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1. ABSTRACT

Living sustainably is the key challenge for society. It means living within the environmental constraints of the resources available to humans and the capability for the natural environment to put right all damaging results of human activity. Living sustainably means living within our financial means – buying what we need rather than financing highly consumptive lifestyles on highly risky debt. Living sustainably means living healthy, happy lives from which people gain fulfilment and draw satisfaction and contentment.

As highlighted by the current Mayor of London in the notes for his environment programme launched in July 2009 [1]:

“The Mayor wants London to be recognised as a world leader in improving the environment locally and globally, by tackling climate change, reducing pollution, developing a low carbon economy, consuming fewer resources and using resources more effectively.”

The challenge – living sustainably – is the challenge for humanity this century and without achieving it, many other challenges, from crime to mental health and poverty to growing food, will become more acute. 

London Suitability Exchange (LSx) runs a variety of behaviour change projects that support Londoners to live more sustainably.  The projects are based on a range of behaviour change theories and use a variety of techniques such as social marketing. They are all co-developed and co-delivered by culturally diverse communities across the capital. Each programme identifies key motivators and barriers for the individuals they work with, as well as effective mechanisms to address them. Our exemplar schemes also test the effectiveness of a range of creative and culturally appropriate outreach activities and communication channels.

This paper identifies the types of behaviours that we have sought to change, mechanisms of engagement with communities, the research process, particularly with regard to measurement of impacts, the role of community empowerment in crystallising change and how links to local and regional policy can be made.
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2. Introduction

Behaviour change is all about discouraging the bad, supporting something better and encouraging the best. The increasing interest in influencing individual behaviours stems from a growing recognition that today’s most intractable problems cannot be solved by either government or individuals acting alone. Whilst this paper concentrates on reviewing how we have supported Londoners to adopt more environmental behaviours, many of the theories that we have been working with can relate to boarder sustainability outcomes.
Sustainability initiatives, and especially carbon emission reduction activities, are beginning to dominate public sector programmes, so it is important that we feel confident in current practices and understand what works best.  They are likely to become even more important as the climate change debate progresses. There are a number of studies which estimate just how much behaviour change can contribute to helping us achieve the carbon emission savings we need to avert climate change. 

For example, the 2007 London Climate Change Action Plan [2] indicated that in our homes our behaviour contributed about 25% to our carbon footprint, but in the workplace the behaviour element appeared to be 35%.  Whilst there is no clear explanation as to why the contribution that behaviour change can make in the workplace is markedly higher, what we do know is that measuring behaviour change in either setting is a very tough nut to crack.

3. BEHAVIOUR THAT NEEDS TO CHANGE 
The environmental and social challenges

As previously indicated there is widespread agreement among policy makers and businesses in the UK that we need to radically change the way we produce and consume energy if catastrophic climate change is to be averted. Considerable effort has been made at reviewing the direct energy we consume and London Sustainability Exchange’s work programmes work with people and businesses to reduce their direct energy consumption. But, this isn’t only the energy we consume, we need also to consider the energy we consume by buying things. Bioregional’s 2009 analysis for the London Sustainable Development Commission [3] reveals that London is directly responsible for 90 mega tonnes of carbon dioxide per year (from consumption) and 44 mega tonnes of carbon dioxide per year (from production). The average Londoner’s carbon footprint is 12.12 tonnes of carbon dioxide emissions per year, and consumption-based accounts are rising over time, due to the export of heavy industry with domestic consumption still rising. Latest climate science says we need to reduce London’s carbon footprint by 90% by 2050. 

Economists, sociologists and psychologists amongst others are now looking at current levels of consumption of consumer goods and services in the context of well-being. They have considered questions such as “Why do we feel the urge to consume?”, “Does consuming make us happier?”, and “What negative impacts does excessive consumption have on wider well-being?” There are numerous voices such as Sir Michael Marmot, epidemiologist and Professor Richard Wilkinson arguing how systemic inequality chronically undermines human well-being across society as a whole. Professor Wilkinson [4] argues that inequality drives consumerism. 

There is an increasingly common line of thought that the consumerist economic model that has dominated the post war period is unsustainable, in both environmental and social terms. Economists such as Professor Richard Layard [5] and Professor Tim Jackson [6] have begun to articulate a positive vision of a sustainable economy in which well-being, or health, or happiness or flourishing or justice or equality or “enoughness” become the central goals of economic policy. 

The transition to sustainable consumption 

Achieving the vision of a sustainable economy requires a rapid shift towards radically different patterns of consumption. Sustainable consumption means considering the questions, “Do we need this commodity? ”Can we use less of it?” and “Can we choose a product or a service which has a lower environmental impact, and which is more durable?”

According to Defra’s “4 Es” model [7], in order to achieve this shift we need to engage, enable and encourage people to use resources sustainably, across the consumption of food, personal transport, consumer goods, domestic energy. Although savings can be made through “infrastructural” measures such as the increased thermal efficiency of buildings, public support for investing in such measures is critical, and once they are in place, rely on the active cooperation of users to ensure that theoretical resource savings are actualised. The “rebound effect” often mitigates against efforts to change behaviour across different policy areas; for example in changing environmental behaviours. Studies from climate economist Terry Barker [8] among others indicate that the theoretical reductions in energy use through energy efficiency measures in buildings are often offset by increases in the demand for energy by the building’s users.
London Sustainability Exchange works with communities across London, with a particular focus on engaging, enabling and encouraging communities to consume goods and services (including food), energy, and water more sustainably. According to the Bioregional study, carbon dioxide emissions from domestic energy account for 22% of London’s emissions from consumption, of which 54% is for due to heating, 18% hot water, and the rest for appliances, lighting and cooking. The consumption of consumer goods and food accounts for 22% of Londoners’ carbon footprint. Savings can be made in this sector through manufacturing efficiencies and freight efficiencies. However, significant savings can be made through individual actions such as reducing waste, reducing the consumption of meat and dairy products, the purchase of longer lasting clothes, and a reduction in jewellery consumption and smoking. 


Although behavioural change is only part of the story, it is a vital one. 

4. BEHAVIOUR CHANGE THEORIES

“Behavioural change is fast becoming the ‘holy grail’ of sustainable development policy” [9]


Introduction and Overview
The challenge of getting people to lead ‘greener’ and ‘healthier’ lives – to reduce their waste, conserve energy and water, recycle, eat five a day, exercise regularly - is a mighty one. A variety of complex factors influence an individual’s intention to adopt a behaviour; ranging from personal motivation, peer pressure, habit, subjective & social norms and convenience, through to the social and infrastructural context in which the behaviour would be conducted. Behaviour change theories and models try to interpret these factors and provide a pathway for policymakers and practitioners to effect behavioural change. 

Defra’s 4 E’s Model and Framework on Pro-Environment Behaviours

Defra’s “4 E’s Model” [7&18] can easily be adapted and applied to change health and broader sustainability behaviours. The model emphasises the need for interventions to take a four E’s approach to; enabling, encouraging, engaging and exemplifying change.
Social Network Theory 

Communities tend to be built on social networks [10], Gladwell [11] contextualises this by identifying three types of people who have the power to produce a social epidemic through these networks around behavioural change. These are, Connectors – people specialists: Mavens – information specialists: and Salesmen – persuaders. Such people tend to be locally active, sensitive to cultural nuances and aware of issues, priorities and barriers to action – and therefore pivotal to the success of any behaviour change campaign. This builds on the Pareto principle [12] where 80% of the work is usually done by 20% of the people. 

Social Marketing

‘Social marketing is the systematic application of marketing – alongside other concepts and techniques – to achieve specific behavioural goals for a social or public good’ [13]


The National Social Marketing Centre has identified key features of social marketing through their Benchmark Criteria [14]; Customer or consumer orientation; Behaviour and behavioural goals; Theory; Insight; Exchange; Competition; Intervention mix and marketing mix and Audience segmentation.
Community Empowerment

Drawing from the National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence guidance, Community Engagement to Improve Health [15], it is possible to have a number of interventions where we are not only engaging communities but are also empowering them to be involved in local decision making that affects them. 
APPLYING BEHAVIOUR CHANGE THEORIES THROUGH PROJECTS

Introducing the case studies 

LSx has attempted to apply a number of the behaviour change theories and models outlined through its behaviour change programme. This programme deals with a variety of health, environment and broader sustainable lifestyle themes.


Applying elements of NICE’s Empowerment Model through a Community of Place

When some of the more influential factors regarding an individual’s behaviour can be attributed to a lack of resources for, or the means by which to, adopt change, LSx has attempted to devise and deliver projects that address this through the application of NICE’s empowerment model. A recent example is our Participatory Budgeting project in Battersea Fields Housing Estate under the London Councils funded ‘Energise London’ initiative.


The Battersea Fields ‘community of place’ is a small housing estate in Wandsworth, characterised by high levels of social housing and fuel poverty. As such, LSx identified an informal participatory budgeting process as key to achieving empowerment of the local community and behavioural change for energy efficiency and water conservation objectives


Local tenants worked in collaboration with the Residents Management Organisation to suggest some ideas for ‘greening’ the estate and tenant lifestyles. These ideas were costed and voted upon, and it was subsequently agreed that a small amount of ‘seed-corn’ funding (£2,500) would be invested in bicycle lockers. 

Direct outreach from this project was to 316 residents, a relatively large proportion of an ‘honestly disengaged’ community of place. Pledges and actions by sample beneficiaries indicated savings of almost 10 tonnes of CO2 and over 1 million litres of water through the project. When scaled up, this represented a potential saving of almost 340 tonnes of CO2 and 1,360,000 litres of water annually; equivalent to more than 20% of baseline CO2 and 8% of baseline water.
Applying Social Marketing Principles through a Community of Interest  

When some of the more influential factors regarding an individual’s behaviour can be attributed to the power of peers and pioneers within their social networks, LSx has attempted to devise and deliver projects that address this through the application of Social Marketing. A current example is our Rotary London project with Rotarians as a community of interest under Energise London. See Table 1.

5. CHALLENGES & ISSUES ARISING

Some of the lessons gathered through the application of the behaviour change theories and project delivery identified, and early versions of this were set out in Defra’s environmental framework [17]; includes: 

One off behaviours (such as installing insulation or a new boiler) can often have an immediate and highly visible impact in terms of energy savings. However, rebound or ‘backfire’ theory warns us that habitual behaviours are also important [16];

“[Can] ‘alternative’ use of the cash savings from improved efficiency lead to even more energy demand than I would have generated without the intervention? The wrong choice of new car, for instance, or a holiday far enough away, might quickly swamp the carbon gains from improved cavity wall insulation. This is the situation the economists describe as ‘backfire’. The challenge here for the conventional position is enormous.”

Behavioural change towards carbon savings can be challenging to prove. Pledges are not an effective measure of carbon saved but objective measures and quantitative data can be extremely time consuming, expensive and difficult to gather. Monitoring and evaluation techniques consequently have to be increasingly sophisticated and involve multiple partners and agencies; this is explored further below. 

6. Measuring change in sustainable lifestyles

Measuring behavioural change for sustainability

Measuring changes that result from the range of activities described above is very complex: people and communities make difficult experimental subjects. Further to this, attributing tangibly increasing sustainability of lifestyles to changes in behaviour caused by the methods used (empowerment / community involvement) is similarly complex. So why do it?

· Required to satisfy funders that the desired end-outcomes are being achieved

· Important to understand the relationship between methods used and outcomes achieved to ensure that the most output is achieved with given resource

· Needed to feedback to organisations / individuals involved in programmes who want to see progress – recognition of change occurring and rewarding the effort that has gone into this.

The result of this is more detailed understanding of the impacts of an initiative and a contribution towards future project research and development.

How effectively can we measure behaviour change?

Traditional measurement targets single items – the height /weight / yield of one thing.  Frequently, environmental campaigns also target a wide group of issues simultaneously, attempting to engage people on and affect a wide range of separate behaviours under the banner of green / environmental / sustainable behaviours. Not only does this counter the advice that targeting single behaviours at a time is needed in order to fully address the barriers and motivations that characterise each behaviour, but difficulties arise where we try to measure too much in one go. 

Some behaviours naturally lend themselves to monitoring. The most effective measurements can be made when behaviours have single, defined outcomes – for instance a decision about mode of travel. When behaviours might manifest themselves in different locations at different times, and cross-over with other behaviours or measuring devices, then measurement becomes less effective. Measuring household water use when targeting shower / bath habits could be complicated by garden water use.

However, if these are taken into account when defining project ambitions and targets then we can effectively measure the impact of a campaign on behaviours and outcomes.

Who measures?

Behaviours can be measured objectively where such monitoring equipment exists (utility meters, weight measurements, purchasing records) and where the behaviour targeted aggregates to a measurement unit (for instance flats might not have separate metres, work departments might share purchase records). Often we attempt to measure something where no such pre-existing tool exists and we can rely on self-reporting (for example taking baths of showers). However this is complicated by the fact that people know they are being measured, and we must account for social pressures increasing the likelihood of over reporting “good” behaviours.  Involving people who are being targeting by a programme in the measurement of that programme adds a further level of complexity, which is why clearly defined target outcomes are needed in order to reduce the likelihood of obtaining poor data from disengaged, confused or unwilling participants.

How to measure?

If the aim is the measure the affect of an intervention on a type of behaviour, measuring the frequency of a behaviour or its outcome before and then after the intervention will at least demonstrate any change in behaviours. Quantitative measures of a behaviour or the result will allow you to show a change over time. However to actually attribute causality to your intervention further research is needed. Running a control study or undertaking qualitative research are two methods of doing this. Qualitative methods also allow probing of what it was about the intervention that caused the change to made, on top of determining that is was the cause.

Conclusions

There are a number of strengths in our current approaches towards behaviour change, there is some good theoretical understanding, strong science, setting of strategic goals enabling partnership working, albeit a patchy understanding of this on the ground. However, there is some policy inconsistency across Government and local government delivery, a lack of simple consistent messages to consumers.
Whilst it is possible to identify a long list of desired environmental behaviours, pure social marketing and theory development requires programmes to be approached one behaviour at a time.  This is inconsistent with the urgency of the task at hand, and doesn’t lend itself to developing the buy in and further reflection of participants.

The use of social networks has proven to be very important with valuable insights gleaned from our projects such as; people do not want to appear to be too different from their cohorts.

Whilst it was possible to base our work on behaviour change around a common environmental segmentation model that identifies people according to their values, attitudes and behaviours, it is difficult to use this model when taking a whole community approach, except by ensuring that the top-line messages are not counterproductive to certain segments.

Whilst many of the behaviour theories have proved invaluable, it is clear that we must now concentrate on what is practical and what can be measured in order to establish what is most effective.  This is proving to be very complex indeed. Building measurement into all behaviour change programmes must be a priority.

It is important also that new programmes use the theories as best they can. We must then share the challenges so that lessons are identified and programmes improved in successive iterations.
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Benchmark criteria�
How Rotary London incorporated this�
�
1. Specific goals�
KPIs included SMART targets driven by Defra headline behaviour (mix of take up and impact) goals: e.g. 20% reduction in CO2; 20% reduction in water use�
�
2. Uses consumer and/or market research�
Formative research has been conducted in order to determine pilot communities’ needs, aspirations, values and drivers. In addition, we are working closely with community leaders in order to quality assure our market research on an ongoing basis�
�
3. Is theory based and informed�
The behaviour change theories used to inform this work included:


Social Capital Theory: uses a community's links and resources to benefit that community 


Theory of Social Networks (80/20 Principle): in any situation, 80% of the 'work' will be done by 20% of the participants (in this case a Pioneer), who are an influential minority�
�
4. Is insight driven�
We identified the interests of individuals in this programme include the following aspects: 


Keen to improve links in the local community


Keen to improve quality of life for others


Keen to be seen doing good things for others�
�
5. Uses exchange concept�
Barriers: perception that they are already energy and water efficient, lack desire to make personal behavioural changes.


Response: Enable club members to reflect on habits by providing measuring mechanisms. Encourage knowledge sharing and competition; Engage members through meeting agenda topics; Exemplify through case studies, practical workshops and club discussions


Reward: Anticipated ‘feel-good’ factor. Access to opportunities for retrofitting. �
�
6. Competition approach�
Website case studies and Rotary magazine to help establish ‘communities of practice’ around pro-environment behaviours�
�
7. Segmentation approach�
Sample community profiling has identified that Rotarians have almost double the percentage of ‘Positive Greens’ compared to the UK population. �
�
8. Integrates a mix of marketing methods�
Intervention mix: Rotarians will be supported with a comprehensive suite of materials with which to enable, engage, encourage and exemplify behaviour change (e.g. Home Energy Audit kits, sign-posting, case-studies etc)


Marketing mix: Local community champions promote and enable a variety of pro-environment behaviours through peer to peer influence.�
�



Table 1: Example of application of the Social Marketing Benchmark Criteria to project development at LSx.
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