.0%

0

2

0.7%

1

3

0.0%

0

4

0.7%

1

5

2.8%

4

6

1.4%

2

7

12.5%

18

8

17.4%

25

9

23.6%

34

10 Very likely

41.0%

59

answered question

144

skipped question

15

13A. Overall, as a result of taking part in the EcoTeams (Small Change) project,
which ONE of the following statements most closely applies to you?
Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

a) I'm now doing much more than before to
reduce my environmental impact.

36.6%

53

b) I'm now doing a bit more than before to
reduce my environmental impact.

57.2%

83

c) I haven't managed to do more yet but hope
to do more in the future to reduce my
4.8%
environmental impact.
d) I haven't managed to do more yet and don't
think I can do much more to reduce my
1.4%
environmental impact.
e) I'm still not really interested in taking action
0.0%
to reduce my environmental impact.

7

2
0

answered question

145

skipped question

14

116

13B. If you answered a) or b) above, thinking about why the EcoTeams (Small Change) project

Answer Options

Fairly important

Not very important

Not at all important Rating Average

Given me facts on how my everyday life impacts
85
on the environment.

Very important

45

4

1

1.414815

Made me feel more strongly that environmental
70
action is my personal responsibility, not
someone else's.

59

5

1

1.533333

Made me believe that what I do actually makes
78
a difference to the environment.

51

5

1

1.474074

Made me more confident I can actually do the
things that are needed to reduce my impact.

69

58

6

1

1.544776

Given me practical advice on what I can do to
reduce my impact.

95

40

1

0

1.308824

53

6

1

1.507463

63

9

1

1.626866

Given me information on new products or
services so I can take action to reduce my
74
environmental impact.
Given me information on where to go for
61
advice/ to get environmentally friendly products.
Persuaded me that being 'green' is normal.

57

55

18

3

1.75188

Helped me to meet other people like me who
are trying to reduce environmental impact in
their everyday lives.

51

61

19

3

1.80597

Shown me what personal benefits I can get
from reducing my environmental impact.

51

66

15

2

1.761194

Shown me examples of what other people are
doing to reduce environmental impacts in their
own lives.

56

71

7

0

1.634328

Shown me what government and business are
doing to reduce environmental impact.

42

56

31

3

1.962121

14A. I would recommend EcoTeams (Small Change) to people I know.

Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

Strongly disagree

6.3%

9

Disagree

2.1%

3

Neither agree nor disagree

7.7%

11

Agree

50.7%

72

Strongly agree

33.1%

47

answered question

142

skipped question

17

Would you like to complete the final part of the survey?
(Please select 'yes' or 'no' as appropriate and then click on 'next')
Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

Yes, I would like to complete the final part of
the survey.

89.4%

127

No thank you, I would like to finish here.

10.6%

15

answered question

142

skipped question

17

117

Actions: Waste
Already doing this
action before
EcoTeams

Started doing this
action as a result of Have no plans to do Not applicable to my
EcoTeams
this action
household
Response Count

109

11

3

3

126

Recycle household rubbish at community ‘bring’
96
sites

12

8

11

127

Compost / wormery / etc. for kitchen organic
waste

80

32

6

8

126

Compost for garden waste

82

24

6

9

121

Recycle mobile phones, printer cartridges
through local collection

52

39

10

21

122

Buy products made from recycled materials
where possible (eg loo roll)

55

55

12

1

123

Buy products that can be recycled over products
39
that cannot

71

12

1

123

Buy products that have minimal or no packaging
50
over ones that do

70

5

0

125

Stopped junk mail through the Mail Preference
Service or a sticker on letter box

34

24

2

116

answered question

128

skipped question

31

Answer Options
Recycle household rubbish through doorstep
collection

56

Actions: Shopping

Answer Options

Already doing this
action before
EcoTeams

Started doing this
action as a result of Have no plans to do Not applicable to my
EcoTeams
this action
household
Response Count

Buy produce as locally as possible

65

55

3

1

124

Buy organic produce

50

38

32

2

122

Buy fair trade/make ethical purchasing decisions 60

49

14

3

126

Buy from local/independent shops rather than
supermarkets

54

47

22

2

125

Have a food box delivered from local supplier

12

19

76

16

123

Avoid food produce that is not in season

29

59

33

3

124

Joined allotment or started a vegetable
patch/grow own herbs

45

19

42

17

123

Borrow or rent items rather than buy if item is
only needed occasionally

34

24

41

20

119

Shopped for second hand goods as alternative
to new

60

23

32

11

126

Looked up Green/ethical shopping guides

26

49

35

10

120

answered question

128

skipped question

31

118

Actions: Energy - Lighting & Appliances

Answer Options

Already doing this
action before
EcoTeams

Started doing this
action as a result of Have no plans to do Not applicable to my
EcoTeams
this action
household
Response Count

Joined a green energy tariff

23

18

63

9

113

Installed energy efficient light bulbs

75

47

5

0

127

Switch off appliances at the wall when not in
use (eg TV, video)

52

65

6

1

124

Replaced old refrigerator / freezer with energy
efficient model

48

20

33

21

122

Replace old washing machine / dishwasher with
50
energy efficient model

20

34

19

123

answered question

127

skipped question

32

Actions: Energy - Heating & Hot Water

Answer Options

Already doing this
action before
EcoTeams

Started doing this
action as a result of Have no plans to do Not applicable to my
EcoTeams
this action
household
Response Count

Replaced old boiler with energy efficient one

40

12

47

20

119

Turn the thermostat down on central heating &
65
hot water to 60°C

39

5

12

121

Installed thermostats on radiators for better
control

66

12

28

14

120

Installed solar hot water heating

4

4

79

27

114

Ensure immersion heater is timer controlled

52

4

9

56

121

Fitted insulation jacket on hot water tank

77

4

4

36

121

Fitted insulation / lagging on hot water pipes

69

7

22

20

118

Reduce need for heating by putting on a jumper 85

27

8

0

120

Only heat 1 or 2 rooms in the house that are
used the most

47

20

40

12

119

Fitted draught stoppers to doors & windows
where it is needed

57

24

16

26

123

Installed / increased insulation in roof

78

15

19

12

124

Installed / increased insulation in walls

44

7

28

40

119

Fitted double glazing

95

4

13

10

122

Installed reflective panels behind radiators on
external walls

21

26

51

22

120

answered question

125

skipped question

34

119

Actions: Energy - Cooking & Refrigeration
Already doing this
action before
EcoTeams

Started doing this
action as a result of Have no plans to do Not applicable to my
EcoTeams
this action
household
Response Count

Ensure lids are on pots to reduce energy
required

98

19

4

1

122

Only fill kettle with water required

89

37

1

0

127

Keep coils on back of fridge clean and well
ventilated.

49

31

27

8

115

Keep fridge between 3-5 degrees C

83

27

6

2

118

Take a home energy check
www.est.org.uk/myhome

13

35

57

10

115

answered question

127

skipped question

32

Answer Options

Actions: Transport
Already doing this
action before
EcoTeams

Started doing this
action as a result of Have no plans to do Not applicable to my
EcoTeams
this action
household
Response Count

Reduced number of short trips (under 2 miles)
taken by car

57

43

14

10

124

Increased use of public transport for regular
journeys

44

26

38

15

123

Car sharing / form a car club

9

8

59

41

117

Increased cycling trips

21

16

49

34

120

Taken a UK holiday rather than overseas

50

13

40

16

119

Used bus or rail for a holiday rather than plane 31

15

46

23

115

Will ensure that your next car is fuel efficient or
35
an electric hybrid

32

31

22

120

Converted diesel car to biodiesel

3

1

61

51

116

Ensure tyres are properly inflated

82

24

2

14

122

answered question

126

skipped question

33

Answer Options

120

Actions: Water Use

Answer Options

Already doing this
action before
EcoTeams

Started doing this
action as a result of Have no plans to do Not applicable to my
EcoTeams
this action
household
Response Count

Installed a water meter

61

14

45

5

125

Decreased number of baths taken per week

68

27

18

12

125

Only use dishwasher / washing machine when
full

95

19

1

9

124

Turn off taps when cleaning teeth

97

27

2

0

126

Keep a jug or watering can next to sink for
excess water run when waiting for hot tap to
run hot.

30

42

43

6

121

Fixed dripping tap(s)

73

13

5

31

122

Added a hippo or flush saver to toilet cistern in
35
older toilets

47

21

18

121

Water garden less regularly, but more deeply.

65

31

9

17

122

Installed a water butt

57

38

16

11

122

Increased level of mulch on garden beds

43

30

30

16

119

Stopped watering lawn

71

23

6

24

124

Cut grass longer to protect from sun

60

27

13

21

121

Planted drought tolerant plants

32

26

43

19

120

answered question

126

skipped question

33

Actions: Household Chemicals
Already doing this
action before
EcoTeams

Started doing this
action as a result of Have no plans to do Not applicable to my
EcoTeams
this action
household
Response Count

51

54

20

0

125

Use natural cleaning alternatives (eg
bicarbonate of soda, lemon juice)

32

47

41

0

120

Stopped using ‘anti-bacterial’ products

42

32

40

7

121

Stopped using artificial air fresheners (open a
window instead!)

69

25

17

11

122

Stopped using bleach

30

18

65

5

118

answered question

126

skipped question

33

Answer Options
Buy environmentally friendly cleaning products
(laundry powder, dishwash liquid, dishwasher
tablets, multipurpose cleaner, etc.)

121

