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Abstract 

This thesis analyzed a green coaching program administered by the David Suzuki Foundation 

that aims to spread household level sustainability practices in Canada and builds leadership for 

sustainability. The inquiry asked how the program can scale out and up its influence. Suggestions 

were focused on how the program empowers participants, what challenges there are, how the 

program could be modified, and what the ideal outcomes are. The participants were coaches and 

families who participated in the coaching program. Two concepts were reviewed, namely 

sustainability as a household practice and leadership for sustainability. The inquiry utilized a 

mixed methods approach to a case study and methods included a survey, a focus group, and 

interviews. The study’s five main results were that health is a key motivator to join the program, 

that leadership for sustainability was fostered through the program, that small actions matter, that 

the program could benefit from a greater focus on reducing consumption and emissions, and that 

time is one of the biggest barriers.  
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Chapter One: Focus and Framing 

Sustainability and environmental protection are topics that I have been passionately 

involved with since I was old enough to grasp their meaning. They have shaped my thinking and 

behaviours, my education path, and my career choices. My views led me to support 

organizations that have an environmental focus. Thus, for the past seven years, I have been a 

donor and volunteer of the David Suzuki Foundation (DSF) as I appreciate their science-backed, 

community supported, and policy oriented approach to finding solutions for environmental issues 

(DSF, 2014). Perhaps my favourite volunteer contribution to date was participating in their green 

coaching program, aimed at spreading sustainability in Canadian households. My thesis analyzes 

said program in the wider context of sustainability in Canada and the notion of sustainability will 

be discussed in Chapter 2. After presenting the context of this study, the remainder of this 

chapter presents the significance of the study, identifies the stakeholders, provides information 

on the DSF, gives more detail on the program, and finally ends with an overview of the entire 

thesis. 

In recent years, there has been a lack of political will and federal leadership in Canada as it 

relates to sustainability and environmental protection (Boyd, 2003). While Prime Minister 

Harper was in power from 2006 to 2015, the country’s negative record on sustainability and 

environmental protection is undeniable with examples ranging from Canada formally 

withdrwaing from the Kyoto Protocol, the oil and fossil fuel industry being heavily expanded, 

environmental groups being called “radical” (p.140) by the Natural Resource minister (Turner, 

2013). Further, scientists, including climate change researchers, were muzzled, and bills that cut 

funding for environmental research and monitoring facilities were introduced, and additional cuts 

made affected numerous environmental Worganizations and departements from the Canadian 
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Foundation for Climate and Atmospehric Science to Parks Candada (Turner, 2013). Evidently, 

federal leadership not only lacked an interest in sustainability, but in fact worked actively in 

dismantling anything related to environmental protection. However, many environmental issues 

are pressing and leadership is urgently required, even if the federal government was not 

providing it (Doppelt, 2009). Political action requires public support and is often created in 

response to public pressures. However, support and pressure requires knowledge and the general 

public tends to lack the necessary in-depth understanding of global environmental issues. As 

Wackernagel and Rees (1996) suggested, even if the public understanding is present, it often 

does not reach far enough to prompt action towards political activity that could result in 

governmental leadership.  

Fortunately, significant advancements have been made despite this lack of political 

leadership at the federal level. Civic society—including environmental non-governmental 

organizations (ENGOs), other private organizations, individual citizens, as well as agencies of 

provincial and municipal levels of government—has taken on much of this responsibility (Barr, 

2008; Gismondi & Cannon, 2012; Hawken, 2007). The DSF is one of those ENGOs who have 

made a contribution towards an advancement of sustainability (Suzuki & Boyd, 2008).  

My study analyzed a program created and implemented by the DSF, called the Queen of 

Green Coaching Program as the administrator is the Queen of Green. The goal of the study was 

to answer the overarching research question: how can the program expand its influence with 

household level sustainability practices in the Canadian context? The following sub questions 

were used to guide the study by providing context and questions for the survey, interviews, and 

focus groups and to answer the overarching research question:  
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1. In what ways is the program successfully enabling participants to implement sustainable 

practices at the household level? 

2. What challenges are participants, both coaches and families, currently facing? 

3. How could the program be expanded? 

4. What is the ideal outcome of this program? 

5. What are the possible challenges in achieving this ideal outcome? 

6. What would it take to overcome these challenges? 

Significance of the Inquiry  

The study wished to explore the program and to add to the understanding of what 

motivates and creates interest in sustainability in a Canadian context. Articles that were reviewed 

in preparation for this study (Barr & Shaw, 2011; Goldsmith & Goldsmith, 2011; Staats, Dijk, 

Lokhorst, Gale & Werner, 2011) suggested that numerous studies have been conducted to 

analyze individuals’ motivation for, and barriers to, participation in environmental practices. 

However, these studies typically evaluated top down programs that often provided financial 

incentives. I addition, many of these programs were implemented in other countries, for example 

in the United Kingdom (Barr & Shaw, 2011) or in Australia (Zou & Yang, 2014). Therefore, 

there is a need to add to the understanding of what creates sustainability in Canada and this 

program was explored for that purpose.  

This study further intended to contribute to scholarship related to bottom-up movements, 

aiming to implement sustainable practices in Canadian household. Bottom-up in this context is 

defined as efforts towards achieving sustainability that are not implemented by government 

agencies but by green enterprises, grassroots organizations, or not for profit and non-

governmental organizations (NGOs) (Gismondi & Cannon, 2012). The goal of the study was to 
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evaluate the effectiveness of the program in spreading sustainability in Canadian households As 

it relates to small household actions to mitigating and adapting to climate change. Further, it 

aimed to provide recommendations for potential modifications as well as an expansion of this 

specific program, and finally, for the creation of other—and possibly more extensive— programs 

of a similar nature. In short, the study wished to look at an alternative way for spreading 

sustainability though Canadian households, namely in a bottom-up manner.  

A key factor of the program was that it built on existing relationships and encouraged the 

development of empathy. The coaches and their families already had an existing relationship and 

the program utilized these relationships. Further, the coaches were strongly encouraged to come 

from a place of understanding, rather than judgment. In part, this was done by the program 

administrator, the Queen of Green (QoG) whom I introduce in the next section, who provided 

information on compassion and this new-found knowledge was then put into practice during the 

coaching calls. The existing relationship between the coaches and the family was, therefore, used 

as a basis as a certain level of trust already existed and through an compassionate approach to 

coaching, the relationship was taken to a deeper level. 

The pilot of the program was well received and has been repeated several times since. To 

date, more than 100 coaches and 500 families have gone through it. Many testimonials confirm 

the program was successful in teaching, empowering, and inspiring sustainable lifestyles, but it 

was anecdotal information up to the point where this inquiry started. My study aimed go beyond 

anecdotal feedback to inform the DSF on the impact that the program had on the coaches as well 

as on the families, what challenges and barriers they, and in turn the program, faced, and finally, 

made suggestions for overcoming said issues in order to expand the program. The goal was to 

optimize the program so that future occurrences would be even more successful.  
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Stakeholders of the Inquiry 

The inquiry had three stakeholder groups and there are several benefits to each. The group 

of stakeholders included the organization itself as well as the coaches and families who have 

previously participated in the program. As will be described in subsequent chapters, the study 

informed the organization on what aspects of the program were working well and which ones 

were not. Further, it provided recommendations for adjustments to the program that are based on 

the lessons learned from the study. The benefit to the participants, both coaches and families, is 

that they saw the program that they participated in be analyzed in such a way that it could 

hopefully be developed further as a result of the study. The participants also benefited from the 

momentum created for the program through the study, particularly if they participate again in the 

future. For those who participated in the focus group, an element of shared learning from similar 

experiences was an additional benefit.  

About the David Suzuki Foundation (DSF) 

The organization that created and executes the green coaching program introduced above is 

the DSF, which is consequently the sponsoring organization. The DSF is a Canadian bilingual 

charitable ENGO (DSF, 2014a). Its headquarters are in Vancouver, with secondary offices in 

Toronto and Montreal (DSF, 2014a). According to the public engagement specialist, across all 

three offices, the DSF employs almost 100 staff members and countless volunteers in various 

roles and levels of commitment (L. Coulter, personal communication, January 27, 20171). The 

mission and vision statements are, respectively, “to protect the diversity of nature and . . . quality 

of life, now and for the future” (DSF, 2014a, para. 2) and “that within a generation, Canadians 

act on the understanding that we are all interconnected and interdependent with nature” (DSF, 

                                                 

1 All personal communications in this document have been used with permission. 
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2014, para. 3). According to the most recent annual report, “Canadians consistently name the 

Foundation as the most credible and reliable source of science-based environmental information 

in Canada” (DSF, 2015, p. 7). 

The DSF incorporated in 1990 and after a few international projects, their focus was 

shifted to Canada and, by the mid 1990s, climate change became a major focus (DSF, 2014a). 

This was in part in preparation for the Kyoto negotiations in 1997. Work on forestry and 

fisheries continued (DSF, 2014a). The climate change focus expanded to include health topics, 

such as clean air, while maintaining a focus on carbon emissions, lobbying for renewable energy, 

and the carbon tax (DSF, 2014a). Further topics worked on included a wide variety of 

environmental issues from species at risk to sustainable seafood and pesticide bans (DSF, 

2014a). The top goals today are climate protection, the creation of livable communities, i.e., 

urban centres that protect green spaces and promote transit-oriented development, as well as 

active transportation. Additional goals are the creation and implementation of environmental 

rights and justice, the transformation of the economy to more efficient resource use, and helping 

Canadians establish a connection with nature and building community (DSF, 2014a). Climate 

change and related topics continue to be a major focus of the DSFs work.  

In response to interest from the public, including their donor base, to learn more about 

sustainable lifestyles and personal contributions to climate change, several initiatives were born 

(DSF, 2014a). Among them was the idea of providing green living tips by one of their public 

engagement specialists—Lindsay Coulter, a public figure dubbed the Queen of Green (QoG)—

with the goal of empowering Canadians at the household level (DSF, 2014a). Lindsay Coulter, 

the QoG, is the staff member who administers the program and is the foundation’s green living 

expert (DSF, 2014a). In addition to running the coaching program in question, she writes a 
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popular blog on the foundations website where she shares green living tips in the broadest sense, 

engages her audience on social media, on TV, Radio, and in print on the same topics, and works 

on other hands-on projects, including hosting workshops where participants learn how to make 

green cleaners (L. Coulter, personal communication, January 27, 2017). 

In 2012, the QoG initiated a green coaching program. In the pilot phase, the QoG recruited 

five coaches, including me, and each coach recruited five families who wanted to green their 

homes, meaning they wanted to live in a more sustainable and eco-friendly manner (Suzuki & 

Boyd, 2008). The program then guided the coaches through four modules, namely Waste, Food, 

Toxins, and Community Action, over a three-month period in total, three weeks per module. The 

Waste module focused on reducing waste in the broadest sense, from curbing consumption and 

implementing the three Rs (reduce, reuse, recycle) to reducing energy waste. The Food module 

tapped into eating habits, from buying organic and sustainable products to eating home cooked 

meals made from mostly plant based whole foods. The Toxins module focused on chemicals in 

common household products and alternatives to them, while the Community Action module 

introduced ideas to spread sustainability in the community through events or other community 

oriented action items. Coaches were introduced to the topics and action items in group calls with 

the QoG and then in turn guided their families through the modules. In each module, concrete 

action items were identified, researched, and implemented with examples ranging from reducing 

food waste by creating meal plans to making laundry soap as a way to reduce exposure to 

chemicals. The coaching program has evolved but is essentially the same today as it was when it 

was created in 2012. The coaching program focuses on small manageable household level 

actions, e.g., reducing meat consumption, separating garbage, or writing a letter to your Member 

of Parliament but while many of the modules have a focus on reducing consumption and 
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emissions as well as other climate change related topics, there is no module specifically on 

climate change. However, a transportation module with a focus on reducing emissions has been 

developed this year; this module has not been ready in time for this study and has therefore not 

been considered. As a result, this study does not have an explicit focus on climate change, but 

addresses it from a household perspective. As Suzuki and Boyd (2008) state:  

The three areas of individual or family action that have the greatest environmental impact 

are related to household activities (heating, cooling, appliance use, lighting etc.), food, and 

transport together these three areas represent roughly 80% of the average North 

American’s contribution to climate change, air pollution, water pollution, and the loss of 

biodiversity. (p.18) 

The program focuses on these type of actions. I will be coming back to this topic in the 

discussion of my results and recommendations. 

Situating the Inquiry 

The inquiry of this study aligned with the QoG’s goals. Lindsay Coulter has two main 

goals this fiscal year: “Leverage Queen of Green’s position as Canada’s green living expert to 

reach new audiences and acquire new supporters and new leaders” and “steward and support 

existing leaders to take further action aligned with protecting biodiversity, our right to a healthy 

environment, and climate change impacts” (L. Coulter, personal communication, January 27, 

2017). Particularly, the second goal aligned well with the inquiry as my study explored the 

potential leadership for sustainability that is created through the program. The recommendations 

that followed from this inquiry (included in Chapter 5) contain suggestions on ways in which 

existing leaders, mainly coaches but potentially also family members who participated in the 

program, could be supported, as well as ways in which their leadership could be expanded and 
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fostered. Climate change impacts are a particular concern for the participants, as established later 

on, a fact which further suggests that the second goal overlapped well with this inquiry as one of 

the modification suggestion discusses the fact that the program would benefit from a more 

explicit focus on climate change impacts.  

Overview of the Thesis  

The thesis is divided into five chapters. This first chapter provided the context for the study 

by stating my interest in the topic and my connection to the organization as well the context for 

the study on a more general level. The rest of this thesis is organized as follows: Chapter 2 

provides the literature review where a definition of sustainability is offered before discussing the 

two key concepts that guided this study in detail, namely sustainability as a household practice 

and leadership for sustainability. Chapter 3 provides information on the methodology by 

discussing the overall methodology, the participants of the study, as well as the project methods. 

These are the data collection methods, namely a survey, a focus group and interviews, the study 

conduct, and the data analysis process. It further addresses validity and ethical concerns. Chapter 

4 provides the five findings of the study as well as the study’s five conclusions with a note on 

scope and limitations of the inquiry. Chapter 5 then delivers the recommendations that follow 

from the findings and conclusions as well as their implications. The thesis now continues with 

the literature review. 
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 

The literature review establishes context for the inquiry question, how the program can 

expand its influence with household level sustainability practices in Canada. The research 

question and sub questions explore what motivates and creates interest in sustainability in 

Canadian households and aim to understand how the program can be leveraged to that effect. 

This means that the inquiry question is connected to two key concepts, one related to 

sustainability in households and a second one to leadership for sustainability. A review of the 

literature on these two key concepts is the focus of this chapter. 

Literature Topics  

The rest of this chapter discusses two key concepts and the relevant body of literature in 

more detail. 

There are two topics that are explored in this chapter: 

1. Sustainability as a household practice 

2. Leadership for sustainability  

The first topic relates to sustainable practices at the household level which are pro-

environmental behaviours, for example those aimed at reducing consumption such as water and 

energy conservation or waste reduction and recycling (Barr & Shaw, 2011). The second topic is 

explored as the program might provide a model for creating leadership in the sustainability 

movement in Canada.  

Topic One: Sustainability as a Household Practice  

This topic begins by defining sustainability before exploring traditional focus of 

implementing sustainability, continues to define sustainability as a household practice, and 
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finishes with a longer discussion of the role of Canadian households in implementing 

sustainability and barriers to it. 

Defining sustainability. Before diving into the specifics of sustainability as a household 

practice, it seemed appropriate to discuss sustainability as a concept first as it is the overarching 

theme of this inquiry., the term sustainability is is contested in that there are multiple, sometimes 

conflicting definitions. For the purpose of this thesis, I choose to reiterate a few definitions that I 

found convincing and served the purpose of this study well. The first one appeals to me for its 

simplicity: sustainability means creating an eco-social economic system that is based on low 

carbon (Jackson, 2009) . The second definition is a commonly used definition for sustainability 

and is technically a definition for sustainable development: it comes from Our Common Future, 

also known as the Bruntland Report, a United Nations document which declared that 

“sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the present without 

compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (World Commission on 

Environment and Development, 1987, p.29). In other words, sustainability means living in a way 

that ensures future generations will have the same opportunities and creating a world which 

guarantees future generations inherit a world they want to live in (Ferdig, 2007). Lastly, the 

reconciliation framework is a more recent approach stating that the implementation of 

sustainable development can only be successful if ecological, social, and economic imperatives 

are integrated into one system, which is then considered in the decision-making process (Dale, 

2001). Only if all three aspects are present in the system can it beavoided that different sectors or 

government departments work against one another (Dale, 2001). The reconciliation definition 

therefore extends the term sustainable development to include not only ecological aspects, 

sometimes also referred to as environmental aspects, but also social and economic ones (Dale, 
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2001). I believe that it is indeed a critical understanding that those three imperatives must be 

integrated in order for sustainable development to be effective and for sustainability to work. 

Therefore, please note that from here onward, I use the terms sustainability for simplicity reasons 

whenever I refer to economic sustainability, ecological/environmental sustainability, social 

sustainability, andsustainable development. Now that I have provided a general definition of 

sustainability, I move along by exploring the traditional focus of implementing sustainability. 

Typical implementation of sustainability. Sustainability has typically been implemented 

through top-down approaches. I.e., typically sustainability implementation equalled government 

action aimed at creating sustainability through policy-making, for example on recycling or 

energy conservation (Barr, 2008). However, among competing interests, governments need to 

find a way to integrate policy aimed at implementing sustainability into the seemingly opposing  

task of growing the economy (Dale, 2001). This is no minor task, considering that economic 

progress is often in opposition to sustainability as economic growth is largely responsible for 

environmental degradation and is, therefore, frequently the opposite of sustainability (Barr, 

2008). It may even be problematic for a government agency to advocate for a reduction of 

consumption, an action that is essential to a more sustainable lifestyle, because consumption is 

the driver for economic growth and therefore typically encouraged by governments (Barr, Gilg & 

Shaw, 2011). Some have argued that the term sustainable development itself is contradictory as 

economic growth and development stand in opposition to sustainability and, as a result, 

implementing sustainabile development is trying to achieve the impossible (Robinson, 2004). At 

a minimum, the top-down or government-only approach to implementing sustainability does not 

consider the social imperative and, therefore, lacks effectivness (Dale, Dushenko, & Robinson, 

2012). Similarly, it is difficult for businesses whose livelihood depend on selling their products 
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to advocate for a reduction of consumption as this might threaten their existence (Schein, 2015). 

Therefore, the private sector will unlikely be forging the path into a sustainable future on their 

own. As neither the public nor the private sector are able to implement sustainability in isolation, 

non-governmental organizations and the individual/households must play their part (Gibson, 

Farbotko, Gill, Head, & Waitt, 2013). In short, collaboration between multiple sectors and the 

inclusion and engagement of the public is necessary for sustainability to be implemented 

effectively (Dale, 2001; Dale, Dushenko, & Robinson, 2012). That means, in addition to top-

down implementation, a complementary approach, in a bottom-up fashion, is required because 

community and stakeholders engagement are important component of sustainablilty (Dale, 

Dushenko, & Robinson, 2012). The following paragraphs start the discussion of sustainability as 

a household practice by defining the term before continuing to discuss the role of households in 

implementing sustainability. 

Sustainability at the household level. Sustainability at the household level refers to the 

types of daily activities that constitute pro-environmental behaviours (Barr, 2008). These are 

regular and consistent practices related to energy and water conservation, from switching off 

lights to installing low flow faucets, as well as reduced levels of consumption and waste, 

including promoting reducing, reusing, and recycling (Barr, 2008). Further, it focuses on green 

consumption, meaning purchasing and otherwise consuming products that contain lower levels 

of potentially harmful chemicals, such as green goods ranging from food, to cleaning, and 

personal care products (Barr, 2008; Gibson et al., 2013). Although it was outside of the scope of 

my study, sustainability as a household practice also includes a focus on reducing carbon and 

other greenhouse gas emissions by more efficient cars and alternate forms of transportation, such 

as carpooling, public transit, walking or biking, as well as reduced flying or purchasing carbon 
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offsets (Gibson et al., 2013). In short, all pro-environmental behaviours in the household are 

considered aspects of sustainability as a household practice. For the purpose of this study, I 

focused on the behaviours that are part of the program’s modules in the form of action items. 

Ecological Footprint theory. In essence, sustainability as a household practice 

corresponds the idea of reducing the household’s Ecological Footprint (EF or footprint for short) 

(Wackernagel & Rees, 1996). The EF is defined as the amount of land and water area necessary 

to sustain a particular level of consumption and waste production (Wackernagel & Rees, 1996). 

Sustainability as a household practice includes all actions that are aimed at reducing one’s 

environmental impact or footprint. The EF focuses on households and therefore assumes a 

bottom up approach to sustainability, i.e., it emphasizes ways in which households can reduce 

their footprint and in turn, become more sustainable without government action dictating 

household action. In effect, reducing a household’s EF requires adopting practices that overlap 

with the ideas put forward in the first paragraph on sustainability as a household practice, namely 

activities intended to reduce goods, water, and energy consumption as well as waste and carbon 

emissions (Barr & Shaw, 2011). In summary, implementing sustainable practices at the 

household level aims at reducing the household’s EF and, therefore, the two concepts overlap.  

Sustainability in Canadian households. Canada’s households are an excellent starting 

point for a movement aiming at reducing household footprint. First and foremost, because North 

Americans have the largest EF worldwide and the average Canadian is requiring 7.6 hectares, the 

third highest in the world after the United States and the United Arab Emirates (Suzuki & Boyd, 

2008). This means that the average Canadian requires 7.6 hectares of land to produce the 

resources they need and to absorb the waste they generate (Wackernagel & Reese, 1996). This is 

an issue because “ecologically productive land has decreased from over five hectares to less than 
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1.5 hectares per person” (p.14) on a global scale by the mid 1990s, meaning the average 

Canadian uses much more than their fair share (Wackernagel & Reese, 1996). Already twenty 

years ago, Wackernagel and Reese (1996) noted in their EF book that if Canadians’ standards 

were the norm worldwide, more than three planets would be required to sustain the population’s 

overall footprint. Surely this has only worsened since then with an increased population and 

higher consumption rates (Suzuki & Boyd, 2008). Households are also critical players:, 

households use 70% of Canada’s electricity while producing 35% of the country’s greenhouse 

gas emissions and 30% of its waste (Suzuki & Boyd, 2008). Perhaps the number one household 

task is food production and consumption (Gibson et al., 2013). Food is a good place to focus 

within a household as food alone is responsible for a large portion of a home’s greenhouse gas 

emissions and waste, while requiring large amounts of water, energy, and chemicals in the 

production – in fact, by changing diet habits to local, organic, and mostly plant-based foods, the 

Ecological Footprint associated with diet can be reduced up to 90% (Suzuki & Boyd, 2008). 

Paradoxically, houses have increased in size in the last 50 years while the number of people per 

household decreased (Suzuki & Boyd, 2009). As households are critical players, the need for 

sustainable practices at the household level are an urgent matter and Canada’s households a good 

place to focus sustainability efforts on because Canadian households have one of the highest 

footprints, as established.  

Challenges. However, implementing sustainability at the household level can be 

challenging. Barriers include costs and lack of incentives as well as lack of time (Zou & Yang, 

2014). Lack of commitment, which would be necessary to promote changes in behaviours, is 

also common (Staats et al., 2011). Further, psychological processes such as personal norms or 

internal pressures as well as social norms or external pressures are also relevant in understanding 
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the barriers for implementing changes (Staats et al., 2011). Lack of information and 

understanding is perhaps the most critical (McKenzie-Mohr, 2011). As Wackernagel and Rees 

(1996) established in their book on the EF: 

The first step towards reducing our ecological impact is to recognize that the 

‘environmental crisis’ is less an environmental and technical problem than it is a 

behavioural and social one. It can therefore be resolved only with the help of behavioural 

and social solutions. (p. xi) 

In other words, if people understood that their livelihood depended on becoming a more 

sustainable household, perhaps it would become more of a priority. Knowledge is therefore 

critical in influencing and successfully changing people’s behaviours (Barr, 2008). Many 

individuals seem to either be unaware of or otherwise unfazed by today’s environmental issues 

while others wonder what they can do to contribute positively (Suzuki & Boyd, 2008). While 

individuals and households understand threats on a small scale and a short timeframe, it is much 

more difficult for them to perceive threats on a large scale and in a long-time frame —a category 

most environmental issuesfall into (Meadows et al, 1972). However, as Barr (2008) established, 

there is a connection between awareness, information, subsequent decision to act, and action. 

Therefore, programs like the one analyzed in this study are necessary to raise awareness, spread 

information, and bring forth practical solutions by providing concrete action items that 

households can pursue in order to reduce their EF and overcome the implementation challenges. 

Agents for change. Another type of knowledge that is important is the kind the program 

builds on: the idea that individuals can be agents for change. The idea that individuals can have 

an impact and be agents for change is widely recognized, particularly the idea that the sum of 

small pro-environmental actions and behaviours by a large number of people has a great 
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influence on climate change and other wide reaching environmental issues (Barr & Shaw, 2011). 

It is important to note though that households are not the only factor in creating environmental 

issues; in fact, industry, particularly coal mining and oil and gas production account for almost 

30% of carbon emissions while the land use and agriculture sector account for another 30% 

(Henson, 2011). Therefore, households are only one part of the problem and consequently part of 

the solution but their choices affect industries such as transportation, the energy sector that 

includes electricity and heat, and waste— three sectors that combined account for the remaining 

40% of emissions (Henson, 2011). Moreover, household choices can influence the land use and 

agriculture sectors with their choices, e.g., by reducing consumption or choosing more 

sustainable options. Especially when being green becomes part of someone’s identity, those 

people are more likely to make informed choices that are environmentally friendly in their 

everyday decisions, a fact which contributes to sustainability (Gorman-Murray & Lane, 2016). 

This is in part the reason why households have become a key focus for government policy both 

regarding energy and resource consumption as well as carbon emissions (Barr & Shaw, 2011; 

Gorman-Murray & Lane, 2016). As Gorman-Murry and Lane (2016) proclaimed: “sustainability 

and household sustainability are practically inseparable” (p.186). In other words, individuals can 

be agents for change because household sustainability can be an important driver for 

sustainability at large.  

Spreading household sustainability. Individuals can be agents of change; I mentioned 

that the collection of small pro-environmental actions and behaviours of a large number of 

people would have a positive effect on global environmental issues. The term “a large number of 

people” part is important though. Individual action matters but a positive effect on a global issue 

is only achieved if many people participate, perhaps even every single one of them (Barr, 2008). 
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In other words, for household sustainability to be impactful, it must become mainstream and 

speak to the majority (Barr, 2008). This demands that awareness and information are readily 

available because concrete knowledge is the most effective way to influence and successfully 

change people’s behaviours (Barr, 2008). Then, actions must follow from knowledge on a wide 

scale to a point that society changes and sustainability becomes the new normal. This requires a 

shift in thinking towards an understanding of what is at stake. As Margaret Atwood (2011, para. 

2) warned, the green movement is not saving nature, but the human race. Therefore, the success 

of the sustainability movement is critical for our own survival and spreading household 

sustainability practices to reach the masses is crucial for overall success.  

The two concepts. In short, sustainability as a household practice plays an important role 

in the sustainability movement. However, it is important that sustainable practices spread 

through society and behaviours change because of that. This brings me to my next key concept, 

leadership for sustainability, as this could be the way to spread the practices through society. As 

Newman-Store (2014) proclaimed: “sustainability requires change and change requires 

leadership” (p.5957). Therefore, the two concept are connected as sustainability in households is 

one part of the equation and sustainability leadership the other. The latter is explored in detail 

next. 

Topic Two: Leadership for Sustainability 

This section is organized as follows: First it offers a brief discussion on leadership as it 

relates to this inquiry. Then it continues with a definition of leadership for sustainability. Finally, 

it explores the relevance of leadership for sustainability to the discussion.  

Leadership in the program. In the Queen of Green coaching program that was analyzed 

in this study leadership was created as the coaches are both being led and asked to be leaders. 
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The program utilized a distributed leadership approach where the creator and facilitator of the 

program shared her knowledge with the coaches. Distributed leadership can be defined as “a 

departure from the notion that leadership and followership reside within clearly distinguishable 

persons” (Jackson & Parry, 2011, p. 102). Distributed leadership is a term that is not easily 

defined as it is used to “describe any form of devolved, shared or dispersed leadership practice” 

(Harris, 2009, para.4). For the purpose of this study, it is sufficient to say that it is a leadership 

theory that focuses on leadership that can be dispersed between multiple people on different 

levels of a hierarchy (Jackson & Parry, 2011). The program applied the principle of distributed 

leadership by enabling the coaches to develop their leadership skills (Jackson & Parry, 2011). 

The coaches then shared their existing and new-found knowledge in the sustainability realm with 

the participating members of the households they coached to green their households. Through 

this, leadership capacity was built in the coaches (Jackson & Parry, 2011). Therefore, while the 

coaches were led by the program creator, they also became leaders in the process of becoming 

coaches. This capacity building created leadership and may create leadership specifically for 

sustainability as presented below.  

Definition. Before discussing the relevance of leadership for sustainability, I attempt to 

define it. Both leadership and sustainability are terms that are commonly used and therefore 

simple to understand, yet difficult to define (Marshall, Coleman, & Reason, 2011). The study of 

sustainability leadership has focused on the role of management within companies, rather than on 

individuals in communities (Boiral, Cayer, & Baron, 2009). Moreover, the theory of 

sustainability leadership has yet to reach corporate or academic mainstream literature; in fact, it 

was noted that the most commonly used textbook on leadership in university has no mention of 
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sustainability leadership at all (Schein, 2015). Therefore, defining leadership for sustainability is 

not straightforward and required further discussion, as presented next. 

Leadership traits. To find a definition that served the purpose of this study, general 

leadership competencies that relate to sustainability were considered, even though trait theory is 

controversial in the field of leadership studies. Giles (2016) identified traits that leaders should 

have and organized them into five themes, namely have strong ethics and provide safety, ability 

to self-organize, learn efficiently, nurture growth, and provide a sense of connection and 

belonging. In his opinion, these traits are universal across all types of leadership including 

leadership for sustainably (Giles, 2016). A leader is someone who inspires, shares a vision, 

builds agreement, provides directions, creates changes, and causes actions among followers 

(Ferdig, 2007) Typically, leaders provide stability, predictability, as well as guidance, and 

sustainability leaders are no exception (Ferdig, 2007).  

Collective aspects. However, leadership for sustainability also has a strong focus on 

collaboration (Boiral et al., 2009; Ferdig, 2007). In fact, Marshall, Coleman & Reason (2011) 

declared that “leadership for sustainability cannot be undertaken — or claimed — alone and is a 

collective notion” (p. 75). Sustainability leadership is therefore a collective process, one where 

leaders influence without power exertion but with knowledge, create trust rather than fear, and 

lead others in a collaborative, rather than a hierarchical way (Schein, 2015). A leader for 

sustainability leads others not through superiority, but comradery (Ferdig, 2007). Sustainability 

leadership means enabling others to realize a shared purpose, even when the outcome is 

uncertain (Ganz, 2010). In other words: 

Rather than providing all the answers, sustainability leaders create opportunities 

for people to come together and generate their own answers – to explore, learn, 
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and devise a realistic course of action to address sustainability challenges. Instead of giving 

direction, sustainability leaders develop and implement actions in collaboration with 

others, modifying them as needed to adapt to unforeseen changes in the environment over 

time. (Ferdig, 2007, p. 31) 

Relevant theories. To further define leadership for sustainability, other relevant leadership 

theories were reviewed. Collaborative and collective leadership create networks of people (Uhl-

Bien, 2016). Both leadership for sustainability and network leadership are collaborative and 

unlike many other types of leadership, they are both collective, distributed, bottom-up, 

facilitative, and emergent (Reinelt, 2010). Network leadership and sustainability leadership are 

also created to build social capital, unlike most other types of leadership who do not have a focus 

on building social capital (Reinelt, 2010). Relational Leadership Theory (RLT) is another 

leadership theory that is relevant to leadership as a social influence process (Uhl-Bien, 2006). It 

is like sustainability leadership in the sense that it deals with leadership that finds its capacity in 

relationships and collaboration (Uhl-Bien, 2006). While these theories are relevant, sustainability 

leaders fall into broader categories.  

Sustainability leaders. Unlike other leadership theories that are more formal in defining 

who counts as a leader and who does not, sustainability leadership considers anyone who takes 

responsibility and acts on sustainability issues as a potential leader for sustainability (Ferdig, 

2007). Sustainably leadership is created when people become conscious of their impact on the 

planet and choose to live their lives in ways that reflect this consciousness and lead others so that 

they can become aware of their impact as well (Ferdig, 2007). Further, sustainability leaders are 

champions for sustainability who spread it in a lateral or bottom up manner (Newman-Store, 

2014). Within organizations, sustainability initiatives are typically implemented by sustainability 
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leaders and this could be extended to communities or the society instead of just organizations 

(Boiral et al., 2009). Sustainability leaders are those who can form new relationships and bring 

forward sustainability values in order to create the power required to turn their values into 

actions (Ganz, 2010). In short, anyone can choose to become a sustainability leader if they take 

the responsibility to create sustainability in their home, communities, workplace, or more 

(Ferdig, 2007).   

Who becomes a sustainability leader? If anyone can become a sustainability leader, the 

question becomes who does become a leader for sustainability? Arguably it would be valuable to 

identify these leaders for sustainability, the individuals or groups who could contribute to the 

spreading of sustainability (Barr, 2008). Schein (2015) used the idea of ecological worldviews to 

offer a source of the creation of sustainability leadership at the individual level. While his inquiry 

into leadership for sustainability focuses on business executives, some of his lessons learned are 

applicable to other demographics as well. Particularly, the idea that sustainability leaders are 

created through five life experiences, namely early childhood experiences in nature, 

environmental aspects in education, seeing environmental degradation in developing countries, 

moments in a career, as well as spirituality and service (Schein, 2015). Promoting ecological 

worldviews and cultivating them in others may therefore be the task sustainability leaders need 

to perform to spread sustainability and create sustainability leaders (Schein, 2015).  

Female leadership. Schein’s (2015) inquiry focused on business executives who appear to 

be mostly male. However, sustainability leadership is collaborative leadership, as established in a 

previous section titled “collective aspects”, and collaborative leadership is mostly attributed to 

women: women are more likely than men to be collaborative, motivate others, manage in 

collaborate ways that encourage participation, share power and information, and build capacity 
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in others (Lowe, 2011; Rosener, 1990 as cited in Billard, 1992). So much so that Lowe (2011) 

states that collaborative leadership is typically female. Further, women tend to employ 

transformational leadership and less hierarchical organization styles are ascribed to women 

(Lowe, 2011; Billard, 1992). In addition, consensus building and participatory styles of 

management are largely attributed to women (Billard, 1992). All these aspects are relevant in 

sustainability leadership. Therefore, arguably women are more likely to be leaders for 

sustainability. In fact, Gibson et al. (2013) believed that women are largely the ones who take on 

the responsibility for implementing sustainability. Marshall, Coleman, and Reason (2011) stated 

that this was already noticeable in youth were girls were more interested in a sustainability 

leadership program because unlike the boys, they “seem to genuinely understand that there is a 

need for urgency around what is happening to the planet” (p.212). Therefore, women may be 

more prone to take action as it relates to sustainability which in turn creates sustainability 

leadership. In conclusion, it may very well be the case that sustainability leadership is typically 

female.  

Leadership in social movements. Now that I provided a description of leaders and 

leadership for sustainability, I explore leadership for sustainability as it relates to this inquiry, 

namely the role of leadership in social movements like the sustainability one. Essentially, the 

environmental movement is a social movement, at least in part aimed at spreading sustainability 

and addressing climate change (Hawken, 2007). Social movements are the results of efforts of 

“purposeful actors” (p. 509) including civic society organizations and individuals, i.e., leaders 

for sustainability (Ganz, 2010). In social movements, the role of leadership goes beyond typical 

leadership where a public persona attracts followers through their charisma and ability to have 

followers identify with them because social movements are typically based on shared values 
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(Ganz, 2010). The sustainability movement is no exception as sustainability is a value. Leaders 

in social movements further must have the capacity to create change which is tied to their desire 

for change (Ganz, 2010). In the sustainability movement, this means leadership for sustainability 

requires leaders that are able to invoke a desire to change in followers while also generating the 

capacity to create change, i.e., implement sustainability. This is a complex task which makes it 

clear that the movement requires strong sustainability leadership (Newman-Storen, 2014). 

Hence, the role of leadership in social movements is critical. 

Social actors. In fact, social movements require leadership on all levels (Ganz, 2010). 

Sustainability comes from the leadership of individuals who create interest groups or networks 

who then create pressure on government to act through the development of clear policy options 

and the adaptation of sustainability into planning (Wackernagel & Rees, 1996). Therefore, it is 

necessary for the public to participate in solutions for addressing climate change because active 

participation of citizens will contribute to the creation of long term policy solutions that are 

required for addressing the environmental issues we are facing (Burke, 2007). While the private 

sector is focused on growth, which is often the opposite of a focus on sustainably, the public 

sector and civil society organizations need to create policy forcing the private sector to focus on 

sustainability (Westley et al., 2011). Although innovation on the part of the private sector can be 

an important contribution to addressing climate change, it is likely not enough to transform the 

world into a sustainable one if the public, civil society, and governments are not participating 

(Westley et al., 2011). Therefore, green social organizations have a role to play by creating social 

actors who demand change in a bottom-up way and create pressures for policy change that 

address global issues such as climate change (Gismondi & Cannon, 2012). By creating 
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sustainability leaders on different levels, i.e., within the organization and among the public, 

green social organizations contribute to leadership in social movements.  

Skills of sustainability leaders. These groups may not be formalized though because 

social movements have few formal structures, are often self-governing, and typically hinge on 

voluntary action — a fact which creates challenges for its leaders (Ganz, 2010). Even when there 

is awareness of environmental issues, change towards a more sustainable life does not always 

necessarily follow from it. However, for those committed to sustainability, actions follow 

intentions much more easily (Barr, 2008). Schein (2015) extended Gandhi’s idea that thoughts 

lead to action to the idea that our relationship to nature drives our action towards it. Therefore, as 

sustainability leaders, cultivating thoughts on sustainability promotes actions. It is helpful if 

leaders can turn strategies into specific and measurable outcomes within a specific timeframe 

(Ganz, 2010). Arguably the key to successful social movements is getting commitment, a 

leadership skill that is difficult to master (Ganz, 2010). 

Social influence. However, there are ways to influence followers to adopt sustainable 

practices. For instance, people are susceptible to other peoples’ behaviours and this fact could be 

used to promote pro-environmental behaviours at the household level (Goldsmith & Goldsmith, 

2011). In other words, households are influenced by other households. In fact, per the social 

influence theory put forward by Goldsmith and Goldsmith (2011), individuals influence other 

individuals more than governments or advertising does. Further, the simple act of committing to 

specific behaviours is an effective way to promote such behaviours because people are inclined 

to stick to their commitment in the long term, even when they are voluntary (Staats et al., 2013). 

This fact could help to influence followers. 
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Relationships as a structure. As there are few formal structures in social movements, 

including the sustainability movement, structure follows from sustainability leaders forming 

relationships with the individuals, networks, organizations as well as other leaders involved in 

the movement (Ganz, 2010). Voluntary commitment between leaders and other members of the 

movement and the sharing of interests and resources becomes the basis of these relationships 

(Ganz, 2010). Resources in this context are what participants can contribute, particularly time, 

skills, and effort (Ganz, 2010). Relationship building is an important aspect in sustaining 

motivation and action for the movement (Ganz, 2010). If the relationships between sustainability 

leaders and their followers, as well as to each other and to other members of the movement, 

flourishes, the sustainability movement may gain momentum and spread further. As the famous 

quote by cultural anthropologist Margaret Mead reminds us: “never doubt that a small group of 

thoughtful committed citizens can change the world; indeed, it’s the only thing that ever has” (as 

cited in Schein, 2015, p.168). And the start of that may just be a small group of committed 

sustainability leaders who have formed relationships. 
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Chapter Three: Methodology 

This chapter discusses the methodology used in this inquiry, including the participants of 

the study, as well as the project methods. These include the data collection methods, which were 

a survey, a focus group and interviews, the study conduct, and the data analysis process. It 

further addresses validity and ethical concerns. As a reminder to the reader, the overall research 

question was how the program can expand its influence with household level sustainability 

practices in Canada and the sub-questions were: in what ways is the program successfully 

enabling participants to implement sustainable practices at the household level; what challenges 

are participants, both coaches and families, currently facing; how could the program be 

expanded; what is the ideal outcome of this program; what are the possible challenges in 

achieving this ideal outcome; and what would it take to overcome these challenges. 

To approach the subject of this inquiry, I employed a mixed methods approach to a case 

study. A mixed methods approach is appropriate for the study as the data collection and analysis 

included elements from both qualitative and quantitative research and a mixed methods approach 

incorporates both (Creswell, 2009). In the literature review and preliminary research conducted 

in preparation for this study, elements of both qualitative and quantitative research approaches as 

well as mixed methods were found in similar studies conducted by Barr and Shaw (2011) and 

Zou and Yang (2014) and these studies suggested that it is appropriate to use both in 

combination. In the studies mentioned previously, both qualitative and quantitative research were 

used for data collection, for example using closed-ended and open-ended questions respectively 

in surveys (Creswell, 2009; Zou & Yang, 2014). Therefore, a mixed method approach seemed 

appropriate.  
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In my research, quantitative and qualitative methods were used for different reasons. 

While the study was mostly qualitative, quantitative methods were employed to find out basic 

statistics; i.e., I collected quantitative data to find out the number of participants who made a 

change because of the program. A table of these results can be found in appendix J. However, the 

quantitative data was not used to conduct a generalizable study with a representative sample but 

rather was reviewed to provide a first impression of the effectiveness of the program as it related 

to spreading sustainability in Canadian households. (See appendix C, F, and H for full list of 

survey, focus group, and interview questions respectively.) Examples of these kinds of changes 

that were reviewed by numbers include the percentage of participants who completed the entire 

program. While the number of respondents was too low to reach statistically relevant 

conclusions, a few quantitative data points were recorded to inform the organization and the 

study (see appendix J for a table). Quantitative methods were therefore used to look at numeric 

data for measuring impact, for broad reach, and to ensure these potential participants had equal 

opportunity to provide their input to ensure fairness (Lincoln, Lynham & Guba, 2011). However, 

the main goal was to understand reasons behind the effectiveness of the program, or lack thereof, 

and to understand individual and subjective motivations of participants to analyze and report on 

possibilities for the program’s expansion of its influence. Therefore, it was necessary to employ 

mostly qualitative methods as the research question is ultimately an inquiry into the social 

problem of sustainability and qualitative research is most appropriate for exploring social 

problems per Creswell (2009). As such, qualitative methods were the focus for data collection 

and analysis as the goal was to create momentum in the sustainability movement which is a 

qualitative inquiry.  
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Inquiry Project Methodology  

The research methodology I used for this was a case study. Studying the complexity of a 

single interesting case in detail in order to understand its particularity as well as its interaction to 

the larger context is referred to as a case study (Stake, 1995). It studies social phenomena in their 

real-life context and conclusions are drawn from the collected data (Yin, 2013). Case studies are 

empirical research inquires that typically answer research questions formulated as why or how 

questions (Corcoran, Walker, & Wals, 2004; Yin, 2013). Simply put, a case study is used as an 

instrument to understand a particular case, “what it is, what it does” (Stake, 1995, p.8). A case 

study is a “strategy of inquiry” (Creswell, 2009, p. 13) appropriate to be used to explore a 

program with a specific timeframe. Using a mixed methods approach to a case study was 

therefore appropriate as the overarching case study in question is the program itself and I used 

the methodology of a case study to explore said program and its participants (Creswell, 2009). 

The case study methodology provided information on the factors that contribute to the 

effectiveness of the program as it helped understand the reasons why implementation of 

sustainable practices did or did not occur (Yin, 1989, as cited in Corcoran et al., 2004). The 

methodology was appropriate to explore the program in detail and ultimately allowed for 

learning of the elements of the program that worked and did not work for participants to 

implement sustainable practices at home (Corcoran et al., 2004). As the program evolved slightly 

over time, a case study methodology also gave insight into the effectiveness of the program as it 

exists today and permitted to make recommendations for modifications or expansion of the 

program in the future.  
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Project Participants 

The two populations from which I drew from were approximately 100 coaches and 500 

households/families. It is important to note that the audience of the QoG is not representative of 

society in Canada overall; in fact, while no statistically relevant data exists on who the audience 

is, social media analytics suggests that about 80% of the Queen of Green audience is female and 

almost 30% in total in the age range of 35 to 44, with 20% each in the adjacent age categories 

(25 to 34 and 45 to 54 respectively) (N. Sanchez, personal communication, June 2, 2017). 

Interactions with the audience by myself and more importantly Lindsay Coulter, including 

questions, comments on social media, etc. supports that the average QoG audience member is 

female, often Caucasian, typically a mother of young children, and approximately in her 30s or 

40s. (L. Coulter, personal communication, May 30, 2017). Although there was a large amount of 

overlap of questions asked, the first concept, Sustainability as a Household Practice, guided the 

questions for the families whereas the second concept, Leadership for Sustainability, was the 

focus of the questions for the coaches. Both populations participated in two of the same methods 

but the content of the questions varied slightly. The inquiry project methods are presented in 

detail below. 

Inquiry Project Methods 

The following sections discuss the three data collection methods that were employed. It 

then presents the study conduct and the data analysis procedure. Finally, it discusses validity 

before moving on to the next section on ethical issues. 

Data Collection Methods 

The project’s data collection began with a survey. It served two purposes: to obtain a 

general sense of the populations’ interest and opinions and to recruit participants for the other 
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two data collection methods. The survey was followed by a focus group and individual 

interviews. As my study is similar to community-based social marketing in the sense that it 

focuses on barriers and benefits, the combination of literature review, observation, focus groups 

and surveys is appropriate as this is what is typically used in that case (McKenzie-Mohr, 2011).  

Surveys. A survey is a data collection method use to obtain information that describes and 

explains knowledge held by individuals or societies, such as ideas, preferences, concerns, 

interests, or attitudes (Fink, 2012). The purpose of a survey is therefore to receive responses from 

a population that is studied on a particular set of questions in order to collect accounts of 

experiences and opinions for analysis (Fowler, 2013). A survey is a scientific research methods 

that involves creating a standardized questionnaire to obtain information that help answer 

research questions (Babbie, 2016). One of the main benefits of a survey is that the amount of 

data that can be collected is greater than in other methods because the same survey can be 

administered to a large number of people (Babbie, 2016). However, typically, only a sample of a 

population is surveyed, rather than the entire population (Fowler, 2013). Still, surveys are an 

efficient way to collect data and may employ both quantitative and qualitative methods (Zou & 

Yang, 2014). Several studies with comparable research objectives employed similar methods. 

For example, Barr and Shaw (2011) used survey data from a research project on sustainable 

lifestyles and climate change. The survey for my study therefore combined quantitative and 

qualitative questions, i.e., close-ended as well as open-ended questions (Creswell, 2009). 

Examples of the former included questions asking if behavioural changes occurred over the 

course of the program and beyond. (For more details, please refer to the study conduct below). 

This was done as it was considered useful to see a percentage of participants that made changes 

to get a sense of the practicality of the program (Creswell, 2009). However, qualitative questions 
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were the focus. For example, inquiring about motivations for joining the program or the parts of 

the program that resonated most or least with participants (see appendix D for full list of all 

survey questions).w These kinds of questions were suitable for quantitative analysis and were 

also used to develop categories for the analysis. In short, I used the survey to understand how the 

program is received, find barriers and motivations, and to identify candidates for the focus group 

and interviews. 

Focus Groups. Focus groups are a group interview technique aiming to bring together 

people to discuss a specific topic and are often used to generate date in research, for example, to 

evaluate a program (Schwandt, 2007). Focus groups play an important role in social science 

research, especially in the non-profit and public sector (Krueger, 1995). Focus groups are a very 

flexible data collection method, a fact which likely explains its popularity (Gubrium & Holstein, 

2002). Once the data from the survey was analyzed, I had planned to facilitate two focus groups, 

in part for the above-mentioned reason; to provide a forum to that allowed participants to 

evaluate the program and brainstorm on potential ways to improve the program (see study 

conduct for details). The purpose of the focus groups was twofold though. In addition to the 

evaluation component, the focus group also aimed to inspire participants to take on a leadership 

role as it relates to sustainability and support others in doing the same (Johnston & Turner, 2003) 

Group interactions can help generate perspectives (Sage publications, 2017, 07:39) Therefore, by 

bringing together participants, I hoped to enable learning from one another and help create 

momentum for the program and the sustainability movement as a whole.  

To be successful, focus group discussions need to be planned well, with carefully 

prepared questions, thoughtfully moderated, and its data analyzed systematically (Schwandt, 

2007). However, focus groups can be structured or semi-structured discussions and while I had 
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planned the questions ahead of time, I opted for a semi-structured format where I asked open-

ended questions and allowed for spontaneous follow up questions where appropriate (Laurie & 

Jensen , 2017, 07:24, 01:05; see appendix F for full list of all preplanned questions). During the 

focus group, I moderated carefully by guiding the discussion and ensuring equal participation 

while intervening as little as possible and therefore allowing for the conversation to evolve 

naturally (Sage publications, 2017, 07:24, 08:38). Further, in addition to recording the session, I 

took detailed notes, particularly on non-verbal communication such as long pauses, sighs, or 

signs of excitement as these expressions are also information that needs to be considered during 

data analysis (McLellan, MacQueen, & Neidig, 2003; Sage publications (video), 2017, 

07:24;09:21;12:27). In brief, the focus group was a group interview method which is similar to 

the regular interview method discussed next. 

Interviews. Interviews are purposeful conversations that take place between two or more 

people with the goal of obtaining specific information on the individual’s experience of a 

particular experience or knowledge (Gubrium & Holstein, 2001). Interviews are ongoing 

interactions that results in a narrative shaped by the interviewer and the interviewee, the person 

who is interviewed (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). The interview is a way to learn about individual 

experiences and access individual’s observations without previous knowledge on the part of the 

interviewer (Gubrium & Holstein, 2001 Interviews are the most appropriate data collection 

method if the goal is to understand participants’ perspective on a particular topic in depth (Sage 

publications, 2017, 01:05). In similar fashion as the focus groups, the interviews were semi-

structured and based on a previously developed list of open ended questions as well as 

spontaneous follow up questions. The interviews were qualitative in nature, as the goal was to 

create understanding, rather than acquire facts (Gubrium & Holstein, 2002). Essentially, the 
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interviews were conducted in similar ways as the focus group, except that it was a one-on-one 

guided conversation where I led the conversation, but focused on listening to grasp the meaning 

of what was expressed (Rubin & Rubin, 1995 as cited in Gubrium & Holstein, 2002). At this 

point in my study, I had already conducted preliminary analysis on my survey and focus group 

data and themes had emerged. Therefore, I asked questions in the interviews to confirm that my 

initial observations were valid and shared among other participants to triangulate my data 

(Gubrium & Holstein, 2002).  

Study Conduct 

Following the Royal Roads University ethics approval process, the data collection started 

in October 2016 with an email containing survey links that were sent to all coaches by Lindsay 

Coulter from the sponsoring organization (see appendix A). The survey was to be open for a 

month and had previously been set up online, using FluidSurveys (http://fluidsurveys.com) an 

online software that is owned by SurveyMonkey but stores its data in Canada. Attached to the 

email was the research information letter (see appendix B). The email also contained a request 

for coaches to forward the email and link to their families, a snowball sampling technique, and 

included a note that the survey starts by asking for participants to provide their consent and all 

survey takers checked this box (see appendix C for the survey preamble). The design of the 

survey combined quantitative and qualitative questions, i.e., close-ended as well as open-ended 

questions (see appendix D for a full list of all survey questions). As the survey was anonymous, 

the final question was whether survey takers would be interested in participating in focus groups 

or be available for interviews and if so, to provide their name and contact information. 

Once an initial analysis had been done on the survey, I was planning to host and moderate 

focus groups and afterwards, I was to conduct follow up interviews with certain participants as 
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further explanation of their statements might benefit the analysis and conclusion. The actual 

study conduct differed slightly from the original plan, as discussed below.   

The response rate, specifically for the families, was very low. Hence, Lindsay Coulter sent 

follow up emails to the coaches and also posted the same information in a members-only social 

media group that includes 266 members, most of them coaches and the remaining ones family 

members that were the recipients of the coaching program. The response rate continued to be low 

and the survey was kept open for an additional month until mid-December. In that time, Lindsay. 

Coulter reached out specifically to coaches she knew personally via the same social media forum 

and sent a reminder email. These actions managed to increase the number of responses. 

However, the number of people willing to participate in follow up conversations remained low 

only three people were interested in participating further out of 13 responses total. As coaches 

were asked to forward the email to their families, I do not have visibility into the number of 

families that actual received an invitation to participate but in total, there are approximately 500 

families that have participated in the program to date. 

Once the data from the survey was analyzed, I had planned to facilitate two focus groups, 

in person or online depending on participants’ locations. One focus group was to be coaches and 

the other one representatives from participating households. Realizing participants where spread 

all over Canada, the plan was to host two focus groups online via skype, one for coaches and one 

for families. I had planned to draw the names of 10 individuals from both populations who 

confirmed their interest in participating further. However, I had suggested in my ethics review 

and proposal that if fewer than 10 individuals can be recruited for either group, I would interview 

them individually instead of facilitating the focus groups. This did indeed happen: for the 

families, I received only three responses with contact information and only thirteen responses 
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total, out of a population of almost 500. Out of those three, only two responded to my recruiting 

email (see appendix E). For the coaches, I received a total of 33 responses, out of a population of 

100 (33%) and twelve were interested in participating further. I contacted ten of those randomly, 

by drawing names, and received a response from five. Therefore, I also contacted the remaining 

two and I could recruit them both. However, out of the seven coaches I received responses from, 

only five could make it to the focus group, one person was unavailable due to a family 

emergency and a second person cancelled short notice due to a scheduling conflict. Therefore, in 

the end, there were only five coaches available for the focus group and only two family 

members. I decided that five coaches would still be sufficient to host a focus group but that two 

family members were not sufficient and that I would interview them individually instead, as 

suggested in the proposal and the ethics application.  

The focus group was hosted on January 5th and the interviews with the families the same 

week, and with the coaches the following week. All meetings were conducted online via skype 

and the conversations were recorded. The data collection concluded before the end of January, 

2017. The plan was to follow up with specific participants for in-depth interviews after the focus 

groups. Once an initial review had been done on the survey and focus group data, I was planning 

to conduct follow up interviews with certain participants as further explanation of their 

statements might have benefited the analysis and conclusion. The interviews were meant to be 

more in-depth conversations with participants who found that either the program was very or not 

at all effective as well as with participants who may not explicitly state that but appear, based on 

data, to have greatly benefited from the program or not at all. The goal was to find out what 

elements of the program work well and others that do not work well for households which is why 
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I wanted to interview participants who were on the ends of the spectrum. The actual study 

conduct differed from the original plan, as elaborated on next.  

I planned that out of these 20 individuals, six to ten interviews were to be conducted with 

individuals being chosen based on survey answers and focus group contributions; specifically, I 

wanted to purposefully select those who are very enthusiastic about the program and those who 

are not at all supportive of it to obtain opinions from both ends of the spectrum. However, after 

the focus group session was concluded, it became apparent that many of the interview questions 

were already answered during the focus group, in part because it was a very open conversation 

and a trusting environment where everyone could speak truthfully. Therefore, after a discussion 

with my supervisor, it was decided that I would interview the two coaches who were unable to 

attend the focus group, instead of focus group attendees. It seemed redundant to interview the 

same people that participated in the focus group, a fact which Gubrium and Holstein (2002) 

support as they wrote that it is indeed rare to conduct both individual and group interviews with 

the same participants on the same topic. As there was a wide spread of feedback in the survey as 

well as in the interviews, I am confident that I still received feedback from the entire spectrum of 

possible answers. In addition, the focus group and the interviews brought up topics that were 

already touched on in the survey and while new information emerged, for example, all the 

families of one coach where from a specific demographic group (1-C-1), the issues as well as 

success stories resembled each other throughout the process and across all data collection 

methods. As the interview structure and content remained the same and the population from 

which I drew participants was fairly homogenous, I believe data saturation had occurred with the 

number of interviews I had (Guest, Bunce, & Johnson, 2016). 
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By the time the data collection period ended, I had already done some preliminary analysis 

on the survey data, i.e., before conducting the focus group and interviews to get a sense of the 

data as a whole and to confirm the questions I wanted to ask in the focus group and interviews. 

Only the first method, the survey, contained quantitative questions as I was interested in some 

statistics, particularly the number and percentage of participants who completed the program as 

well as which module resonated the most and least with participants (see appendix J). This was 

mostly done to get an initial impression on the reception of the program. Most the survey 

questions were qualitative in nature and all focus group and interview questions were qualitative 

(see appendix D, F, and H respectively).  

Data Analysis 

Following the completion of the data collection, I started the data analysis. The first step 

was to transcribe the recordings of the focus group call and all the interviews. The entire 

conversations were transcribed as the analysis was intended to provide in-depth information on 

the experiences of individuals (McLellan et al., 2003). Even if the conversations went slightly off 

topic, I continued to record and transcribe the conversation (Flick, 2014). Once all transcripts 

were created, I printed hard copies of all the transcripts, along with hardcopies of the survey 

answers so that I had all the raw qualitative data on paper. I printed the transcripts double spaced 

with a right-hand margin for comments, as suggested by Saldaña (2009). To go beyond the 

quantitative approach to analyzing the data, underlying meanings, contexts and themes were 

examined (Hsieh & Shannon, 2015). Accordingly, the transcripts were analyzed for themes by 

coding the data (Creswell, 2009). Several studies with comparable research objectives conducted 

similar analysis, for example Barr and Shaw (2011) with data from a research project on 
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sustainable lifestyles and climate change or Staats et al. (2013) when analyzing effectiveness of 

commitment making. Therefore, it was deemed appropriate. 

To analyze the data qualitatively, keywords were derived from the text data (Hsieh & 

Shannon, 2015). These keywords became codes, i.e., words or short phrases that capture the 

meaning expressed (Saldaña, 2009). Already during the transcribing and an initial scanning of 

the transcripts, it became evident that there were common themes across the data set (Flick, 

2014). I identified five high level categories as codes or independent variables: barriers (B), 

sustainability leadership (L), changes to/expansion of the program (C), environment (E), and 

health (H). The letters in brackets were those assigned to the code and each of categories 

contained a family of codes where the high-level category was designated with a capital letter 

and the sub code received one or multiple lower case letters that were derived from the names of 

the subcategory. The sub codes were specific actions that were related to the high-level category 

code: for example, lack of time or commitment was a sub code to the high-level code category 

barriers (Saldaña, 2009). The codes were kept on a separate sheet of paper and were highlighted 

with the same colour as I was highlighting the text with (Saldaña, 2009). 

Starting with the focus group, the first interview chronologically, the transcripts were read 

several times and terms or statements matching the codes were identified while the list of codes 

continued to be refined (Flick, 2014). Rather than replacing words as the process of coding often 

employs, the terms identified as matching the codes were highlighted where each high-level 

category received a different colour and the codes were placed behind the word in brackets 

(Pierce, 2008). New codes were developed as additional transcripts were reviewed and created 

the need for additional codes, a process referred to as “‘vivo codes’ (‘code-as-you-go’)” (Pierce, 

2008, p.4). The list of codes grew with each transcript as a result. 
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An additional cycle of reviewing and adding codes, as well as comments and other 

reflections, was conducted after all transcripts had been coded. This was done to compare data 

across transcripts and the survey data. Regular, repetitive, or consistently occurring codes were 

identified as patterns, which provide evidence for findings as they reveal importance (Saldaña, 

2009). These patterns were recorded and five main themes or findings emerged (Saldaña, 2009). 

These are discussed in detail in the next chapter, in the findings section. 

As I quoted statements from the participants, I created codes for each of the participants to 

guarantee their anonymity (McLellan et al., 2003). All survey participants were given an S plus a 

number, starting with one the first time I quoted a survey respondent. For the focus group 

participants, I assigned numbers to each participant, resulting in codes FG-1 through FG-5. For 

the interviews, I used C for coaches and F for families, resulting in codes 1-C-1, 1-C-2 as well as 

1-F-1 and 1-F-2. A master list with all the codes matching the names was created and kept on 

hand during the data analysis process.  

Validity 

In qualitative research, validity and reliability become a question of how accurately the 

collected data represents what participants in fact meant to state while also ensuring that 

findings, and subsequent interpretation, can be trusted to be truthful enough to act on it 

(Creswell, 2009; Creswell & Miller, 2010; Lincoln et al., 2011). In other words, it is necessary 

for my findings and interpretations to be trustworthy as they provided the basis for 

recommendations for modification and expansion of the program. To ensure validity, I sent all 

focus group and interview participants their transcript, therefore allowing for member checking 

of the raw data to confirm that their feedback was accurately captured (see appendix I for follow 

up email). To answer the question of the quality of my interpretation, I applied techniques of 
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researcher reflexivity such as keeping a journal for the entire duration of the process to provide 

transparency to anyone who might wish to review my process and seeking external feedback 

from my supervisor, my committee members and the supervisory group, a group of Master’s and 

PhD students who are supervised by the same supervisor and meet approximately monthly online 

for peer debriefing (Richardson & St. Pierre, 2005). In addition, my supervisor reviewed my 

draft findings before any conclusions or recommendations were formed. Finally, the data was 

triangulated as multiple data collection methods were used to have different sources of 

information that collectively formed the themes that resulted in findings (Richardson & St. 

Pierre, 2005). 

Creswell (2009) listed several threats to validity and one of them is relevant to my study. 

He discussed 13 validity threats which are threats to “the researcher’s ability to draw correct 

inferences from the data” (Creswell, 2009, p. 162). These threats were history, maturation, 

regression, selection, mortality, diffusion of treatment, compensatory or resentful demoralization, 

compensatory rivalry, testing, instrumentation, interaction of selection and treatment, interaction 

of setting and treatment, and interaction of history and treatment (Creswell, 2009). Out of these 

validity threats only one was relevant to my thesis: selection. Although I selected participants for 

the focus group by pulling names rather than selecting them based on any other criteria, they 

were self-selected as they confirmed their interest in continuing further and also only a handful 

replied to my follow up email aimed at recruiting them. Therefore, these participants might not 

represent the entire sample and their opinions might differ from those of other participants. 

However, in the survey, even those participating coaches who did not wish to participate further 

expressed similar thoughts and answered questions in similar ways. This suggests that at least 

out of all survey respondents who were coaches, making up 30% of the entire sample size, 
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opinions on the program somewhat aligned with one another. Despite the fact the respond rate 

for the family participants was too low to make any kind of general conclusions, those who did 

respond answered questions similarly, suggesting that there were some common motivators and 

barriers, for example. Further research is needed to determine the impact of this program on 

families. In short, selection remained the relevant threat, with coaches and families alike. 

In addition to concerns of validity and reliability, there were two potential biases on the 

participants’ side that I wished to address as they may have affected my findings. First, any 

survey, interview, and focus group questions have the potential to lead respondents towards 

specific answers and second, respondents may not answer honestly. To minimize the risk for 

both, the questions were building on questions that had previously been asked in entry and exit 

surveys that were administrated by the program lead. Further, other surveys of similar research 

such as the one conducted by Zou and Yang (2014) were reviewed and used as a guide to create 

the questions for this study. By including questions from multiple authors, bias that comes from 

one person creating a survey were reduced, a fact which helped to create more neutral questions 

(Denzin, 1970 as cited in Flick, 2007). The purpose of the data collection was also explicit as it 

advocated it was to analyze the program’s effectiveness, and providing personal information that 

could identify the respondent was optional to encourage honest answers. Especially the latter was 

more difficult to obtain with focus groups or interviews. I aspired to creating a trusting 

atmosphere by explaining that I am external to the DSF and a former coach, and therefore a peer. 

I further affirmed that their feedback contributes to potential improvements to the program and 

guaranteed their anonymity apart from me, the researcher, knowing their names. This 

transparency created a trust that enticed meaningful and honest answers, many claimed that they 
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were “not worried” during the focus group and during interviews (e.g. FG-3). It is difficult to 

know if these biases occurred but every effort was made to reduce them. 

Ethical Issues 

In Canada, research ethics are guided and upheld by the Tri-Council Policy Statement: 

Ethical Conduct for Research Involving Humans, a framework developed by the Government of 

Canada’s Panel on Research Ethics (Government of Canada, 2015). Article 1.1 states that the 

policy’s guidelines are based on three core principles, Respect for Persons, Concern for Welfare, 

and Justice (Government of Canada, 2015, para. B). The research for this study was carried out 

with the approval of the Royal Roads University (RRU) Research Ethics Board which operates 

under the framework mentioned above.  The elements of Article 1.1. were also discussed with 

the participants in my letter of interest as deemed appropriate (see appendix B), as per the RRU 

Research Ethics Board application. 

A different consideration is that I have participated in this program twice as a coach and 

therefore know the program well as an insider. This was a volunteer position and neither then nor 

now have I received any direct financial, family-related, or other benefit from the program 

(besides my own learning and interest) and there will also not be an economic benefit from the 

results of this study. As such, there is no direct COI. However, my involvement in the program 

could potentially create a perceived COI and as such I disclosed it here in the interest of 

transparency. I also disclosed this to the participants in my research information letter (see 

appendix B). 
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Chapter Four: Inquiry Project Findings and Conclusions  

The chapter starts by discussing the five main findings before delivering the conclusions 

that follow from the findings. Together, the two sections answer the research questions which are 

listed again below as a reminder to the reader:  

Research Question: 

 

How can the program expand its influence with household level sustainability practices in the 

Canadian context?  

Subquestions: 

1. In what ways is the program successfully enabling participants to implement sustainable 

practices at the household level? 

2. What challenges are participants, both coaches and families, currently facing? 

3. How could the program be expanded? 

4. What is the ideal outcome of this program? 

5. What are the possible challenges in achieving this ideal outcome? 

6. What would it take to overcome these challenges? 

This study generated five findings, which will be outlined in more depth below. In summary, 

they include: 

1. Participants identified health as a key motivator for engaging in sustainable practices in 

households. 

2. Coaches agreed that the program helped them identify themselves as green leaders. 

3. Although governments play an important role in implementing sustainability, participants 

suggested that small actions matter. 
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4. Participants expressed desire to include a greater focus on reducing consumption in the 

program as this would most directly relate to climate change which many see as the most 

critical environmental issue.  

5. Participants identified several barriers to successful implementation, with time as the 

number one barrier.  

Findings  

The following section discusses the five findings listed above in detail. Readers should 

note that the findings stay close to participant words, while reference to the literature introduced 

in Chapter 2 will be integrated into the Conclusions section that follows this section. 

Finding one: participants identified health as a key motivator for engaging in 

sustainable practices in households. 

Reducing exposure to harmful chemicals that could affect personal health was an important 

factor for participants in the program. In fact, eight out of 13 family participants (61.5%) 

revealed that the module on the topic of Toxins resonated the most with them out of all four, 

citing “reducing toxins” as one of their major incentives for joining the program. As a reminder 

to the reader, the program consisted of four modules, namely Waste, Food, Toxins, and 

Community Action and each module was three weeks long for a total of a 12-week program. 

One family member mentioned in the survey that her motivation for joining the program was that 

she “wanted to reduce exposure to chemicals” (S-1), whereas another expressed she wanted 

“more information on healthy ways to clean” (S-2) and many others articulated similar 

motivations. Toxins was also a topic that many were not very familiar with, at least in 

comparison to e.g., food or recycling, as evident by statements such as “I found it interesting 

where hidden toxins are in our everyday life” (S-3), “I worry about all the hidden chemicals in 
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the products we use” (S-4), and “the program highlighted aspects of chemical exposure that I 

hadn’t considered before” (S-5). In an interview, a coach revealed that the food module was the 

most impactful one in his group as “the idea of pesticides and the effect of pesticides and 

processed foods … had a huge impact on people right away” (1-C-1). He further speculated that 

the food module was very well received because “food was almost entirely about health. It’s 

much more relatable” (1-C-1) in comparison to other aspects of the program. Another coach 

even used health as a way to recruit families, stating “I really talked up the idea of doing it for 

your health … people are always interested in improving their health, especially if they have 

kids” (FG-2). Other coaches reiterated similar views in the focus groups and in personal 

interviews and for many, health was an important factor in wanting to participate in the program 

(FG-3; FG-5). Particularly the health of the participants’ children was a major concern and 

wanting to reduce their exposure to chemicals in food, cleaning as well as personal care products 

resonated with many.  

However, not everyone agreed that health should be the focus of the program. 

Particularly, one family participant imagined that a focus on reducing chemical exposure “makes 

it easier for someone to say ‘I’m really doing something for the environment’ … when you’re 

actually not” (1-F-2), bringing up the example that someone would drive further in order to 

purchase a non-toxic household item or increasing consumption by buying additional supplies in 

order to make their own cleaning products. Although she recognizes that “a lot of people got 

really excited about it [health], it just wasn’t a great fit for me” (1-F-2); she wished the focus was 

more on reducing carbon emission or other climate change mitigating effects, rather than health. 

Overall though, there was agreement that health was a key contributing factor for participants’ 

efforts in implementing sustainable practices at the household level. 
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Finding two: coaches agreed that the program helped them identify themselves as 

green leaders. 

The program enabled the coaches to take on a leadership role through leading by example 

which reaffirmed their green identify. In the survey, only ten out of 33 coaches (30.3%) 

considered themselves green leaders before the program but 21 out of 26 (80.8%) agreed that the 

program helped them become a green leader. When asked to elaborate on the green leader 

questions, coaches were typically humble and often hesitant to call themselves a leader, stating 

for example “I still don’t think I am a green leader (I have a lot to learn still) but it did help me 

connect with people in a way that was purely positive” (S-8) or “I am aware that people in my 

sphere of influence have made positive changes because of me and if that makes me a leader, I’m 

happy” (S-9). Many proclaimed that the program gave them an avenue to their style of leading 

which is leading by example: living the most sustainable lifestyle they can and inspire others to 

follow their lead and do the same. Or as one coach put it: “a green leader is someone who lives 

what they preach” (FG-2). Particularly during the focus group, but also in the survey and the 

interviews, it became evident that the program enabled learning not only for the participants, but 

also the coaches. As one coach put forward:  

participating in this program … taught me how to be my true self … and put me into 

contact with those support networks and because of all that I have a stronger, more 

courageous voice to stand up for what I care about, and start initiatives in my community, 

write about being green. I definitely am a green leader in my community now. (FG-4)  

The coaches in the focus group agreed that the program would benefit from connecting the 

coaches in order to create leadership for the sustainability movement. As one coach put it: 

“connect the coaches, connect the leaders throughout all the families that really made a lot of 
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change and find some way that we can work together” (FG-2). By connecting the coaches and 

family members who identify themselves as green leaders, leadership for sustainability could be 

created through the program.  

Finding three: although governments play an important role in implementing 

sustainability, participants suggested that small actions matter.  

Small actions, i.e., at the household level like the program suggests, matter even if they 

seem trivial compared to government action. One participating family member insisted “I believe 

that working towards reducing the impact of climate change will occur on a political level so … 

the bulk of my energy will be spent pursuing goals that will see political collective action” (1-F-

2). She touched on a reoccurring theme: that government plays a critical role in fostering 

sustainability and mitigating climate change but that individual action matters, even if it is 

simply to put pressures on their government. As one coach put it, the program helped him to 

“take the blindfold off” (1-C-1), i.e., through the program, he enabled participants to see their 

negative impacts on the environment and understand the positive impact they could have. 

Further, the program enabled participants to implement sustainable practices at home, a fact 

which helps spread sustainability to other areas of their lives. As one coach described, “we [she 

and the participating families] had these conversations and that plants a seed and even if they just 

took on one small action, you never know what other actions they might be taking on now” (FG-

5), mentioning that she would visit the participating families months later and saw that they 

implemented additional changes. One coach said in the focus group, and received a lot of 

agreement on this from other participants, “if the program goes around and makes a bunch of 

people who stand up and advocate for the environment, I think that’s a huge success” (FG-5). 

Another coach reiterated:  
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I am just one person; I can’t change the world. But together, that’s how we find our power 

and can reach even wider audiences or solve even bigger problems than just where do I 

compost this or where to I recycle this. (FG-4) 

In short, although participants agreed that government still plays a vital role, the program builds 

on small actions that individually and collectively make a difference in helping to spread 

sustainability. 

Finding four: participants expressed desire to include a greater focus on reducing 

consumption in the program as this would most directly relate to climate change 

which many see as the most critical environmental issue. 

 Sustainability and conservation were at the forefront of participants’ minds when asked 

about their motivation to join the program. “Preserving the planet” (S-6), “make our household 

more environmentally responsible” (S-7), and “learning new ways to be more sustainable” (S-8) 

were some examples of similar ideas that families listed as reasons for joining the program. For 

many, this means a stronger focus on reducing consumption and waste production. One family 

member asked rhetorically, “because even if you can recycle or you can take it back, isn’t the 

whole goal about actually not using so much in the first place?” (1-F-1) This participant 

mentioned that she did not recall that reducing was much of a focus, a sentiment that many 

shared (e.g., 1-F-2). When directly asked what they would like to add to the program, climate 

change and related topics such as transportation, energy and water usage, and global action were 

front runners. Particularly a focus on climate change and on carbon emissions, which directly 

relates to climate change (Henson, 2011), was suggested on numerous occasions. As one family 

member put it: “I was sad to see a lack of focus on efforts to reduce personal carbon emissions” 

(1-F-2). On a similar note, but more big picture, one coach echoed this by saying: 
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something that might want to be considered for the future is to really add a module where 

people read stuff about climate change and what’s coming down the pipeline in 20 years 

because I don’t think that sunk in for a lot of people. (FG-1) 

In conclusion, climate change is a major environmental topic that people are concerned with and 

doing their part by reducing consumption, including carbon emissions, is a desired focus for 

many. 

Finding five: participants identified several barriers to successful implementation, 

with time as the number one barrier. 

There were a number of issues identified as barriers to the successful implementation of 

the program. In the survey, five out of twelve (42%) of the families chose “it was difficult to find 

the time” as the number one challenge they faced during the program. Thirteen out of the 33 

(39%) coaches also listed it as the number one barrier, with the related “at least some of my 

families dropped out” as the second biggest challenge (twelve people, 36%). In the interviews 

and focus groups, coaches argued that they themselves and the people they coached have busy 

lives and therefore have limited time that can be dedicated to anything that is not related to their 

work or family life, such as this program (e.g., FG-1; FG-3). The family members interviewed 

reiterated the same thought (1-F-1; 1-F-2). Many of the coaches affirmed that the families they 

coached were incredibly busy working parents that had young children, full time jobs, and other 

obligations (e.g., 1-C-2; FG-3). This made it difficult for them to commit to the program and the 

action items in the modules as they would have required some time to be invested in them in 

order to implement a change. As one coach articulated: “you know [city] is very busy, a lot of 

people work really long hours and they commute really far and green living is just not a priority” 
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(FG-1). For some, the sense was that when time is limited, participation in a greening program 

and implementing sustainability measures is not a priority.  

Committing to the program was also challenging as some action items were difficult to 

achieve in a predefined time frame, particularly with limited time to devote to it. As one family 

member put it “I felt like I was losing, not interest, but …  commitment … ’cause some things I 

found really hard to do” (1-F-1). Or as one coach put it: “they [the families] found the actions 

were not ones that were easy for them to be involved in” (1-C-2). Lack of availability was a 

related problem as in some remote areas, where coaches operated, families were not always 

physically present as many are not residing in the area full time but are on work assignments 

with a different primary residence. 

In addition to time and commitment, there were a few other challenges both coaches and 

families encountered. These included cultural and language barriers, particularly with a specific 

religious group and with immigrant families, including one coach whose first language is not 

English. Another challenge was not knowing the coach/families well enough to establish 

meaningful connections. However, the opposite was also true: it was challenging for those 

coaches who knew their families very well to go from being a friend to being a coach as they 

were struggling to assume a “teacher-student” like relationship.  

A further issue was the fact that the program focuses heavily on the home which was off-

putting for some women who felt it suggested that women were primarily home makers, rather 

than people who juggle household and child care duties with careers and aspirations outside the 

home: 

It seemed a little sexist…it focused mostly on women, which is fine, I actually think it’s 

great to have a women-focused program, but then the focus still was on beauty products, 
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and cleaning products, and your choices in the home, kind of like a home maker feel, and 

it didn’t fit with me…my life is more than just that. (1-F-2) 

Others agreed that the focus was on women but were not off put by this. Actually, the consensus 

was that women just naturally gravitated more towards the program and the QoG in general. 

Although the name, Queen of Green, might not help, there was agreement in the focus group that 

this was not the issue and that a name change would not help. One coach stated “I think if 

anyone is interested in doing more work to help their family be healthier, most likely women” 

(FG-1). This study was also mostly conducted with women. In fact, only one participant 

recruited for follow up was male and when I asked him why he thought most of the participants 

were female, he suggested “in my personal experience, women are generally more proactive 

about this kind of stuff” (1-C-1) In short, there were several barriers mentioned but lack of time 

and commitment were the biggest barriers to the successful implementation of the program, 

followed by cultural and social, including gendered, issues.  

This findings section was the report of my analysis of the data provided by participants 

for this study and includes verbatim quotations as well other reference to data from them. The 

findings result in a number of conclusions about the inquiry question and subquestions. The 

conclusions are discussed next.  

Study Conclusions  

The conclusion section compares and contrasts the study findings that were presented in 

the last section with the literature on the key concepts presented in Chapter 2. The goal is to 

demonstrate the parallels between the existing literature and the study findings as well as outline 

new contributions to the relevant literature topics that the study provides. There are five main 
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conclusions resulting from this study, which are outlined in more detail below. In summary, they 

include: 

1. Health is a key motivator to implement sustainable practices at the household level.  

2. Leadership for sustainability is generated through the program by creating sustainability 

leaders who advocate for sound environmental government policy. 

3. The program promotes sustainability as a household practice by creating knowledge on 

environmental issues and giving concrete information for small actions that are to be put 

into practice. 

4. Reducing consumption and carbon emission is a key aspect of sustainability as a 

household practice. 

5. Time and commitment are major barriers standing in the way of implementing 

sustainable practices at the household level. 

Conclusion one: health is a key motivator to implement sustainable practices at the 

household level. 

Sustainable practices are not necessarily associated with healthier lifestyles but an 

important aspect of sustainably at the household level is green consumption which tends to be 

healthier (Barr, 2008). As previously noted, green consumption refers to consuming products 

that contain lower levels of harmful substances by eating foods free of pesticides and other 

chemicals and using cleaning and personal care products that are low in toxicity (Barr, 2008; 

Gibson et al., 2013). Even though this is beneficial for the environment, this is undeniably also 

beneficial for human health.  

Participants did not agree on whether or not health should be the focus of the program but 

they did agree that it played a large role and is generally a big concern for people. Although 
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many found the health aspect to be a great motivator to implement sustainable practices and one 

coach even used ‘improving health’ as a way to recruit families, not everyone agreed that the 

health aspect should be where efforts are concentrated. In fact, this was the topic with the 

greatest spread of opinions because others found that concentrating on health took away from a 

focus on consumption and emissions, areas which they found would be more impactful to 

personal Ecological Footprints.. Perhaps the solution would be to be more explicit that health, 

both human health and health of the environment, is an important component of the program. By 

phrasing topics like food and toxins with a focus on health, rather than household chores, 

perhaps this would reduce the underlying perception of a focus on household chores as it came 

up as a criticism of the program that there was a focus on household chores that are typically 

seen as women’s tasks, as previously mentioned. At the very minimum, expectations would be 

set correctly that health is a focus of the program 

Conclusion two: leadership for sustainability is generated through the program by 

creating sustainability leaders who advocate for sound environmental government 

policy. 

Characteristics of leaders previously mentioned, particularly having strong ethics and 

provide a sense of connection and belonging, are particularly relevant to sustainability 

leadership, along with a strong focus on collaboration (Boiral et al., 2009; Giles, 2016). Leading 

with knowledge rather than power exertion and in a collaborative, not a hierarchical way is 

typical for sustainability leadership (Schein, 2015). Further, leadership for sustainably comes 

from anyone taking responsibility to act on sustainability issues and choose to live their lives 

accordingly (Ferdig, 2007). Newman-Store (2014) called these individuals “sustainability 

champions” (p. 5956) and I would simply call them sustainability leaders. Finally, sustainability 
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leadership puts pressures on government to act and implement environmentally sound policy 

(Wackernagel & Rees, 1996).  

The program allowed the coaches to identify themselves as green leaders, which I would 

call sustainability leaders. They led with knowledge, not power, and in a collaborative, rather 

than hierarchical way. They took on the responsibility to act on sustainability issues and live by 

example. Further, as previously noted in the findings section, the program allows for connections 

to be created and fostered among green leaders, both among coaches and between coaches and 

families. This generates leadership for sustainability because it creates “people who stand up for 

the environment” (FG-5) which was noted as one of the main successes of the program. This 

answers subquestion 4. “what is the ideal outcome of this program”: creating leadership for 

sustainability. 

Conclusion three: the program promotes sustainability as a household practice by 

creating knowledge on environmental issues and giving concrete information for 

small actions to be put into practice. 

As presented in Chapter 2, the literature stated that the responsibility to implement 

sustainability often falls on the civic society, i.e., non-governmental organizations as well as 

households and individuals (Gibson et al., 2013). However, household sustainability can only be 

impactful on a large scale if it becomes mainstream and speaks to the majority of people and this 

in turn can only be achieved if there is an environmental awareness and if information becomes 

readily available (Barr, 2008). Lack of information and understanding is perhaps the most critical 

barrier to implementing sustainability (Barr, 2008; Wackernagel & Rees, 1996). The upside of 

this is that concrete knowledge is the most effective way to influence and successfully change 

people’s behaviours (Barr, 2008).  
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The program provided information, raised awareness to sustainability issues, and provided 

easy to do action items for sustainability practices in the home that are reviewed with a coach, a 

support person. The program also falls into the civic society category as it was created by an 

ENGO, has been implemented at the household level, and its goal is to speak to a large number 

of people — one household at a time through the information provided. Although information 

does not always translate into behaviours changes, my study suggested that the program 

successfully provided information and in that sense delivered what many participants wanted out 

of the program: learn new ways to make their household more sustainable (e.g., S-8). Further, the 

program raised participants’ awareness for environmental implications of their own actions, a 

fact which encouraged them to take action in the form of small action items that can add up to 

significant changes in the home. Therefore, to answer my first sub-question “in what ways is the 

program successfully enabling participants to implement sustainable practices at the household 

level?”, the ways in which the program successfully enables participants to implement 

sustainable practices at the household level is through providing information, raise awareness for 

sustainability issues and their own impact, as well as provide guided solution (action items) to 

implement sustainable practices. 

Conclusion four: reducing consumption and carbon emission is a key aspect of 

sustainability as a household practice. 

As established in Chapter 2, reducing overall consumption is perhaps the key aspect of 

implementing household sustainability (Barr, 2008). This includes reduction of energy and water 

use as well as reducing carbon and other greenhouse gas emissions through ideas brought 

forward in chapter two, all resulting in decreased amounts of waste products including emissions 

(Gibson et al., 2013). In fact, sustainability as a household practice can be summarized as all 
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actions aimed at reducing one’s environmental impact or Ecological Footprint which directly 

relates to reduced consumption and waste (Wackernagel & Rees, 1996). 

The participants in this study have clearly stated that they would welcome a greater focus 

on reducing consumption and emissions. Many agreed that the program did not focus enough on 

reducing consumption. Even though reducing waste was a major part of the program, the 

conversation for many was more on waste diversion, by means of recycling or composting, as 

opposed to reducing consumption overall, a fact which would lead to reduced levels of waste as 

a side effect, rather than the main goal. Further, many participants would like to see a focus on 

reducing carbon emissions, perhaps by means of a transportation module which is already being 

worked on. This conclusion provides a response to sub-question three, “how could the program 

could be expanded?”: by focusing more on reducing consumption and emissions. 

Conclusion five: time and commitment are major barriers standing in the way of 

implementing sustainable practices at the household level. 

As presented in Chapter 2, there are a number of typical barriers that are preventing 

sustainability to be implemented at the household level. These include most notably: costs, lack 

of incentives, and lack of time (Zou & Yang, 2014). Related to lack of time is lack of 

commitment, another major barrier which deserves attention as commitment is key to successful 

social movements including the sustainability movement (Ganz, 2010; Staats et al., 2011). This 

is especially true because the simple act of committing to specific behaviours is an effective way 

to promote such behaviours because people are inclined to stick to even voluntary commitment, 

as previously discussed (Staats et al.  2013). These typical barriers of time and commitment were 

also the barriers identified in my study. In part this was the case because the families who 

participated where already very busy with small children, full time jobs, commutes, and other 
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engagements. To my surprise, the cost aspect did not come up but arguably this is because the 

program is designed to focus on simple changes rather than expect participants to implement 

costly or complex ones that would be more challenging to implement.to not ask for costly or 

complex changes. Other reasons might be the fact that the QoG’s target audience is relatively 

well do to. Commitment was lacking due to lack of time, interest, as well as the level of 

difficulty of the action items aimed at promoting sustainability at the household level. This 

answers sub question two, the current challenges that participants are facing: lack of time and 

commitment.  

Scope and Limitations of the Inquiry  

This study was intended to improve the program for its own sake and also for broader 

sustainability purposes. The intended scope of the inquiry was to receive feedback on the 

program and analyze this in detail in order to provide recommendations to the organization, 

which will be included in Chapter 5. On a more general level, the intent was to contribute to the 

state of knowledge about ways in which household level sustainability practices can be 

implemented in Canada, what challenges arise, and how leadership for sustainably can contribute 

to the sustainability movement. This twofold purpose was the goal but the inquiry has 

limitations. 

The main limitation is that I was not able to reach as many family participants as I had 

hoped to. Although I had never planned to conduct a quantitative study, it would be more 

valuable information if a majority had filled out the survey. However, participants may have 

provided information by not providing information: an area for further study would be to learn 

more about why participants do not engage. For example, are low response rates due to lack of 

time or interest, both, or some other reason? The limitation for the broader sustainably movement 
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is that the participants in the study seem to be almost exclusively Caucasian females with 

English as their first language. This is an assumption based on the interactions I had but I do not 

have statistics on the participants that confirm this. However, this is the typical audience of the 

program, even the QoG in general (N. Sanchez, personal communication, June 2, 20172). 

However, Canada is a very diverse country and if change should reach a majority of households, 

it will be critical to engage other audiences. Even though these limitations exist, the inquiry 

remains relevant. 

  

                                                 

2 Nikki Sanchez is Lindsay Coulter’s maternity leave replacement and provided information on the Queen of Green 

audience. 
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Chapter Five: Inquiry Implications 

This chapter begins by restating the research questions before synthesizing the work done 

to date into a set of study recommendations that are intended to give suggestions on ways in 

which the findings and conclusions of the study forward in the DSF. These recommendations 

were discussed with the DSF for a final set of recommendation that are presented here. The 

chapter then continues with sections on organizational implications as well as implications for 

future inquiry before ending with a complete summary of the entire thesis.  

Study Recommendations 

This section offers the study recommendations based on the findings and conclusions 

presented in Chapter 4. The recommendations are presented in order of priority to the 

organization as identified through a discussion with the DSF. The first two were identified as 

more relevant to the DSF which is why they were given priority over the other two, as they relate 

to key areas of the DSF, as elaborated in the two recommendations. In summary, they include: 

1. The program could be modified to make health a more explicit focus. 

2. The program could be expanded to focus more on reducing consumption and carbon 

emissions. 

3. Beyond the program, consider establishing a platform for connecting coaches further.  

4. Time and commitment are major barriers that could be overcome by asking for 

commitment from families up front. 

Recommendation one: the program could be modified to make health a more explicit 

focus. 

As specified in Chapter 4, finding one, health was a key motivator for participating 

families to join the program. Although the notion of ‘toxicity’ is widespread in popular culture 
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that not necessarily grounded in science where the impact of ‘toxins’ on health are frequently 

discussed, at the core remains the valid concerns that certain chemicals commonly used in food 

production, such as pesticides, as well as those found in household items such as cleaners or 

cosmetics may negatively affect human health and the environment due to their potential 

carcinogenic and endocrine disrupting properties (Moran, 2012). The QoG audience is aware of 

these issues as a significant amount of the QoG content revolves around avoiding such 

chemicals. It is not surprising then that many considered reducing exposure to chemicals an 

important reason for their participation in the program as health is a major concern overall in 

their lives. Health was even used to recruit families, as discussed (FG-1). Even the participating 

family member who revealed that she did not like the focus on health, because it took away from 

other important topics such as carbon emissions, acknowledged that it is a major attraction for 

many (1-F-2). A focus on health would work well for a program on sustainability, because 

although health does not equal sustainability, they complement each other well: as Barr (2008) 

maintained, green consumption, orsustainable consumption, is typically healthier, in part because 

it means consuming products that contain fewer harmful chemicals such as pesticides, 

antibiotics, or hormones. Another example, eating less meat is a more sustainable choice that 

also has range of health benefits, including reducing the risk of chronic health concerns from 

heart disease to cancer and diabetes (Suzuki & Boyd, 2008) 

A suggested solution would be to be more explicit that health, both human health and 

health of the environment as it relates to the above discussed chemicals, is an important 

component of the program so that the expectations can be set correctly from the beginning. This 

would help recruit participants who enjoy the fact that health is a major topic in the program. 

Messaging could include that the program improves participant’s health through the 
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implementation of sustainable practices or, phrased with a reversed focus, lower their footprint 

through healthier habits. An additional benefit would be that by phrasing topics like food and 

toxins with a focus on health, rather than household activities, perhaps this would reduce the 

underlying perception of a focus on household chores which were perceived as ‘women’s tasks’, 

a fact which came up as a criticism of the program for those who cautioned that they are more 

than housewives and homemakers (1-F-2). This recommendation is synthesizing finding and 

conclusion one on health. 

This recommendation resonated with the DSF as the right to a healthy environment 

(RTHE) is a main campaign of the DSF and the QoG, as revealed in Chapter 1 when discussing 

the two main goals of the QoG which, to reiterate, were to “leverage Queen of Green’s position 

as Canada’s green living expert to reach new audiences and acquire new supporters and new 

leaders” and “steward and support existing leaders to take further action aligned with protecting 

biodiversity, our right to a healthy environment, and climate change impacts” (L. Coulter, 

personal communication, January 27, 2017). These goals are directly and indirectly achieved by 

the QoG coaching program as mentioned in the introduction. The RTHE is a nation-wide 

campaign aiming at including environmental rights into the Canadian Charter of Rights and 

Freedom (DSF, 2014b). A more detailed discussion of the RTHE exceeds this thesis and but if 

my study is able to provide  a recommendation for a specific DSF program that relates to a 

nation-wide campaign of the DSF the chances of it being valuable, relevant, and t more likely to 

be implemented are improved. As a reminder, the purpose of this study was twofold: provide 

recommendation forimprovements to the program and to add to the understanding of  

sustainability in this context.  
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Recommendation two: the program could be expanded to focus more on reducing 

consumption and carbon emissions. 

Participants suggested that a greater focus on reducing consumption and carbon emissions 

would be considered an improvement of the program. Reducing consumption overall is an 

important pro-environmental behaviour as Barr and Shaw (2011) hypothesized. In fact, curbing 

consumption is perhaps the most important aspect of implementing household sustainability 

(Barr, 2008). Although there are elements of reducing consumption in the program, specifically 

in the Waste module which discusses the three Rs, as well as in the Food module where food 

waste is addressed, participants wanted to see more action items specifically on reducing 

consumption. In fact, one family participant did not remember that reducing was mentioned at all 

(1-F-1).  

A lack of focus on reducing greenhouse gases and carbon emissions specifically was also 

criticized (1-F-2). I am aware of a transportation module that was recently developed which 

addresses emissions as they relate to transportation, a major factor in the equation (Henson, 

2011). However, other modules could also include a focus on reducing emissions. For example, 

the food module includes an action item to choose local and seasonal foods, but does not 

elaborate on this. One suggestion would be to play up the carbon aspect of eating locally as 

eating food that travelled less miles has a smaller carbon footprint. In addition, the carbon aspect 

of eating meat could be made a larger focus as a simple, yet effective way to reduce one’s carbon 

footprint by simply eating vegetarian meals more often. Similarly, the Waste module could focus 

more on reducing, not just recycling, etc. This way, reducing i.e., consuming less, would become 

a major focus. 
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Overall, the program could benefit from introducing the idea of the Ecological Footprint 

(EF) which focuses on the topics of reduced consumption and carbon emissions (Wackernagel & 

Rees, 1994). Participants did not use the term EF but echoed the sentiment by stating that a focus 

on this would benefit the program. This is because reducing the EF, particularly the carbon 

footprint, would most directly relate to climate change out of any household action (Henson, 

2011) and participants saw climate change as the most critical environmental issue of our time 

(1-F-2). This recommendation is based on concerns addressed in finding and conclusion four on 

reducing consumption and emissions. 

A focus on reducing consumption and carbon emissions would also align well with the 

QoG goals listed in the previous recommendation and also relates strongly to climate change 

which is a key area of interests to the DSF. Given the level of expertise on the topic of climate 

change in the DSF, it might be possible to create information packages to give to coaches, even 

to families, so that there is fact based evidence on impact on climate change as well as on 

solutions. Having concrete information, even a module, on climate change came up as a desire 

from coaches in the focus group discussion, as mentioned in finding four (FG-1). By including a 

greater focus on reducing consumption and emissions in all modules by means of providing 

information and action items, the program could be expanded to partially meet a QoG goals. 

Additionally, it would allow the program to become a hands-on application of a key area of the 

DSF, climate change solutions. 

Recommendation three: beyond the program, consider establishing a platform for 

connecting participants further. 

The program helped the coaches become green leaders but they need a network to extend 

their reach. As established in finding two, coaches stated that the program helped them to 
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identify as a green leader in their community and as conclusion two stated, this is how the 

program creates leadership for sustainability. However, as previously established, leadership for 

sustainability does not occur in isolation but in collaboration with others (Boiral et al., 2009; 

Ferdig, 2007). Therefore, it is critically important to connect the coaches for collaboration in 

order for sustainability leadership to be sustained. Particularly the coaches in the focus group 

emphasised that they would like to be more connected to one another to establish a group of 

likeminded individuals who could work together to achieve greater social change (FG-2). As 

previously presented, one of the main outcomes of the program is that it helps coaches to identify 

themselves as green leaders. This factor could be played up more in the marketing of the 

program but it would require a way for coaches to stay connected. Currently there is a group on a 

social media platform but it is more a venue for people to find answers to questions regarding 

sustainability in the broadest sense, rather than a place to connect. Though the former is certainly 

useful, perhaps the latter could be established in order for the coaches to find connection to one 

another. For a while, the QoG hosted an online book club for the coaches to connect and foster 

their own leadership. Other ideas are to create a mentorship program, either for coaches from 

past coaches or for specific subjects such as cloth diapering for new parents. In short, the 

program could benefit from a platform to connect coaches beyond the program. 

Essentially, the idea is to connect green leaders to create more leadership for sustainability. 

Many of the coaches have gone on to do very important and meaningful work but many work in 

isolation which can lead to frustration and in turn discouraged leaders. By allowing them to 

connect, they will be reinforced in their work while also creating momentum for their own 

projects and the sustainability movement overall. Bringing coaches together would allow them to 

create more sustainability leadership than they could ever achieve on their own, as leadership for 
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sustainability is collaborative and finds its strength in that, as established in Chapter 2. In short, 

connecting coaches would create additional sustainability leadership. This recommendation rose 

out of the conversations that led to finding and conclusion two on leadership for sustainability. 

Recommendation four: time and commitment are major barriers that could be 

overcome by asking for commitment from families up front. 

Lack of time and lack of commitment from the part of the participating families was listed 

as a major barrier to the successful implementation of the program (e.g., FG-1; FG-3;1-F-1; 1-F-

2). This barrier is certainly not specific to this program; lack of time was identified as a major 

barrier in studies by Zou and Yang (2014) and lack of commitment in studies by Staats et al. 

(2011). These two barriers are related; as previously mentioned, commitment to the program was 

lacking due to lack of time, interest, and level of difficulty of the action items aimed at 

promoting sustainability at the household level.  

A possible solution would be to provide more accurate information on the minimum time 

cost of participating in the program. One suggestion that came out of the discussion with the 

DSF on the findings is to include time and commitment levels to each action item so that 

expectations can be set correctly from the start. This might require some research, including 

reviewing what ways in which other organizations address this issue or how the David Suzuki 

Foundation themselves address this given that they have an extensive network of volunteers..In 

addition, it might be worthwhile to understand a breakdown of time commitment based on action 

item. In addition to the knowledge of the time an action item requires, communication on the part 

of the program implementation lead, the QoG, as well as on the part of the coaches needs to be 

honest and frank in order for this to be addressed adequately. Then, when the time commitment 

is well understood, the program might be able to ask for commitment up front. This may be more 
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difficult to achieve and would require the recruitment of coaches who found families that have 

committed to the timeframe and extent of the program. Even so, this is only possible if there is a 

level of up front knowledge on the expected time commitment as previously suggested, both for 

coaches and families. Overall, as established in Chapter 2, the simple act of committing is more 

likely to produce commitment, a fact which suggests that asking for commitment verbally might 

improve participation. Although this seem self-evident, accountability is a major factor in the 

success of this program which is why asking for commitment up front could be valuable. This 

recommendation is suggested to address barriers identified in finding and conclusion five. 

Organizational Implications 

After the study was completed and the preliminary findings and conclusions had been 

shared with my supervisor, I scheduled a meeting with the public engagement team at the DSF, 

to which the QoG belongs, and presented my thesis. As the QoG was scheduled to go on 

maternity leave the day after my presentation, her replacement was also present as she would 

likely be the one to inherit the work of implementing my feedback, if any. After the manager 

briefly introduced me, I discussed the thesis chapter by chapter with a focus on my findings and 

conclusions before focusing on my recommendation, with the stated intention that they would 

provide feedback to me. I was interested in learning which of the recommendations resonated 

with them and would perhaps be feasible and Royal Roads University’s mandate encourages 

applied research that is useful to sponsoring organizations (Royal Roads, 2014). After about a 

twenty-minute presentation, we had a half an hour discussion on priorities for the program, the 

QoG, and the DSF in general as it relates to my recommendations. The goal of my presentation 

was in part to tease out lessons from my research that could result in actual changes for the 

program and the two first findings were identified as most likely because they overlap with key 
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areas of the DSF, RTHE and climate change as previously noted.  

Implications for Future Inquiry 

Sustainability will continue to be a hot button issue and solutions for environmental issues 

are urgently needed. This thesis analyzed a program that could be a possible way to implement 

sustainability in a bottom-up way Canada wide. Further inquiries could be made into this 

program and others of similar nature to establish on a wider scale what aspects work, what 

aspects are challenging, and ways to reach more people. As identified in finding three, 

government action will continue to be of critical importance and this thesis is not suggesting any 

different. However, it is advocating that small action in households are a part of the solution, 

particularly if a program exists that also creates sustainability leadership which then puts 

pressure on governments to take action. In that sense, a program like the one analyzed here 

works on implementing sustainability in two different ways, both directly and indirectly.  

Although the program is already considered a success by the participants who provided 

their feedback for this study, it is my belief that optimization is always a possibility and Chapter 

5 presented ideas as a starting point for improving the program to be even more successful, reach 

even more people, and have an even greater impact in the sustainability movement in Canada. 

Specific to the program, it would be interesting to compare a similar study to this one, now that a 

transportation module has been created. An area for further research could be a quantitative 

study on emissions to evaluate if the program participants actually had measurable reductions in 

emissions or in their overall Ecological Footprint. After all, maximizing the impact of the 

program will benefit not just the program and its participants, but everyone, as we all depend on 

the creation of a sustainable future. It is my belief that this program and similar programs like it 

will play an important role in making a sustainable future a reality. 
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Appendix A: RECRUITMENT E-MAIL SCRIPT 

Dear Queen of Green Coaches community, 

 

I've missed working closely with you since our session. The program continues to have an 

impact on me and I know many of you, too. And it's the scope of that impact which brings me to 

this email--a survey request. 

 

One of my first coaches (and a returning coach), Norma Hogan, is taking our learning to the next 

level. She is currently enrolled at Royal Roads University in a Masters of Arts program in 

Environment and Management which includes a thesis. Her thesis on the Queen of Green 

coaching program. She'd like to find out if it's successful at enabling participants to implement 

environmentally sustainable practices at the household level. Norma will evaluate the program’s 

effectiveness in spreading environmental sustainability to Canadian households and assess if the 

program should be modified or expanded. 

 

Norma (and I) would like to invite you to share what you have learned and experienced by 

completing this survey.  

 

By filing out the survey, you have the opportunity to give feedback on the program to ensure it is 

as beneficial as it can be and to contribute further to the sustainability movement.  

 

What you need to know: 

-Your survey input is anonymous; your data kept confidential 
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- Providing private data (name, contact information) is optional. And is only necessary if you are 

interested in participating further--focus groups or by being interviewed. (If you provide personal 

information, it will only be seen by Norma and be used only for the purpose of this study and not 

be shared with anyone else, including the David Suzuki Foundation or me personally. Note that I 

will not be receiving survey answer or looking at the data at all, I will only be receiving the 

results in the final report with quotes from participants but no identifying information.) 

 

Finally, please forward this email to ALL the families you coached! We appreciate your help in 

ensuring all stakeholders have an opportunity to participate. 

  

Thank you again for taking the time to participate. Please do not hesitate to contact Norma or 

myself with any questions. 

  

Attached an information letter provides further details on this study. Please review this letter so 

you can make a fully informed decision on whether you wish to participate. 

  

By completing the survey, you are giving your informed consent to participate in this study. 

  

Best, 

Lindsay Coulter on behalf of Norma Hogan 

 

Note: Norma may be contacted at normaromann@gmail.com or 604 417 7719 



SUSTAINBILITY IN CANADIAN HOUSEHOLDS 90 

 

If you would like to verify her affiliation with Royal Roads University, you may contact her 

academic supervisor: Catherine.Etmanski@RoyalRoads.ca 

 

(research information letter attached, see appendix B) - 
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Appendix B: RESEARCH INFORMATION LETTER  

RESEARCH INFORMATION LETTER  

 

 

Study title: Achieving Environmental Sustainability in Canadian Households through a 

Bottom-up Distributed Leadership Coaching Program 

 

My name is Norma Hogan, and this research project is part of the requirement for a Master of 

Arts in Environment and Management at Royal Roads University.  My credentials with Royal 

Roads University can be established by contacting my academic supervisor, Dr. Catherine 

Etmanski, Acting Director, School of Leadership Studies: Catherine.etmanski@RoyalRoads.ca 

or 250-391-2600 ext. 4162. 

 

Purpose of the study and sponsoring organization 

The purpose of this study is to explore the David Suzuki Foundation’s Queen of Green coaching 

program to find out if it is successfully enabling participants to implement environmentally 

sustainable practices at the household level. The purpose of this study is to evaluate the 

program’s effectiveness in spreading environmental sustainability in Canadian households. The 

David Suzuki Foundation is the study’s sponsor in the sense that they are cooperating with the 

researcher and providing access to information on the program but they are not providing a 

financial incentive to the researcher or any other incentive that could create a conflict of interest. 

 

Your participation and how information will be collected 
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The research will consist of a survey, two focus groups (one with up to 10 coaches and one with 

up to 10 participating household members), and follow up interviews. The survey is anticipated 

to be open one month, the focus group and interview processes are anticipated to last one hour 

each.  For survey participants who wish to continue in the study and participate in the focus 

group, there will be a section on the survey where participants can choose whether or not to 

include their contact information. If more than 10 participants of either group are willing to 

continue in the study, I will draw names at random.  

 

Benefits and risks to participation 

There are many anticipated benefits in this study. These include benefits to: 

 

a. Participants: They will see the program that they participated in be developed further. Also, 

especially those participating in focus groups will hopefully be able to learn from one another 

and be part of the momentum created for the program and the sustainability movement as a 

whole; 

 

b. Sponsor: The study will inform the program on what is working well and what is not and the 

program will hopefully be adjusted based on the learning from the study; 

 

c. Society: As the study is intended to explore a bottom-up (as opposed to top down) 

implementation of sustainability, the study hopes to offer an alternative to traditional ways of 

spreading sustainability. The study is also hopefully creating momentum for the program and 

suggestions for expansion of this program or creation of other programs – both of which 
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would benefit society as it promotes environmental sustainability in Canada; 

 

d. Researcher: Fulfillment of the thesis requirement of the master’s program and pursuing 

personal interest in the study. 

 

There are no known risks associated with the participation in this study.  

 

Real or Perceived Conflict of Interest 

I have participated in this program twice as a coach. This was a volunteer position and neither 

then nor now have I received any direct financial, family-related, or other benefit from the 

program (besides my own learning and interest) and there will also not be an economic benefit 

from the results of this study. As such, there is no direct Conflict of Interest (COI). However, my 

involvement in the program could potentially create a perceived COI and as such I disclose it 

here in the interest of transparency. 

 

Confidentiality, security of data, and retention period 

I will work to protect your privacy throughout this study. All information I collect will be 

maintained in confidence with hard copies (e.g., consent forms) stored in a locked filing cabinet 

in my home office. Electronic data (such as transcripts, records of our email correspondence, or 

audio files) will be stored on a password protected computer on my home computer. Information 

will be recorded in hand-written format or audio recorded and, where appropriate, summarized, 

in anonymous format, in the body of the final report. At no time will any specific comments be 

attributed to any individual unless specific agreement has been obtained beforehand.  All 
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documentation will be kept strictly confidential. All raw data will be destroyed a year after the 

thesis is accepted. No identifying information will be included in the final report. I will use codes 

to identify survey, focus group and interview respondents. Survey respondents are already 

anonymous and only I will have the master list linking codes to participant names. This list will 

be shredded at the same time as the data will be destroyed. 

 

Sharing results 

In addition to submitting my final report to Royal Roads University in partial fulfillment for a 

Master of Arts in Environment and Management, I will also be sharing my research findings 

with the David Suzuki Foundation by providing my thesis and creating a presentation. The 

university will publish the thesis on ProQuest, DSpace and to the Library and Archives Canada. 

 

Procedure for withdrawing from the study  

If you wish to withdraw from the study, you can withdraw by contacting me: 

- from the survey until the survey data is submitted. At that point, it will no longer be possible to 

withdraw as the data is anonymous and indistinguishable from other participants’ data; 

- from the focus groups until they have been held. At that point, it will no longer be possible to 

withdraw as your contribution may have influenced other participants’ contribution; 

- from the interviews until you had a chance to review the transcript of the interview which I will 

provide. 

 

You are not required to participate in this research project. By replying directly to the e-mail 

request for participation or clicking the link to the survey you indicate that you have read and 
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understand the information above and give your free and informed consent to participate in this 

project. 

 

Please keep a copy of this information letter for your records. 
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Appendix C: SURVEY PREAMBLE 

My name is Norma Hogan, and this research project, Achieving Environmental Sustainability in 

Canadian Households through a Bottom-up Distributed Leadership Coaching Program, is part of 

the requirement for a Master of Arts in Environment and Management at Royal Roads 

University.  The research includes this survey and is estimated to take 15 minutes to complete.  

The information you provide will be summarized, in anonymous format, in the body of the final 

report. At no time will any specific comments be attributed to any individual. All data received 

will be kept confidential. 

 

Your completion of this survey will constitute your informed consent.    

 

o I confirm that I have read the Information Letter that provides detail of the research 

(please tick) 
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Appendix D: SURVEY QUESTIONS 

My name is Norma Hogan, and this research project, Achieving Environmental Sustainability in 

Canadian Households through a Bottom-up Distributed Leadership Coaching Program, is part of 

the requirement for a Master of Arts in Environment and Management at Royal Roads 

University.  The research includes this survey and is estimated to take 15 minutes to complete.  

The information you provide will be summarized, in anonymous format, in the body of the final 

report. At no time will any specific comments be attributed to any individual. All data received 

will be kept confidential.  

 

Your completion of this survey will constitute your informed consent.    

 

I confirm that I have read the Information Letter that provides detail of the research (please tick) 

 

Please confirm that you participated as a coach: (yes/no) 

If you were part of a family that was getting coached, there is a separate survey for you. Please 

DO NOT fill out this survey. 

 

OR: 

 

Please confirm that you participated as a (member of a) family that was being coached: 

If you were a coach, there is a separate survey for you. Please DO NOT fill out this survey. 

 

Both surveys: (note that answers or answer type are listed in brackets) 
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1. Which session did you participate in? If you participated in multiple, please chose 

the most recent one. (multiple choice of one; Spring 2012, Fall 2012, Spring 

2013, Spring 2014, Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015) 

2. Did you complete the entire session? (yes/no) 

3. If not, please elaborate on the reasons why you did not complete the program: 

(open ended) 

4. What motivated you to participate in the program? (open ended) 

5. Which module resonated the MOST with you? Please use the text box to tell me 

why. (multiple choice of one; Food, Toxins, Waste, Community Action (with 

textbox for each))  

6. Which module resonated the LEAST with you? Please use the text box to tell me 

why. (multiple choice of one; Food, Toxins, Waste, Community Action (with 

textbox for each))  

7. What do you think the ideal outcome of the program is and why? (open ended) 

8. Would you want to add a module? If so, what is it and why would you want to 

add it? (open ended) 

9. What other suggestions do you have for modification of the program? Please be 

as specific as possible. (open ended) 

10. Do you have any other comments or feedback you would like to share? (open 

ended) 

11. If you are interested in participating further in this study in focus groups and 

potential follow up interviews, please provide your contact information (textbox 

for name and email or phone number) below. Your private data will be handled 
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confidentially and will only be used for the purpose of this study. 

Families survey only: 

1. In the food module, did you implemented at least one action item? (multiple 

choice of one; yes/no because (open ended)/yes but I no longer stick to it because 

(open ended)) 

2. In the toxins module, did you implemented at least one action item? (multiple 

choice of one; yes/no because (open ended)/yes but I no longer stick to it because 

(open ended)) 

3. In the waste module, did you implemented at least one action item? (multiple 

choice of one; yes/no because (open ended)/yes but I no longer stick to it because 

(open ended)) 

4. In the community action module, did you implemented at least one action item? 

(multiple choice of one; yes/no because (open ended)/yes but I no longer stick to 

it because (open ended)) 

5. What did you hope to get out of the program? Choose the answer that most 

closely resembles your response. (multiple choice of one; Lower our 

environmental footprint overall/Tighten my relationship with my coach/Get my 

family on board with greening our home/I liked that it was associated with the 

David Suzuki Foundation/I’m a fan of the Queen of Green (blog/Facebook page 

etc.) 

6. What was the biggest challenge you faced during the program? (multiple choice 

of one; I did not have enough support from the coach/other family members were 

not on board/I lost interest/I didn’t find the modules interesting/I didn’t find the 
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action items meaningful/It was difficult to find the time/other (open ended)) 

Coaches survey only: 

1. What was the biggest challenge you faced during the program? (multiple choice 

of one; it was difficult to find the time/at least some of my families dropped out/I 

lost interest/I was no longer able to identify enough with the program to deliver 

it/other (open ended)) 

2. Before you started this program, did you consider yourself a “green” leader in 

your community? (yes/no) 

3. If not, did this program help you become a “green” leader (yes/no) 

4. Please elaborate on the “green leader” questions: For example, tell me what it is 

that makes you a green leader, what a green leader is to you, who you would 

consider a green leader etc. (open ended) 
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Appendix E: RECRUITMENT SCRIPT AND CONSENT FOR FOCUS GROUP 

Hello and thank you for showing interest in participating further in my thesis study evaluating 

the David Suzuki Foundation’s Queen of Green coaching program.  

 

You have been selected to participate in the focus group which will be held online via skype.  

 

The purpose of the focus group is to dive deeper into discussions about the program while also 

creating a space where we can learn from one another and take the conversation about 

environmental sustainability in Canada further.  

 

Please confirm your interest and availability by means of replying to this email. A few suggested 

dates and times are Thursday, January 5th at 5pm PST or Saturday, January 7th at 11am PST.  

 

Please see the attached information letter for further details on the study. Your positive response 

to this e-mail will indicate your informed consent. 

 

Thank you  

Norma Hogan 

  



SUSTAINBILITY IN CANADIAN HOUSEHOLDS 102 

 

Appendix F: FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS  

(both coaches and families unless otherwise specified) 

 

1. In your own words, how would you describe the green coaching program? 

2. What were some of the barriers you came across? 

3. What were some moments of success? 

4. Did you think the program was successful? Why and how? 

5. What else would you like to share with the group? 

6. How do you think the program plugs into the sustainability movement in Canada overall? 

7. Coaches only: do you feel like a “green leader”? Can you share what that means to you? 
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Appendix G: RECRUITMENT SCRIPT AND CONSENT FOR INTERVIEWS 

Hello and thank you for showing interest in participating further in my thesis study evaluating 

the David Suzuki Foundation’s Queen of Green coaching program.  

 

You have been selected to participate in an interview which will be held online via skype.  

 

The purpose of the interview is to dive deeper into discussions about the program.  

 

Please confirm your interest and availability by means of replying to this email and suggest a few 

dates and times that would work for you.  

 

Please see the attached information letter for further details on the study. Your positive response 

to this e-mail will indicate your informed consent. 

 

Thank you  

Norma Hogan 
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Appendix H: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

1. How did you hear about the program? 

2. What motivated you to join? 

3. Did the program deliver what you expected? 

4. What resonated the most with you and why? 

5. What didn’t work for you and why? 

6. What would you say was the biggest barrier? 

7. What was the biggest success? 

8. During the focus group/survey you indicated you found the program a success/not a 

success. Can you tell me more? 

9. What would you change about the program? 

10. Coaches only: do you consider yourself a green leader? Did you before? 
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Appendix I: FOLLOW UP EMAIL 

Hi NAME 

 

thank you again for participating in the focus group/interview a few weeks back. I enjoyed 

meeting you all virtually and found it very interesting. I've now created the transcript for it and I 

have attached it here in case you wish to review it. Primarily, I want to ensure that I captured 

what you expressed so if you feel like you wish to add or revise any comments, please let me 

know as soon as possible.   

 

If I don't hear from you within a week or two, I will assume that you are ok with it as is. Just to 

reiterate, I may use actual quotes, but it will mostly be paraphrased and/or amalgamated with 

other comments for more general findings and conclusions. In no instance will I be using your 

name or other identifiers.  

 

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions or comments.  

 

I would also like to send you a small token of appreciation. Please send me your mailing address 

for that purpose.  

 

Best, 

Norma 

 

(respective transcript attached) 
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Appendix J: TABLE OF QUANTITATIVE DATA 

Quantitative Data: 

Question Counts Percentages 

 Families   

Did you complete the entire session?  13 100 

Yes 

No 

12 

    1 

92.3 

   7.7 

Which module resonated the MOST with you? 13 100 

Toxins 8 61.5 

Waste 5  

Which module resonated the LEAST with you? 13 100 

Toxins 3 23.1 

Community Action 10 76.9 

In the FOOD module, did you implement at least one action item? 13 100 

Yes 9 69.2 

No 1 7.7 

Yes but I no longer stick to it 3 23.1 

In the TOXINS module, did you implement at least one action item? 13 100 

Yes 8 61.5 

No 4 30.8 

Yes but I no longer stick to it 1 7.7 

In the WASTE module, did you implement at least one action item? 13 100 
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Yes 11 84.6 

No 1 7.7 

Yes but I no longer stick to it 1 7.7 

In the COMMUITY ACTION module, did you implement at least one 

action item? 

13 100 

Yes 5 38.5 

No 7 53.8 

Yes but I no longer stick to it 1 7.7 

 Coaches  

Did you complete the entire session?  33 100 

Yes 

No 

31 

    2 

93.9 

   6.1 

Which module resonated the MOST with you? 33 100 

Food 12 37.5 

Toxins 8 25.0 

Waste 10 31.3 

Community Action 2 6.3 

Which module resonated the LEAST with you? 33 100 

Food 4 12.5 

Toxins 1 3.1 

Waste 4 12.5 

Community Action 23 71.9 
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Before you started this program, did you consider yourself a “green” 

leader in your community? 

33 100 

Yes 10 30.3 

No 23 69.7 

If not, did this program help you become a “green” leader? 26 100 

Yes 21 80.8 

No 5 19.2 

Total 46  

Source: FluidSurvey surveys administered as part of this research 

 


