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ABSTRACT 

Landfills in British Columbia are reaching capacity; this has sparked renewed efforts to curb the 

output of household waste. Extending previous quantitative studies, I use a qualitative grounded 

theory approach to explore what influences the perception of waste and activates the intention to 

recycle and compost. Participants from Ucluelet, British Columbia, accumulated their refuse, 

recyclables, and compost during a four week period; simultaneously, I interviewed them about 

the meanings and feelings they associated with the process. My results suggest that participants’ 

attitudes about waste are strongly influenced by what they see. Because garbage is regularly 

hauled away and dumped out of sight, participants were relatively unaware of how much they 

produce and its environmental impact. Increasing awareness appears to be a key factor in 

changing waste diversion intentions; incorporating small pro-environmental changes may lead to 

further changes. This reaffirms previous findings that adopting one environmental behaviour can 

empower further change. 



 iii 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I am grateful to my children, Aaron, Drew and Haley, my siblings and my friends for 

their love and support which enabled me to complete this endeavor; special thanks goes to Rene, 

Tom, Louise, Carol, Ann and Ken, for reading countless drafts, offering advice and 

encouragement. Thank you to my neighbours who volunteered as participants for my research. 

Thanks also to the brilliant environmental educators who taught me so much through the MEEC 

program and to my peers in the 2007 cohort—for sharing their friendship and knowledge.  

I offer a special thank you to my thesis advisor, Dr. Robert Kull. He pushed me to think 

more critically, write more clearly and encouraged me to keep re-writing to produce a better 

paper than would have been done without him. Before I started this journey he offered this 

advice: “Be patient with yourself and trust the process. It will work itself out in time. Expect 

frustration, confusion, and a sense of having no idea what in the hell you are doing or why you 

are doing it.” He was right. 

Finally, I would like to acknowledge the love, encouragement, and endless support from 

my husband Andrew, who has been amazing through this journey. I am fortunate to have you in 

my life; thank you for encouraging me to pursue my dreams and inspiring me to learn more and 

do more. 

 



 iv 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

OUT OF SIGHT, OUT OF MIND: WHAT INFLUENCES OUR PERCEPTION OF WASTE 

 AND ACTIVATES OUR INTENTION TO LIVE MORE SUSTAINABLY? ............................ i 

ABSTRACT.................................................................................................................................... ii 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT ............................................................................................................. iii 

TABLE OF CONTENTS............................................................................................................... iv 

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION............................................................................................. 1 

Purpose of the Study ....................................................................................................................... 1 

Statement of Research Problem...................................................................................................... 2 

Challenges and Opportunities ......................................................................................................... 6 

Research Questions  ....................................................................................................................... 7 

Limitations and Delimitations......................................................................................................... 7 

Significance of the Study................................................................................................................ 8 

Assumptions and Researcher’s Perspective.................................................................................... 9 

Definition of Key Terms............................................................................................................... 10 

Thesis Structure ............................................................................................................................ 11 

CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE................................................................ 12 

Summary....................................................................................................................................... 12 

Research Approach ....................................................................................................................... 12 

An Examination of Pro-environmental Intended Behaviour ........................................................ 14 

Internal Influences that Affect Our Intended Behaviour .............................................................. 15 

Awareness ..................................................................................................................................... 15 

Personal Norms............................................................................................................................. 16 



 v 

Attitudes........................................................................................................................................ 17 

Effort ............................................................................................................................................. 18 

External Influences that Affect Our Intended Behaviour ............................................................. 18 

Convenience.................................................................................................................................. 18 

Communication............................................................................................................................. 20 

Social Norms................................................................................................................................. 21 

Issues with Intended Behavioural Change.................................................................................... 26 

Critical Analysis............................................................................................................................ 27 

Conclusion .................................................................................................................................... 29 

 CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY .................................................................................... 30 

Introduction................................................................................................................................... 30 

Constructivist Grounded Theory .................................................................................................. 30 

Theory Befits Research................................................................................................................. 33 

Semi-structured Interviews ........................................................................................................... 33 

Project Description........................................................................................................................ 34 

Sample and Site............................................................................................................................. 35 

Data Collection ............................................................................................................................. 36 

Interview Questions ...................................................................................................................... 38 

Data analyis................................................................................................................................... 43 

Code Reliability Check ................................................................................................................. 44 

Interview Summaries .................................................................................................................... 45 

Validity and Reliability................................................................................................................. 45 

Study Conduct and Informed Consent.......................................................................................... 46 



 vi 

Summary....................................................................................................................................... 47 

CHAPTER FOUR: SUMMARY FINDINGS ............................................................................. 48 

Observational Results ................................................................................................................... 49 

Qualitative Data Results ............................................................................................................... 51 

Restating Research Questions....................................................................................................... 52 

Overview of Major Themes ......................................................................................................... 53 

Visual impact overview ................................................................................................................ 53 

Influences that Affect Our Intention To Change Intended Behaviour Overview......................... 53 

Personal Empowerment and the Ripple Effect Overview ............................................................ 53 

Hot Button Issues.......................................................................................................................... 54 

Visual Impact ................................................................................................................................ 54 

Influences on Our Intention To Change Intended Behaviour ....................................................... 59 

Internal Factors ............................................................................................................................. 59 

Awareness ..................................................................................................................................... 59 

Personal Norms............................................................................................................................. 61 

Habits and Fear ............................................................................................................................. 62 

Exernal Motivators........................................................................................................................ 64 

Convenience and Ease .................................................................................................................. 64 

Communication............................................................................................................................. 67 

Social Norms................................................................................................................................. 70 

Incentives: Mandatory and Personal............................................................................................. 71 

Personal Empowerment and the Ripple Effect ............................................................................. 72 

Hot Button Issues.......................................................................................................................... 75 



 vii 

Excess Packaging.......................................................................................................................... 75 

Summary of Findings.................................................................................................................... 81 

CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION ............................................................ 83 

Chapter Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 83 

Purpose of the Study ..................................................................................................................... 83 

Researcher’s Assumptions ............................................................................................................ 83 

Hypothesis Generated ................................................................................................................... 84 

Conclusions of Research............................................................................................................... 84 

Influences on Our Intention To Change........................................................................................ 87 

Internal Influences ........................................................................................................................ 87 

External Influences ....................................................................................................................... 88 

Communication............................................................................................................................. 88 

Social Norms................................................................................................................................. 90 

Personal Empowerment and the Ripple Effect ............................................................................. 91 

Hot Button Issues.......................................................................................................................... 93 

Relevancy of Study....................................................................................................................... 95 

Recommendation for Application................................................................................................. 95 

Suggestions for Further Research ................................................................................................. 95 

Personal Reflection ....................................................................................................................... 96 

REFERENCES ............................................................................................................................. 98 

APPENDIX A: Manual Open Coding Sample ........................................................................... 110 

APPENDIX B: Atlas ti Coding Sample...................................................................................... 111 

APPENDIX C: Atlas ti Code List Sample.................................................................................. 112 



 viii 

APPENDIX D: Atlas ti Network View Sample ......................................................................... 113 

 APPENDIX E: Research Consent Form.................................................................................... 114 

APPENDIX F: Participant Summaries and Consent Form......................................................... 115 

APPENDIX G: Total Diversion by Participants......................................................................... 116 

APPENDIX H: Waste Diversion by Participant......................................................................... 116 

APPENDIX I:  Participant Interview Transcription Information ............................................... 117 

 

 



 1 

 

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

There is no ‘away’…In natural ecosystems, in particular, you can move 

something from one place to another, you can transform it into something else, 

but you can’t get rid of it. As long as it is on the Earth, it is part of the global 

ecosystem. The industrial poisons, pollutants, insecticides, and radioactive 

materials that we’ve tried to “throw away” in the past have all too often come 

back to haunt us because people didn’t understand this rule                   

(Kauffman, 1980, p. 38) 

We take our garbage to the curb and someone hauls it away. Rarely do we give thought to 

how much we produce, where it goes or the consequences of our actions. When it comes to 

household waste, we have an “out of sight, out of mind,” attitude. My research objective is to 

improve our understanding of what influences our waste diversion intended behaviour. Why do 

some people demonstrate pro-environmental conduct such as considering the amount of 

packaging when purchasing products and diverting household waste through recycling and 

composting, while others do not? Awareness, social norms and convenience are variables that 

influence our environmental behaviour, but the literature to date does not clearly identify which 

of these variables is most powerful in encouraging us to change the way we act with respect to 

our waste.  

 Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine how reflecting on one’s actions might increase 

environmental awareness, which could ultimately lead to intended behavioural changes 

regarding residential waste. This is an important area of study in that it explores the universal 

problem of how we deal with household refuse. It is essential that we recognize that our actions 
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have consequences—that what we personally add to the ever-increasing waste stream contributes 

directly to the havoc we collectively wreak on the environment. My thesis explores the notion 

that recognizing our actions and acknowledging their consequences may be a step toward 

changing our intended behaviour. Yet it may be difficult for many of us to fathom that we share 

responsibility for environmental degradation precisely because we have difficulty perceiving that 

our individual actions have cumulative destructive effects on the Earth (Wackernagel & Rees, 

2008; Lyons, Uzzel & Storey, cited in de Coverly, McDonagh, O’Malley & Patterson, 2008). 

Most pro-environment behavioural research is generated through quantitative studies, and 

while it reveals statistical information about our habits and what influences recycling and waste 

diversion behaviour, it fails to provide an explanation from the participants’ point of view. In this 

research, I conduct in-depth interviews with study participants to develop a unique qualitative 

first person perspective that enriches our understanding of why people choose to behave in 

certain ways towards the environment.   

Statement of Research Problem 

Garbage seems innocuous, but the repositories for our trash are major emitters of the 

greenhouse gas methane (British Columbia Ministry of Environment, 2007, p. 173). Rotting 

organic material in landfills creates both greenhouse gas and leachate, which threatens ground 

and surface water quality. Each year in British Columbia more than 800,000 tonnes of organic 

waste is sent to landfills and compostable organics account for as much as 40 per cent of the 

solid waste stream (Recycling Council of British Columbia, 2008). Landfill sites generate more 

than a quarter of the human-created methane emissions in Canada. In excess of 1.2 million 

tonnes of greenhouse gas is released into the atmosphere each year, equivalent to the amount of 

gas emitted by six million automobiles (Environment Canada, 2009). The increasing amount of 
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waste in landfills is blamed for the 13.4 per cent rise in greenhouse gas emissions in the years 

1990-2007. The rise would have been much larger if not for the implementation of landfill gas 

recovery, waste diversion and recycling projects (Environment Canada, 2007). Home 

composting saves on landfill space and ensures that organic material breaks down as it is 

properly aerated. Often organic waste that ends up in landfills does not decompose properly as it 

is compacted.  

The per capita amount of solid waste reflects consumption patterns of British Columbians 

and disposal of solid waste in landfills is also a gauge of wasted resources. As a consequence of 

over-packaging, energy and resources are spent on materials that enter the waste stream after 

limited use:  

The material entering our landfills consists of waste that is composed of organic, 

in-organic material, and toxic substances contained in products. The waste sent to 

landfills is a potential source of contamination for groundwater, soil, and air. 

Landfills also use large tracts of land, which are becoming difficult to 

accommodate in densely populated areas. (British Columbia Ministry of 

Environment, 2007) 

Waste is a growing problem around the globe (de Coverly, et al., 2008; Girling as cited in 

de Coverly et al., 2008; Schroeder, (2005) and its impact is formidable: 

In addition to leaching liquid wastes, landfills also erupt ‘landfill gas,’ the 

emissions of decomposing waste. This wretched vapor consists mostly of highly 

flammable methane, which is the major contributor to global climate change. 

(Rogers, 2005, p. 4)  

Deciding where to put our household waste is equally difficult (Rogers, 2005). In British 

Columbia the media is reporting that communities are faced with a huge dilemma now that the 
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largest landfill in the province at Cache Creek is nearly full (Pynn, 2009; Nagel, 2009; Sharman, 

2009). In April, 2009, the City of Vancouver sought permission from the province to export up 

to 600,000 tonnes of garbage per year to the United States because the Cache Creek landfill, 

which is the disposal site for Vancouver’s garbage, is set to close in 2010 and no alternatives in 

British Columbia have been identified (Black Press, 2009).  There is, however, no consensus that 

British Columbia’s trash should be sent across the border, and some politicians, such as North 

Vancouver District Councillor Alan Nixon, argued on CTV News that citizens should take 

responsibility for the garbage they create (Sharman, 2009). Nixon maintains that sending 

Vancouver’s trash to the United States would put the city’s rubbish out of sight of its residents, 

thereby reducing their motivation to divert waste: “It takes every citizen in Metro Vancouver 

potentially off the hook about being devoted to, or buying into, the need to reduce the waste 

that’s going into the stream right now” (Sharman, 2009).  

Smaller communities throughout British Columbia are also running out of space for their 

garbage and are asking residents to be more aware of their household output. The City of Prince 

Rupert estimates it will run out of landfill space in 12 to 18 months (Ward, 2009). Landfill 

expansion is a priority, but because the city relies on grant money for that expansion, it also 

intends to increase public awareness and recycling participation as ways of extending the life of 

the current landfill site (Ward, 2009). In 2008 the Skeena–Queen Charlotte Regional District 

announced that its Haida Gwaii landfill was filling up at a much faster rate than anticipated. 

They also disclosed that approximately 40 per cent of what was being dumped could have easily 

been diverted (Ramsay, 2009). 

Recycling and waste diversion gained prominence in British Columbia in the 1990s when 

the province announced it would reduce its solid waste disposal by 50 per cent by the year 2000. 
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The province cut its waste by nearly 30 per cent by the year 2000 (Recycling Council of British 

Columbia, 2008); however, in the last nine years waste disposal rates per person have remained 

constant with an average of 663 kilograms of garbage being sent to landfills in British Columbia 

(British Columbia Ministry of Environment, 2007). In 2004 it was estimated that household 

waste accounted for 35 per cent of the municipal waste stream in the province (British Columbia 

Ministry of Environment, 2007).  

The Recycling Council of British Columbia has introduced a variety of programmes 

aimed at reducing the amount of material going to landfills in an attempt to extend the life of 

sites. More than half of the regional districts across the province have included Zero Waste 

targets in their solid waste management plans in an effort to promote waste reduction (Recycling 

Council of British Columbia, 2008). Zero Waste encourages local governments to support 

reducing, recycling and reusing in an attempt to eliminate waste completely (Jessen, 2003). 

“After a decade of experience with the goal of 50 per cent reduction in our per capita waste 

disposal, it is time to reassess the effectiveness of that goal and to contemplate the rationale for a 

new way of thinking about waste” (Jessen, 2003, p. 7). The waste diversion slogan the Three 

Rs—reduce, reuse and recycle—is often condensed to just the latter—recycle (Barr, Gilg & 

Ford, 2005). Jensen described this situation similarly, “While recycling is a smashing success, it 

is dwarfed by wasting” (2003, p. 9).  

Household waste is the only component of the waste stream over which individuals have 

direct control. Each of us decides how much trash we add to or divert from landfills each week, 

but many of us have no idea where our trash goes because landfills are often tucked away on the 

outskirts of town or waste is trucked to a different location far from where it is created. We do 



 6 

not see our burgeoning waste or smell the rotting garbage, and the unseen threats of leachate and 

landfill gas are rarely considered.  

Rogers (2005) points out that while some people think placing the trash can on the curb is 

the end of the line, it is actually just the beginning of the municipal waste stream. Most of us do 

not know what happens to our trash once it leaves us and many of us are not conscious of what, 

or how much, we throw away. Since we do not look inside each other’s trash cans, the possibility 

of collective knowledge of our individual discards disappears when the garbage truck arrives.  

De Coverly et al. (2008) suggest that once our garbage is hauled away, householders feel 

relieved of further responsibility: “That our garbage bags are only visible fleetingly as they pass 

from garbage can to garbage truck means that they are hidden for the rest of time.” On the same 

page they refer to Chappell’s and Shove’s insight that, “The trash can is, therefore, much more 

than just a passive receptacle for our waste. Rather, it actively constructs the nature of waste and 

dictates household waste practices.” De Coverly et al. then conclude that, “It both shapes and is 

shaped by contemporary meanings of waste (p. 295). 

Challenges and Opportunities  

In the Alberni-Clayoquot Regional District where I conducted my research, it is 

estimated that 28 per cent of waste disposal is compostable (Alberni-Clayoquot Regional District 

Solid Waste Management Plan, 2007). The Alberni-Clayoquot Regional District experienced a 

more than 65 per cent increase in the rate of garbage produced per person from 1990 to 2004 

(British Columbia Ministry of Environment, 2007). In 2005 it was estimated that 85 per cent of 

all waste was disposed of and only 15 per cent diverted from the landfills (Alberni-Clayoquot 

Regional District, 2007).   
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The community of Ucluelet is in the south western area of the Alberni-Clayoquot 

Regional District). Garbage from Ucluelet is taken to the West Coast Landfill, where leachate 

generation is a problem and there is no landfill gas collection. The landfill is located within 

Pacific Rim National Park and its solid waste content has a negative impact on the ecological 

integrity of the park (Parks Canada, 2000). For these reasons, it is imperative that those who 

reside in the south western area of the Alberni-Clayoquot Regional District, including residents 

of Ucluelet, find ways to reduce the waste they generate. 

My research project provides an opportunity for residents of Ucluelet to directly observe 

the amount of garbage they add to the residential waste stream and how much they can divert 

from the landfill by recycling and composting. By retaining their refuse and recycling for a 

month, participants get a clearer picture of how much garbage they create and they have an 

opportunity to explore their own waste-generating intended behaviour. By observing their own 

actions and motivations, participants have a unique opportunity to better understand their 

contribution to the local waste stream. 

Research Questions 

Two main questions were posed:  

1. If research participants keep all the waste they generate for four weeks: 

a. will they develop an increased awareness of how much they contribute to the 

waste stream?  

b. will changes in awareness bring about self-reported intentions to change? 

2. Do research participants believe that adopting one pro-environmental intended behaviour 

will lead to other, perhaps more extensive pro-environmental intended behaviours being 

adopted? 
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Study Limitations and Delimitations 

The study has three limiting factors:  

1. Random convenience sampling provides a non-probability sample that “seeks 

only to represent itself or instances of itself in a similar population—rather than 

attempting to represent the whole, undifferentiated population” (Cohen, Manion 

& Morrison, 2007, p. 113).  

2. Given the considerable time commitment involved, the experiment may have 

attracted only people who were already somewhat concerned about the 

environment and looking for ways to reduce their garbage output.  

3. Much of the collected data was based on participants’ self-reported intended 

behaviour; this is, however, common in behavioural research (Barr, 2006). 

I chose to delimit the area of my research to a single neighbourhood in Ucluelet, British 

Columbia, so all participants were within walking distance. While conducting my research I 

visited all participants once a week for four weeks and their close proximity allowed me to do so 

without using a motor vehicle.  

Significance of the Study 

My research builds on the current body of research into pro-environmental behaviour 

(Barr, 2003, 2007; Bratt, 1999; Comeau, 2008; Corraliza & Berenguer, 2000; Dietz, Fitzerald & 

Shwom, 2005; Torgler, Garcia-Valinas & McIntyre, 2008; Griskevicius, Cialdini & Goldstein, 

2008; Ebreo & Vining, 2001; Perrin & Barton, 2001; Schultz & Oskamp, 1996; Williams & 

Kelly, 2003) and will contribute to our general understanding of the influences on environmental 

intended behaviour. Most of my data reflects participants’ personal narratives. Since most studies 

are quantitative (Barr, 2003, 2007; Bratt, 1999; Schultz & Oskamp, 1996), my exploration of 
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narratives represents an alternative approach for examining and understanding environmental 

intended behaviour.  

To date, the bulk of existing literature pertaining to pro-environmental behaviour and its 

influences comes from Europe and the United States. As a Canadian study, my work contributes 

to a growing body of domestic research. Gaining a better understanding of the local influences 

on and impediments to our environmental intended behaviour could assist regional districts 

across British Columbia to develop strategies aimed at reducing household waste and 

encouraging recycling.  

 Researcher’s Perspective and Assumptions  

Echoing Charmaz (2001) among others, I believe people construct knowledge and reality 

by making meaning of their lived experiences. Constructivism as a methodological paradigm is 

congruent with my beliefs about the nature of reality. Rather than seeing the world as a given, I 

argue that we create our realities through individual and collective action. Recognizing that 

situations are fluid and always changing, constructionist researchers explore the reality they co-

create with their subjects in a particular time and place, (Charmaz, 2006; Cohen et al.,  2007).  

Grounded theory, as a methodology, is a logical option for this research since it 

constructs theory based on interpretation of participants’ stories (Mills, Bonner & Francis, 2006). 

I chose a qualitative semi-structured interview approach because I believe the stories others tell 

offers valuable insight into what motivates our intended behaviour. 

At the outset, I had no definite expectations about the results of this research, and I did 

not set out to test a specific hypothesis or to validate a pre-given theory. Using a grounded theory 

approach allowed me to generate and explore various hypotheses based on the data as it was 

generated (Charmaz, 2001). 
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Although I did not base my study on a pre-existing environmental theory, I did, as is 

always the case, bring my own perspectives and assumptions to the work. I assumed that 

awareness, social norms and convenience influence, to some degree, our environmental intended 

behaviour regarding residential waste, but I did not hypothesize which of these variables is most 

influential. I also suspected that our system of garbage removal and the fact that landfills are out 

of sight might contribute to our ignorance of environmental degradation in that we don’t see 

where our garbage goes and subsequently are not aware of the amount we produce or the impact 

it has. Before beginning this research I noted these presuppositions and suspicions and made 

every attempt to remain neutral about them during interviews and in the analysis phase of the 

study.  

Charmaz (2001) wrote, “Constructivist grounded theorists look for their own assumptions 

and implicit meanings, as well as those of their research subjects” (p. 6398). Grounded theory 

“consists of flexible strategies to guide qualitative data collection, and particularly, data analysis” 

(Charmaz, 2001, p. 6396). Charmaz  places priority “on the studied phenomenon rather than the 

methods of studying it” (Charmaz, 2001, p. 6397).  

Definition of Key Terms 

• Pro-environmental Intended behaviour: the ways in which we act that are not 

harmful to the earth; pro-environmental attitudes describe people’s predispositions to 

be concerned about and ultimately act in the name of environmental protection 

(Corraliza & Berenguer, 2000). Many on Earth may not be aware of environmental 

issues yet they have a deep understanding of the natural world and are intrinsically 

motivated to behave in ways that respect, not harm, the planet.  
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• Social Norms: defined as moral standards attributed to a social group or collective 

where action is motivated by public sanction (i.e., threat of shame for non-compliance) 

(Wenzel, 2004). 

• Personal or Internalized Norms: defined as people’s own moral standards, acquired 

through the internalization of social norms, i.e., (Griskevicius et al., 2008; Wenzel, 

2004). 

• Contructivism: defined as a social science perspective that addresses how realities are 

made. This viewpoint assumes people construct their realities in which they participate 

and that by reflecting on our own experiences, we construct our understanding of the 

world. Researchers using constructivism acknowledge that the interpretation of the 

phenomena being studied is in itself a construction (Charmaz, 2006). 

Thesis Structure 

This thesis contains five chapters. In Chapter 1 I introduced the general research problem; 

the conceptual basis of the study is established and the purpose of the study identified; the 

research questions are clarified and the limitations and delimitations are noted. In Chapter 2 I 

review the literature pertaining to environmental intended behaviour, social norms, and waste 

diversion and recycling, and lay out the theoretical foundation for my thesis. Chapter 3 outlines 

the methodological approach and design I used and I provide a description of the project, the 

sample selection, data collection and instruments used, as well as information regarding the 

validity and reliability of the data. In Chapter 4 I outline the results of my research, study 

findings and my interpretation of the data. Chapter 5 presents the conclusions and my 

recommends for further research possibilities.  
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Summary 

This chapter includes an overview of the literature on the research approach I have 

chosen, grounded theory and an examination of the diverse body of competing theoretical 

perspectives relevant to pro-environmental intended behaviour. The literature I cite comes from a 

variety of sources including peer reviewed journal articles, books, magazines, government 

documents, thesis’ and media reports. The review is divided into two sections: the first looks at 

the development of my research approach; the second explores the influences on pro-

environmental intended behaviour. 

My review of the literature was done in two phases. Before the research began, I 

reviewed the bulk of the literature pertaining to pro-environmental behaviour; following the 

analysis I reviewed more specific literature relevant to particular themes that stemmed from my 

research. 

Research Approach 

My research method for this thesis was adopted from the grounded theory approach 

advanced by Kathy Charmaz. Grounded theory was developed in 1967 by Glaser & Strauss and 

has been re-worked a number of times by Glaser (1992), Strauss (1987), Strauss & Corbin 

(1990) and Charmaz (2001). Strauss and Glaser developed grounded theory as a way to 

demonstrate rigor in qualitative research and introduced elements of positivism and 

constructivism (Charmaz, 2001). Charmaz (2001) wrote, “Qualitative research was deemed 

impressionistic and anecdotal, unfitting the scientific quest for quantified facts” (p. 6397). Glaser 

and Strauss argued that qualitative research could “demonstrate rigor, and generate theory” 

(Charmaz, 2001, p. 6397). Two key concepts in grounded theory are “that of constant 
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comparison, in which data collection and analysis are in iterative process, and that of theoretical 

sampling, in which data collection decisions are progressional and subject to the theory in 

construction,” (Fendt & Sachs, 2007, p. 431). Morton pointed out that grounded theory “is still a 

relatively new and still developing method of social science research,” (2009, p. 25) and 

proposed that all approaches of grounded theory offer valuable procedures and techniques. 

Charmaz advocated delaying the literature review “to avoid seeing the world through the 

lens of extant ideas” (Charmaz, 2006, p. 6). “Grounded theorists evaluate the fit between their 

initial research interests and their emerging data. We do not force preconceived ideas and 

theories directly upon our data. Rather, we follow leads that we define in the data” (Charmaz, 

2006, p. 17). Charmaz pointed out there are disagreements about what constitutes a completed 

theory:  

These disagreements resonate with grumblings—and ideological clashes—

throughout the social sciences that grounded theorists echo without necessarily 

realizing their epistemological underpinnings. Such disagreements may be played 

out and intensified in discussions about how to construct grounded theory. When 

we look beneath the surface, we can discern different meanings of theory among 

different grounded theorists. Some of these definitions of theory remain firm, 

some are elastic.” (Charmaz, 2006, p. 125)  

Much of the research surrounding pro-environmental action has used Ajzen & Fishbein’s 

(2005) theory of planned behaviour as a framework for predicting and explaining social conduct. 

The theory of planned behaviour suggests that a person’s intention to perform or not perform 

certain actions is what determines the intended behaviour (Godin, Conner & Sheeran, 2005; 

Tonglet, Phillips & Bates, 2004; do Valle, Reis, Menezes & Rebelo, 2004). Although the theory 

of planned behaviour has been frequently used to explain behaviour, I decided to use a grounded 
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theory approach in this study and allow the data to explain itself rather than be shaped by 

preconceived notions about intended practices. Most of the research to date has been quantitative 

and has molded data to existing theories. Incorporating grounded theory and qualitative methods 

allows for a more holistic approach to understanding intended environmental behaviour. 

An Examination of Pro-environmental Intended Behaviour 

Overview of Influences 

The study of environmental behaviour is complex because people are motivated by 

different things (Timlett & Williams, 2008). The literature suggests there are many variables that 

influence our actions (Barr, 2003; Corraliza & Berenguer, 2000; Hines, Hungerford & Tomera, 

1987; Perrin & Barton, 2001; Stern, 2000; Tonglet et al., 2004). Both internal and external 

factors are recognized to motivate behaviour; an example of an internal factor is awareness—

when someone is motivated to act because they become aware of a problematic situation; an 

example of an external factor is convenience—when a person is motivated to recycle based on 

whether recycling is convenient. Some influences do not fit cleanly into either category and 

others could fit into both categories; there is much overlap. For the sake of clarity in this paper I 

have chosen to differentiate the various influences as internal or external. Much of the literature 

reviewed does not separate internal and external motivators and therefore, in some instances, 

these categories overlap in order to keep together the comments pertaining to a particular 

research study. 

Deci and Ryan (2002) proposed that sustained behaviour change occurs when actions are 

internally motivated and that change is reduced when actions are externally motivated. Linden 

and Carlsson-Kanyama (2003) found the best opportunity for behavioural change is when both 

internal and external motivational factors are considered together to bring about change.  
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Internal Influences that Affect Our Intended Behaviour 

Awareness 

Awareness has been identified as a key step in intended behaviour change (Ebreo & 

Vining, 2001; Perrin & Barton, 2001; Timlett & Williams, 2008; Williams & Kelly, 2003). 

Perrin and Barton (2001) credited awareness with enabling householders to participate in 

voluntary recycling programs; they reviewed two different curb side recycling schemes in Leeds, 

England, to determine how to convert household attitudes and opinions into voluntary 

participatory behaviour. Creating awareness through information and education of householders 

via leaflets, they recorded an increase in overall participation rates and increases in the individual 

materials category once householders clearly understood what materials could be recycled.  

Timlett and Williams (2009) conducted three projects in 2005-2006 aimed at increasing 

recycling collection and reducing contaminated material in recycling. Their findings showed that 

personalized feedback was effective in reducing contamination rates by more than half and that 

intended behaviour change is “most effectively brought about using simple, low-cost methods to 

engage residents at the point of service delivery, i.e., by the collection crews whilst emptying 

bins” (Timlett & Williams, 2009, p. 622). A 2003 study determined there are many factors to 

consider when promoting environmental education and many variables that determine our 

actions: 

The assumption that basic knowledge dissemination will have more than a minor 

indirect effect on intended behaviour is naïve. Environmental intended behaviour 

has a range of determinants—situational, psychological and value-based factors 

that combine to provide a complex intended behavioural response by citizens. 

(Barr, 2003, p.237) 
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Conversely, a study done in Cornwall, England examined the practices of more than 500 

health care workers and concluded that awareness is not a major predictor of pro-environmental 

behaviour (Tudor, Barr & Gilg, 2007).  

Personal Norms 

Personal norms are defined as people’s own moral standards and they are often acquired 

through the internalization of social norms (Griskevicius et al, 2008). Barr’s 2003 research in 

Exeter, England demonstrated recycling rates are affected by personal norms.  

Researchers from Leeds and Sheffield universities in the United Kingdom and Laval 

University, Canada, examined whether intentions aligned with personal norms would predict 

pro-environmental behaviour better than intentions aligned with attitudes (Godin et al., 2005). 

The research demonstrated that norms have an impact on whether people act on their intentions. 

“We reasoned that people’s sense of personal obligation to perform a intended behaviour would 

influence the motivational force of intention in terms of the likelihood that decision would be 

translated into action” (Godin et al., 2005, p. 507).  

Halvorsen, (2008) suggested personal norms affect us through “the feeling of self respect, 

respect in the community, and warm glow” (p. 512). Halvorsen’s research looked at Norway’s 

voluntary recycling program and questioned why households recycle when it is a voluntary 

activity with few incentives and limited government sanctions. Recycling efforts are motivated 

by personal norms such as the ‘warm glow’ feeling for recycling and feelings of guilt for not 

participating, as well as respect in and sanctions from the community for pro-environmental 

behaviour such as recycling (Halvorsen, 2008).  

Keeping an image of oneself as a responsible person who conforms to certain norms also 

has an impact on recycling efforts (Bruvoll & Nyborg, 2004). McKenzie-Mohr & Smith (2008) 

said change in the way we act occurs not because the person believes that the behaviour is ‘the 
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right thing to do,’ but rather because there is a tangible consequence for not doing the right 

action (p. 77).  

Attitudes 

Early research on the relationship between environmental attitudes and pro-

environmental behaviour produced inconsistent results (Ebreo & Vining, 2001; Schultz & 

Oskamp, 1996); however, more recent studies have found empirical evidence to support this 

relationship (Halvorsen, 2008). 

Whether attitudes and values play a significant role in influencing behaviour has been 

investigated by many researchers (Corraliza & Berenguer, 2000; Dietz, et al., 2005; Karp, 1996; 

Refsgard & Magnussen, 2008; Schultz & Oskamp, 1996; Stern, 1992; Tonglett et al., 2004). 

Dietz et al., (2005) reviewed social science literature concerning values and the environment and 

determined that values influence individual decisions and that those decisions shape our 

individual and group practices with respect to the environment. Stern, Dietz & Kalof (1993) 

suggested values can directly and indirectly affect pro-environmental processes and the key to 

getting people to act is to motivate them to pay attention to information about the consequences 

of environmental damage to things they value (cited in Lundqvist & Biel, 2007).  

Most of the literature regarding recycling and waste diversion behaviour stems from 

empirical studies, mainly from Europe (Barr et al., 2001; Edgerton, McKechnie & Dunleavy, 

2009; Perrin & Barton, 2001; do Valle et al., 2004; Williams & Kelly, 2003; Schultz & Oskamp, 

1996). Dunlap and Van Liere’s (1978) New Environmental Paradigm (NEP) and the updated 

NEP (Dunlap, Van Liere, Mertig & Jones, 2000) have been used often to measure environmental 

attitudes; however despite the heavy use of the NEP, results in the literature are not consistent 

when stating the relationship between pro-environmental attitudes and specific recycling or 

waste diversion behaviour (do Valle et al., 2004). Findings are ambiguous with some studies 
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suggesting a significant relationship between pro-environmental attitudes and recycling (Vining 

& Ebreo, 2001) and others suggesting little relationship between the two variables (Oskamp et 

al., 1991; Edgerton et al., 2009). “General pro-environmental attitude may have little or no 

influence on specific recycling intended behaviours; attitudes must be more specific toward 

recycling to influence intended behaviour” (Edgerton et al., 2009, p. 153).  

Effort 

Required effort has been identified as a strong influence on pro-environmental intended 

behaviour (Schultz & Oskamp, 1996). A Norwegian study by Refsgaard & Magnussen (2009) 

concluded that people are positive about sorting recycling generally, but they want to be sure that 

their efforts are beneficial to the environment. They emphasized that negative reports concerning 

recycling being land filled results in negative motivation.  

External Influences on Our Intended Behaviour 

Convenience 

Convenience such as curb side collection of recyclables is an external factor that has been 

shown to increase participation rates (Barr, 2003; Ebreo & Vining, 2001; Ferrara & Missios, 

2004). McKenzie-Mohr & Smith (2008) called for more investigation into the question of 

motivation of sustainable intended behaviour; recycling, they noted is popular because it “serves 

to alleviate our guilt for not making the more difficult and inconvenient changes toward 

sustainable living” (McKenzie-Mohr & Smith, 2008, p. 19). 

Motives for recycling have been studied a great deal, but fewer studies have investigated 

the influences of other types of waste diversion (Ebreo & Vining, 2001; Edgerton et al., 2009). 

Through a quantitative study carried out in Devon, England, 1999 Barr et al. found “recycling 

intended behaviour formed one distinct factor, whereas waste prevention activities were related 
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to other green purchasing practices, such as the purchase of energy efficient products and other 

items conventionally seen as green purchasing practices,” (Barr et al., 2005). Their research 

suggests that recycling intended behaviours are influenced by knowledge (awareness), and 

convenience such as curbside pick up, whereas waste minimization is influenced by a general 

concern about environmental issues. Barr argued that recycling is “governed chiefly by 

normative and convenience-based factors. Yet reduction is underlain by concern, citizenship, and 

threat-based factors” (Barr, 2006, p. 468).  

In their 2001 study in the United States, Ebreo & Vining recognized concern for the 

future as a new motivator for waste reduction behaviour. Through telephone interviews, they 

gathered qualitative data and then synthesized it into a set of items that could assess motivations 

for waste reduction intended behaviours. They wanted to know if waste-reduction justifications 

would be similar to recycling justifications. They formulated a hierarchy of waste reduction 

justifications which showed that concern for the environment was the highest priority. The two 

most frequently stated reasons for reducing waste were to save money and the environment. 

Ebreo and Vining found that apathy and convenience topped the charts for reasons not to engage 

in waste-reduction (2001). Among the waste reduction intended behaviours Ebreo and Vining 

looked at were: buying items made of recyclable material, buying items in recyclable containers, 

avoiding restaurants using Styrofoam containers, buying in bulk and using cloth rather than 

disposable diapers. Ebreo & Vining’s 2001 research found that recycling constitutes a set of 

activities that are familiar to most people, while other waste reduction practices are not familiar 

or frequently practiced by the general public: 

It is interesting to note that some respondents viewed recycling as a sub-category 

of waste-reduction intended behaviour rather than as a separate category. In 
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addition, respondents listed only a small number of waste-reduction intended 

behaviours. This suggests that they may only incorporate a few of these intended 

behaviours into their lifestyle. (Ebreo & Vining, 2001, p. 438) 

Communication 

Having the knowledge required to recycle and not being deterred by issues of 

inconvenience were cited by Tonglet et al. (2004) as being the major determinants of recycling 

behaviour. Ebreo and Vining (2001) found that one of the most common reasons cited for not 

reducing waste was a lack of information on how to do so. Inconvenience was found to be the 

most significant barrier to recycling in Perrin & Barton’s 2001 study.  

A national survey in Portugal suggested a lack of information about how to perform 

certain pro-environmental behaviours had an impact on the number of people participating in 

programs such as recycling, although that assertion was not statistically confirmed by their 

research (do Valle et al., 2004). The report also noted the importance of creating awareness so 

that individuals recognize they are responsible for a large part of materials disposed of at 

landfills:  

The purpose of this kind of message is also to show that if all citizens create the 

problem, they must contribute to its attenuation. This may reduce the feeling that 

“to recycle household waste is not up to me,” which contributes to the 

indifference attitude as well. (do Valle et al., 2004, p. 533)  

Social Norms  

Social norms are defined as the moral standards attributed to a social group and norms 

have been identified as a variable which can greatly influence environmental intended behaviour 

(Barr, Gilg & Ford, 2001; Bratt, 1999; Godin, cited in deKort, McCalley & Midden, 2008; Dietz 

et al., 2005; Griskevicius et al., 2008; Halvorsen, 2008; Kallgren, Reno & Cialdini, 2000; Karp, 
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1996; Nolan, Schultz, Cialdini, Goldstein & Griskevicius, 2008; Refsgard & Magnussen, 2008; 

Sheeran, Norman & Orbell, 1999; Timlett & Williams, 2008; Tudor et al., 2007). Nolan et al. 

wrote that “normative social influence is potent and widespread. The cumulative findings from 

the research on normative social influence are clear—witnessing the actions of other people has a 

powerful effect on intended behaviour” (2008, p. 913).  

Griskevicius et al. (2008) determined that although it is widely accepted that salient 

social norms can effectively influence behaviour, most people are not aware of how much they 

are influenced by norms:  

What’s surprising, given the ubiquity and strength of the evidence, is how little 

people are aware of the power of such norms on their own intended behaviour, 

including many intended behaviours that can contribute to global warming. In this 

paper we examine how this potent form of influence can exert its power on us—

and on climate change—at two crucial and often-encountered decision points: 

when, as observers, we decide how to interpret the causes of our own actions; and 

when, as tacticians, we decide how to influence the actions of others. 

(Griskevicius et al., 2008, p. 6) 

Griskevicius et al., (2008) reviewed several studies on social norms and determined that 

people are not aware of the influence of social norms on their own intended behaviour. “The 

upshot of these studies is plain, when it comes to estimating the cause of their conduct people 

seem especially blind to the large role of others in their intended behaviour” (Griskevicius et al., 

2008, p. 8). 

In 2008, Cialdini et al. conducted research in Arizona which demonstrated the power of 

social norms. Public service announcements were created in an attempt to increase recycling in 

target communities. The public service announcements portrayed a scene where neighbours who 
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engaged in recycling spoke disparagingly of another neighbour who did not recycle. Recycling 

was measured in four communities, two of which had been exposed to the public service 

announcements and two who were not. Results showed a 25 per cent increase in recycling in the 

communities where the announcements were shown. 

Goldstein, Griskevicius & Cialdini’s (2007) research on conservation behaviors in hotel 

rooms found when the social norm message was amplified, the intended behaviour change 

increased substantially. Initially, various message cards requested guests to reuse towels but 

failed to mention that the majority of hotel guests do reuse towels. When the social norms 

message was strengthened and message cards announced ‘join your fellow guests in helping save 

the environment,’ followed up by information that the majority of hotel guests were currently 

reusing their towels, the intended behaviour change resulted in 34 per cent more hotel guests 

reusing towels.  

Not paying sufficient attention to the power of social norms can counteract the intentions 

of public campaigns designed to change environmental intended behaviour. Griskevicius et al. 

(2008) used the Petrified Forest National Park in Arizona as an example. To combat the growing 

crises of the theft of wood from the park, a public campaign was launched to alert visitors that 14 

tons of wood was stolen each year. In their attempt to inform visitors of the theft, the park also, 

inadvertently, sent the message that thievery of wood was commonplace, normative intended 

behaviour, and the campaign stimulated the intended behaviour it was intended to suppress 

(Griskevicius et al., 2008).  

Bratt (1999) argued social norms have no direct link to intended behaviour but rather the 

effect of the social norm depends on the intervening personal norm: 
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Although collective intended behaviour can cause major damage, an individual’s 

intended behaviour normally will have no visible environmental effects. 

…Consequently, as long as environmentally friendly intended behaviour implies 

costs to the individual, it is rational for the individual not to contribute to 

environmental protection if he or she is oriented toward the actual consequences 

of individual intended behaviour and not toward normative considerations. 

Cooperation in social dilemmas depends on the existence of social or personal 

norms. (Bratt, 1999, p. 631) 

McKenzie-Mohr & Smith said behaviour competes with behaviour and that people make 

choices between actions: “Adopting one intended behaviour (composting) frequently means 

rejecting another (putting organics in the garbage)” (2008, p. 3). Given this information about 

choices between processes, it is important to consider that social norms will have a strong impact 

on recipients under conditions of uncertainty (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004; Cialdini, 2003; 

Griskevicius et al., 2008). 

After all, when unsure, people don’t look inside themselves for answers; all 

they’ll see there is confusion. Instead, they look outside, to others, for evidence of 

how to act. This means that when conditions have recently changed—because of 

an introduction of a new green product, a new report on the depletion of the 

environment, or a new law related to pro-environmental action—the unfamiliar 

conditions will make people especially attentive and responsive to information 

about how others are dealing with it. Consequently, it also means that leaders 

would lose great persuasive leverage if they failed to marshal and employ such 

information in their communications precisely at these times. (Griskevicius et al., 

2008, p. 11) 

Norm activation has been used in a variety of research to determine which types of norms 

are most influential in changing environmental intended behaviour. De Kort et al., (2008) tested 
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littering norms via explicit and implicit messages displayed on trash cans and found explicit 

norm activation was far more effective than implicit activation; the explicit messaging reduced 

littering by 50 per cent.  

Most notably, curb side recycling, as a readily visible intended behaviour, has been 

shown to exert significant social pressure on non-participants to ‘put their bin out’ (Oskamp, 

cited in Barr, 2003, p. 230). Barr noted that recycling behaviours are affected by norms, “where 

the observation that others were recycling may have had more of an effect directly” (2007, p. 

467). McKenzie-Mohr and Smith (1999) argued that social norms must be visible to be effective: 

“Unlike blue box recycling, which demonstrates a community norm every time people put their 

containers at the curbside, composting happens in the backyard, out of view,” (McKenzie Mohr 

& Smith, 1999, p. 77).  

A 2007 study in the United Kingdom concluded that the influence of social norms on 

recycling behaviour is limited due to the infrequency of interactions between neighbours and the 

design of street architecture: 

In some cases, observed distributions of recycling households are sufficiently 

clustered to infer that householders are influenced by the recycling action of their 

nearest neighbours. Such influences appear to diminish with increasing length of 

contiguous blocks of house and are more common for cul-de-sacs than for linear 

blocks of houses. (Shaw, 2008, p. 783) 

A study in Portugal showed that recycling participation rates drop if people assume other 

citizens are not recycling (do Valle et al, 2004). Nolan et al., (2008) investigated the influence of 

social norms in two different Californian studies and found that normative messages are a 

powerful lever for motivating pro-environmental behaviour change. People may not be aware of 

the influence of others on their intended behaviour because of existing cultural theories that 
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provide “…a plausible alternative explanation for their behaviour (e.g., “I didn’t help because it 

is better to mind your own business”)” (Nolan et al., 2008). Nolan et al. noted that people’s 

“naïve explanations for their intended behaviour may get in the way of detecting the true cause 

of intended behaviour” (2008, p. 914).  

McKenzie-Mohr & Smith (2008) urged that more attention be paid to the impact of 

norms on sustainable intended behaviour. “If we are to make the transition to a sustainable 

future, it is critical that we are able to develop a new set of societal norms that support 

sustainable lifestyles (p. 73).”  They suggested norms develop as people interact and develop 

guidelines for their intended behaviour through the process of information being passed along 

regarding environmental behaviour experiences.  

Conversely, not all researchers are convinced that social norms affect environmental 

behaviour. A Norwegian researcher (Bratt, 1999) looked at influences on environmental 

behaviour in order to develop strategies to address sustainable consumption. Data collected 

regarding social norms was disregarded in his research analysis because the research participants 

did not answer questions about social norms and they “placed little importance on the views of 

the neighbours” (Bratt, 1999, p. 641).  

Issues with Intended Behavioural Change  

The literature I reviewed suggests that when it comes to recycling and waste diversion it 

is difficult to estimate actual intended behaviour based on self-report because actions can be 

exaggerated by participants (Ebreo & Vining, 2001; Perrin & Barton, 2001; Schultz & Oskamp, 

1996; Williams & Kelly, 2003; Barr, et al., 2001). Perrin & Barton (2001) recorded the gap in 

reported and actual intended behaviour in United Kingdom’s waste strategy document. The 

government proposed to double recycling rates from 2000 to 2003, and in 2001 nine out of ten 
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households claimed they were recycling; but the recovery rate for recyclables remained at nine 

per cent. Another English study reviewed public participation and recycling performance 

(Woollam et al., cited in Timlett & Williams, 2008) and cautioned “there is a significant gap 

between what people said they would do and what they actually did; it was suggested that this 

was because people recognized recycling as a ‘good thing’ and wanted to give the ‘right 

answer’.” I believe this issue of providing accurate answers is less likely to occur in qualitative 

studies where in-depth interviews allow little time for participants to prepare answers ahead of 

time (McClaren & Morgan, 2003). 

Other researchers have also identified a gap between stated and actual intended behaviour 

in waste reduction; it is common for people to declare they recycle on a regular basis and yet be 

unable to say when or what recyclables are collected in the area they live (Barr et al., 2005; 

Tonglet et al., 2004; Tudor et al. 2007). Olander and Thorgersen (1995) argued that because pro-

environmental intended behaviours can mutually reinforce or negatively influence one another, 

they cannot be considered independent of one another. 

Dietz et al. found a lack of observational research in this field since most quantitative 

research has studied self-reported behaviour or behavioral intentions. “This is an important limit 

of the current literature in that very few studies examine actual behaviour, and the link between 

self-reported behaviour or behavioral intentions and actual behaviour is far from perfect” (Dietz 

et al., 2005, p. 338).  

Getting people to think about the choices they make every day whether it is a choice of 

what to eat, how much water to use, or which mode of transportation to use is the key to 

changing the way we monitor what we consume and the garbage we generate. The general 

argument in the literature I reviewed suggests that choices we make regarding the environment 
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often require us to think about issues we have not formerly thought about (McKenzie-Mohr & 

Smith, 2008). 

Dilling and Moser said that without a sense of ownership people will not be morally 

engaged and therefore will not change their behaviour (2007). Do Valle et al. (2004) 

hypothesized that people may believe their individual behaviour is insignificant when it comes to 

dealing with environmental issues, “therefore it will have no practical effect on its resolution” (p. 

531). Perrin and Barton wrote: “Unlike many environmental problems, i.e. global warming and 

deforestation, recycling waste is not only recognized and of interest to the general public, they 

can easily identify how to participate in its solution” (2001, p. 72). 

The literature is not decisive on whether intended behaviour is more effective when self 

motivated or when incentives and punitive sanctions are used. Kaplan (2000) claimed that 

tapping into the human desire to learn is more effective than dictating desired behaviour in 

inspiring behaviour changes.  

Critical Analysis  

The research to date consists of a large and diverse body of work, mainly from Europe. 

Due to the complexity of studying pro-environmental behaviour, it has normally been researched 

by segmenting the research into various, specific aspects. Many in-depth studies on recycling 

behaviour, for instance, have been further segmented in order to look at attitudinal variables 

which are set within specific theoretical frameworks such as the theory of planned intended 

behaviour. Corraliza & Berenguer (2000) pointed out that research into the interaction between 

personal and situation variables is deficient in the study of pro-environmental behaviour:  

It has been seen that a significant number of people perceive a conflict between 

their disposition at a personal level to carry out pro-environmental intended 
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behaviour and the situational conditions they perceive that affect the performance 

of such intended behaviour. It has been demonstrated that strong feelings of moral 

obligation for carrying out a pro-environmental intended behaviour are only 

determinant for that intended behaviour when favourable attitudes toward the 

realization of responsible intended behaviours do not enter into conflict with high 

situational inhibition. Similarly, low feelings of moral obligation do not 

necessarily imply an absence of pro-environmental intended behaviour, because 

the physical conditions influencing such intended behaviour may be perceived as 

facilitatory. (p. 843) 

What is missing from this field of research is a thread that links various intended 

behaviours and motivations together. Studies have been and continue to be done on an ad hoc 

basis, with various bits and pieces of an enormous puzzle set out but not fit together into a 

meaningful whole. There is no over-arching structure that binds results, and rather than moving 

forward to create a coherent picture of what is clearly known, research projects are often 

piecemeal explorations driven by researchers’ individual interests. The separate pieces have been 

examined time and again, but the puzzle as a whole makes little more sense now than it did years 

ago. What actually influences our pro-environmental behaviour and what does not, has still not 

been decisively determined. 

Lucas, Brooks, Darnton & Jones (2008) said unsustainable environmental intended 

behaviours need to be combated at all levels simultaneously. In order to do this, we need a 

network of knowledge that links the research together and assembles the pieces into holistic 

understanding.  

Conclusion  

In this chapter I reviewed the literature pertinent to my research approach and to the 

influences on pro-environmental behaviour in relation to waste diversion. I have attempted to 
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illustrate how different variables affect our intended behaviour. As we grapple with issues of 

sustainability, encouraging people to change their intended behaviour is paramount. Waste 

diversion is one small part of sustainable environmental behaviour; however, as individuals we 

all contribute to the problem of growing waste and as individuals we can directly respond to the 

need for intended behavioural change. McKenzie-Mohr & Smith (2008) pointed out that 

behaviour influences behaviour which suggests that if individuals can be motivated to change 

their waste reduction behaviour, then perhaps they will also consider tackling other important 

and even more challenging environmental problems.  
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 

Used well, grounded theory quickens the speed of gaining a clear focus on what is 

happening in your data without sacrificing the detail of enacted scenes. Like a 

camera with many lenses, first you view a broad sweep of the landscape. 

Subsequently, you change your lens several times to bring scenes closer and 

closer into view. (Charmaz, 2006, p. 14) 

Introduction 

This chapter is divided into two sections: In the first section I provide an overview of the 

methodology used in my study; in the second section I outline the specific methods employed to 

carry out the research.  

Constructivist Grounded Theory Methodology  

 

My research uses a qualitative constructivist grounded theory approach as its basic 

methodology. Constructivist grounded theory enables theory generation through inductive 

analysis: resulting theories are considered “grounded” in the data (Charmaz, 2004).  

Grounded theory, the progenitor of constructivist grounded theory, is a popular 

methodological framework for research with human subjects and is used extensively in the 

disciplines of education (Gregory & Jones, 2009), sociology (Strauss & Corbin, 1997, Glaser, 

1998); psychology (Corbet-Owen & Kruger, 2001; Dodson & Dickert, 2004) and nursing 

(McCann & Clark, 2003; Charmaz, 1990). Since its development in the 1960s, more than 3,650 

journal articles have been published on the research methodology and on the outcomes of 

research that used this methodology (Mills et al., 2006).  

Strauss and Glaser (1967) developed grounded theory as a way to demonstrate rigor in 

qualitative research by providing procedures to analyze data and to verify the analysis (Charmaz, 
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2006; Morton, (2009).  During the last 40 years, variations of grounded theory have emerged as 

researchers have sought to refine and/or redefine the approach. Strauss (1987) and Glaser (1992) 

maintain that grounded theory can generate theory with explanatory power, but they disagree on 

the type of data coding and data analysis required. Morton proposes that four schools of 

grounded theory have emerged. The first, which Morton terms classical grounded theory, was 

developed by Glaser and “stresses the need for the researcher to avoid at all costs forcing data 

into present theoretical constructs,” (Morton, 2009, p. 24).  The second school of grounded 

theory is what Morton (2009) terms “classical revised”; it was developed by Strauss and Corbin 

(1990, 1998) and stresses analytic procedures. Morton lists Charmaz’s (2004) constructivist 

approach as the third school of grounded theory and Clarke’s (2005) rendition as the fourth 

school. However, Clarke claims that she and Charmaz both seek to “to form a revised, more 

open-ended practice of grounded theory that stresses its emergent, constructivist elements” 

(2003, p. 559). Regardless of the different approaches, there is general agreement on the basic 

features of grounded theory methods, which involves data gathering and analysis being done 

concurrently (Morton, 2009). Morton proposes that all approaches of grounded theory “offer 

techniques and procedures which can be valuable—particularly given that grounded theory  is a 

relatively new and still developing method of social science research” (2009, p. 25). 

Constructivist grounded theory is underpinned by a constructivist paradigm that 

challenges the concept of a single, shared objective reality (Charmaz, 2006).  “Constructivism 

emphasizes the interrelationship between the researcher and participant and the co-construction 

of meaning” (Mills et al., 2006, p.2). Charmaz, the leading proponent of constructivist grounded 

theory, contends that a co-constructivist approach is possible and desirable because “data do not 
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provide a window on reality. Rather, the ‘discovered’ reality arises from the interactive process 

and its temporal, cultural and structural contexts” (Charmaz as cited in Mills et al., 2006, p. 6).  

Constructivist grounded theory is distinguished from traditional qualitative 

methodologies in that the researcher is involved in data analysis during data collection, data 

analysis informs further data collection and “thus, the sharp distinction between data collection 

and analysis phases of traditional research is intentionally blurred in grounded theory studies” 

(Charmaz, 2004, p. 188).   

Constructivist grounded theory uses a variety of data coding techniques to uncover the 

meaning of interview data. Open coding involves reducing segments of transcribed interview 

text to a single word or catch phrase that to some degree describes what participants said (Cohen 

et al., 2007).  Line-by-line coding follows the same method as open coding, but involves 

generating codes for each phrase or sentence in each transcript rather than the freeform search 

used in open coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  

Charmaz points out that coding routes interview transcripts into an analytic direction 

during the early stages of research and she emphasizes that, “coding is the first part of the 

adventure that enables you to make the leap from concrete events and descriptions of themes to 

theoretical insight and theoretical possibilities” (2006, p. 71).  

The text is coded and re-coded and gradually certain categories emerge and once an 

aggregation of codes forms the researcher looks for specific categories which eventually lead to a 

theoretical analysis whereby an overall theme is identified; this is the final coding step called 

selective coding. 

The whole grounded theory method, from data collection, coding and analyzing 

through memoing, theoretical sampling and sorting to writing, using the constant 
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comparison method, shows how well grounded theory fits, works and is relevant. 

Grounded theory produces a core category that continually revolves around a 

main concern, and through sorting, the core category organizes the integration of 

the theory. (Glaser, 1998, p. 13) 

Methodology Befits the Research 

 Constructivist grounded theory is well-suited to my research for various reasons. The 

approach allowed me to gain firsthand knowledge of residential waste generation by studying the 

problem at its source—in individual households. I believe the complexity of human actions can 

be better understood by listening to the participants’ stories and observing their actions regarding 

their household waste. My intention was not to test a pre-existing hypothesis, but rather to 

identify and describe the beliefs participants hold and the actions they take in order to generate a 

hypotheses that may help explain how beliefs influence actions. I believe the research 

participants must play an active role in finding solutions to this universal problem of waste 

generation. 

Constructivist grounded theory is particularly useful for descriptive inquiry and 

hypothesis generation because the views of the research participants contribute to determining 

the research direction, while the researcher’s preconceptions are held in check in favour of the 

developing story (Charmaz, 2006). According to Clarke (2003), constructivist grounded theory 

emphasizes a focus on interpretive understandings.  

Semi-structured Interviewing in Qualitative Research 

The purpose of in-depth interviewing is to understand the lived experience of other 

people and the meaning they make of that experience. This is accomplished by listening and 

concentrating on what is being said in order to assess whether the information being received is 
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relevant and detailed; researchers need to be skilled at asking follow-up questions and steering 

conversations back on track when it is required (Seidman, 2006).  

The in-depth nature of an intensive interview fosters eliciting each participant’s 

interpretation of his or her experience. The interviewer seeks to understand the 

topic and the interview participant has had the relevant experience to shed light on 

it…the interviewer’s questions ask the participant to describe and reflect upon his 

or her experiences in ways that seldom occur in everyday life. (Charmaz, 2006, p. 

25) 

Semi-structured interviews allow for open-ended questions based on specific topic areas. 

“The topics are defined, but the respondents and interviewers can structure the conversation 

more or less as they wish within the frame of each topic. The interviewer can also cue, rephrase, 

or prompt the respondent” (McClaren & Morgan, 2003, p. 5). The advantages of semi-structured 

interviews are that questions and answers can be clarified by the researcher and participant; in-

depth responses can be achieved through probing by the researcher, and the participant’s 

responses are not influenced by reading ahead which is often the case when people respond to 

written questionnaires (McClaren & Morgan, 2003).  

Creswell (2003) describes qualitative research as “…complex, involving fieldwork for 

prolonged periods of time, collecting words, pictures, analyzing this information inductively 

while focusing on participant views, and writing about the process using expressive and 

persuasive language” (1998, p. 24).  

Methods: Project Description  

My research combined qualitative and quantitative elements to test whether increasing 

awareness of garbage output would have an impact on intended waste diversion behaviour. 

Participants in the experiment accumulated their refuse and recycling during a four week period, 
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and each week I weighed and recorded each participant’s garbage, compost and recycling. This 

process provided them with feedback regarding their personal contribution to the waste stream 

and allowed me to assess whether that information had an effect on their intended behaviour. I 

interviewed the participants about the meanings and feelings they associated with the process. 

Interviews and the weighing of garbage took place at the home of each participant in isolation 

from other participants, other than those living in the same house. After all the interviews had 

been completed, I assembled a focus group that included the majority of the study participants; 

this provided an opportunity for them—most of whom did not know each other—to interact 

together. 

Study Sample and Site 

Sixteen individuals from 11 households took part in the study; in five of the households 

two individuals participated. I recruited participants between April
 
15 and 18, 2009, by going 

door-to-door along Helen Road in Ucluelet, British Columbia, Canada. During this time, I 

handed out informational flyers to 47 households (Appendix A) and then made call-back visits to 

potential participants. The sample included 11 women and 5 men between the ages of 22 and 80 

years with a median age of 53. One participant had lived along Helen Road for less than a year; 

another for 47 years. Occupants of four participant households had lived there for less than five 

years, and the remaining participants had lived on the street for more than 20 years. I gathered 

this demographic information during the final interview. 

Data Collection 

From April 18 to May 25 I carried out semi-structured, face-to-face weekly interviews 

(McClaren & Morgan, 2003; Patton, 1990) in the homes of the participants. Individuals in dual 

participant households were interviewed collectively, and I met with each participant five times 
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for a total of 55 interviews. Before the waste diversion aspect of the study began, participants 

were given storage bags and were interviewed about their current waste diversion behaviour.  

I asked participants from each household to accumulate their household dry and wet 

garbage, compost and recyclables over a four-week period. I instructed them to use separate bags 

for dry and wet garbage and provided them with clear plastic bags for the purpose. Each 

household was provided with an 18.9 litre pail with a lid in which to store bagged compost. 

Participants were instructed to keep compost in biodegradable, labeled bags which were 

provided for them. I defined dry garbage as non-compostable and non-recyclable items that 

could be kept for a month without developing an unpleasant odour (e.g. washed glass containers) 

and wet garbage as non-compostable and non-recyclable items with the potential to develop an 

unpleasant odour. I defined compost as organic material that breaks down and recyclables as 

items currently collected by the Alberni Clayoquot Regional District’s curb side recycling 

program. 

 Each week I weighed each participant’s dry and wet garbage, compost and recycling 

using two different digital scales, a Hey’s xScale and a Matzuo digital scale. Participants were 

present while I weighed their waste and I immediately shared the results with them. Once I had 

recorded the data on a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet, the non-compostable wet garbage was 

discarded, and I offered an organic matter pick-up service for participants who were unable or 

unwilling to compost. I asked participants to store all dry garbage and recyclables for the 

complete month of the study. 

I interviewed participants in two groupings. The first group of nine participants was 

initially interviewed between April 18th and April 21st; the second group of seven participants 

was initially interviewed between April 23rd and 26th. Each week for four weeks following their 
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initial interview, I interviewed participants and weighed their refuse before the regular weekly 

garbage collection. I analyzed the data weekly until I was satisfied that data saturation had 

occurred. Data saturation is described by Lincoln and Guba (1985) as the point where no new 

information is being reported.  Because the world is constantly changing, it may be impossible to 

say that true saturation could be obtained at any point in time; however, for the purpose of this 

grounded theory research, the saturation point was met when no new themes were forthcoming 

from the participant interviews. Charmaz describes saturation as the point when “fresh data no 

longer sparks new theoretical insights…” (2006, p. 113).  

The participants (Appendix I) and I engaged in informal dialogue, making the interview 

reciprocal. I did not offer opinions on the research questions or on the participants’ responses. I 

attempted to acknowledge answers without agreeing or disagreeing, and consciously refrained 

from sending non-verbal signals that might have been taken as agreement or disagreement. For 

the sake of accuracy, I regularly requested clarification to ensure I understood the ideas being 

communicated. The interviews had no set time limits. 

I used an Olympus DS-40 digital voice recorder for the interviews, a Sony digital voice 

recorder as a backup, and I also took handwritten notes. Each interview occupied a single WMA 

file and the recorded interviews were transcribed from WMA files to Microsoft Word 

documents. I expanded my handwritten notes after each interview and again as ideas arose while 

I studied the transcripts (Charmaz, 2006).  

My initial interview established what participants’ waste diversion intended behaviour 

had been before the experiment began, and throughout the research period I elicited their 

thoughts and attitudes about social norms and environmental issues related to waste. I based 
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some of the initial interview questions on the pro-environment behavioural research of Barr et al. 

(2005); and Shultz & Oskamp (1996).  

Initial Interview Questions 

These questions were asked before participants started the diversion project:  

1. Tell me about your garbage, what is in it and how much do you produce each week? 

2. Tell me about your current recycling practices and what affects your decisions about 

recycling and waste diversion? 

3. Describe the curb side recycling in Ucluelet…is it effective? Is it convenient? Could it be 

improved? How? 

4. How do you currently deal with your organic waste? 

5. If you had to guess your household’s yearly solid waste contribution to the local landfill, 

what would it be? 

6. How much do you think Canadian landfills contribute to our country’s human-created C02 

emissions?  

7. Are your actions regarding recycling or waste diversion influenced by your neighbours 

and/or friends? 

8. How much garbage do your neighbours set out for pick-up and how many of them 

recycle? 

9. When purchasing products do you consider how you will deal with the packaging? 

In subsequent weeks, I devised questions based on my analysis of the answers and the 

notes taken from each previous week—an iterative technique commonly used in constructivist 

grounded theory (Charmaz, 2006).  
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Interview Two Questions 

1. How is the experiment going and is there anything you observed this week that 

surprised you? 

2. Which of the 3 R’s (reduction, re-use and recycling) is most important or are they 

equal? 

3. Some research participants have mentioned it would be easier to recycle if 

recyclables didn’t need to be washed or sorted. Please explain why it would or 

would not make a difference to the rate of recycling. 

4. What happens to your recyclables once they are picked up from the curb and, 

does it matter? 

5. Do you feel pressure and do you feel others feel pressure to recycle because there 

is curb side recycling in your neighbourhood? 

6. Could you describe a time when you felt judged for your environmental action or 

inaction? 

7. What are the steps to getting people to take action when it comes to recycling or 

waste diversion? 

8. Who should be responsible for our household waste reduction? 

 Interview Three Questions  

1. Which type of incentive influences your recycling and waste diversion practices: 

a mandatory incentive such as a limit on garbage or a personal incentive which 

makes you feel good about doing something for the environment? 

2. Do you believe there is a community expectation to recycle? 

3. What convinced you or have you been convinced that recycling is important? 
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4. Through this experiment have you found any items you thought were recyclable 

that are not or any that you have not been recycling that are allowed? If so, will 

you now recycle those items? 

5. Would you be doing more for the planet by recycling or living in a smaller, more 

energy efficient house? 

6. Explain how or if your habits would change if you were required to deal with 

your household waste on your own property. 

7. Tell me about products you purchase with a certain amount of guilt attached. 

8. As long as you can recycle the packaging can you buy anything without guilt? 

Interview Four Questions  

1. Through this experiment many participants have expressed frustration with over-

packaging. For such a common complaint, is there anything that can be done 

about it? 

2. Last week participants were asked what habits would change if they were 

responsible for dealing with household waste on their own property. 

Overwhelmingly respondents said their buying habits would change and most said 

they would be afraid to buy certain products because they couldn’t get rid of 

them, plastics particularly. If we know how bad plastics are for the earth, why are 

we reluctant to change our habits now? 

3. True or false, it takes 1000 years for plastic to break-down in a landfill? 

4. Is it accurate to say that people will make small concessions for the planet but not 

ones that will cause lifestyle changes? 
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5. Considering your own purchases, what percentage would you consider absolutely 

necessary? Somewhat necessary (maybe for convenience sake) and completely 

unnecessary but you wanted it? 

6. Last week some participants said if you can recycle packaging you can buy 

without guilt. Does bottled water fall into this category? 

7. Would you say one-quarter, one-third or one-half of Canadians drink bottled 

water? 

8. True or false: 1500 water bottles are land-filled every second in the United States?  

9. True or false: 88 per cent of water bottles are land-filled, not recycled in the 

United States? 

10. True or false: less than 50 per cent of water bottles used in Toronto are recycled? 

11. Are Canadians more environmentally aware than Americans? 

12. Are residents of British Columbia more likely to recycle than residents of 

Ontario? 

13. Some participants have said we don’t think about our garbage because it is taken 

away on a regular basis. Could you comment on that and tell me how comfortable 

would you be living next to the landfill? 

14. Participants have said we have too many disposable goods; do we have other 

options available to us? 

Interview Five Questions  

1. Could you tell me a little about yourself, age bracket and how long you have lived 

in the neighbourhood? 
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2. You have been collecting your recycling and waste for a month now, are you 

more aware of your contribution to the residential waste stream? 

3. Do you believe that awareness will bring about changes in your environmental 

intended behaviour? 

4. What influences your environmental practices? 

5. Which pro-environmental intended behaviour(s) will you adopt and why? What 

motivates that change? 

6. Are the environmental actions you do enough to make a difference? 

7. If you are not willing to adopt certain pro-environmental intended behaviour what 

is that behaviour and what stops you from adopting it?  

8. What influences your recycling and waste diversion behaviour the most?  

9. Some participants have said they will make small changes now and eventually 

once they get in the habit they will make more changes. Do you think adopting 

pro-environmental intended behaviour can influence further pro-environmental 

behaviour? 

10. Are recycling and waste diversion good habits that can be formed? Are they 

influenced by the same factors? 

11. Please put in order of importance the considerations for recycling: 

convenience/ease/time constraints 

12. Please put in order of importance the considerations for other waste diversion 

practices such as composting: convenience/ease/time constraints/cost 

13. In order for you to take environmental action does it have to be something that’s 

good for you as well as good for the earth? 
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14. Is there a general perception that environmental action takes a lot of effort? Is the 

perception accurate? 

15. Some participants have said there is an expectation for us to be consumers to keep 

the economy strong. What are your thoughts on that subject? 

16. Do you make environmental trade-offs and what are they?  

17. Is there anything else you want to share? 

Data Analysis 

Initially I coded data manually, word by word and segment by segment, (Appendix B) 

assigning temporary labels or codes to particular segments of the transcripts (Clarke, 2003). As 

soon as the first few lines were coded I compared those codes to new codes being generated as I 

worked my way through the transcript. The constant comparison forces the researcher to 

“…consider much diversity in the data. By diversity we mean that each incident is compared 

with other incidents,” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967, p. 113). Once the open coding process was 

complete, I determined whether the codes generated in one segment of text appeared elsewhere 

in the transcripts. Related codes that appeared throughout the transcripts were amalgamated into 

categories; this process is called axial coding. I analyzed the reduced data sets for linkages 

between codes and for emergent themes. This series of coding was an ongoing process 

throughout the duration of the experimental portion of my research. Every week participants 

were interviewed, transcripts were coded, and I looked for links between codes to find emerging 

themes. Those themes formed the basis of questions for the following week’s interviews and the 

constructivist grounded theory methodology materialized in a cyclical sequence.  

The text was coded and re-coded until themes began to emerge and an overall theme was 

identified. This was the final step of selective coding. Throughout the interview process and 
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analysis I wrote memos about the codes, emerging categories, participants’ remarks and 

questions I had. Charmaz advocates memo-writing as a pivotal step, “When grounded theorists 

write memos, they stop and analyze their ideas about their codes and emerging categories in 

whatever way that occurs to them…” (2006, p. 188).  

Once I completed all interviews, I re-coded the transcripts (Appendix C) using Atlas ti 

software (Scientific Software Development, Berlin, v 6.0, 2009). I essentially went through the 

same coding steps as described earlier, but this time, the software enabled me to link codes to 

specific parts of the text in the transcripts without having to manually code and highlight pages 

of text. The first step was to assign codes to pieces of the digital transcripts and then I compared 

codes and amalgamated them—the axial coding part of the process. The software did not make 

the job of coding easier but it made the organization of codes and finding specific quotes much 

easier. The Atlas ti software also calculated the frequency of the codes (Appendix D) which 

assisted me in the comparison of codes. I searched the codes and the participants’ quotations in 

the text for thematic links (Strauss & Corbin, 1998; Cresswell, 2003; Charmaz, 2006). 

Eventually I selected one main category to which all other codes are related; this is the final step 

in coding, called selective coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1998; Charmaz, 2006; Cohen, et al., 2007; 

Borgatti, 2008).  

Code Reliability Check 

Three peers performed a code reliability check to determine if we would code sections of 

text similarly. I provided a two page selection of an interview transcript, chosen randomly by the 

first coder who chose a number between one and 11, the number of participants. The code list 

(Appendix D) was provided as a guide, but peers were told they were welcome to assign new 
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codes as well. On average 20 codes were assigned to each page of text and of the codes assigned, 

approximately 95 per cent, replicated my coding of the selected text.  

The peer coding will serve as triangulation of the data, used to increase the reliability and 

credibility of my analysis. Investigator triangulation (Cohen et al., 2007; Denzin, 1970) refers to 

the use of more than one researcher interpreting the data.  

“Triangulation within methods concerns the replication of the study as a check on 

reliability and theory confirmation,” (Cohen et al. 2007, p. 143) I followed accepted 

constructivist grounded theory methods of coding which means this study could be replicated. 

Interview Summaries 

I summarized each set of interviews and, as a check on interpretive accuracy, I asked 

participants to review the summary of their interviews (Hycner, 1999; Cresswell & Miller, 

2000). Rather than have participants verify the entire transcript, which were often lengthy and 

contained many conversations which were off topic, the summary was to provide participants 

with the parts of the transcripts which I found relevant to the research. By checking the 

summaries participants indicated whether I understood what they had said and they were given 

the opportunity to correct information that had not been construed by me, they way they intended 

the information and they could provide additional information to clarify certain points, if they 

wished. Participants were allotted one week to review, sign and date the summaries, and I also 

asked them to answer some questions. (Appendix G). 

Validity and Reliability  

 My study satisfies the four requirements Lincoln and Guba (1985) advocate to ensure 

validity and reliability when using qualitative data analysis: credibility, transferability, 

dependability and confirmability. 
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1. Credibility, I used accepted coding procedures for constructivist grounded theory 

including open coding, line-by-line coding, axial coding and selective coding to insure 

credibility (Charmaz, 2006, Glaser 1998). These coding methods have been used in many 

studies since their inception with results published in peer-reviewed social science 

journals. Peer testing my codes and distributing interview summaries and questionnaires 

to study participants are other ways I addressed credibility (Mills, et al., 2006). 

2. Transferability: My use of semi-structured interviews with set questions allows 

replication of this research.  

3.  The results could also be used by other communities in planning waste diversion and 

recycling schemes.  

4. Dependability: The methods of inquiry I used are well established, and, prior to 

beginning the study, my research design was vetted by peers, Dr. Rick Kool and by my 

thesis supervisor Dr. Robert Kull.  

5. Confirmability: I generated an audit trail, which includes the raw data and allows other 

researchers to confirm my results and interpretations. The raw data includes: audio digital 

recordings, verbatim transcripts and interview research notes and memos. It also includes 

the initial coding of weekly transcripts and the Atlas ti software files. 

Study Conduct and Informed Consent 

My research procedure was approved by an ethical review committee on April 15
th

, 2009, 

and I adhered to the ethical and research standards set forth in the Royal Roads University 

Research Ethics Policy statement (Appendix F). All study participants signed consent forms after 

first being informed of the study’s purpose, of the voluntary nature of their involvement, of their 

right to withdraw at any time, and that interviews would be recorded. Participants also signed a 
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second consent form allowing use of their first names in this thesis; this consent has been 

submitted to the office research at Royal Roads University, Victoria, British Columbia 

(Appendix G). 

I will keep audio recordings, written data and original documentation strictly 

confidential. Digitally recorded information will be stored on my password protected personal 

computer, and any paper documentation, including signed consent forms and original research 

data, will stored in my filing cabinet which will be locked. I will keep the raw data for five years 

and then it will be destroyed. 

Summary  

In this chapter I have outlined the methods used to collect and analyze data for my 

research and have provided an example of how the coding process works in practice. I have also 

provided information regarding research conduct and validity tests of the data. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: STUDY FINDINGS 

“The filthy cities of history, which sat in a clean countryside are succeeded by 

clean cities encircled at some distance by their waste” (Kevin Lynch, 1991). 

Introduction  

During the four weeks of the study I interviewed participants each week and recorded 

their thoughts on different aspects of environmental intended behaviour, including waste 

diversion. During the four weeks, I collected observational data by regularly weighing garbage 

and diverted waste. The observational data is not dense enough to allow statistical analysis and 

was not gathered for that purpose; but rather, it was gathered to show participants the cumulative 

effect of their waste. I was curious if the cumulative amount would increase the participants’ 

awareness of how much waste they generated.  

Through the four week period, the participants did not have a considerable change in 

their output of either waste or diverted material but the diversion rates among the participants 

was significantly higher than the per capita average in British Columbia  (Statistics Canada, 

2009). Garbage output by participants was considerably lower than the British Columbia per 

capita rate. There were 11 households with 25 people contributing to the garbage that was 

collected during my research. A pie graph shows the breakdown of the amounts of waste output 

and the amount of waste diverted during the project. 
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FIGURE 1: shows the diversion rate of participants was higher than the average diversion 

rate in British Columbia, throughout the project (British Columbia Ministry of 

Environment, 2006). 

Observational Results  

Participants were asked to keep household output for a month; each week I weighed the 

waste and recyclable material according to the categories set out: dry waste, organic compost, 

odorous waste and recyclables. Results from the weekly weigh-in were recorded in part so the 

participants did not need to keep odorous waste. On five separate occasions over the four week 

period, individual participants did not have all garbage and recycling weighed during Week Two 

and Week Three of the project, and in each instance the organic waste (compost) and odorous 

garbage was weighed but neither the dry garbage or recyclables were weighed, usually because 

participants reported they did not have a sufficient amount to be weighed. At the time, I did not 

consider this problematic since the data was not intended for quantitative analysis; however, in 
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retrospect, an accurate weekly account would have eliminated ambiguity in the results. During 

the final interview of the research most participants said they gained an increased awareness 

through the project; however, the intended behaviour changes were not confirmed by the 

observational data (Appendices H, I).  

The final week of this project shows an increase in both garbage output and recycling; I 

cannot be certain the results are an accurate reflection of the final week’s output or whether some 

had accumulated during the weeks in which weighing of dry garbage and recycling was deferred.  

Total waste diverted through recycling and composting in the project was 241.8 kilograms, and 

less than half that amount, 110.3 kilograms was sent to the landfill.  

 

FIGURE 2: Participants in my research produced less garbage than the per capita average in 

British Columbia, however; while rates dipped in the middle of the research, they climbed in the 

final week. 
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FIGURE 3: Shows the break-down of the material collected by participants during the research. 

Qualitative Data Results  

Four related themes emerged from my analysis of interview transcripts. The most 

significant finding is that when it comes to garbage, our perception of the amount of waste we 

produce and the effects it has, are limited by what we can see. ‘If we don’t see it, it is not a 

problem.’ Participants said they do not know where their garbage goes, nor do they consider how 

much they produce. Once it is taken to the curb, it is forgotten. Much of Canada’s household 

garbage is regularly hauled from sight and so we tend to be unaware of the volume of waste 

produced and its ecological implications. What participants do think about is visible garbage: 

litter, for example, because it is visible, is deemed a problem. The second major theme concerns 
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possible influences on the intention to change environmental behaviour; my research shows there 

are internal and external factors that influence our intended behaviour. The third theme is that 

participants feel empowered to make small changes and said that once they have successfully 

incorporated small changes into their life, they would be willing to tackle larger environmental 

changes. The fourth theme is that many environmental issues have become main stream and are 

being discussed by a diverse population; I dubbed this theme Hot Button Issues. All four themes 

are intertwined, and during the analysis stage codes over-lapped between these themes.  

The statements herein are taken from the personal narratives of participants and they 

address issues that pertain to the neighbourhood where the research was carried out. I will argue, 

though, that the messages are applicable province-wide and could be heard in many 

neighbourhoods in British Columbia. All quotes attributed to a study participant by his or her 

first name are taken from transcripts of interviews conducted in April and May, 2009. 

Re-stating my Research Questions  

1. If research participants keep all the waste they generate for four weeks: 

a. will they develop an increased awareness of how much they contribute to the 

waste stream?  

b. will changes in awareness bring about self-reported intentions to change? 

2. Do research participants believe that adopting one pro-environmental intended behaviour 

will lead to other, perhaps more extensive, pro-environmental behaviours being adopted? 

Overview of Major Themes  

This section presents a short overview of each of the major themes that emerged during 

my analysis; in-depth explorations of the themes are presented in the following sections. 

1. Visual Impact 
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This theme addresses my first research question, which asks whether keeping one’s 

garbage for a month will create or increase awareness; my research indicates it does. In the initial 

open coding stage I assigned 113 different codes to various segments of text from the 55 

interview transcripts. During the second stage, axial coding, I linked similar codes together. The 

Atlas ti software also allowed me to link codes to memos and quotes. The codes associated with 

the visual impact of our garbage were assimilated through the axial coding process which 

confirmed that this theme was discussed frequently during the various interviews. Once axial 

coding was complete for all the transcripts and the four themes were defined via the selection 

process, the final step, selective coding, identified visual impact as the most significant theme. 

The reasons for choosing this theme as the most significant are discussed in Chapter 5. 

2. Influences that Affect Our Intention to Change Intended Behaviour 

The second major theme depicts the internal and external factors that influence our 

intention to change behaviour. The second part of my first research question was answered 

through examination of this theme; yes, participants said an increased awareness of 

environmental issues does trigger them to think about how they could change their behaviour. As 

previously noted in the observational data, whether or when those intended behaviour changes 

take place, is unconfirmed.  

3. Personal Empowerment and the Ripple Effect  

The third theme is a composite and indicates that participants feel empowered to make 

changes in their behaviour, and they believe that in time there will be a ripple effect. To 

construct this theme, codes were assigned to sections of the transcripts that quoted participants 

regarding the following sub-themes: “I can make a difference,” “change takes time,” “feeling 

good about making changes,” “I will make small concessions for the environment,” “people 

change,” “one successful environmental behaviour will encourage another” and “small changes 
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add up.” Once these codes were linked, I used a function of Atlas ti to convert the codes to a 

network display in order to see how the codes are associated. (Appendix C)   

4. Hot Button Issues 

The fourth theme is a collection of environmental issues being discussed by participants, 

and the challenges and frustrations the issues bring about. Excess packaging was the most 

commonly discussed issue but participants also expressed opinions about: bottled water, the cost 

of eco-friendly products, plastic and built-in obsolescence. 

Visual Impact 

Our understanding of garbage is largely based on, and limited by, what we see. The 

visual impact of garbage is astounding. Residential waste is often considered acceptable or not 

considered at all because it is out of sight: stored in garbage bins or tucked away in cupboards in 

the house or in cans in the garage until it is regularly taken away. We do not often think or talk 

about our garbage because it is hidden and so we don’t deem it a problem. Litter, on the other 

hand, is highly visible. We see it and it annoys us, even though its environmental effect pales in 

comparison to the devastation caused by garbage in landfills:  

I personally think it would be handier if landfills weren’t so out of sight and away. 

I kind of think they should be done like [in] smaller burrows, so you take more 

responsibility for it. You see it, you’re aware of it. You know when it’s filling. 

You all take responsibility for how much you’re participating in it. Right now it’s 

really out of sight, out of mind, and people have no idea how bad the landfill is. 

(Dani, personal communication)  

Lorraine recalled taking garbage to the dump, “…you saw the garbage and you saw how 

it grew every year and you realized “this is wasteful, we’re a wasteful society.” Shirley 

commented that people need to know where the landfill is located. She remembers when going to 
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the dump “was a weekly outing and you went there and dumped garbage and saw the bears.” She 

questioned whether people would be more aware of their garbage output if they took trips to the 

landfill. “It is definitely a matter of out of sight, out of mind, right now.” Margaret’s comments 

echoed those sentiments: “Out of sight, out of mind. That’s how it works. You don’t want to be 

aware of it at all.” She is bothered that trash from the old landfill in Ucluelet has still not 

decomposed. “It’s still sitting there after all these years. I mean, it just doesn’t go away.”  

But Margaret is equally bothered by seeing litter on the street. “I get a bit fanatical about 

that.” Some participants spoke of visible garbage in other countries such as Mexico and the 

Philippines and suggested those countries are comparable or worse than Canada when it comes 

to issues of sustainability. “From what I hear…Mexico…they are a bigger throw-away society 

than we are,” commented Lorraine, who volunteers with youth who travel to Mexico each spring 

for youth missions, “They all come back absolutely astonished at how much garbage is on the 

side of the road.” Another participant talked about the garbage dumps in the Philippines. These 

comments reinforce the concept that our view of garbage and the damage it causes is largely 

based on what we see.  

Joan expressed concern about landfills, “We just can’t keep doing it. It poisons the 

earth.” She’s too is incensed by litter: 

It makes me angry to be walking along a beautiful path and see a cigarette or a 

wrapper or some coffee cup or something, it irks me a lot. And you know, I drive 

out and lots of times on the pull-over’s you see people put their Tim Horton’s bag 

on the ground. (Joan, personal communication)  

During the study, participants expressed surprise at how much garbage they produced. 

Most did not consider it until they started collecting their trash.  Many participants had difficulty 



 56 

estimating how much they produce each year, and some were not even aware of what they 

produced each week, other than knowing they are within the local mandatory two-bag limit.  

Joan acknowledged “experiments like this, where people are encouraged to examine their habits 

and look at how they manage their waste, are important.” She added, “It’s interesting, we don’t 

talk about our garbage practices; I never thought of it until now.” 

I’m astounded at the amount of garbage that I generate. It’s one thing when you 

recycle even every week, it doesn’t build up but if you save it for two or three 

weeks, that’s another story. And it just hit me this week that I used to think, 

‘awfh,[sound] like it doesn’t really matter. I don’t generate very much, just a lot 

of bother for a bit.’ But you know, it’s not a bit and if I generate that much, and 

you multiply that by a thousand people who live in this community, that’s huge. 

So it really hit me. It slapped me in the face this week. Whoa! (Joan, personal 

communication) 

Transparent garbage bags were used to store dry garbage throughout the project. 

Although this was not an intentional ploy to create awareness, the use of clear bags sparked a 

number of comments regarding the visibility of the contents; this offered further support to the 

notion that visibility plays a significant role in our understanding our garbage output. One 

participant said that having household waste more in view has prompted her buy eggs in 

recyclable containers. “I’ve got a bag of garbage and it’s see through and it’s got three 

Styrofoam cartons in it,” commented Lorraine. “It sounds like a small thing but seeing it made 

me realize that it wasn’t.” Most participants were surprised to learn how much waste they 

generated and were able to divert each week (Appendix H & I). 

Jada added: “It’s funny how it makes you aware because when you have one big bag full 

of all your garbage, you don’t really see the difference but when you have one clear bag full, you 
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do.” What especially struck Jada was the volume of waste from packaging; she states that the 

majority of her trash is just that, packaging. More evidence that points to the importance of 

visual cues comes from Barb, who said “It’s interesting to see it piled up…just the visuality [sic] 

of it…that’s a month’s worth.” Carl added, “I usually don’t think about it as much because the 

composting goes somewhere and the recycling goes somewhere, but seeing it as a unit certainly 

has had an impact.” Dani agrees: 

I don’t think a lot of people really know but seeing a visual I find really great. 

You just see how huge it is—your impact, and it’s motivating. I think maybe it 

should be in schools more at an early age, that building of awareness because kids 

start consuming and producing a lot of garbage from a fairly early age. Something 

should be included in the education in our schools where they are shown about 

waste and recycling and all that kind of thing because kids don’t really think 

about it otherwise. It’s not on their radar screen and when you grow up with it, it 

is more. (Dani, personal communication) 

Some participants suggested that witnessing the accumulation of waste is a helpful 

teaching aid:  

…if your garbage is gone and no one’s ever talked to you and you’ve never taken 

a trip to the dump to see what it looks like, nobody knows …so education is the 

first step for people to know what is going on with the environment. (Vickie, 

personal communication) 
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Joan agreed that a trip to the dump could create awareness: 

It’s easy to just not think about it. You put your garbage out and you don’t think 

about where it goes. It’s gone. There’s that huge landfill they have at Cache Creek 

where the Vancouver garbage gets trucked to. When I lived in Northern British 

Columbia and had to travel down that highway it was amazing to me the number 

of huge, huge trucks that were trucking garbage up from Vancouver and putting it 

this landfill that was in pristine space. (Joan, personal communication) 

Dani commented:  

When you travel to countries where landfills are not out of sight, out of mind, you 

see garbage everywhere then you realize, ‘oh wow, like this stuff goes 

everywhere and just gets spread everywhere and yet we produce way more than 

those countries’ [developing countries]. I think, we [Canadians] are very efficient 

at keeping our garbage hidden…no one’s in favour of having big landfills 

downtown or anything but I don’t know, how do you get people to go out to a 

landfill and realize how much waste they are creating? (Dani, personal 

communication,) 

Not all participants are convinced that landfills cause environmental problems and some 

viewed the accumulation of garbage as unavoidable. “It’s got to go some place,” said Dorothy, 

who pointed out that burning, which used to be common practice, also caused problems. “I don’t 

know there is that much that comes into the air, you know, because they are pretty well covered 

these days.” Martin points out: 

Garbage is a problem, I agree, but I don’t know to what extent. You’ve got to live 

with it I guess…it has to go somewhere, whether that’s a landfill or a warehouse 

or wherever; it’s still here. Unless we ship it to the moon it’s going to be here and 
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it’s going to be doing the same thing, unless you’re burning. If every landfill were 

burning that might be a problem, though it’s what we did years ago and it saved a 

lot of space. (Martin, personal communication) 

Influences on Our Intention to Change Intended Behaviour 

The intention to change our behaviour is influenced by many internal factors and many 

external factors. Some variables don’t fit neatly into either of these categories and some could be 

placed in both due to the cyclical nature of influence whereby an internal variable, such as a 

personal norm, can develop out of an external variable, such as a social norm. For the sake of 

clarity, I have assigned most variables to either the internal or external category. An exception is 

the subcategory of incentives, which includes both internal personal norms and external 

mandatory incentives such as garbage limits; because some participants were motivated by both 

personal and mandatory incentives, the results are grouped together. 

Internal Factors 

Awareness 

While analyzing data via open coding, awareness topped the list in frequency of 

repetition. The following related categories were also coded: ‘awareness makes me think about’, 

‘awareness breeds curiosity’, ‘awareness will change my behaviour’ and ‘awareness will not 

change my behaviour’. 

My first research question asked whether people would become more aware if they keep 

their household waste for a month, and indeed this seems to have happened. Increased awareness 

got participants thinking about what they could do to improve their intended behaviour.  

Vicki reported she is “more conscious when I’m putting something in the garbage, just 

because you’ve brought our awareness up about it. I thought I was already doing the best I could, 

but now I’m starting to think about how much less could be coming into the house.”  
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Jada echoed that message, commenting “since doing this project, it’s made me more 

aware and I’m a little bit more conscious about it and what I can do about it.” Carl pointed out 

that with awareness comes the realization that, “this is something we can do that wouldn’t be too 

much effort and would reduce the waste stream quite a bit.” Silva said the raised awareness 

makes her think about “some of the battles I’m going to pick” regarding over-packaged products. 

Joan states now that her awareness level has increased, “it’s getting me to act.” She 

added, “Once it comes into your awareness, the next step is action.” Seeing the compost she 

creates each week surprised her. “…bags of it,” she said, noting that she had not realized “how 

much stuff didn’t have to go in there [garbage].” Joan admits before she took part in the research, 

“it would be easier just to chuck something in the garbage than to make the effort to figure out 

where it goes.”  

Dani has a unique awareness regarding the local landfill; it stems from her prior 

knowledge, having done water testing there as part of her job. Because of that awareness level 

she is more concerned than most participants about adding more waste to it. “Our landfill is not 

really properly constructed so I don’t really want to add anything more to that landfill.” She 

worries about habitat destruction caused by the landfill, pointing out “pollution from that habitat 

seeps into our watersheds.” 

People say they don’t see garbage so it’s not a problem but there are all kinds of 

chemicals in the ground water here that are causing problems that people aren’t 

aware of. And we’re also at a point in these communities where we’re getting full 

to excess at our landfill and then what? (Dani, personal communication) 

Most participants were recycling to some degree before taking part in this research 

project. However, many were not using the system properly, and as a result they contaminated 
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their recycling with plastics and other materials that could not be recycled and threw out items 

that could be recycled.  

“I wasn’t paying attention to numbers [but] I now know what the hard plastic is … we 

found a six, so now that’s something that I was probably, well, I was definitely putting in with 

the recycling.” Vicki revealed. The more she learns, the more she wants to learn, and she tested 

her knowledge when guests came to stay at her B& B. “They had these big Starbucks to-go cups 

and I was curious to find out that the lids were threes. Think about how many Starbucks lids are 

going out! There’s one at every corner and they’re all not recyclable…” Vicki stated.   

Not all participants were convinced that awareness would change their intended 

behaviour. Dorothy doubts her increased environmental awareness will get her to change her 

behaviour. “I’m still going have to get rid of it [garbage].”  

Personal Norms 

Personal norms are defined as people’s own moral standards, acquired through the 

internalization of social norms. Vicki admitted to checking inside her neighbour’s garbage can 

one day to see if it had been emptied. Besides finding she hadn’t missed the garbage pick-up, she 

also discovered that her neighbours created a lot less garbage than she did, which caused her to 

examine her own garbage output: 

…they had one little tiny bag and I thought, ‘oh my God’ and I came home 

thinking, we have quite a lot of garbage. Then I thought they are two people, they 

don’t have kids, they don’t have a bed and breakfast, and all that, but it makes you 

think…like wow, good for them they are actually taking the time to be really 

conscious about what goes into the garbage. I’m sure they have recycling and 

compost. (Vicki, personal communication) 
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Shirley said her family recycles “because we should. We could probably do it better, but 

we do it because we should.” Participants demonstrated personal norms when describing guilt for 

degrading the environment. Dani recalled the guilt she felt after clearing the land to build her 

house, “there is a big impact building a house, there’s no way around that.” Garth reflected on 

driving an SUV: 

I don’t think I should be driving it anymore. I needed it initially, when I bought it, 

because of my company but now my company is in a different way and I don’t 

need it so I have to get rid of it and yet I’ve hung onto it much longer than I 

needed to because I like it. … I’m judging myself.… I love it, it’s a great thing 

and it’s useful but it’s also emitting far more carbon than I need to. (Garth 

personal communication,) 

 Guilt was cited by some participants as being a motivator for changing intended 

behaviours. Silva said buying batteries or “anything with an inordinate amount of plastic 

packaging” has a certain amount of guilt attached, so she tries to avoid such purchases. 

“Whatever I feel guilty about I shouldn’t be buying in the first place,” Dorothy commented. 

During an office clean up Barb tossed an object in the dumpster and then felt guilty when a co-

worker pointed out that the item could have been useful to someone else. “I felt terrible. It made 

me feel like, oh my goodness, I’m not doing enough,” she remarked.  

Habits and Fear 

Habits are also an influential internal factor affecting waste diversion. Habits can have 

either positive or negative effects on pro-environmental intended behaviour.  “Once you get in 

the habit of doing things a certain way, it becomes your lifestyle,” commented Vicki. Dorothy 

agreed. “Basically what you have to wash is the tin cans and bottles, eh? I shouldn’t think that 

it’s too much of an effort to rinse them… just need to get into the habit of washing them.” 
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Lorraine concurred, “It’s really not that hard once you’re in the mindset of doing it…its easy and 

you take the time to do it, you make the time to do it.” She believes “old habits die hard” and 

said that we tend to stick with products we know and like rather than trying to find something 

new that might be more environmentally friendly. Joan moved from a place where there was no 

recycling programme and reported her “habits got very sloppy and everything went into the 

garbage.” Since moving to British Columbia she’s been trying to change. “Once you get into the 

habit of it, I don’t think it’s an issue…it’s just training ourselves” Joan commented. Silva, 

remembers “recycling in Victoria when I was little, at that point it was glass and tin cans and 

stuff so it’s sort of a history, it’s just part of what you do.” Barb said her children were used to 

composting at home but when her daughter got her own home, her habits changed and she 

stopped composting. Barb asked her daughter why she wasn’t composting and the answer she 

got was they just hadn’t started yet. “I took a plastic bin and said ‘okay here, you’ve got a 

composter.’ They just need to get into the habit of composting.”  

The literature points to unique variables for composting as compared to other 

environmental intended behaviour. Fear and stress were noted internal factors that affected 

participants’ motivation to compost. The fear of attracting wildlife is a variable that affects 

composting; it was one of the most commonly referred to inhibitors.  Shirley used to compost 

and had numerous problems with animals, “especially bears, sometimes raccoons.”  Joan 

theorized that composting could not be done in Ucluelet because of the bears. “The next thing 

you know they will be enjoying coming to Joan and Dan’s place …and we don’t want to get 

them conditioned to garbage.”  

The fear of not composting properly was also shown as an inhibitor. Joan said, “I’m not 

sure what to do and being new here, I don’t know who to ask about composting.” Jada learned 
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through trial and error: “We were composting everything, my husband was throwing everything 

in there, meat and everything, and then I researched composting and realized that what we were 

doing was not so good.” Silva composts with her neighbour and acknowledged initial attempts 

were not successful. “She [the neighbour] would bury it in her garden but it got smelly” Silva 

commented. Smell and mess were identified as inhibitors for participants who do not compost. 

Dan talked about cordoning off an area of the kitchen, “where some of the smell that’s associated 

with that, um, compost, could be organized.” Dan said the composting was the only difficult part 

of the research project. “Maybe it’s a little messier than I thought…I like a clean kitchen.”  Vicki 

expressed guilt that she asked her family to “go above and beyond what they would normally 

do,” by composting rather than using the garbarator. By Week Two in the research, Vicki 

reported keeping compost for the project was proving difficult. “It’s just the compost is piling 

up, that’s the only part. It’s different from what we normally do.” And Vicki admitted, not 

everyone in the family complied with the request to hang onto all garbage. “Although we signed 

on as our family … I see things go into the garbage that I might not have put in there [but] I’m 

letting it go because I don’t want to add extra stress.”  

External Motivators 

Convenience and Ease 

Most participants said they found the curb side pick-up collection of recyclables very 

convenient and far more so than using a depot, which was the only option for many years in 

Ucluelet. Convenience enabled Vicki to participate in curb side recycling but convenience also 

stops her from composting, because she finds it easiest to dispose of her food waste in a 

garbarator. “With roadside pick-up, people really don’t have an excuse. They should be able to, 

at some level, put a little bit out there and maybe they will work towards more and more as they 
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get used to it and get in the habit,” Vicki commented. On the other hand, she does not see herself 

composting because disposing of food in the garbarator is so convenient: 

I feel the garbarator works for us…it boils down to the basics of garbage and 

getting rid of it, whatever way is easiest. It’s convenient and easy to use the 

garbarator. You get rid of it and there’s no smell. (Vicki, personal 

communication) 

Convenience, however, is a matter of opinion. Here’s what Martin has to say about curb 

side recycling and convenience: 

 I wouldn’t say it’s convenient. It was a lot more convenient when we put 

everything in the garbage. Really, it all went out together it was more convenient 

than trying to sort it out and clean it up and all that. Oh yeah, no it’s not as 

convenient, no way. Not that I mind doing it but I can’t say it’s convenient. 

(Martin, personal communication) 

Most participants voiced appreciation for the ease of the co-mingled recycling system 

used in Ucluelet. Recyclables do not need to be separated for the most (soft plastics excluded) 

and they can be placed in a blue bag for pick-up. Ease was shown to be an external variable that 

influences recycling rates but was also cited as a reason why people may not be doing more 

when it comes to recycling and waste diversion. Carl commented, “The more complicated the 

recycling programme is, the less likely people are going to do it.” 

If it’s easy to identify recyclable products, people will do it. Take paper for 

example, if you tell people to recycle paper, they will. Then you tell them they 

can recycle newspaper but not glossy paper, well you’ve just made it a bit more 

difficult. When they have to sort through different grades of paper trying to figure 
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out what’s recyclable and what’s not . . . you’ve lost them. If you just say paper, 

you’ve got a lot more buying into it.  (Carl, personal communication) 

One participant suggested that recycling rates will increase if people don’t have to rinse 

out their tin cans. The question is put to the other participants the following week, with mixed 

reviews. Some agreed the easier the programme the more people will buy in, and others labelled 

those who don’t rinse their cans as lazy, and laziness would be an internal influence. Margaret 

and Lorraine laughed when they were asked if recycling rates would increase if people were not 

required to wash recyclables. “I think that would be pretty lazy,” Lorraine commented. She said 

most people want to rinse out recyclables so they don’t smell. Margaret does not believe rinsing 

is stopping people from recycling. “I wouldn’t want to keep it if it wasn’t washed out for two 

weeks… I couldn’t stand having smelly milk jugs around. Shirley agreed: “Well, how lazy are 

we? I don’t think it would make a big difference.” Laziness was cited several times as an 

influencing factor with regards to recycling and composting practices. 

Four different people questioned the amount of water it takes to wash recyclables and 

wondered whether that should be factored into the rinsing equation. Keith said rinsing 

recyclables uses “large quantities of water and soap and whatnot to clean those items …so it’s 

not really a case of being lazy.” Barb worries about “the waste of water” washing her 

recyclables. “That concerns me, because I think, geez, I’m using I don’t know how many gallons 

per week to wash tin … that’s a lot of water that’s wasted.” Martin wondered whether anyone 

had done a study on the resources used to wash recycling: 

I’m just wondering if anyone has studied how much energy we’re using. Are we 

defeating the purpose? I know a lot of people are against it because they say, ‘it’s 

costing me money to do this and I’m not going to do it. (Martin, personal 

communication) 
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Jada questioned if a less involved process would increase participation rates:   

I wonder if more people would use it [curb side recycling] if they [ACRD] sorted 

it [recycling]. I don’t feel that lazy but I think some people would be inclined to 

recycle … if they didn’t need to sort it. Even if you didn’t have to rinse it…I bet 

way more people would recycle. (Jada, personal communication) 

Dani agreed, “The easier you make it the more compliance you get.” She said at her place 

of work, people try to recycle “but the things that they fall down on are the rinsing and the 

washing—that extra step.”  

I wish people didn’t feel like it was such a big deal to recycle but it’s one of the 

things I learned at the office and just try to talk to people about it, like ‘why is this 

so difficult?’ I think it’s really a laziness issue-they can’t be bothered. I think 

people are pretty lazy. I don’t think it takes any more effort, to be honest, to put 

one thing here and one thing there verses two things in one bin. I wouldn’t 

describe that as effort particularly. (Dani, personal communication) 

Dani acknowledged, “It’s hard to live simply” and says by doing so, “the amount of 

labour in your life increases exponentially,” She noted. “We’re primates that likes [sic] comforts 

and there’s only so much work we want to do and we’re really lazy.” Dorothy knows why she 

sometimes fails to recycle, “Just lazy, that’s about it. It’s easier just to dump it rather than make 

an effort.”  

Communication 

Communication is an external factor that greatly affects the rate of recycling. Participants 

expressed frustration over the lack of clear guidelines as to what can, and cannot be recycled. 

Garth reported poor communications have affected his rate of recycling:  
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For a little while they weren’t taking five or six but we didn’t know…there was 

an announcement that someone put on the Ucluelet District website and we were 

like ‘okay, I guess they aren’t taking soft plastics anymore or different kinds of 

plastics’, but we couldn’t really figure out what was what. Someone saw a notice 

… but none were posted. We didn’t get anything in our mailbox. (Garth, personal 

communication) 

Garth concedes that the new recycling flyer is an improvement. “It has pictures of 

everything you can recycle plus different numbers of plastic that you can recycle so it’s pretty 

easy.” Dani agreed poor communications in regard to the curb side programme meant people 

were not recycling everything they could and some were recycling restricted items. “We were 

probably not diverting all the plastics we could have because we heard they were not doing that 

anymore,” she commented. Jada admitted she used to drop glass jars at the depot. “I always 

thought glass was one of the better things [to recycle] but I guess not.”  Dorothy too had 

confusion about recycling.” I was still under the impression it was still just the soft plastic that 

they were taking. I don’t know if they send out any notices when they change things or not.” In 

the past, Dorothy attempted to recycle plastic bags, which were not picked up with the rest of the 

recyclables so she assumed soft plastics were not suitable for collection. “Well… I’m still not 

sure…when we started this recycling here they didn’t want a lot of the hard plastics and all they 

wanted was the really soft plastic so I don’t know exactly what is acceptable.” Dorothy 

commented, adding, “I’ve never inquired to see if they changed their regulations or not.”  

Some participants were not aware that plastics are numbered for recycling and that only 

certain numbers are accepted by the local curb side pick-up. Vicki admitted “I wasn’t paying 

attention to numbers.” Vicki is now aware of the numbers on the plastics; “…we found a six… I 

was definitely putting some of them in with the recycling.” Joan, added, “It’s surprising the 
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amount of stuff that I would normally put into the garbage that can be recycled. I didn’t know, 

and when it said, number two plastic or whatever, I didn’t know what that was.” Lorraine also 

pays more attention to the numbers on plastics now and commented, “I hadn’t before. I thought I 

knew, either it’s recyclable or it’s not and I’d throw it out. Now I look to see.” Carl said its 

confusing trying to figure out what can and cannot be recycled, “Can we recycle this? I don’t 

know.” 

Another form of communication which affects waste diversion is personal 

communication by way of rumours. The perception that recyclables are being land filled has had 

a detrimental affect on the motivation to recycle and that’s what was rumoured to be happening 

in Ucluelet in the past. Vicki heard rumours that “a lot of stuff [recyclable material] is been 

going in the land fill. “I have no idea if it’s true and I haven’t looked into it,” she said, but the 

rumour caused her concern. Lorraine reported when the recycling first started in Ucluelet “there 

was a great deal of doubt whether what we were putting in was getting used or just getting 

dumped in someone else’s garbage.” Shirley pointed out, “at one point we thought we were 

recycling and it wasn’t being recycled, right?” Martin concurs: 

I hear horror stories about how it’s not really working anywhere and that too often 

recyclables are stockpiled because there is no market for them and eventually, it 

gets buried. In a lot of cases, they can’t find any place for it. China doesn’t want it 

anymore; India doesn’t want it so where’s it going? (Martin, personal 

communication) 

Dorothy isn’t convinced that recycling is worth it:  

I’m not totally convinced because a lot of what you see on the news is where they 

can’t get rid of the recycling product because it’s too expensive. Here [in 

Ucluelet] on previous programmes they have people washing their cans and they 
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ended up by trucking it out to the dump because it was too expensive to take out. 

They [the former volunteer recycling group] couldn’t afford to take it out. So I 

don’t know. (Dorothy, personal communication) 

Joan wanted to know if, “that the stuff gets recycled…are they honest about where it 

goes…or do they just put it in the landfill?” Lorraine revealed “many of us quit 

recycling…because the rumour was that it went to Port Alberni and went to their landfill. And if 

that was the truth, why should we put our garbage there?” she asked. Barb claimed that rumours 

of recycling being land filled were just that, rumours. She volunteered at the recycling depot 

before the regional district took over the programme and said in those days there were rumours 

that glass was being sent to the landfill in Port Alberni: 

It was  being crushed there and then it was being used as drainage rock and the 

perception was that it was still being land filled so there was a lot of negative 

publicity about what was happening with the glass that we were recycling it here 

and then it was just being land filled there. (Barb, personal communication) 

Dani heard the rumours about recyclables being land filled too, “but the company that 

picks up the recycling said that was not true.” The rumours played a part in Parks Canada’s plan 

to introduce recycling in Pacific Rim National Park, where Dani is employed. She encouraged 

Park Canada not to start the recycling programme until they were fully capable of handing it. 

I said we cannot put the bins out until we’re actually recycling because if anybody 

ever found out if we put the bins out and weren’t quite ready … if anyone had 

ever seen that we were land-filling recycling we were dead. (Dani, personal 

communication) 
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Social Norms 

Social norms are defined as moral standards attributed to a social group; in the instance 

of this research, the social group is the neighbourhood and the community of Ucluelet. Social 

norms often have a huge impact on our intended behaviour, but as previous research indicates, 

people are frequently not cognizant of that impact.   

Participant Garth pointed out there is a community expectation to recycle when curb side 

recycling service is available and for those who do not, “I would think there is a negative point 

on you from the community.” Carl claims “you would feel stupid not to recycle. It does make 

you pause and go ‘okay, I had better wash that out, yes, I can recycle it’.” Barb suggests there is 

a “herd mentality—if everyone else is doing it, I better too.” Margaret argues “there is a pressure 

to do that [recycle] if that’s what the majority of people are doing. You are sort of left out in the 

cold if you are not going along.” Lorraine states that “many of us are influenced by other people; 

if others are doing it, I’ll do it too—if it’s a good thing.” 

Incentives: Mandatory and Personal 

Participants are motivated by a combination of mandatory and personal incentives. 

Mandatory garbage limits, for instance, are being respected by all but one. Garth noted, “I 

respond to rules. When it’s what we need to do, I usually toe the line.” Dorothy said she’s 

motivated by a combination of incentives. “Composting is my own thing,” she commented, but 

noted she complies with mandatory garbage limits. Lorraine contradicted herself by announcing 

she’s as stubborn as a “Missouri Mule” but “doesn’t have any problem with mandatory…but I 

like to make my own choices.” And while it’s easy for her to comply with mandatory garbage 

limits, she’s not sure it’s easy for everyone. “People with kids, they really have to concentrate to 

keep their garbage to the two bag limit,” she commented. Joan recalled that she complied with 
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enforced recycling in Edmonton. “I think when it’s voluntary, it’s one step removed from your 

radar screen,” she commented. Dani said while she is motivated by personal incentives, “Just the 

fact that there’s a mandatory limit means I won’t ever go over.” Shirley is motivated by personal 

incentives too: “I just feel like the more we can do, the better, so it’s not just about how much 

garbage they say we can get rid of.”  

A strong personal motivator often overlooked by recycling programs is that we often do 

things in order to feel good. As Jada put it, “Maybe it’s just that you feel good about doing it and 

that feeling kind of gets addictive, you know?” Dani said, “it’s great if articles can have “a 

second story.” She enjoys finding a good used clothing item or a rain jacket made from 100 per 

cent post consumer product. “I think, wow, that’s so great that you can make a whole new thing 

out of old stuff.” Carl smiled as he described, “the warm glow” people feel when they do 

something good for the environment. Silva chimed in about recycling, “hopefully it gets to be 

reused; you feel like you’re doing something.” Margaret said it feels good to be “contributing 

something rather than doing injury to the earth.” 

Personal Empowerment and the Ripple Effect 

Some people expect behavioural change to happen overnight but it doesn’t always 

happen that way. Changing behaviour is often not an immediate process. Research suggests there 

are three stages to implementing intended behavioural change including a detection phase, 

during which awareness is piqued, a decision phase, where one intends to change their 

behaviour, and an implementation phase, where the behaviour change actually occurs (Pelletier 

& Sharp, 2008). 

This research, like much of the behavioural research in this field, relies on self-reported 

changes or intentions to change behaviour. Change is not always something that happens 
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automatically or because of some specific factor; there can be a wide variety of motivators for 

changing behaviours. Individuals change at different rates and are motivated by different things, 

so a change in intended behaviour is difficult to gauge. Below, participants shared their thoughts 

on change and how they see changes coming about. Joan said: 

I think it’s probably true of the majority, that small concessions are easier to make 

but to change your lifestyle, that’s huge. And I think to change your lifestyle; you 

have to do it in small steps. I don’t think you can do it in a huge leap. (Joan, 

personal communication)  

Vicki agreed that it’s easier to integrate a number of small changes into your life than to 

make a large change in a single step; “When you’re going to change your intended behaviour, 

you have to start out with what you can.” Dan echoed those thoughts: “You’re learning, you 

can’t do it all at once; it’s huge and you have to grow into it.” Margaret pointed out that changing 

our behaviour means changing the way we’ve always done things and said, “Once you get into 

the habit and start you don’t find it a big chore, change happens.” Joan conceded that learning 

pro-environmental behaviours is “a steep learning curve” but she said that once a habit is formed, 

“it’s not such a big deal.”  

This touches onto something else that’s a problem and it is the whole psychology 

of convenience. One of the reasons we’re in the mess we’re in is because of that. 

We tend to want everything effortless. There needs to be effort for some things. It 

really makes me want to compost because there is a lot of organic waste that gets 

thrown out. I guess I didn’t say that because it was obvious but that’s the thing, 

there are piles of it, coffee grinds…two bags full, and the lettuce, lemon rinds, all 

that stuff; it just blows me away. So definitely at the end of this I’m going to be 

composting with some assistance. (Joan, personal communication) 
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Dan said increased awareness has him thinking about composting. “Ideally I would think if you 

have a proper set up …it could be worked out practically and I see how it could work. Also, if 

you had a way to place each of these bags or containers to streamline it, it could work.” The trash 

analysis prompted Jada to think beyond garbage, and about “the whole solar idea, like getting 

everything through solar power.”  Lorraine talked about taking little steps: 

I’m a product of the depression so recycling, re-using, was part of my growing up 

so you don’t think about it. I might think more about how much paper towel I’m 

using. I won’t do without it entirely-there are things like draining bacon that you 

can’t really do any other way-but I’ll use less. (Lorraine, personal 

communication) 

Shirley said, “I’ll probably be even more wary of extra packaging when I’m shopping. I 

think that we will definitely start composting once we find a system.” Lorraine states she will 

pay more attention to recycling numbers on the plastics she purchases and Joan wonders about 

composting because “there’s a lot organic waste that gets thrown out.”   

Certain convenience items have become a mainstay that Lorraine cannot imagine living 

without. “I’m as guilty as anyone for reaching for a paper towel when I could reach for a rag that 

I can re-wash and use again,” she commented, recalling the rag bag her family used when she 

was young. “We always had a rag bag at home and it was a treat for little kids because we would 

always drag it out, and got to help cut up those rags.” Lorraine can’t imagine Canadians going 

back to using cloth handkerchiefs, “even though we’ve got automatic washers now, we still 

wouldn’t go back. I don’t know why, I just know we wouldn’t,” she laughed. 

Participants believe making small concessions for the environment can make a difference 

and they also believe that behavioural change begets further behavioural change. So while some 

are comfortable making only small changes now, they claim that once they are able to, they will 
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do more. “I really have been thinking about the plastics and how to cut down on plastic usage,” 

commented Barb. Vicki said that realizing she doesn’t have to be great at everything makes the 

process of adopting new pro-environmental behaviours easier. Small steps like turning off lights 

or turning down the thermostat are actions she knows she could easily do. “It’s not like I have to 

be perfect at everything … for me it’s just taking on what I can and knowing that I will do more 

when I can.” She added, “If everyone did that one little thing, it would make a huge difference.” 

Jada agreed, “You feel frustrated as one person but if everyone does their little part it adds up 

really quickly.” Lorraine pointed out, “We can’t change major things as an individual but many 

individuals together can change a whole lot.”  

Vicki believes that if one feels “successful at one small thing then you think you can take 

on another or a bigger chunk.”  Jada added: “We try to do as much as we can but we can’t be 

perfect. Yeah there are a lot of things we still want to do but just one piece at a time.” Shirley 

said separating her organic waste throughout the project reminded her that composting isn’t 

difficult. “We used to do it, it’s never been a big hassle to do it,” she offered, saying they just got 

out of the habit. Joan said the awareness of various environmental issues and modification of 

behaviour will cause a ripple effect.  

 …into your awareness, your soft vision … there becomes a whole lot of other 

issues that you need to think about too. I don’t just think its one thing, I think it’s 

interconnected. And if you think about it, it opens up the wider perspective than if 

you don’t think about it. (Joan, personal communication) 

Hot Button Issues 

This final theme explores a number of issues that are intertwined with the overarching 

theme of our waste and our environmental behaviour. The research uncovered some waste 
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diversion related topics on the minds of people living in this neighbourhood, including: excess 

packaging, consumerism, bottled water and built-in obsolescence and I used the Atlas ti’s 

network function to visually link the codes (Appendix E). 

Excess Packaging 

Excess packaging was one of the most prevalent topics coded in the selective coding 

process. During the axial coding, different codes were linked to reflect the discussion on 

packaging. Codes linked included: “excess packaging”, “lack-of –control-over-packaging”, 

“manufacturers’ responsibility”, “government’s responsibility” and “individual’s responsibility”.  

People are aware of and frustrated by excess packaging, but it doesn’t stop them from 

buying products. Participants express apathy and a perceived a lack of control to do much about 

the situation. Most participants suggested the government should do something about excess 

packaging, while fewer participants said is the manufacturers’ responsibility, and still fewer 

suggested the responsibility lies with the consumer.  

Vicki is frustrated by excess packaging, especially on children’s toys. “I don’t know what 

to do, it’s overwhelming.” It annoys her that so much of the packaging is non-recyclable. “Why 

do we have plastics that we can’t recycle?” Garth believes that as a consumer, he has little 

control because to some extent you “have to buy certain things.” He commented, “You’re kind 

of caught; there’s just not a whole lot you can do. I really think it has to be a provincial 

regulation to change the packaging thing.” 
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FIGURE 4: This network view of the codes show how these topics are related and eventually 

formed one of the themes of this research. 

 

Jada suggested that the only control consumers have is “not supporting” manufacturers 

who package items excessively. “If everyone did that it would…prove a point…on a massive 

scale,” she said. Likewise, Joan suggested that consumers should speak up. “If we write or email 

or phone a company and say ‘I would buy your product but, it’s packaged…in time they would 

get the message.” And while Margaret agreed writing the manufacturers might be a good idea, 

it’s not something she would actually do.  Margaret gets annoyed with “double-wrapped plastic 

stuff, for instance, Kleenex.” She complained that Kleenex come in a package of three, 

individually wrapped and then wrapped together. “It doesn’t make any sense. You can’t say, 

well, I’ll buy this cereal but I’ll leave the box behind. That’s what I would like to do.” Dorothy 

advised that so many goods are sealed in plastic, “so you’ve got to change it from the top.” She 

reasoned that much of the plastic sealing is to “curb theft” and also pointed to food security. 

“People want it sealed,” she stated. Lorraine dismissed the food safety concerns regarding 

packaging:  
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Yesterday I was opening a package of Jell-O and thought, isn’t this interesting, 

when I was a little kid, the only difference in the Jell-O package today and the 

Jell-O package 70 years ago is a little paper bag now instead of waxed paper that 

folded over. Other than that, it’s exactly the same – there is nothing more to it. I 

think if they can keep a product safe like that, why do we need the box inside the 

box, the plastic, why do we need all that? (Lorraine, personal communication) 

Lorraine said that when it comes to over-packaging food items, manufacturers, stores and 

households need to share the responsibility. “We’ve got  to stop over-packaging things … we’re 

all waiting for the government to move and that’s not the way it should happen, it should start at 

the grassroots level.” Martin is not optimistic that the excess-packaging situation will change any 

time soon, but he thinks companies could be forced to change their ways. “If Colgate puts out 

toothpaste and it’s got three times as much packaging as they need then maybe they should be 

paying for it…then we wouldn’t have as much to throw out,” Martin commented. 

Linda argued the government needs to get involved, “to make some rules and regulations 

or get the manufacturers involved.” Consumers can’t do much, “unless you boycott everything 

that’s in a big package but that’s not going to happen,” Linda commented.  Shirley proposed that 

over-packaging is everyone’s responsibility. “Manufacturers’ should take a little responsibility as 

well and the government, which is us anyway,” she mused. Barb believes it’s a multi-level 

responsibility with “federal, provincial, local and home…everybody.”  

Codes that identified themes of consumption, consumer ethic and disposable goods were 

combined during the selective coding process to form one category of consumption with 22 

codes. An additional 22 codes were linked to this category, as I amalgamated the codes of 

“limited options for consumers” and “built-in obsolescence”. All the codes are related to one 

another and to the theme of excess packaging. Overall, participants agreed that people buy too 
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much in general, and specifically they buy too many disposable goods. Dani suggested that 

recycling may actually encourage consumerism “because [although] it obviously creates a lot of 

waste [recycling] and allows you to be more consumeristic [sic].”  

I try not to do impulse buying much …I also have a thing called no net gain, like 

in certain terms, like clothing, so if I want to buy something it’s not just because I 

feel like buying it, it’s because yes, I need a pair of pants because these ones are 

going or whatever. I have to have one that I’m willing to give away [in order] to 

replace it. That helps [me] not to buy stuff. [Although] I still do sometimes. (Dani, 

personal communication) 

Dani complained that it’s difficult to find non-disposable items, “because they want you 

to buy more.” She complained, “even if you want to make good choices, there are often not good 

choices available.” Garth blamed consumer ethic for consumption. “If you aren’t a consumer in 

this society it means the economy is going to plummet, basically.” He suggested consumers 

receive this message through advertising every day. “We definitely buy more than we need; we 

buy things that we like.” Silva believes, “As a society we are burdened by crap.” She said that 

although people have some options for re-use, it’s “generally more expensive to repair the toaster 

than it is to replace it.”  Shirley agreed. “We’re such a society of buying, buying and having and 

needing things that we don’t really need.” She witnesses “people spending their whole lives 

acquiring things and in the last little while getting rid of it all.” Margaret never gave much 

thought to consumer ethics until the recent financial crisis. “Now they are saying people aren’t 

buying and I used to think people bought too much, spent too much and had too much of 

everything,” she commented. Margaret questions why the economy always has to “grow, grow, 

grow. Why are they always saying it’s got to grow? Isn’t there a limit?”  
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Margaret wondered if her age has something to do with the fact that she’s not a big 

consumer:  

We never grew up spending like that, that wasn’t the way we were brought up so 

it’s just alien to us to spend. We had to be thrifty, our family at home, you know, 

we didn’t have a lot, so you weren’t always buying stuff. I think you live with that 

if you grow up like that it’s hard to break the habit. Growing up, you always had 

spare change in a box tucked away somewhere. (Margaret, personal 

communication) 

Lorraine talked about globalization and how that has changed food consumption:  

Let’s face it, when I was a kid if you had fruit in the winter months, it was an 

orange, the odd time you got a banana, but most of your fruit was canned, that 

you had done yourself. …so you didn’t have tomatoes and in the winter, you ate 

cabbage, so there would be a change in our menu but it doesn’t mean we have to 

eat any less nutritious. (Lorraine, personal communication) 

Bottled water was also discussed many times during the interviews. Most participants do 

not believe there is any reason to drink bottled water. Lorraine declared bottled water is a big 

“rip off” and said, “When I think of what percentage of the world would give their eye teeth to 

have water like we have, even in Saskatchewan where it tastes so terrible, at least its safe water.” 

Dorothy believes “people just got brainwashed,” and Margaret offered, “I never buy bottled 

water and it’s not necessary.”  

Dani proposed the bottled water issue exposes a big gap in recycling. “People feel like 

they can buy a whole flat of bottled water because the plastic bottles are recyclable. I think 

people miss the step that recycling is the next worst thing to garbage,” she said. Joan takes it a 

step further saying, “I don’t believe water should be for sale.” Silva offered, “right now it’s 
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becoming a little more taboo; it’s one of those interesting things that I guess comes up and down 

in the media.” She said a few years ago many people were buying flats of water at the local 

grocery store. “I think there is more awareness…the vast majority of bottled water is from cities 

…essentially tap water in plastic,” Silva stated.  

But not all participants agreed. Linda drinks bottled water because she likes the taste and 

“I drink it with lemon so it’s more of a health thing.” Martin claims the taste difference between 

bottled water and Ucluelet’s surface water is significant: 

I don’t think it’s healthy to have surface water…that’s one thing that stops people 

from drinking the tap water…I can’t stand our coffee being made with tap 

water…one day it will be all right and the next day it’s off because maybe there’s 

too much chlorine in the system or whatever. (Martin, personal communication) 

The final theme suggested people are critically examining some of the practices that are 

current norms, such as purchasing bottled water. The discussion of these issues at a grassroots 

level is good news for the environmental movement. Too often citizens are left out of 

environmental debates, which in the past have alienated ordinary people and were often geared 

towards the scientific community. It is important that we understand that as living beings on the 

planet, we all have a stake in the future health of our environment and that our actions directly 

impact the sustainability of the Earth and all its inhabitants. 

Summary of Findings 

Four themes emerged from my exploration of residential waste and recycling in my 

neighbourhood. What I found out is that our perception of the amount of waste we produce is 

limited by what we see; because our garbage is hauled away we tend not to consider how much 

we produce or the ecological implications of that waste. The second major theme shows there are 
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internal and external factors that influence our intended behaviour and most people are usually 

motivated by a combination of the two; some of the influences on potential behaviour change 

are: awareness, personal norms, attitudes, habits, convenience, communications and social 

norms. The third theme is that participants feel empowered to make changes and said that once 

they have been successful at adopting initial environmental behaviours they would be willing to 

tackle larger behavioural changes. The fourth theme is that a wide variety of environmental 

issues are being discussed by participants. 

A cursory glance at the observational and qualitative results may appear contradictory 

because participants claimed they are now more aware of their waste and they said that 

awareness will create change, the change itself was not apparent in the observational data. 

Having said that, a month may not be long enough to accurately track the changes that could be 

taking place; participants may have experienced a mental shift but the physical shift may not 

have occurred as rapidly; but that is not to say it will not take place. On the other hand, the 

literature has shown that there is a gap between what people say they will do and what they 

actually do and therefore, how the increased awareness manifests itself in the long term remains 

to be seen. 

In conclusion, my analysis answers the research questions posed and the hypothesis that 

emerged from the data is relevant to the questions asked. In chapter 5 I will discuss my 

interpretation of the data and conclusions I have drawn. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

“Reconnecting with the web of life means building and nurturing sustainable communities in 

which we can satisfy our needs and aspirations without diminishing the chances of future 

generations (Capra, 1997, p. 297).” 

Chapter Introduction 

In this final chapter I will present a summary of my research findings, an interpretation of 

the data and the tentative conclusions I have drawn. My findings fall into four major themes that 

represent those factors participants identified as having a significant influence on their intended 

pro-environmental behaviour: 

1. Visual impact of household waste; 

2. Influences on intention to change; 

3. Personal empowerment and the ripple effect; 

4. Hot button environmental issues being discussed.  

I will also make recommendations for further research and outline my contribution to the 

literature on waste diversion and intended environmental behaviour. 

Purpose of the Study 

This research examines how reflecting on one’s actions might increase environmental 

awareness, which could ultimately lead to intended behavioural changes regarding residential 

waste. I explore the widespread problem of how we deal with household refuse and include an 

observational component that serves to raise the consciousness of a handful of people who learn 

the difference between intellectually understanding garbage issues and directly experiencing 

those issues themselves.  
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Researcher’s Assumptions 

To reiterate: my own anti-positivist stance means that as researcher I, like Cohen et al., 

(2007), have made certain assumptions that will affect how I learn about social behaviour. My 

first assumption is that the complex reality we experience is to a great extent a social 

construction created in our own mind. My second assumption is that as situations change, 

behaviour evolves over time; this evolution is not driven solely by external events, but also by 

inner motivations. 

I have used a constructivist approach in this research to develop a multi-layered view of 

the phenomena of waste generation and diversion, and I acknowledge that my interpretation is 

itself a construction (Charmaz, 2006).  

Hypothesis Generated 

Based on my research, I hypothesize that our perception of our waste is based on and 

limited by what we can see; if we do not see it, we do not consider it to be a problem. During my 

research, participants acknowledged they do not know how much waste they regularly generate 

nor where it goes. Inextricably linked to our waste are the issues of recycling, reduction and re-

use of items, all of which are affected by our limited awareness of our waste. 

Conclusions of the Research 

The dominant theme that emerged during my research is that a primary reason 

participants did not think about their trash is because it is not usually visible to them. Prior to 

conducting this study, I surmised we had an ‘out of sight, out of mind’ attitude of our own waste 

but I had seriously underestimated the degree to which our behaviour towards garbage is directly 

connected to its visibility.  



 85 

Initially when I analyzed the data, I did not recognize that visibility was the key theme 

that linked the codes and the other themes of my research. In fact, it was not until all four themes 

had been established that I realized they were all linked in various ways to the theme of visible 

household waste. For instance, visibility influences our decision to recycle and recycling is a 

community norm, at least in part, because it is a visible activity. 

Seeing their own accumulated household waste impacted participants, who became aware 

and subsequently reported feeling empowered—once they realized they control how much 

garbage they create. How that heightened awareness will translate into long term action remains 

to be seen. Participants claimed they were changed by the experiment, but only time will tell if 

they truly understood the impact their actions have on the environment. Still, the impact of 

garbage piled-up in their houses and garages did provide a visual tool for them to assess how 

much waste they were creating. Further evidence to support my argument that the visibility of 

waste is important came accidentally rather than by design. Participants were by chance given 

transparent bags in which to store their dry garbage while recycling was stored in the traditional 

blue bags; several participants said that seeing the garbage in the clear bag sparked awareness.  

While I conducted my research, there were two garbage strikes in Ontario—one in 

Toronto and another in Windsor—both of which received significant national media coverage. 

During and after the interrupted waste collection service, newspaper, radio and television reports 

focused on the visible mess created by the garbage strikes, but few accounts, considered the 

enormous amount of waste regularly hauled from these cities to landfills or suggested actions 

individuals could take to decrease their household output. The media coverage of those strikes 

suggests that my research results about visible household waste—if we can not see it, we do not 

really understand the significance of its impact—are accurate. Rather than discussing the 
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problems of waste generation and disposal holistically, the media focused only on what was 

visible; they either ignored or were unaware of the larger issues surrounding the strikes.  

By limiting news coverage of the Toronto and Windsor garbage strikes to visible garbage 

issues, the public learned that the only problem associated with their waste was that it was not 

going away. The strikes provided an opportunity to educate the public about landfill sites and the 

green house gas they emit and also the individual actions that can make a difference, but the 

opportunity was wasted.  

I believe the media has a responsibility to provide educational information to the public. 

Citizens who are educated to critically examine their own actions regarding their waste may also 

start to think critically about other areas in which they could change their behaviours to live more 

sustainably. In Canada we are overwhelmed with information from the media regarding the 

environment; unfortunately there is little of substance contained in that information. The stories 

that dominate environmental coverage are those that generate provocative headlines or provide a 

salacious twenty second news clip, which may be fine if the media limits its role to 

entertainment; but if they intend to serve an educational purpose as well, they need to change the 

way they inform the public. 

My hypothesis about the visibility of waste could explain why people react vehemently 

when they see someone litter—while being blithely unaware that the household cleaner they toss 

into their garbage can oozes toxins and contributes to profound environmental consequences at 

an over-filled land fill site. A few participants pointed to Mexico and the Philippines as examples 

of wasteful societies, mainly due to the visibility of garbage; this is another example of how the 

participants’ beliefs about waste are visually stimulated. Global footprint provides a useful 

indication of sustainability by measuring how much productive land is required to maintain our 
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lifestyles, including an accounting of the resources we consume and the waste that is cast into the 

environment. The Philippines’ global footprint is 1.0 hectares per person, Mexico’s is 2.4 

hectares per person, and Canada’s is a whopping 7.5 hectares per person. Footprint calculation 

shows Canadians are not living as sustainably as one might believe if that belief is based only on 

visible garbage. 

Reflecting on my research findings, I realize that people need to be encouraged toward 

more awareness of their garbage output in order to gain a true understanding of the waste we 

create. Only once we are aware of our own contribution to the waste stream will we begin to 

understand and address the growing problems associated with our trash.  

Influences on Our Intention to Change 

The second theme that emerged from the data points to numerous influences of 

behavioural change and most of the literature I reviewed supports this finding (Barr, 2003; 

Corraliza & Berenguer, 2000; Hines, Hungerford & Tomera, 1987; Perrin & Barton, 2001; Stern, 

2000; Tonglet, Phillips & Bates, 2004). Most of these influencing variables can be separated into 

the categories of internal and external influences, and so my research advances the argument 

proposed by Linden & Carlsson-Kanyama (2003) and Deci & Ryan (2002) that our waste 

reduction habits are influenced by both internal and external factors. 

Internal Influences 

My findings accord with much of the literature that suggests awareness is an important 

factor in changing intended environmental behaviour (Ebreo & Vining, 2001; Perrin & Barton, 

2001; Timlett & Williams, 2007; Williams & Kelly, 2003). As Joan, a participant summed it up, 

“once it comes into your awareness, the next step is action.” If people are not clearly aware of 

the garbage they produce, individually and collectively, they will not recognize that they are part 
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of the problem or that their actions can be part of the solution. We will not take action if we do 

not understand that there is a reason to be concerned; a reason for us to take action. 

Addressing unfounded fear is another surprising factor in changing intended 

environmental behaviour. The fear of not composting properly and the fear of attracting bears 

were highlighted several times by participants. But many of the participants in my research have 

been composting in the neighbourhood for years without attracting bears. Lorraine, Margaret and 

Dorothy have all been composting here for more than 20 years and none has had a bear in the 

compost. Fear is linked to other influences such as increased knowledge and awareness, whereby 

if the knowledge to compost is increased the fear of attracting troublesome wildlife will likely 

decrease.  

The literature I reviewed on the influences of intended pro-environmental behaviour 

stated that awareness alone cannot change behaviour. Many participants in this research said they 

felt empowered to make a difference and in time, they believe, there will be a ripple effect as 

more and more people start to make small changes in their lives that will be beneficial to the 

Earth. 

External Influences 

Communication 

My research suggests that one external factor with a very strong impact on rates of 

recycling is the absence of clear governmental communication about what can and cannot be 

recycled and about rumours that recyclables were being dumped in land-fills rather than actually 

being recycled. Participants expressed frustration over this lack of clear and accurate 

information, and I concur with Refsgaard and Magnussen’s (2009) study which concluded that 

people want to be sure their efforts are beneficial to the environment. 
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For my research I labeled recycling bags following the recycling guidelines provided by 

Son Bird Refuse and Recycling Ltd., a local firm that collects the recycling on behalf of the 

Alberni Clayoquot Regional District. The Son Bird Refuse and Recycling Ltd. information flyer 

states that mixed paper products, cardboard, newspaper, metal, rigid plastics and soft plastics are 

accepted. The flyer also requests that soft plastics be placed in a clean plastic bag, tied off and 

left on top of the other co-mingled recyclables. Participants initially balked when asked to collect 

soft plastics because some had previously tried unsuccessfully to recycle plastic bags locally. 

Despite past efforts proving futile, they nonetheless agreed to keep soft plastics. 

Less than a month after data collection for this project ended, the local Ucluelet 

Newspaper, The Westerly, reported that soft plastics collected for recycling were being land 

filled in Nanaimo (Douziech, 2009). This news was disappointing and it reaffirmed to me that 

clear communication is vital to the success of recycling programmes. Many people want to do 

what’s right for the environment, especially if it is easy for them to do so, but by asking them to 

save plastics only to have those plastics land filled, the Alberni Clayoquot Regional District is 

killing motivation and support for its own programme. Few want to invest effort into recycling if 

the materials are going to be land filled. Since rumours of previous incidents of recyclables being 

land filled have not been clearly addressed by the regional district, participants are not sure what 

they should believe. If the Alberni Clayoquot Regional District does not set the record straight 

about what happens to recyclables, rumours will continue to have a lingering, negative effect. 

These findings could be useful in aiding the regional district to improve its communications 

efforts and hence to increase household waste diversion.  

Another important issue on which the Alberni Clayoquot Regional District and other 

organizations working to curb waste could more clearly communicate is the Three R’s. These are 
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frequently, and sadly, reduced to a single R of recycling. The more important pro environmental 

acts of reuse and reduction have a potentially far greater impact on our waste, but they have been 

largely forgotten.  

Social Norms 

During my research, witnessing the power of social norms was truly fascinating. People 

like to believe they alone make the choices about how to behave, and most study participants 

claimed that their neighbours have little influence on their decisions, but the power of social 

norms is evident in my data. We may not want to acknowledge that we are influenced by others, 

but this research demonstrates otherwise. 

Some participants stated it is none of their business what their neighbours are up to and 

others said that while neighbours may be like-minded, they do not influence one another’s 

actions. When I initially asked participants about being influenced by the actions of their 

neighbours, all 16 of them were adamant that no one influences their decisions but themselves. 

This is congruent with Griskevicius et al.’s 2008 study, which states people are blind to the 

influence of others on their intended behaviour. When asked which of their neighbours recycled 

and whether they or the neighbour produced more waste, all but one participant told me who in 

the neighbourhood recycled, and Joan, Dana and Vicki were the only ones who believed they 

created more garbage than their neighbours. These statements were usually accompanied by 

information about the number of people living in their neighbour’s household. Later in the study 

several participants reported they did feel compelled to recycle because their neighbours did and 

because they didn’t want to seem like they were not doing what everyone else was doing. This 

confirmed Oskamp’s (1991) findings that there is significant social pressure on people to put out 

their recycling bins. 
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In the literature review, Griskevicius et al. were cited as claiming that when people are in 

times of uncertainty they look to others to see how they should act. They argued that leaders 

would lose “great persuasive leverage if they failed to marshal and employ such information in 

their communications precisely at these times” (Griskevicius et al., 2008, p. 11). 

Their claim about the power of norms to persuade the public how to think and act with 

regard to environmental issues may be accurate, but the decision to activate norms for the 

betterment of society also carries enormous responsibility. History has shown, numerous times, 

that norm activation is not always for the betterment of society, but can be used to gratify private 

agendas—often with disastrous consequences. (The 1994 Rwandan genocide is a terrifying 

example) Rather than triggering norms to convince a ‘confused’ public how to act, it would be 

prudent for ‘leaders’ to use the power of social norms to influence people to think critically about 

their behaviour and its probable long term consequences; to contemplate their actions and to 

make their own responsible decisions regarding the environment. 

Personal Empowerment and the Ripple Effect 

The third theme that emerged from the data is that participants felt empowered to make a 

difference: they believe they will make behavioural changes and eventually a wave of change 

will ripple around the globe. This theme of hope is the most satisfying to emerge. Participants are 

optimistic that change is afoot and that they currently are or will be part of that change. One 

participant who was impacted deeply by this research was Joan who said change “has to start 

with one person making a difference and you have to believe that that spreads.” 

Joan struck me as a sincere participant, willing to go along with the experiment, even 

though her habits were not what one might consider environmental friendly behaviour. She 

moved to Ucluelet last year and since then has been struggling, not always successfully, to keep 
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within the mandatory two bag limit of garbage per week. She started recycling only because she 

felt guilty every time the recycling truck went by and she, unlike her neighbours, didn’t have her 

recyclables out for pick up. She admitted guilt was getting the best of her when she signed on for 

my research.  

Within a couple of weeks, it seems like a switch went off for Joan. She was positively 

giddy when showing off her bowls of compost and on two different occasions she reported the 

project had changed her life. Changed her life? That is what she said, twice. I was skeptical. How 

could saving her garbage change her life?  

I just need to reiterate that I’m just really impacted by this month. And I’m just 

horrified by it and how much stuff I was putting into the garbage. So, like it’s 

really stunned me, in a good way. I know and then I think back to, think whoa 

over the years, I mean it would be a mountain so but it’s just shocking. So I’m 

grateful that you did this because it has been a life-changing experience for me. 

(Joan, personal communication) 

I set my skepticism aside and allowed myself to wonder: Could a life altering change 

really take place through an experiment such as this? By increasing her awareness, did Joan 

experience a true shift in her thinking? Did the recognition that she is creating waste for which 

there are consequences and that she can move from being a source of the problem to being part 

of the solution become experientially real for her? If so, will such an inner change manifest as a 

change in behaviour?  

I pondered what seemed like an ‘improbable’ event and that got me thinking about other 

events which may seem ‘improbable’ but actually happen—like an oak tree growing from a 

single acorn. I realized the world can be transformed one individual at a time, even through a 

garbage experiment. This change is what my participants referred to when they talked about the 
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ripple effect. Change does not always take place on a massive scale, and frequently ripples are 

unperceived at first. 

Whether Joan’s enlightenment was momentary or whether it will produce lasting effects 

remains to be seen. From personal experience I know behavioural change takes time; I’m 

continually becoming more environmentally aware, but my own actual behaviour does not 

always match my intended behaviour. I am hopeful that the Joan’s of this world—that is, all of 

us—will have transformational experiences that change the way we behave, but I also understand 

that sometimes, even though we want to change, we don’t actually manage to do it. Still, I 

believe attempting, over and over, to change the way we act is worthwhile and I believe that 

change can and does eventually happen. Jane Goodall wrote on the back cover of Paul Hawken’s 

2007 book, Blessed Unrest, “…there is inherent goodness at the heart of our humanity.” 

Hot Button Issues 

The final theme is a collection environmental issues—from excess packaging and bottled 

water to over-consumption and built-in obsolescence. Participants discussed a range challenges 

and possible solutions, offering hope that such discussions are happening around kitchen tables 

throughout the country. That is encouraging.  

Discouraging, though, is the fact that people often fail to recognize that they can exert 

control over certain situations if they wish to. Two participants with children in diapers talked 

about how they are bound to use disposable diapers due to the exorbitant cost of biodegradable 

diapers. Not surprising, the households using disposable diapers had significantly more garbage 

than those without, and they admitted the diapers usually get disposed of poop and all. This 

means that not only do landfills contain diapers that won’t break down, but the situation is 
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worsened because the diapers are full of untreated sewage. In 2004 more than 4 million 

disposable diapers were discarded every day in Canada (Environment Canada, 2004). 

Neither of these participants had considered using cloth diapers, and when I shared my 

own experience of using cloth diapers, and how easy they were to use, they quickly discounted 

my experience, as if I were an anomaly. But many of the participants in my research were 

parents before disposable diapers were introduced in the late 1960s. Millions of children were 

and still are raised without the convenience of disposables and it is important that the alternatives 

for diapering babies be considered by young parents before they burden our landfills needlessly. 

Even if parents are unable to give up the convenience of disposable diapers completely, they can 

at least consider lessening their impact by using a combination of cloth and decomposable 

disposables. 

Perceived lack of control regarding packaging is another area I found disappointing. Most 

participants shrugged their shoulders and said “it’s just the way it is.” But I don’t believe that. 

When I was a teenager it was a treat to go to McDonalds for a Big Mac; it was served in a 

Styrofoam package. It has been years since I have eaten a Big Mac, but I know that it and other 

burgers from the world’s largest fast food chain are no longer served in Styrofoam and have not 

been since the early 1990s, when they were forced to switch their packaging as the direct result 

of consumer demand. Dubbed the ‘McToxics Campaign’, a grassroots group of Americans led a 

movement which encouraged people to send the Styrofoam packaging from their hamburgers 

back to McDonalds. It took three years for the campaign to take its toll on McDonalds, but in 

1990 the company gave up using Styrofoam boxes and began wrapping their burgers in paper 

(Rogers, 2005). This story demonstrates the power consumers hold.  
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Fortunately, not all participants were willing to accept excess packaging as a given. Silva 

and Joan talked about contacting manufacturers and Lorraine offered these words of hope: “We 

can’t change major things as individuals but many individuals together can change a whole lot.” 

Relevancy of Study 

My study furthers our understanding of the social constructions people make about 

garbage and the limitations of those constructions. It contributes to the literature by adding a 

qualitative voice to the quantitative studies that have tended to dominate research of intended 

behaviour in the area waste diversion.  

My work also provides narratives from community members about which factors they 

believe impact their behaviour and shows that increasing awareness strengthened participants’ 

intentions to adopt pro-environmental behaviour. 

Recommendations for Application 

The results of this research can be used to support the work of various levels of 

government, environmental groups and other non-governmental and community organizations 

involved finding ways to reduce waste and encourage pro-environmental behaviour. The 3R’s 

are the traditional building blocks for sustainable waste management, and each is a required 

component. Encouraging re-use and, more importantly, reduction needs to be at the forefront of 

waste management communication. Ebreo & Vining’s (2001) study found that the most common 

reason cited for not reducing waste was a lack of information about how to do so. The findings 

are relevant to other pro-environmental issues and could contribute to a dialogue among 

community members about what they can do to effect change in their own lives 
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Suggestions for Further Research 

Further research is required to confirm and corroborate my proposed hypothesis: the 

reality of our waste is a social construction based on and limited by what we actually see. 

Research must determine whether other populations share similar personal narratives and 

demonstrate similar reactions to seeing visible garbage and whether similar thematic patterns 

emerge during data analysis.  

Future research could explore this theory of the impact of visible waste and continue to 

examine the complex influences on pro-environmental behaviour. I recommend a multiyear 

research program that incorporates both qualitative and quantitative studies to provide a 

comprehensive view of the myriad influences, not only on intended, but on actual pro-

environmental behaviours. Developing a clearer understanding of what motivates our behaviour 

with regard to the waste we generate and the waste diversion tactics we employ will have 

tangible benefits for society and the Earth. 

Personal Reflection 

I embarked on this research with keen interest and the desire to address a problem that is 

widespread and on which I and others have a direct impact. Garbage does not generate headlines 

and is not often talked about, yet garbage affects all of us and we are all involved in the creation 

of it on a daily basis. Global warming is the environmental issue of the moment, but as we run 

out of places to hide our trash, it will be necessary to bend our focus back to garbage and make 

people more aware of the lasting damage caused by our throwaway society. It is also important 

that we recognize the linkage between the garbage we produce as individuals and the 

contribution our collective landfills make to greenhouse gas emissions. 
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I have learned much more than I anticipated when I began this project, and I go forth with 

a sense of buoyancy. Participants in my research are excited about taking on new environmental 

challenges, and they believe change is possible. Although the behavioural manifestation of their 

intention to change is not yet known, participation in my research has increased their 

understanding of their own impact on their environment. During a time in the world when so 

many things are amiss, I am heartened by the message of hope my participants share; to me it 

suggests that despite the reckless abandon humans have shown toward the Earth, there are signs 

that individuals are starting to understand that the world is not ours for the taking. Rather, it is 

our home and we are an integral part of it. With increased awareness and deepened 

understanding, I believe we will start living more sustainably. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A 

 

Manual Open Coding Sample  

Sample of the manual open coding I completed on transcripts before using the Atlas ti. I coded 

transcripts weekly in order to see what the data suggested. 
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Appendix B 

 

Open Coding Sample in Atlas ti 

 

This is a sample of a page from Atlas ti. Transcripts are set along the left side of the page and codes 

can be assigned to segments of text by simply coding under the tool bar. The program allows you to 

do different types of coding, depending on the stage of coding, i.e. open coding is the first phase of 

coding. On the right the codes that have been assigned to the text are represented by icons. By 

clicking on the icon, the Atlas ti program will highlight the quote from text or author’s memo 

regarding a specific code.  
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Appendix C 

 

Atlas ti Code List Sample 

This is a sample of a code list, which shows the variety of codes assigned to the text in the Atlas ti 

program. The numbers inside the brackets show how often these codes were used on a certain piece 

of text.  
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Appendix D 

==

==

====

==

visual impact

garbage dumps

we don't think
about our trash litter

 
 

 

Network Coding Sample 

The network view allowed me to see how the codes can be linked together. Above: the equal sign 

indicates the codes are related but one is not necessarily the cause of the next. Below: this sample of 

a network view shows directional arrows to indicate the cyclical nature of this theme. 

 

==

Change takes
time {15-1}

feels good
{10-1}

I can make a
difference {23-2}

small changes
add up {5-1}

I will make small
concessions
{8-0}

people change
{3-0}

successful
behaviour
changes will bring
further changes
{6-2}
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Appendix E 

Research Consent Form 

My name is Lisa McKnight-Yeates, and this research project is part of the requirement 

for the Masters of Environmental Education and Communications degree at Royal Roads 

University, Victoria, BC. My credentials with Royal Roads University can be verified by 

emailing Dr. Tony Boydell, school of Environment and Sustainability at 

Tony.Boydell@royalroads.ca. My thesis advisor for this research is Dr. Robert Kull of 

Vancouver, B.C. 

This document constitutes an agreement to participate in my research project. Your role 

in the project will be to collect all household waste for four weeks. Waste will be sorted into 

various recyclable materials, organic compost, and garbage. I will supply you with labeled 

garbage and recycling bags and a compost bin. If required, the compost bin and any stinky 

garbage can be weighed and disposed of, on a weekly basis.  At the end of the four week period 

the garbage and recycling you have sorted will be weighed, recycled material will be taken to a 

recycling station, and the garbage will be hauled away. 

 

My research will include of a number of interviews with you: one will take place before the 

waste diversion experiment begins, and an in-depth interview will be conducted after the 

experiment is complete. I would also like to meet with you on a weekly basis to ask a few 

questions about your experiences with the project. The pre-experiment interview is expected to 

last about half an hour and the weekly updates should take no more than a few minutes. The 

post-experiment interview will be approximately one hour. 

 

 I will tape our interviews and take written notes, and, where appropriate, I will include a 

summary in the body of the final report. I will also give you a copy of the summarized interviews 

and show you my interpretation of the data to ensure the data and my narrative account are 

accurate. The audio tapes will be destroyed following the acceptance of the thesis. Your name 

will not be used in the analysis of this information but is required on this consent form.  All 

original documentation will be kept strictly confidential. 

 

You are not compelled to participate in this research project. If you do choose to 

participate, you are free to withdraw at any time without prejudice. Similarly, if you choose to 

not participate, that information will also be kept confidential.  

 

By signing this letter, you give free and informed consent to participate in this project. 

 

Name: (Please Print): __________________________________________________ 

 

Signed: _____________________________________________________________ 

 

Researcher: __________________________________________________________ 

 

Date: _______________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix F 

 Participant Summary Check List and Secondary Consent 

Did summary cover the main topic areas of interviews completed for this research?  

Yes/No 

 

Have your views been accurately reflected? 

Yes/No 

 

Has any information been misconstrued and is there a need for clarification?  

Yes/No 

 

 

If yes, please state specific areas you believe require clarification. 

 

 

The consent form you signed at the start of the research suggested no names would be 

used to protect the identity of subjects. I have since reconsidered and would like to use first 

names rather than participant numbers for the thesis. Would you consent to having your first 

name only used for the thesis?  

Yes/No 

 

Participant Signature 

 

 

Date  

 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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 Appendix G 

 

Total Waste and Diversion Weights 

Total diversion and garbage for the experiment, weights listed In Kilograms.  

Week # 
Odourou
s  Dry Garbage Garbage Total 

Compos
t Recyclables 

 Total 
Diverted 

Week 1 16 6.3 22.3 17.55 22.9 40.45 

Week 2 12.46 6 18.46 30.6 34 64.6 

Week 3 16 12.3 28.3 37.2 20.3 57.5 

Week 4 13.5 27.8 41.3 34.45 44.8 79.25 

Total Kgs. 57.96 52.4 110.36 119.8 122 241.8 

 

 

Appendix H 

 

Research Participants’ Waste and Diversion Weights 

Total Waste & Diversion
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Appendix I 

Research Participants’ Interview Information 

 

    

Participants 

Interview 

1 

Interview 

2 

Interview 

3 

Interview 

4 

Interview 

5 

Vicki 1233 484 1287 816 2134 

Dani & Garth 2155 1065 2360 2365 4983 

Jada 1580 1644 941 1088 1011 

Silva & Carl 1847 328 899 561 2545 

Dorothy 450 280 467 1058 1302 

Shirley & Keith 1298 344 1498 835 3006 

Margaret 928 359 1022 587 2095 

Lorraine 943 964 889 1415 1354 

Joan & Dan 1454 1617 1694 1558 1329 

Barb 1700 1106 730 761 1343 

Martin & Linda 2307 347 797 1560 816 

Total Word Count 15895 8538 12584 12604 21918 

      

 

    

Participants 

Interview 

1 

Interview 

2 

Interview 

3 

Interview 

4 

Interview 

5 

Vicki 8:42 4:15 8:38 7:11 16:35 

Dani & Garth 17:58 9:53 17:04 21:47 38:34:00 

Jada 13:17 10:44 7:37 9:13 8:20 

Silva & Carl 17:33 2:51 6:42 6:17 27:12:00 

Dorothy 6:46 3:56 5:38 10:25 13:24 

Shirley & Keith 16:48 3:29 12:51 10:30 26:33 

Margaret 10:35 3:11 8:12 6:19 22:50 

Lorraine 9:46 9:52:00 11:38 15:07 14:26 

Joan & Dan 14:33 25:44 16:30 14:54 15:01 

Barb 13:52 10:30 6:26 7:29 14:20 

Martin & Linda 28:13 9:10 5:29 17:26 7:46 

Minutes of 

interviews 14:22 8:30 9:42 11:30 18:38 

 

 


