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Abstract 
Today the problem of dirty streets is often mentioned in media indicating that it is an 
environmental and a social problem that needs to be solved. Trash lying around destroys the 
city picture affecting people negatively. Moreover, unpicked trash might have some 
devastating consequences in terms of rats and other animals. The population segment that 
trashes the most is youth between 15 and 29 years old. This study was conducted in order to 
see whether any specific action can be undertaken to affect young people who cause most of 
trashing and to reduce their environmentally unfriendly behavior.  
 
In this thesis, the aim is to see how youth who is environmentally unfriendly is different from 
environmentally friendly in terms of a mindset; how those who are unfriendly think about 
trashing today and later test different stimuli to find out their effectiveness on the thinking 
patterns of these individuals.  
 
The research method consisted of two parts using a combination of qualitative and quantitative 
methodologies. First one was a focus group interview which was chosen as an appropriate 
method to elicit the stimuli with potential to change a mindset. Six stimuli in total, 3 rewards 
and 3 punishments were chosen to be tested. Second method was an experiment using 
Repertory Grid technique. This technique’s purpose is to study and describe the values and 
attitudes of one individual. In this paper this technique was used on two occasions. The result 
of the first occasion indicated the person’s current mindset toward environment. After that, the 
person was presented certain stimulus that had a potential to change that person’s thinking 
pattern and behaviour. After the introduction of the incitement, the individual was asked again 
to use the grid. Before-and-after results were compared to find out whether the stimulus 
presented was effective enough to change individual’s thinking pattern. 
 
The study indicated that there are two different mindsets concerning environment. One is the 
environmental mindset of indifference and the other one is the environmental friendly mindset. 
However, the gap between these can be mended if those people who are indifferent are affected 
in a right way. The study further indicates the specific stimuli that can be applied in order 
eliminated or at least decrease the gap. The most effective one is the shorter distance toward 
the nearest trashcan. This can be implemented by putting more trashcans on the streets. 
Moreover, to make the gap even less it would be possible to make the trashcans more 
aesthetically nice to the eye. Right now they are blending in to the city picture by being grey, 
black or dark green. Making these look nicer, as the study indicates, can contribute to change 
in thinking patterns. 
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1. Introduction 
This introductory chapter will give reasons to the reader as to why the topic of change in 

environmental mindset in young people was chosen to be investigated. A thorough background 

to the matter of interest will be given and later research questions will be derived, which will 

be the core of the inquiry. 

 

1.1 Choice of subject  
 
This report examines how environmental attitudes of Swedish youth could be changed to 
become more ecologically friendly. Today, as research conducted by HSR (Keep Sweden Tidy 
Foundation) majority of young people behave in a very careless way toward nature causing 
most of trashing in public places. Research has also shown that their indifference causes high 
costs for the state, as well as high costs for the nature (www.hsr.se). It has been remarked that 
this unconcerned mindset toward environment is worrying since these young people are the 
future generation who need to take care of nature. 
 
In this thesis I will investigate the possibility of identification of an environmental mindset of 
indifference and the possibility of its change by application of appropriate stimuli. Particularly, 
the result of this research will try to present the specific actions that need to be carried out in 
order to affect and possibly change the existing attitudes toward environment so that the 
behaviour becomes more environmentally friendly. After a search for similar studies in 
scientific databases, no similar studies found, which makes this research a pilot study, and thus, 
it can be perceived as a start point for further research and theorisation.  
 
Results of this research will try to theoretically contribute to the field of mindset change, and 
practically contribute to cleanliness in public places.  
 

1.2  Problem background 
 
Environment becomes a more important issue for every day that goes. Some argue that it is 
humans’ biggest interest and largest concern. Environmental condition is not only vital for 
human health but also for countries’ economic conditions (Burns, 1996). Moreover, scarcity of 
resources might have a negative effect on political stability in the world (Burns, 1996). A 
survey study indicated a worldwide human concern for the environment already in early 90’s. 
Majority of people in 16 out of 22 countries stated “willingness to pay higher prices for 
increased environmental protection” (Science news, 1992).  
 
We are constantly bombarded by negative and often tragic news about events that happen in 
the world because of climate changes, which are caused by air-, water- and environment 
pollution. Much of this information comes from media such as municipality newspapers and 
TV-programs such as “An inconvenient truth” by Al Gore and advertisements. There are 
journals that concentrate solely on these issues such as “Climatic change” and “Environmental 
science and pollution research”. Environmental research constantly expands. This research 
within environmental area has shown that it is necessary for people to take care of environment 
in many ways: come up with alternative ways to produce energy besides using up Earth’s coal 
and oil resources; reducing emissions of dangerous gases into the atmosphere; recycling as 
much as possible to spare limited resources; keeping surrounding environment clean by 
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throwing waste in prescribed places. The former three methods involve large amounts of 
financial investments into development new sophisticated technology. The latter, in contrast, 
needs not as much technology but people’s devotion and commitment to environment and 
nature. 
 
Keeping nature clean by throwing waste in specified locations is one of the easiest and least 
costly ways to contribute to decrease of negative influence on environment and animal life 
(www.riksdagen.se). Throwing trash into prescribed places also contributes to increased 
recycling rate, since not everything that is thrown in a trashcan is burnt. Municipality workers 
who take care of trash go through the waste quickly to see if there is any material, which can 
be recycled (www.hsr.se). This is important since the more material is recycled and reused; the 
more natural resources are spared. The more natural resources are spared, the longer they will 
last so that next generations can enjoy having them. Since natural resources are scarce, they are 
extremely valuable.  
 
However, despite the fact that it is so easy to throw the waste where it should be, not all people 
make an effort to do that. So, trash continues to destroy the city picture affecting people in an 
unpleasant way since seeing trash lying around doesn’t bring much joy. Unpicked trash might 
have some devastating consequences in terms of rats and other animals (www.riksdagen.se). 
However, trashing is not only an environmental problem, but social problem because it affects 
public sector whereby people seeing trash lying around might feel uneasy and simply disgusted 
(www.riksdagen.se). Moreover, trashing quickly may turn into a vicious cycle since where 
people see waste, they trash there even more. However, no matter the amount of finance spent 
on trying to increase people’s awareness on environmental issues, as research indicates, the 
part of the population that does not seem to care much about it is youth (www.hsr.se). 
 
”The Keep Sweden Tidy Foundation is a creator of public opinion that focuses on 
environmental issues, promotes recycling and combats litter through public awareness 
campaigns, awards and environmental education. The Foundation strives to influence people's 
attitudes and behaviour in order to encourage a sustainable environmental development” 
(www.hsr.se). Keep Sweden Tidy foundation is a non-for profit social organization, which was 
created in order to pursue delivery of social and environmental value for the people and the 
society. This organization is the biggest and most known in Sweden working with attempting 
to make nature clean from waste. Moreover, this foundation time to time conducts research to 
collect information about people and their behavior. It gathers simple statistical information by 
help of large surveys. It does not though conduct any deeper research into how people think 
and reason. 
 
One of the investigations HSR conducted 
indicates two population segments that do 
not care much about trashing down 
environment: young boys (70%) and girls 
(49%) between 15 and 29 years old. When 
at its worst, the most trashing happens on 
the concert occasions and other events that 
gather youth together at one place (Bodén, 
2008). The clear trend shows that the older 
people get the more responsibility they take to be environmentally friendly.  
 

Table 1. Trashing statistics 

We throw waste on the ground 
Age Women Men 

15-29 years 49% 71% 

30-49 years 25% 34% 

50-64 years 14% 23% 

Over 65 years 4% 12% 
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Table 2. Reasons for trashing 

 
In another study HSR tried to list down the reasons 
to careless behavior. First most popular answer can 
be combined with the forth one since in principle 
they mean the same thing – there was no trashcan 
around giving it 63%. There could be though other 
reasons to youth’s careless behavior. For instance it 
could be ignorance or even the group pressure to be 
‘cool’ (www.hsr.se). 
 

Yet another study was done by SIFO on a request from Förpacknings- och 
Tidningsinsamlingen (package- and newspaper collection), asked Swedish people questions 
about trashing showed that the majority of people perceive that the trashing has increased 
during the last 10 years. 50% of these think that it is an attitude problem and a majority of 
people think that more people need to be punished by fines if they trash (www.ftiab.se). Fine is 
suggested to be a good stimulus to stop trashing. However, if the attitude is a problem, a 
monetary punishment will not help to change the attitude or a mindset. It is highly unlikely to 
do it by force. Thus, payment maybe should be perceived as a last resort, when nothing else 
helps. In this study the researcher will use repertory grid technique to test different stimuli 
including fine in order to check to what extent the monetary punishment and other stimuli 
might be effective. Also, this thesis will concentrate most on how to change youth’s 
environmental mindset i.e. people’s way of thinking and their attitude, not simply the 
behaviour since action is a consequence of a decision-making process made in mind (Passer & 
Smith, 2000). A mindset is much trickier to alter since it involves a change on a deeper level 
than just behavioural.  
 
According to HSR report, Swedish people state that the most trashed areas are side roads, 
parking spots, streets and parks. To take care of this waste that is lying around it costs the 
Swedish state around 377 million crowns per year in tax money. If there was no problem of 
trashing in Sweden, this money could have been instead used for other purposes, for instance to 
increase Swedish welfare. So, what characterises people that do not trash? An interesting 
British study, one of the few that have been conducted to learn about the reasons behind 
people’s behaviour toward environment, has investigated what kinds of people do NOT throw 
waste on the streets (www.hsr.se). The study has identified three types of individuals that do 
not leave trash on non-prescribed places. 
 

• People that have been raised and educated not to throw garbage on the streets 

• People that feel pride for their nature and environment 

• People that feel respect for other people who live in that area or use it 
 
An interesting aspect about this study is that people actually think and reflect upon their actions 
toward environment. In this study I will try to learn about these thoughts of people who do not 
and who do trash and hopefully get to the bottom of trashing problem. Researcher decided to 
approach the problem of trashing from an entrepreneurial perspective since as literature review 
showed, this approach has never been tried before.  
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Most interesting it is to study youth since they are the ones that trash the most. Whatever the 
reason is to youth’s behavior there might still be a possibility to change their mindset, their 
attitude toward environment. Since no such study has been conducted by HSR, or any other 
organization, in this thesis researcher will apply a new entrepreneurial approach to find out 
whether it is possible to change youth’s environmental mental model and if it is manageable, 
what concrete actions should be undertaken. This research will hopefully contribute and 
increase the knowledge that exists today about people’s behavior when it comes to 
environmental issues.  
 
A big challenge today is to come up with an alternative approach to affect youth’s 
environmental mindset of indifference. This requires innovative and creative thinking; this 
requires entrepreneurial thinking. Entrepreneurship is “the process of creating value by 
bringing together a unique package of resources to exploit an opportunity” (Stevenson et al 
1999). Today, however, the existing combination of resources, such as media-combination and 
provided education, is obviously not as effective as it ought to be. This implies that the 
approach that is chosen today does not really reach the young part of the population despite the 
fact that some of the media messages were even specifically focused on preventing youth’s 
trashing behaviour by request from HSR and were given prises for being mostly effective in 
environmental issues (Sveriges Reklamförbund). Also, in this study, the issue is not only 
approached from an entrepreneurial standpoint but it is also a study about change. Change in 
turn stands in the centre of the concept of entrepreneurship, even though the studied change is 
going on in people’s minds. 
 
In this thesis, the aim is to see how youth who is careless toward environment is different from 
the youth that cares in terms of a mindset; how those who are indifferent think about trashing 
today and later test different stimuli to find out their effectiveness on the thinking patterns of 
these individuals. It is a new approach that has not been tested before: first studying current 
mindset, then testing stimuli and choosing the stimulus that actually works best in changing 
thinking patterns.  
 
Today Riksdagen is getting motions from politicians where they propose to benchmark 
Singapore instead of trying to find an innovative approach to affect youth’s thoughts and 
trashing behaviour (www.riksdagen.se). Politicians today want to introduce a monetary 
punishment thinking that it is the most effective way to make people stop trash. Fear indeed is 
a very effective motivation. Not least fear of losing money, which one worked hard for. 
However, fine ought to be perceived as a last resort because it will only change the behaviour, 
not the attitude. To change individual’s attitudes one should choose an approach that appeals to 
people and reaches them on a deeper emotional level making the individual feel good about the 
change (Doorewaard & Benschop, 2002). As an old British proverb says: “A man convinced 
against his will is of the same opinion still”. 
 
Unfortunately, there is a lack of theorisation studies on the possibility of environmental 
mindset change. In general, there has been a lot of research done on the transformation and 
development of mental models within social and management sciences. “Quantitative methods 
in these fields have greatly improved our ability to depict mental models, especially those 
elements that otherwise different individuals have in common” (Zaltman, 2003). However, 
after a literature review, researcher did not find any studies that specifically focus on specifics 
of environmental mindset change. 
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1.3 Research question 
The discussion above implies that no matter the cause of youth’s careless behaviour there is 
still a possibility to change their existing pattern of thoughts and beliefs – their mindset. This 
logically leads to the following research questions of this report: 
 

1. “What identifies a mindset of indifference toward environment? How does the mindset 

of indifference differ from an environmentally friendly mindset? Which of the mindsets 

is less cognitively complex?”  

2. “Is it possible to identify a number of stimuli which can change an environmental 

mindset from being indifferent to becoming environmentally friendly?” 

3. “If these stimuli are possible to identify, which of them affect mindset change the 

most?”  

 

1.4  Research aim 
The first aim of this pilot study is through research to acquire knowledge about the 
environmental mindset of indifference in youth who is between 15 and 29 years old and find 
out the difference between the mindsets of environmental indifference and friendliness. 
Cognitive complexity will indicate whether individuals who differ in mindsets also differ in 
their level of cognition. The less complex a mindset is, the easier it is to influence it. The 
second aim of this study is to propose what specific stimuli, if any, could be applied in order to 
change existing environmental mindset in young people from being indifferent toward the 
environmental concern to feeling interested, involved and committed. 
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2. Theory chapter 
In this chapter the pre-existing knowledge of the subject will be clarified by presenting and 

explaining some relevant concepts and theories. By using these, reasoning and way of thinking 

prior to the implementation of the study will be stated. 

 

2.1 Concepts and Theories  
 
2.1.1. Mindset and mindset change 

First it is necessary to define the concept of mindset. On a macro (group) level, mind concept is 
a collective consciousness where members of the group share same assumptions about the 
world. On a micro (individual) level, mindset is a total sum of mental models that help a person 
to make sense of the surrounding world. Mental models play a role of filters in our brain 
whereby all the incoming information is filtered, processed, and interpreted (Zaltman, 2003). 
Individual mindset is developed within certain limits since the only reference a person has is 
the number of experiences he/she had during the past years. Thus, a personal mindset is per 
definition limited to the number of years the person has lived and the amount of accumulated 
knowledge. Belief is assumed to be the most important component of a mindset. People have 
certain expectations, set certain goals and behave in certain ways because of what they believe 
is appropriate for certain situation (Fang et al, 2004).  
 
Every single individual in the society has multiple mindsets, which have to do for instance with 
educational system, organizational structure, raising a family, relationship to the surrounding 
environment, etc. These become activated by our experiences leaving people unaware of their 
activation (Zaltman, 2003). Mindset can also be compared to an individual paradigm one lives 
with (Kuhn, 1972). Paradigms are rather stable and rigid because they are accepted and 
adopted by individuals. However, paradigms can shift whenever an inconsistency occurs that 
challenges the existent mindset (Fang et al, 2004). Thus, a mindset is able to evolve throughout 
the lifetime (Darwin, 2002). When people are confronted with new situations or problems they 
first try to perceive it through a lens of past experience and interpret it so that it makes sense 
and fits into existing mindset (Darwin, 2003). If it does not fit, people become suddenly aware 
of the mental model that has been activated by the experience (Zaltman, 2003). Then there are 
two possible consequences of such confrontation. First is that the attachment to the old mindset 
is so strong that the new experience poses a threat to it and is thus denied and is not included 
into the mindset (Darwin, 2002). In this case the existing paradigm has “a deadly power to 
reject ideas which are perceived as challenging it” (Czarniawska and Sevon, 1996). Second is 
that the mindset is broadened or altered to include a brand new experience since it is not 
‘valuatively dissonant’ with the existing experience (Darwin, 2002). So, in order to change old 
mindset it should be confronted by new stimuli, which are strong enough to alter thinking 
patterns and attitudes and at the same time not too ‘valuatively dissonant’ with existing 
experience.  
 

Prior to changing a mindset we have to understand its 3 domains: cognitive, behavioral and 
affective domains (Fang et al, 2004). Cognitive domain includes all the knowledge people have 
about situations. This domain constantly evolves to include new experiences and knowledge 
about the world. Behavioral domain includes all the learnt actions that can be undertaken in 
certain situations. Affective domain includes attitudes that a person holds about different 
situations. Thus, to change a mindset the applied stimulus should change not only behavior but 
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also thinking patterns and the attitude. Behavior toward environment is rather easy to change 
by applying such incitements as law enforcement by introducing fines or obligatory 
participation in environmental campaigns. However, these do not guarantee change on a 
cognitive level or even deeper affectionate level. The way that is proposed by Darwin to deal 
with resistance to change on a deeper level is to try to integrate spirituality and emotional 
intelligence into the way of managing people. This will foster close relationships as well as 
“flexibility, self-awareness, compassion, creativity and the questioning spirit” (Zohan and 
Marshall 2000, quoted in Darwin 2002).  
 
It is only possible to make people look forward to change by making them feel good about it. 
In order to implement the transformation, people should first of all accept it on an emotional 
level. Only positive feelings toward change can make it possible (Doorewaard et al. 2003). It 
might be a hard task to make people feel about the change in a positive way, but it is certainly 
not impossible.  
 
Doorewaard et al (2003) argue that change agents could benefit from acknowledging the role 
of “emotions as subroutines and from understanding how emotions influence … change”. In 
order to anticipate which emotions are going to be caused, one should be aware of two aspects: 
one is that emotions are subroutines that exist in every single individual in an organization and 
guide people’s actions and quality of work. Second, emotions are often used in hegemonic 
power processes whereby people are subtly manipulated so that they have positive feelings 
toward change. Thus, not only emotions themselves should be acknowledged but even the 
various ways they might be used for one’s agenda. Fear of change is a strong obstacle to 
change which is possible to eliminate by making the people feel good about the change. 
However, the cynicism of the people who know that someone actively manipulates them 
without really making change feel good is almost impossible to eliminate. Therefore, it is 
important that change is advocated sincerely. Only in this case, people will accept change, feel 
positive about it and thus, speed up the process. This procedure; “valuing the intrinsic worth of 
human beings implies a strategy of niceness” (Clark 1997: Doorewaard et al. 2003). 
 
Another aspect that might have an effect on mindset change is mimicry of pro-social behaviour 
of other people. While watching other people doing a pro-social action, one might get inspired 
to act in the same way. Seeing that other people care, might affect a person in a way that will 
change his/her attitude toward the issue. As the study conducted by Van Baaren et al indicates, 
mimickers can become more pro-social by imitating the behaviour of other people. The prime 
mediator in this process seems to be empathy. “The links between mimicry, empathy and pro-
social behaviour suggest that mimicry can create an affective empathetic mindset, evoking pro-
social behaviours” (Van Baaren, et al, 2008). This study together with Doorewaard’s theory 
indicates that a mindset change is a process on a deeper emotional level than only behavioural. 
Thus, this thesis will attempt to change an environmentally unfriendly mindset by focusing on 
changing pattern of thoughts and emotions, not behaviour.  
 
Pattern of action needed to implement mindset change can be put into Lewin’s framework of 
“unfreeze-transition-refreeze”. During the ‘unfreeze’ stage, change agent tries to establish a 
great sense of urgency (Kotter, 1995): try to get people out of their comfort zones in order to 
motivate them to help in the transformation process and thus, establish a powerful coalition 
(Kotter, 1995). Thus, people need to “develop the emotional capability to be able to unfreeze 
the fixed or negative mindset” (Darwin 2002).  
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In the ‘transition’ phase, change agent creates new vision, which initiates cognitive 
restructuring. Good communication of vision and removal of obstacles on the way of 
communication process speeds up redefinition of existing concepts and adaptation of new 
standards (Kotter, 1995). Planning and executing short-term wins implies that transition is on 
the right track making people motivated to continue the transformation process in same 
direction. Finally, in the ‘refreeze’ stage change agent institutionalises new changes so that 
they become a part of the mindset.  
 

2.1.2. What do we know about environmental mindsets?   
When scrutinizing society and its ecological environment, Darwin (2002) suggests a four level 
model, where each of the stages outlines a different relationship between the two. Every level 
can also be perceived as a separate mental model of how people treat environment. 
 
The first relationship/mindset is called reactive where environment is treated as one big 
resource, which has to be used up as quickly as possible before the competition does it instead. 
Environment is seen as an abstract thing, which exists in order to satisfy human needs and thus 
should be exploited to the fullest. It is not regarded as a scarce resource, but rather something 
that has always been out there and will always stay that way. The only correct behavior toward 
environment is solely caused by compliance to legislation. This mindset in current 
circumstances is practically non-existent because of high awareness of the importance of 
environment. The second relationship/mindset is called proactive. It differs from the first one 
due to people’s increased consciousness for environmental and ecological concern, and some 
intentional positive action.   
 
The third level displays interactive mindset, where a relationship between an individual and its 
environment can be compared to partnership or marriage. There is interdependency between 
the person and his/her external milieu. Competition is transformed to so called ‘coopetition’ 
where competitors try to cooperate in interests of environment. Ecological resources are 
admitted to be scarce and are treated with care and consideration.  
 
The fourth and rather idealistic relationship/mindset is called integrative where environmental 
interests become institutionalized within an organization. It is impossible to separate 
organization from its environment, because they are an indivisible whole. Every action 
considers the consequences and has only best interests in mind for all the stakeholders. The 
idea of sustainable development is put in centre because organization will not be able to exist 
without precious resources.  
 
Today in the Western countries people on an aggregate level are developing interactive 
mindset. Society finally rejected the reactive mindset and realized that exploitation of 
environment for the sake of human needs is a wrong approach if society is to aim at sustainable 
development in the future(Darwin 2002). Many people now understand that environment is of 
large concern and adopted a proactive mindset a while ago where they display environmentally 
friendly and responsible behavior. Now it is time for people to become partners with 
environment and treat it as a partner who helps people of the way to progress.  
 
Most of young people, however, behave environmentally unfriendly and only when they are 
coerced to participate in school or state campaigns do they engage in environmentally friendly 
action. Otherwise they seem to treat environment as one big resource, which is too big to ever 
come to an end. 
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One reason to such behavior might be the carelessness, a simple ignorance toward one of the 
biggest issues today. Another reason might be a lack of basic knowledge about the 
environment and the ways to take care of it. Such lack of education may result in simply 
negligent behavior toward nature. However, it might also be a phenomenon of group pressure 
whereby the one who shows correct behavior is excluded for not being ‘cool’. Group pressure 
is a psychological phenomenon whereby the member who thinks differently is forced to 
conform with the rest of the group in order to avoid being an outsider. During such instances, a 
person is affected by normative social influence, which is “conforming to obtain rewards that 
come from being accepted by other people while at the same time avoiding rejection” (Deutsch 
& Gerard, cited in Passer & Smith, 2003). 
 
2.1.3 What do we know about stimuli and changing environmental mindsets? 

As it was already mentioned before, in order to change a mindset, people should be presented 
with a stimulus that would create a crisis in an existing paradigm. “In most cases, a crisis 
begins from the anomaly in a changing environment, such as emergence of new objects” (Fang 
et al, 2004). Such a stimulus should be strong enough to motivate people to change their 
behaviour.  
 
A motivational stimulus is usually a direct consequence following a type of behaviour. The 
“ABC model” often used by behavioural and cognitive psychologists attempt to explain the 
reasons behind human behaviour. This model consists of three components: antecedent (A), 
behaviour (B) and consequence (C). Antecedent is an event that takes place first and activates 
the behaviour. Antecedent might be a situation, a need or a thought that acts as a cause for the 
following action. Antecedent is interpreted by the person and behaviour occurs. This behaviour 
is a direct response to the antecedent. After the behaviour has occurred the person might 
experience an emotional or a behavioural consequence (Lam & Gale, 2000). In order to change 
the behaviour that occurs in a certain situation the consequence needs to be modified to cause a 
favourable response. Then, the person being aware of the consequence will modify his/her 
behaviour in a preferred way. This consequence simply gives motivation to behave in a certain 
way. In this thesis, however, researcher will concentrate on trying to change the thought 
process prior to behaviour – the antecedent.  
 
Thought and action (A) and (B) are intertwined since the latter follows the former. A person 
usually tends to behave according to his/her thoughts, since then he/she is experiencing 
congruence (Passer & Smith, 2003). It might happen that a person behaves differently than 
he/she thinks and then the person is likely to experience anxiety, i.e. cognitive dissonance. 
Congruence is a normal state of an individual who behaves according to his/her attitudes and 
thoughts. The usual practice to change behaviour according to Lam & Gale is to change 
consequence. However, affecting B and C will not necessarily affect A – the thought. This 
thesis, however, is more interested in ways to affect A so that B and C change as a 
consequence. To sum up, there is a need to find a ‘D’ which would stand in front of A. 
 

Now the question is what kind of stimuli young people will respond to by becoming more 
concerned and friendlier toward environment. No research was found in this area, which makes 
this research a beginning to further theorisation around the issue. 
 
Looking at the situation today in Sweden and applying to it the ABC model, we see that 
decision making process about what to do with trash is an antecedent. Throwing trash on the 
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ground or in a trashcan is behaviour and an absence of any physical or visible consequence is a 
consequence. Those people who throw trash in a trashcan might experience intrinsic rewards in 
terms of good feeling of having done a ‘right’ thing or keeping the street clean and cosy. These 
people probably don’t need any other consequence besides good conscience.  
 
Those people who throw trash on the ground probably have reason why they do not. Even if 
they feel uneasy afterwards, this feeling is not strong enough to outweigh the carelessness. So, 
they continue displaying same behaviour. Thus, the stimuli that should be applied must in first 
hand affect thinking patterns of the environmentally unfriendly group of people. At the same 
time it shouldn’t averse the environmentally friendly group from doing the same action as they 
do today.     
 
In this paper all the possible motivational stimuli will be divided into two groups: a punishment 
and a reward. Punishment will act in a way that forces young people to conform and start 
taking care of environment because of fear of a certain penalty. According to behavioural 
psychology punishment is a physical or a psychological stimulus that discourages people from 
doing a certain action (Passer & Smith, 2003). Such a stimulus might have a strong effect on 
environmentally unfriendly group making them conform to the rules. Thereby, the behaviour 
has a good chance of being changed. However, the attitude is at risk of staying the same. A 
punishment stimulus is unlikely to cause any positive emotions and thus, will probably fail to 
change the attitude (Doorewaard et al 2003). Moreover, a punishment stimulus has a risk of 
having a negative effect on environmentally friendly group. They were not a reason to 
introduction of a punishment stimulus, but they will also be subject to it. Consequently, such a 
penalty might in a worst case cause an attitude change in environmentally friendly group. This 
assumption will be tested in this research. 
 

Reward, on the other hand is supposed to act as a force that encourages people to do a certain 
action because the action is being reinforced by a physical or psychological stimulus. In this 
case, the environmentally friendly group will be reinforced by an external stimulus and might 
become even more motivated to continue behaving in a correct way. The question is if 
reinforcement stimulus will be enough for the environmentally unfriendly group to outbalance 
their lack of motivation today. Moreover, since the reinforcement stimulus is supposed to cause 
positive emotions and associations, in theory it should have a big chance of changing the 
attitude of environmentally unfriendly group toward nature.  
 
In this paper, the researcher will try to elicit a number of stimuli that possibly can have an 
effect on youth’s environmentally unfriendly mindset and later measure and assess their 
effectiveness.   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 13 

3. Method chapter 
This chapter is going to illustrate the assumptions underlying the study as well as research 

design and method used. Besides, it will explain how the population and sample were chosen. 

Finally it will describe the construction of the repertory grid. 

 

3.1 Ontological and epistemological assumptions 

 
Prior to the conducting the study it is important for the researcher decide upon two things. 
First, it is the nature of the subject which going to be studied, in this case mindsets. Second, it 
is the mindset change and the way to study this change. 
 

3.1.1. Ontology 

Ontology is a branch of philosophy, which is concerned with the nature of reality and existence 
of things. There are two ways to look upon any thing or concept. First one is to see it as a 
“thing”. It views a concept as a “social entity or structure (a thing or a noun) that retains its 
identity while changing from one state to another over time” (Van de Ven & Poole, 2005). 
Perception of a mindset as a “thing” constitutes objectivism, an ontological position, which 
states that reality is out there independent of people’s perceptions. Seeing a mindset as an 
object implies that a mindset is a static object that exists independent of time or anything that is 
asserted upon it. This view is incompatible with the aim of this research, where it is assumed 
that mindset changes over time depending on how it is affected and what people feel about the 
stimuli applied. 
 
The second way to look at a concept is to see it as a “process” or “verb”. This view defines a 
concept as a “set of processes” that preserve its entity “by continuously structuring it and 
maintaining its boundaries in a field of other processes” (Van de Ven & Poole, 2005). Such 
ontological position is called constructivism, which states that what appears to be an objective 
social reality is in fact a construction that is constantly built and rebuilt by people’s numerous 
decisions they make every day (Bryman & Bell, 2007). From this ontological position, a 
mindset is seen as a personal subjective process, which cannot be studied scientifically, cannot 
be grouped and generalised since it is a strictly phenomenological notion. In this study, 
however, I aim to make generalisations within groups of participants and make comparisons 
between them.   
 
Thus, in this thesis I take a stand point of a critical realist that neither supports constructivism 
nor objectivism. Critical realism is an ontological viewpoint whereby the world is given “a 
multi-layered character” whereby there is an objective reality and there are multiple subjective 
interpretations of this reality (Joseph, 1998). Thereby, critical realism separates practice and 
structure. Practice is among other things knowledge about structure and how it is acquired. 
Structure, however, no matter the practice used to study it, has “emergent properties” (Joseph, 
1998).  
 
Another author, who gives practice and structure other names is Ford (1999). He mentions in 
his article that there is first-order (verifiable and quantifiable) reality and second-order 
(perceptive and interpretative) reality (i.e. mindset). The latter reality is constructed by 
people’s sense-making process of the former reality. Social research studies mostly second-
order realities because it studies people. Thus, researchers accept that the descriptions of the 
same phenomenon can be multiple but at the same time valid subjective accounts (Miles & 
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Huberman, 2002). People often tend to confuse first and second-order realities by mistaking 
their subjective perception of an event (second-order) as a fact (first-order) giving rise to 
misunderstandings and conflicts (Ford, 1999).  
 
Having critical realist ontological position, I assume an individual mindset to be a second-order 
personal construct. This perspective challenges the fundamentals of the objectivist view by 
implying that a mindset is not an object but a social construct created individually to fit 
person’s perceived reality and help make sense of it. Researcher defines a mindset concept as a 
fluent ongoing process whereby individuals develop it throughout their lifetime depending on 
experiences they have. Mindset helps people in their sense-making process of the world around 
them, particularly the society they live in. Thus, in this paper mindset is perceived as a social 
construct, which is a personally unique second-order reality. These assumptions about mindsets 
coming from critical realist ontology are central to this thesis and research questions that ask 
whether there are stimuli that can change a mindset and which of these stimuli is most effective 
given the ongoing and fluent nature of a mindset. If the objectivist position was taken by the 
researcher, this study would have been impossible to conduct since a mindset would have been 
assumed to be definite and static throughout life. 
 

3.1.2 Epistemology 

Epistemology is a branch of philosophy that is concerned with knowledge acquisition about 
reality and things. There are two epistemologies of how to study any concept. First one is 
called a positivist branch of epistemology which is congruent with variance approach described 
by Van de Ven & Poole. Positivism states that reality should be studied by scientific method 
whereby accumulated empirical knowledge will constitute a reliable and valid version of 
reality. A mindset change using variance approach would be studied by first assuming mindset 
is an objective concept, and second focusing on content of change. “Content studies tend to 
focus on the antecedents and consequences of … change” resulting in “an observed difference 
over time …on selected dimensions”.  (Van de Ven & Poole, 2005). These studies mainly 
include all the quantitative methodology, particularly experimentation which seeks to establish 
cause-effect relationship. Scientists usually engage in deduction and theory testing when using 
quantitative methods.  
 
The second is called interpretivist branch of epistemology, which states that it is impossible for 
scientists to study social reality objectively without taking into consideration people’s unique 
subjective perception of things and events. (Bryman & Bell, 2007). Interpretivism is consistent 
with a study approach called process method whereby a researcher should study “sequence of 
events over time” (Van de Ven & Poole, 2005) in order to make inferences about reality. A 
mindset change using process approach would studied by first assuming mindset is a personal 
construct, and second focusing on the on the “sequence of events over time as change unfolds” 
(Van de Ven & Poole, 2005). Such a study is usually considered to be a long term project 
whereby a researcher can detect the change dynamics and micro processes.  This approach 
mainly includes all qualitative methodology, particularly participant observations and case 
studies where researcher can follow unfolding change. “Only placing ourselves in the centre of 
an unfolding phenomenon can we hope to know it from within” (Tsoukas & Chia 2002). 
Scientists usually engage in theory generation and induction when using qualitative methods. 
 
Both of these epistemological approaches can be used from the ontological stand point of a 
critical realist since critical realism occupies a position in the middle between objectivism and 
constructivism. In this study both approaches will be used in a mix-method. Since it is in the 
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interest of the researcher to be able to compare and seek for commonalities between the 
individuals in order to stipulate whether there is a difference between environmentally friendly 
and unfriendly mindsets, quantitative approach was used. At the same time, the information 
gathered through data collection is in-depth. It discloses how a person thinks and feels about 
the situation. It is, in turn, deeply individual information, which constitutes a qualitative 
approach.  
 
The study used mix-method approach and inductive reasoning in order to make an attempt to 
answer research questions listed above. Even though induction is usually associated with 
qualitative research, it does not eliminate the practice of using it in quantitative research as 
well (Bryman & Bell, 2007). Induction was used in this thesis, since the researcher did not 
have any hypothesis that had to be tested. Out of the collected statistical data, researcher sought 
to draw inferences by interpreting the data. These interpretations were used to answer 
questions about cognitive complexity, difference between two mindsets and effectiveness of 
the stimuli. Induction gave the study a descriptive nature. Such a descriptive study “presents a 
picture of the specific details of a situation, social setting, or a relationship” (Kreuger & 
Neuman, 2006, p. 22). Using induction usually implies theory generation at the end of the 
study. In this case, however, researcher’s aim is not to contribute with a new theory, but to get 
an insight whether the concept of an environmental mindset is worth further research and 
exploration.  
 

3.2 Technique and method used 
The whole research method consisted of two parts. First one was a focus group interview 
which was chosen as an appropriate method to elicit information which was unknown for the 
researcher prior to the interview. It was decided that an unstructured interview is a best way to 
give participants freedom to generate associations. Focus group was chosen so that participants 
would engage in a discussion, which hopefully generated more associations than each 
individual would on his/her own.   
 
Second method was an experiment using Repertory Grid technique. Repertory grid technique 
was considered to be an appropriate technique to study such a subjective concept of a mindset 
since the grid reveals underlying personal thoughts and associations which might suggest 
reasons behind people’s behaviour (Easterby-Smith, 1980). At the same time, repertory grid 
was a suitable technique to be used in an experimental manner to compare thoughts of 
individuals on the exactly same dimensions after applying different stimuli.  
 
3.2.1 Focus Group Interviews 

The purpose of this focus group session was to elicit as many kinds of stimuli as possible, 
which could potentially have an effect on mindsets of young people. These could include both 
punishment and reinforcement incentives with a condition that they likely have a potential to 
affect people’s actions.   
 
A focus group interview is discussion session between several individuals. The conversation 
theme is usually specifically chosen by the interviewer in order to be explored in depth. The 
session flows very freely whereby a facilitator (Interviewer) directs the discussion forward by 
asking additional questions or taking the participant back on track if they wondered into 
another theme (Bryman & Bell, 2007). 
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Focus groups help the researcher to really grasp the reasons behind participants’ behaviour and 
the way the feel about the issue. Moreover, during the discussion because of individuals 
challenging each other’s opinions, much more information might be elicited during such a 
session compared to the one-on-one technique.  
 

3.2.2 Repertory Grid Technique 

The technique that was used in this study is repertory grid. It was developed by George Kelly 
in 1930’s. Back then it was primarily used in the counselling area where it was individually 
tailored to the clients in order to get to know their underlying beliefs, attitudes and values, in 
other words mindsets. Not until late 1960’s the grid was first used in market research and 
training evaluation. In marketing research it provides with information of e.g. consumers’ 
perceptions of the company/brand and its positioning in customers’ minds. Used in training 
evaluation the grid can show whether the training was effective, whether people liked it and are 
willing to adopt it or not (Easterby-Smith, 1980). 
 
“The grid provides a means of measuring and representing how an individual perceives what is 
going on around him. If peoples' actions are largely determined by how they perceive 
situations and other people, the repertory grid can be seen as a very useful technique for 
understanding human behaviour” (Easterby-Smith, 1980). 
 
This technique’s purpose is to study and describe the values and attitudes of one individual. In 
this paper this technique was be used on two occasions. The result of the first occasion 
indicated the person’s current mindset toward environment. After that, the person was 
presented certain stimulus that had a potential to change that person’s thinking pattern and 
behaviour. After the introduction of the incitement, the individual was asked again to use the 
grid. Before-and-after results were compared to find out whether the stimulus presented was 
effective enough to change individual’s thinking pattern. 
 
Repertory grid technique was preferred to interviews due to several reasons. First, it takes 
much less time to fill in the grid by the participant. Interview, on the other hand, takes more 
time with a risk of causing distress to the participant especially if the interview time spot has 
not been decided upon beforehand. Second, repertory grid provides researcher with coded data 
that can directly analysed by using a statistical analysis.  Interview data, on the other hand is a 
qualitative technique that takes time to code, and is very difficult to analyse statistically. 
Interview has to either be recorded or noted by hand by the researcher, which can be 
distracting. The repertory grid, however, can be filled in quickly by either researcher or the 
participant. 
 
Such an approach is fairly effective since it provides a vivid result whether any change has 
taken place thanks to the stimulus presented. Since the grid used the second time is identical 
the result will imply a cause-effect relationship between the change and the incentive.   
 
The interest of this study, however, is not only to analyse a person’s behaviour and the motives 
behind it, but also compare the results of several individuals to each other. After doing that, the 
researcher will try to look for any patterns that might emerge from the comparison. In that way, 
there might appear a possibility to generalise the findings within the groups.  
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3.3 Construction of the focus group interview 

 
The researcher contacted John Bauer Gymnasium in order to get hold of a teacher/dean in 
order to get permission to conduct a focus group session. A teacher agreed to present the 
students short information about the purpose of the session without leaving out any particular 
details and pick 4-5 students who are willing to come. This particular number was chosen so 
that the discussion would be easy to handle and let each of the students elaborate on their 
answers in order to get to the bottom of the issue. Four students replied that they would like to 
participate, and three of them showed up on a focus group session. 
 
The questions that were in focus of the conversation are: 

• “If you throw trash outside on the streets, what are the reasons to such behaviour?” 

• “What would change your behaviour pattern and make you stop throwing waste in 
places other than the trashcan?” 

 

Focus group interview lasted for 1,5 hours whereby centre questions and a lot of follow up 
questions were asked. The interview was not recorded because the purpose of the session was 
to elicit as many potential mindset-changing stimuli and a list of reasons to the careless 
behavior outside of home. The aim was not to gather information about the behavior of each 
participant in order to make inference about group dynamics. The focus of this group session 
was about what the participants said, and not how.  

 

3.4 Construction of the repertory Grid  
 
3.4.1 The situation 

Prior to filling in the repertory grid the participants were asked to read through a text, which 
describes a certain situation whereby they have to make a choice whether to be 
environmentally friendly or not. In this paper the situation was the following: 
 
“You have just eaten an ice-cream. You are holding the empty ice-cream package in your hand. 
The nearest trashcan is standing about 20 meters away on the other side of the street. You stand 
and think a bit whether you are going to cross the street and throw the package in the trashcan 
or whether you are going to throw it on the street exactly where you stand. After you have 
considered this, which of the following courses of action would you take? 
 

a) I go to the nearest trashcan despite the fact that is stands 20 meter away and throw the 
ice-cream package in the wastebin……… 

 
b) I throw the ice-cream package on the street……… 

 
Depending on how the participants answered the question they were defined as 
“environmentally friendly” having a ‘proactive’ mindset and “environmentally unfriendly” 
having a ‘reactive’ mindset.  The goal was to gather a sample consisting half and half of both 
types of people.  
 
This particular situation was chosen because during the focus group session, the distance to the 
nearest trashcan seemed to be the most important reason for environmentally unfriendly 
behavior. This situation was in the centre of the whole study and all the stimuli that were tested 
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were considered to appear in this particular situation. Since the distance is a very decisive 
aspect, the effect the stimuli had, showed whether these could win over the aspect of distance. 
 

3.4.2 Elements, constructs and linking mechanism 

There are three essential aspects of repertory grid: elements, constructs and linking 
mechanisms. Elements are the objects/people/activities that are going to be studied. There are 
two ways whereby elements can be elicited. It is either the researcher who provides the 
elements or the participants who generate elements during the interviews. In this case, elements 
were provided by the researcher, but generated by other students of the same age during the 
focus group session conducted earlier. Supplied set of elements has a crucial feature – it gives a 
possibility for the researcher to compare participants’ responses given a common set of 
elements. Moreover, it will help researcher to do comparisons within homogeneous groups of 
participants as well as across groups (Tan & Hunter, 2002).  
  
In this paper researcher studied the effectiveness of different stimuli in terms of their potential 
to affect the person’s thinking patterns. These were law, camera, closer trashcan, earning 
points, esthetically nice trashcan and a monetary punishment. These had a unique effect on 
people and elicited individual reactions. These different reactions were mirrored in constructs.  
 
Constructs are the dimensions or criteria according to which the elements were examined. 
Constructs are supposed to be bipolar in nature (Easterby-Smith, 1980). The poles are directly 
opposite descriptions of feelings generated by the provided stimuli, such as good-bad, sad-glad, 
and tired-alert. One of the most popular techniques used to elicit constructs is called triads. 
This method involves a selection of 3 elements, picking two that are similar and compare them 
to the third one. The elicited characteristic that is different between them is a construct 
(Easterby-Smith, 1980). In this research, however, the constructs were generated by a slightly 
different method that reminds of triads. When participants were presented with the situation 
described above and generated first few constructs, they were presented with first stimulus. 
They were asked to compare their associations on already existing constructs and generate 
more if possible comparing first stimulus to initial situation. Then they were presented with the 
second stimulus; they were asked to fill in the grid on existing constructs and if possible come 
up with more comparing second stimulus to the first one and the initial situation. And so on. 
Participants were presented new elements one by one, whereby more and more constructs were 
generated throughout the process. If a new construct was generated on later stimulus, 
participant went back and filled in the grid for the previous elements having the newly 
generated construct in mind. There was no limit to the number of constructs the participants 
were able to generate.  
  
In order to link the element to the construct, a linking mechanism was used. In this paper the 
researcher used a 4 point rating scale whereby the participant is going to assign a number 
between one and four to a certain feeling caused by a stimulus. Five-point rating scale was 
considered, but the researcher decided not to have the middle alternative 3 because of cultural 
Swedish tradition to pick the middle alternative. Still, rating mechanism gives participant a 
relative freedom to choose the number out of range of 4 that best describes his/her feelings. 
Rating system does not allow discriminations as does dichotomizing – another linking 
mechanism used in repertory grids where the participant has to pick one of two poles. 
 
All participants were assured in anonymity of their answers as well as confidentiality of the 
results. Prior to the hand out of the repertory grid to the chosen sample, researcher performed a 
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mini-check of the grid to see if there are any misunderstandings that might occur or whether 
the wording of the text is difficult. The researcher filled in the grid by herself, relieving the 
respondents from this responsibility. The participants were able to see how the grid was filled 
in and make corrections if they change their mind. 
 
3.4.3 Analysis techniques of a repertory grid  

There are several analysis methods of repertory grids. The following analysis techniques were 
used by the researcher to analyze the grids. Content analysis is a more superficial frequency 
count which might point toward certain trends, allow categorization of constructs and imply 
differences between mindsets of environmental indifference and friendliness. Rearranging 

repertory grid allows further analysis whereby the researcher reshuffles constructs and 
elements, or even flips these in order to look for similarities and differences between constructs 
or elements in order to acquire more knowledge about the mindsets. “This process of 
rearranging the Repertory Grid is known as ‘visual focusing’” (Hunter 1997: Tan &Hunter, 
2002). Analyzing content and structure include element distance that shows how 
similar/different elements are; element preference shows which element is most preferred by 
the participant; cognitive differentiation which is the derived by the number of constructs 
used to describe elements. These analysis techniques allow seeing the effect of specific stimuli 
on the participants. Construct centrality shows the construct that is most important among 
others for the participant. It is the construct that correlates with most of other constructs. 
 
Researcher proceeded by transforming repertory grid by applying correlation matrices and 
cluster analysis in order to identify relations, patterns and groupings. These gave a “fair 
representation of the decision making process” (Tan & Hunter, 2002) of the individual at the 
moment. Last, researcher applied decomposition of the grid using principal component 

analysis to break down the grid into fundamental constructs to see how complex the mindsets 
are. 

 

3.5 Evaluation of chosen methods 
 

3.5.1 Credibility of focus group interview 

Three students from John Bauer Gymnasium participated in the interview.  Participants were 
self-chosen. Thus, they were not forced to participate. Moreover, they were reassured of their 
anonymity, which hopefully made them at ease. The interview was not recorded to create a 
comfortable and trusting atmosphere.  
 
Focus groups are often criticized for being ungeneralizable to a bigger population, since it 
consists of only a few people speaking their minds. In this research Swedish youth between 15 
and 29 years old represents the population. Ideally, the sample should be able to represent the 
population. However, in this study the individuals that chose to participate in the focus group 
cannot be wholly representative of the population since all of them come from one single city 
in Sweden. 
 
Another aspect that can be criticized is that no systematic sampling technique was used. The 
teacher was contacted who was kind enough to agree to tell the students about the nature of the 
occasion. Those who became participant were self-chosen, which describes them in a certain 
way compared to others, who didn’t want to participate even if they did not have a reason not 
to. 
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3.5.2 Credibility of the repertory grid. 

In this study the researcher used a nomothetic approach in order to be able to compare 
individuals to each other as well as groups. Nomothetic approach is the one that aims to 
generalize results of a research using logic and methodology inherent to natural sciences. 
When using repertory grid in a study “nomothetic approach necessitates the use of common set 
of elements and/or constructs to permit comparisons to be made between repertory grids” (Tan 
& Hunter, 2002). In this study the every participant was given a predetermined set of elements, 
which qualifies the study to be called quantitative.  
 
However, despite the quantitative approach, generalizability of the repertory grid results in this 
study is low. The sampling technique that was used was convenience sampling whereby the 
researcher approached people that were available. This doesn’t permit to generalize the results 
further than to the Björknäs Gymnasium in Boden. Moreover, there exists a risk that the 
researcher was unconsciously biased when approaching participants. However, since the 
analysis of each participant is very extensive, there was no time for the researcher to conduct a 
fuller study including several cities in Sweden.  
 
This study was the first one in its nature and thus should be considered as a pilot study in this 
area. There is no previous study done on the same issue. This makes reliability rather 
questionable. It can be increased by replicating the study. This research should be considered 
as a start point, it permits further theorization around the subject. 

 

3.6 Population, sample and response rate 

 
The population that was chosen was the students of Björknäs Gymnasiet in Boden. The 
researcher chose the population that would fit into the range of youth that trashes the most, 
between 15 and 29. The gymnasium students chosen were between 15 and 19 years old. It was 
assumed by the researcher that the younger youth would be more truthful and less reserved 
when generating constructs and describing what they feel in comparison to University students. 
 
The researcher chose to apply convenience sampling when choosing participants. By using this 
method, researcher approached students that were available at the time. The researcher 
approached students around the whole gymnasium between 11.00 and 14.00 hours, spending 
time both out in corridors as well as the library. Some students that were approached chose not 
to participate. These were mostly sitting in groups. Those that chose to participate were either 
sitting alone or in pairs.  
 
It was decided prior to the research that the sample would consist of 8 students. Half of these 
would represent the environmentally unfriendly population and another half the opposite. It 
was also decided that in case the researcher will have one group full, she will go on and try to 
find the opposite group representatives by only presenting people with the situation. If the 
person represents the already full group, she/he will not have to fill in the repertory grid. 
Instead, the researcher will proceed to find the people that suit the other group.  
 
In total eight students were interviewed since four of these were environmentally friendly and 
four of them were not.  
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3.7 Literature search 
Prior and during the study the researcher was actively engaged in search for appropriate 
literature that would help to develop theory, method and analysis chapters. The sources of such 
literature were student library databases such as Emerald, ERIC and EBSCO. Moreover, Umeå 
Library was a good source providing with academic books. Furthermore, researcher’s 
supervisor helped by mentioning some appropriate articles. The sources of general information 
about the problem of trashing on streets was found via internet on home pages of organizations 
that are either concerned with the problem or actively conduct research on their own in attempt 
to gather statistic information about the issue. Reliability of academic literature is considered to 
be high. Credibility of internet sources, however, might be disputable as to how valid the 
presented ‘facts’ and figures are. 
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4. Data analysis 
This chapter will first present and summarize the data from the focus group interview. 

Secondly it will present data gathered from the repertory grid. All data will be examined as a 

whole to look for general trends.  

 

4.1 Data gathered in the focus group  
The purpose of this focus groups was to elicit as many attitude changing aspects as possible 
that could be categorized under either ’whip’ or ‘carrot’. The interview was an unconstrained 
conversation between 3 students and the researcher. Two guiding questions were in a center of 
discussion. First one was asked to find our about the reasons to trashing behavior and second 
was asked to find out whether there are any possible stimuli that could be applied to change 
that behavior.  
 
Researcher was asking follow up questions and repeated some of the replies to make sure that 
the participant’s answer was understood correctly. Researcher also took notes during the 
interview whenever a possible stimulus was mentioned or a reason to sloppy behavior on the 
street. Students were given information about the characters of stimuli the researcher was 
looking for (whip or carrot) so the participants knew exactly what was expected out of the 
focus group session and its purpose.  As a result the following set of possible punishment and 
reinforcement stimuli was gathered as well as the list of reasons to indifferent behavior toward 
environment: 
 
Table 3.  Lists of reasons to careless behavior,  negative and positive stimuli 

Negative stimuli Positive stimuli Reasons to careless behavior 

Monetary payment More trashcans Nearest trashcan is far away/lazy 

Police/ guard watch Monetary reward /points “Nobody cares” 

Camera watch Friend using a trashcan Minor waste (gum, candy paper) 

Regulation / law Proper education Overfull trashcan 

 Attractive/cool trashcan If people are drunk 

 Better marketing/promotion  

 
From the gathered above information, the researcher picked 3 reinforcement and 3 punishment 
stimuli to be used in the repertory grid: more trashcans, esthetically nice trashcan and reward 
points as well as a regulation, a camera and a monetary punishment. Also, as it was mentioned 
in method chapter, from the information gathered the researcher picked a situation to use in the 
repertory grid. 
 

4.2 Analysis of the repertory grids 
The constructs were filled in by the researcher so that the constructs with negative connotation 
would be written in the left column and be rewarded most points and the constructs with 
positive connotation would be filled in the right column and be rewarded with least amount of 
points.  
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4.2.1 Participant 1 

The first participant who has ‘reactive’ mindset has filled in grid as follows: 
 
Table 4. Repertory grid of participant 1 

 Today Law Camera A trashcan 
standing 5 m 
away 

Points Aesthetically  
nice trashcan 

Fine  

Hard                     4 3 3 4 2 2 3 4 Easy                    1 

Time-consuming    4 3 3 3 1 2 3 3 Takes a little time 1 

Nobody cares       4 4 2 2 4 4 3 1 People care         1 

Watched               4 1 1 4 1 1 1 4 Not watched       1 

Uncomfortable     4 1 1 4 1 1 1 4 Comfortable       1 

Far away              4 4 4 4 1 3 3 3 Near                   1 

Expensive            4 1 1 1 1 3 1 4 Cheap                 1 

Total 17 15 21 11 16 15 23  

 
‘Today’ column shows how the participant thinks and reasons in the situation with the ice 
cream package and a trashcan standing 20 m away. The rest of the columns show how 
participant would reason if any of the stimuli were presented to the same situation. Comparing 
‘today’ column to the rest there is a compelling similarity with ‘law’ column where the only 
difference between these is the fact that the boy thought that by introducing a law, people start 
to somewhat care about environment. This similarity also indicates that ‘law’ stimulus is least 
effective when changing thinking patterns since the rest of the constructs are exactly the same. 
The other stimulus that is slightly more effective, but still very weak, is the aesthetically nice 
trashcan. It has a slightly positive effect on perception of how much people care and even 
shortening the perception of distance.  
 
The two stimuli that have nearly same strong effect on the participant’s thoughts about trashing 
are camera and a fine. The difference there is that a fine is perceived as being expensive, since 
it requires monetary payment. Otherwise, both of stimuli show that people care at the expense 
of the individual feeling uncomfortable and watched.  
 
The stimulus that has the same strength when looking at difference in total points as the fine is 
the distance toward the nearest trashcan. The boy feels comfortable and not watched. He 
doesn’t feel he has to spend time and energy to go on the other side of the street. However, he 
still feels that people don’t care much. However, since a trashcan standing closer by chance 
causes such good response, it might be reasonable to assume that having more trashcans on 
purpose might be an important trigger for him to feel that people and the state actually care.   
 
Finally, the stimulus that ended up in the middle having a little effect is the reward in terms of 
points. The perception of ‘rather expensive’ according to the boy means that not throwing trash 
in cans will cost him points.  
 
The cluster analysis below shows how constructs are related to each other. If constructs are 
clustered together into sub-clusters, it means that when thinking about one of them, participant 
automatically considers the others as well since they are associated with each other in 
individual’s mind. Cluster analysis stands close to correlation analysis which also is going to 
be mentioned. When it comes to relationships between the different constructs, this participant 
has high correlation between ‘time-consuming’ and ‘far-away’. There is a perfect correlation 
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between feeling ‘uncomfortable’ and ‘watched’. This suggests that when this boy feels 
watched he also feels uncomfortable and other way around. ‘Hard’ has a very high correlation 
with ‘time-consuming’, meaning that when this boy feels that something is taking much time 
he also thinks it is hard.   
 
According to correlation analysis, ‘hard’ correlates highly even with ‘watched’ and 
‘uncomfortable’ making ‘hard’ a central construct since it correlates with most of other 
constructs (Tan & Hunter, 2002). This also implies that points and a closer trashcan (two 
easiest ones) are the most effective stimuli for this individual, specifically closeness being the 
preferred element since it has least amount of total points. The only stimulus that didn’t 
correlate with any of the other stimuli was the ‘expensive’ one, making it least considered 
when making a decision, given that ‘hard’ is the central construct. 
 
 Figure 1. Cluster analysis of participant 1. 

 

4.2.2 Participant 2 

The second participant that also has ‘reactive’ mindset has filled in the grid as follows: 
 
Table 5. Repertory grid of participant 2 

 Today Law Camera A trashcan 
standing 5 m 
away 

Points Aesthetically  
nice trashcan 

Fine  

Difficult               4 1 2 4 1 1 1 3 Easy                   1 

Boring                 4 3 3 4 1 1 2 4 Fun                     1 

Wrong                 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 Right                  1 

Time-consuming    4 3 3 3 1 2 3 2 Takes a little time  1 

Watched              4 1 2 4 1 1 1 3 Not watched      1 

Forced                 4 1 1 3 1 1 1 4 Voluntary          1 

Not worth it         4 4 3 1 2 1 4 1 Worth it              1 

Total 17 18 23 11 11 16 21  

 
Again by comparing ‘today’ and the rest, there is a compelling likeness between ‘today’, ‘law’ 
and ‘aesthetically nice trashcan’. Law makes him feel a little bit watched and makes him feel 
it’s a tiny bit worth it to throw trash where it supposed to be.  Aesthetically nice trashcan 
makes it a little bit less boring. Otherwise these two stimuli don’t seem to have any substantial 
effect on today’s way of thinking of the participant.  

 

* * * * * H I E R A R C H I C A L  C L U S T E R   A N A L Y S I S * * * * * *  

 Dendrogram using Average Linkage (Between Groups) 

 

                         Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine 

 

    C A S E      0         5        10        15        20        25 

  Label     Num  +---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+ 

 

  Watched     4   ─┬───────────────────┐ 
  Uncomfor    5   ─┘                   ├───────────┐ 
  Expensive   7   ─────────────────────┘           ├───────────────┐ 
  Hard        1   ─────┬─┐                         │               │ 
  Timecons    2   ─────┘ ├─────────────────────────┘               │ 
  Faraway     6   ───────┘                                         │ 
  Careless    3   ─────────────────────────────────────────────────┘ 



 25 

Grid indicates that this participant knows it is wrong to throw trash on the ground, he marks 
that it is wrong whichever stimulus is used. Also, the reasons behind the environmentally 
unfriendly behavior are the fact that it’s boring, time-consuming and not worth it.  
 
The most effective stimuli are the camera, points and a closer trashcan. Camera makes the 
participant feel watched and forced making it hard and boring to keep street clean. Points and a 
closer trashcan, on the other hand are equally effective making the process easy and fun, 
whereby the person isn’t watched or forced. Points make the process slightly more time-
consuming but more worth it. Closeness, on the other hand, makes it less time-consuming, but 
less worth it.   

 
Fine’s effect comes very close to the camera being perceived similarly. When it comes to 
correlations and clusters, ‘watched’ perfectly correlates with ‘difficult’, and highly correlates 
with ‘boring’ and ‘forced’. Other way around, ‘difficult’ correlates just as high with ‘boring’ 
and ‘forced’ making ‘difficult’ and ‘watched’ central constructs and most important for this 
person. This implies that the most effective stimuli are the 3 reinforcement stimuli, especially 
points and closeness being the preferred elements.  
 
Figure 2. Cluster analysis of participant 2 
 

* * * * * * H I E R A R C H I C A L  C L U S T E R   A N A L Y S I S * * * * *  

 Dendrogram using Average Linkage (Between Groups) 

 

                         Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine 

 

    C A S E      0         5        10        15        20        25 

  Label     Num  +---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+ 

 

  Difficult   1   ─┬───┐ 
  Watched     5   ─┘   ├─────────┐ 
  Forced      6   ─────┘         ├───────────────────────┐ 
  Boring      2   ───────────┬───┘                       ├─────────┐ 
  Timeconsum  4   ───────────┘                           │         │ 
  Notworthit  7   ───────────────────────────────────────┘         │ 
  Wrong       3   ─────────────────────────────────────────────────┘ 

 
4.2.3 Participant 3 

The third participant with reactive mindset has filled in grid as follows: 
 
Table 6. Repertory grid of participant 3 

 Today Law Camera A trashcan 
standing 5 m 
away 

Points Aesthetically  
nice trashcan 

Fine  

Time-consuming    4 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 Takes little time  1 

Lazy                   4 4 4 4 1 4 4 4 Active                1 

Boring                4 3 3 3 2 2 2 4 Fun                     1 

Watched             4 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 Not watched       1 

Difficult             4 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 Easy                    1 

Stupid                4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 Smart                  1 

Not economical  4 4 4 4 4 3 4 2 Economical        1 

Forced                4 1 2 2 1 1 1 4 Voluntary           1 

Total 21 22 24 15 19 20 25  
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Just as in two previous cases, ‘law’ has almost none effect compared to ‘today’. ‘Law’ makes 
him feel a tiny bit forced, but not having any other effect on his thinking patterns. 
‘Aesthetically nice trashcan’ makes the process for him a little bit more fun, but not having any 
other effect of his thinking patterns. Same goes for ‘points’, whereby the boy perceives it to be 
slightly more fun and slightly more ‘economical’.  Otherwise, all these three stimuli do not 
seem to have any noticeable effect on the person’s attitude.  
 
This participant’s grid suggests that he knows very well that it is wrong to throw trash on the 
ground, because he calls this action ‘stupid’ whichever the stimulus is applied. 
 
The stimuli that were rather effective were camera and the monetary payment. Camera made 
the person feel watched and slightly forced. The fine made the person feel watched, very bored 
and very forced. At the same time the payment made it economical to throw trash in right 
places in fear losing money. 
 
The most effective stimulus in terms of the constructs was the closeness of the trashcan. The 
only construct not affected by closeness is the ‘economic’ one. However, this construct doesn’t 
correlate with any other, making it independent standing on its own. This means that 
‘economic’ doesn’t correlate with the central constructs that have the most effect on person’s 
decision to be environmentally friendly or not. Thus, closeness is a preferred element and the 
decisive aspect for this person in his decision making process whether to act environmentally 
friendly or not.  
 
When looking at clusters one can see a perfect correlation between hard and time-consuming 
and a very high correlation between forced and observed. Correlation analysis also shows 
another perfect correlation between ‘lazy’ & ‘hard’ and ‘lazy’ & ‘time-consuming’. 
Considering the most preferred element is closeness and the biggest element distance between 
‘today’ and ‘closeness’ is created in ‘lazy’ construct-row, laziness seems to be the central 
construct when this person decides whether to go all the way to the trashcan. 
 
Figure 3. Cluster analysis of participant 3 
* * * * * * * * * H I E R A R C H I C A L  C L U S T E R   A N A L Y S I S * *  

 

 Dendrogram using Average Linkage (Between Groups) 

 

                         Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine 

 

    C A S E      0         5        10        15        20        25 

  Label     Num  +---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+ 

 

  Timeconsum  1   ─┬─────────┐ 
  Hard        5   ─┘         ├───┐ 
  Observed    4   ───┬───────┘   ├─────────────────────────────────┐ 
  Forced      8   ───┘           │                                 │ 
  Boring      3   ───────────────┘                                 │ 
  Stupid      6   ─────────┬─────────┐                             │ 
  NotEconom   7   ─────────┘         ├─────────────────────────────┘ 
  Lazy        2   ───────────────────┘ 
 

 

 

 

 

 



 27 

4.2.4 Participant 4 

The fourth participant who also has ‘reactive’ mindset has filled in grid as follows: 
 
Table 7. Repertory grid of participant 4 
 

 Today Law Camera A trashcan 
standing 5 m 
away 

Points Aesthetically  
nice trashcan 

Fine  

Wrong               4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 Right                    1 

Boring               4 4 4 4 2 1 2 4 Fun                       1 

Time-consuming   4 4 4 3 1 1 3 1 Takes little time   1 

Forced               4 1 2 4 1 1 1 4 Voluntary             1 

Watched            4 1 1 4 1 1 1 4 Not watched         1 

Hard                  4 3 3 2 1 1 3 1 Easy                      1 

Troublesome     4 3 3 1 1 1 2 1 Not troublesome   1 

Total 20 21 22 11 10 16 19  

 
By only throwing a first glance at the numbers in the columns it becomes evident that ‘today’ 
column and ‘law’ column have compelling similarities the only difference being that the 
participant feeling slightly forced by the mere existence of a regulation. Thus, this suggests that 
a ‘law’ stimulus is least effective and thus meaningless. Grid also indicates that this girl 
realizes that throwing trash on the ground is wrong no matter what stimulus is applied. 
 
An interesting pattern can be noticed whereby the girl changes her perception of ‘hard’, 
‘troublesome’ and ‘time-consuming’ when presented with fine. As the table shows, she no 
longer perceives the 20m walk to the nearest trashcan as hard or troublesome. The monetary 
payment radically changes the perception of time as well. Thus, it implies that a fine is a too 
high price for her to pay for being environmentally unfriendly. On the other hand, she feels 
very watched and forced to do the right action. Nearly the same effect has the camera.  
 
Aesthetically nice trashcan has a rather substantial effect by making the process more fun, a 
little less time-consuming and a little less troublesome. However, the points and the closeness 
are the most effective stimuli and at the same time most welcomed by the girl’s response. 
Thus, closeness and especially points are the preferred elements.  
 
When it comes to correlations between the constructs, ‘forced’ almost perfectly correlates with 
‘observed’; ‘time-consuming’ almost perfectly correlates with ‘hard’ and ‘troublesome’ highly 
correlates with ‘hard’ and ‘time-consuming’. These constructs can also be seen below as 
grouped clusters which indicate that the concepts are closely connected in the participant’s 
mind. When this girl thinks she is observed she also feels forced as can be seen on the graph 
below. When she thinks it is troublesome she also thinks that it is hard and time-consuming. 
Out three constructs that correlate to each other, ‘hard’ has the highest correlations making it 
more central than troublesome and time-consuming. 

Figure 4. Cluster analysis of participant 4 

 

* * * * * * H I E R A R C H I C A L  C L U S T E R   A N A L Y S I S * * * * *  

 

 Dendrogram using Average Linkage (Between Groups) 
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                         Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine 

 

    C A S E      0         5        10        15        20        25 

  Label     Num  +---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+ 

 

  Forced      4   ─┬─────────────────────────────────┐ 
  Observed    5   ─┘                                 │ 
  Hard        6   ─┬───┐                             ├─────────────┐ 
  Troublesome 7   ─┘   ├─────────────────┐           │             │ 
  Timeconsum  3   ─────┘                 ├───────────┘             │ 
  Boring      2   ───────────────────────┘                         │ 
  Wrong       1   ─────────────────────────────────────────────────┘ 
 

 
4.2.5 Participant 5 

The first participant who has ‘proactive’ mindset has filled in grid as follows: 
 
Table 8. Repertory grid of participant 5 
 

 Today Law Camera A trashcan 
standing 5 m 
away 

Points Aesthetically  
nice trashcan 

Fine  

Unnecessary     4 2 2 2 1 1 2 1 Necessary         1 

Difficult            4 3 3 3 1 1 2 2 Easy                  1 

Watched           4 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 Not watched     1 

Total 6 6 8 3 3 5 6  

 
The ‘law’ stimulus seems to be ineffective when it comes to changing his perception on the 
degree of difficulty of being environmentally friendly. Camera stimulus makes things even 
worse by making him feel watched. Fine stimulus also makes him feel watched but at the same 
time the risk of paying a fine, makes the effort of being environmentally friendly not as 
excessive. The stimulus that only slightly improves today’s situation is the aesthetically nice 
trashcan, which makes him perceive the job of throwing garbage into trashcans less hard. The 
two most effective stimuli are the closeness of the trashcan and the points. Both of these make 
him feel unobserved and perceive the process as necessary but easy. Thus, the two are the 
preferred elements.  
 
This participant has low cognitive differentiation because he had generated least associations 
when presented with elements (Tan & Hunter, 2002). He is environmentally friendly and thus 
thinks that it is necessary to be careful with nature no matter the stimuli presented. He also 
feels it to be rather difficult to be environmentally friendly, but it is not a decisive aspect in his 
decision making, rather the fact that it is necessary.  
 
When it comes to correlation between the constructs there is only one. It is also shown on the 
cluster analysis below. The ‘unnecessary’ correlates with ‘difficult’. This implies that the boy 
when thinking that something is difficult perceives it also as unnecessary. A possible 
explanation might be that if the process of throwing waste into trashcans would have been 
perceived as very difficult (4), then he could have also perceived it as unnecessary effort since 
it is too hard to implement. However, since this participant is an environmentally friendly 
person, he might have still thought that it is necessary to behave well, no matter how hard the 
process is. Thus, this correlation that is evident in the cluster analysis might be misleading.  
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Figure 5. Cluster analysis of participant 5 

 
* * * * * * H I E R A R C H I C A L  C L U S T E R   A N A L Y S I S * * * * *  

 

                         Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine 

 

    C A S E      0         5        10        15        20        25 

  Label     Num  +---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+ 

 

  Unnecessary 1   ─┬───────────────────────────────────────────────┐ 
  Difficult   2   ─┘                                               │ 
  Watched     3   ─────────────────────────────────────────────────┘ 

 

4.2.6 Participant 6 

The second participant who has ‘proactive’ mindset has filled in grid as follows:  
 
Table 9. Repertory grid of participant 6 

 

 Today Law Camera A trashcan 
standing 5 m 
away 

Points Aesthetically  
nice trashcan 

Fine  

Wrong                 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Right                  1 

Bad                     4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Good                  1 

Uncomfortable    4 1 1 2 1 1 1 4 Comfortable       1 

Far away             4 2 2 2 1 1 2 1 Nearby                1 

Not worth it        4 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 Worth it              1 

Boring                4 3 3 3 3 1 2 4 Fun                     1 

Total 10 10 11 9 6 9 13  

 
This participant knows that what she is doing is right and good for the nature no matter which 
stimulus is applied. Thus, she is totally unaffected by the ‘law’ stimuli since she is already 
doing the right thing. Neither is she influenced in any substantial way by the ‘camera’ stimulus. 
It makes her feel slightly less comfortable. Aesthetically nice trashcan again doesn’t have a 
bigger effect on her besides making the process slightly more fun. She doesn’t mind walking 
20 meter to the nearest trashcan since she sees it as a rather short distance. But 5 meters has an 
effect making the distance even shorter. In all these instances she perceives her action as being 
‘worth it’ since nature benefits from her action. ‘Law’, ‘camera’, ‘closeness’ and ‘aesthetics’ 
are the stimuli that don’t have a bigger effect on her thinking or perception. Fine however, 
drastically affects the level of comfort leaving her feeling very uncomfortable even though she 
is doing the right thing. Also, she feels it would have been very boring to have a monetary 
punishment. 
 
The most effective stimulus, however, is the ‘points’ that she could collect for each garbage 
piece thrown in a trashcan. In the correlation analysis no significant correlations is found 
between the constructs. This suggests that this person has high cognitive complexity whereby 
each generated construct independently adds more information about elements without 
associating with any other construct (Tan & Hunter, 2002).  
 
Thus, the cluster analysis below shows correctly only one relationship between two constructs. 
For this girl it is equally right just as good to behave environmentally friendly. The worthiness 
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of the action has most likely nothing to do with the construct of far-away. While far-away 
refers to the physical distance, by worthiness she means that it is worth to take care of nature in 
order to be able to use its resources for a longer time. Worthiness in this case has nothing to do 
with the distance she has to walk, making the evident sub-cluster misleading.  
 
Figure 6. Cluster analysis of participant 6 

 
* * * * * H I E R A R C H I C A L  C L U S T E R   A N A L Y S I S * * * * * *  

 

 Dendrogram using Average Linkage (Between Groups) 

 

                         Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine 

 

    C A S E      0         5        10        15        20        25 

  Label     Num  +---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+ 

 

  Wrong       1   ─┬─────────┐ 
  Bad         2   ─┘         ├─────────────────┐ 
  Faraway     4   ───┬───────┘                 ├───────────────────┐ 
  Notworthit  5   ───┘                         │                   │ 
  Uncomfortab 3   ─────────────────────────────┘                   │ 
  Boring      6   ─────────────────────────────────────────────────┘ 
 

 

 

4.2.7 Participant 7 

The third participant who has ‘proactive’ mindset has filled in grid as follows:  
 
Table 10. Repertory grid of participant 7 

 
This participant is sure she is doing the right thing by behaving environmentally friendly and 
thus, the rightness of her decision is unaffected by any of the stimuli. However, other 
constructs are affected in some way by all stimuli, making this participant most sensitive. The 
stimulus that affects her most causing depressing emotions is ‘camera’. She goes from feeling 
not watched and voluntary in her actions to being fully observed and forced. Moreover, she 
becomes even more bored with the process. Thus, camera has a risk of worsening her attitude 
toward environmental friendliness. Fine will have a less severe but still strong effect by making 
this participant feel watched and forced while doing the same action. 
 
The stimulus that has least effect but still makes the girl feel forced is ‘law’. The 3 stimuli that 
have the same strong effect are the reinforcement stimuli. They help her to perceive the process 
as more fun and very easy compared to today. So, which ever is implemented she will be 
equally pleased.  
 

 Today Law Camera A trashcan 
standing 5 m 
away 

Points Aesthetically  
nice trashcan 

Fine  

Wrong                    4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Right                     1 

Forced                   4 1 3 4 1 1 1 4 Voluntary              1 

Watched                4 1 1 4 1 1 1 3 Not watched          1 

Difficult                4 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 Easy                      1 

Boring                   4 3 3 4 2 2 2 3 Fun                       1 

Total 8 10 15 6 6 6 12  
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The correlations that showed up in the analysis were between ‘watched’ and ‘forced’ implying 
a connection between these two concepts in participant’s mind. The cluster analysis below 
underpins this correlation. According to correlation analysis ‘boring’ construct correlates rather 
high with ‘hard’, ‘watched’ and ‘forced’ making this construct a central one and most 
considered when making a decision. 
However, another relationship that is visible from the cluster analysis is between ‘wrong/right’ 
and ‘hard/easy’. However, this relationship might be misleading. The girl thought it was 
always right, no matter the circumstances to behave environmentally friendly. The degree of 
difficulty, however, varied, even if a little, depending on the circumstances. Thus, it is probable 
that the rightness and the easiness are totally independent constructs that don’t correlate in 
reality even if they do in a statistical analysis.  
 
Figure 7. Cluster analysis of participant 7 

 
* * * * * * * H I E R A R C H I C A L  C L U S T E R   A N A L Y S I S * * * *  

 Dendrogram using Average Linkage (Between Groups) 

 

                         Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine 

 

    C A S E      0         5        10        15        20        25 

  Label     Num  +---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+ 

 

  Wrong       1   ─┬───────────────────────────────────────────────┐ 
  Hard        4   ─┘                                               │ 
  Forced      2   ───────┬─────────────────┐                       │ 
  Watched     3   ───────┘                 ├───────────────────────┘ 
  Boring      5   ─────────────────────────┘ 
 

 

 

4.2.8 Participant 8 

The fourth participant who has ‘proactive’ mindset has filled in grid as follows:  
 
Table 11. Repertory grid of participant 8 
 

 Today Law Camera A trashcan 
standing 5 m 
away 

Points Aesthetically  
nice trashcan 

Fine  

Not worth it         4 2 2 1 2 1 2 1 Worth it             1 

Hard                     4 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 Easy                   1 

Wrong                  4 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 Right                  1 

Unpleasant milieu    4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Cosy environment  1 

Watched               4 1 1 4 1 1 1 3 Not  watched      1 

Boring                  4 3 3 3 3 1 2 4 Fun                     1 

Total 11 11 12 10 7 10 13  

 
Just as in the most cases above that have been already analyzed, even this girl seems to stay 
unaffected by the law stimuli. She stays completely ignorant to the fact that a new regulation is 
introduced. There are 2 other stimuli that she stays almost indifferent to. First is the 
aesthetically nice trashcan since it only makes the process slightly more fun. Second is closer 
trashcan, since it only makes a process a little bit easier.  
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Third and fourth stimuli that remind of each other are camera and a monetary payment. Both of 
these make it worth to throw waste into trashcans at the expense of being reported and/or pay a 
fine. Both of these make her feel watched and make a process boring. The one stimulus that is 
the strongest and has a positive connotation is the ‘points’. Thus, ‘points’ is the preferred 
element for this participant.  
 
Correlation analysis dose not show any significant correlations between any of the concepts. 
This implies that this participant has high cognitive complexity where the constructs stand on 
their own independently describing the elements. Cluster analysis, however, shows a very close 
relationship between worthiness and rightness. It might be the case because this girl might 
think that it is right to take care of environment no matter the situation and that it is worth to do 
it no matter what. 
  
Figure 8. Cluster analysis of participant 8 

 
* * * * * * H I E R A R C H I C A L  C L U S T E R   A N A L Y S I S * * * * *  

 

                         Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine 

 

    C A S E      0         5        10        15        20        25 

  Label     Num  +---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+ 

 

  Notworthit  1   ─┬─┐ 
  Wrong       3   ─┘ ├───────┐ 
  Hard        2   ───┘       ├─────────────────────────────┐ 
  Unpleasant  6   ───────────┘                             ├───────┐ 
  Watched     4   ─────────────────────────────────────────┘       │ 
  Boring      5   ─────────────────────────────────────────────────┘ 

 

 

4.3 Comparing two groups 
 
4.3.1 Cluster analysis 

The simplest way to se whether the two groups differ is to run a cluster analysis with all the 
participants look for possible clusters. In this case all the participants were clustered into 2 
distinct groups whereby as it turned out that all the environmentally friendly and unfriendly 
were grouped separately. Thus, this implies that there is a difference between an 
environmentally friendly and environmentally unfriendly mindset.  
 
Figure 9. Comparing two groups 
* * * * * * H I E R A R C H I C A L  C L U S T E R   A N A L Y S I S * * * * *   

 Dendrogram using Average Linkage (Between Groups) 

                         Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine 

 

    C A S E      0         5        10        15        20        25 

  Label          +---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+ 

 

  Partic_6        ─┬─┐ 
  partic_8        ─┘ ├───────┐ 
  partic_7        ───┘       ├─────────────────────────────────────┐ 
  partic_5        ───────────┘                                     │ 
  partic_2        ─┬───┐                                           │ 
  partic_4        ─┘   ├───┐                                       │ 
  partic_1        ─────┘   ├───────────────────────────────────────┘ 
  partic_3        ─────────┘ 
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4.3.2 Element distance 

Below there is a table over mean element distances between ‘today’ and the 6 stimuli. Mean 
element distance is the average amount of points that separates the totality of constructs ‘today’ 
with totality of constructs on other elements. 
 
Table 12. Element distance 
 

Groups/ Elements Law Camera Closeness Points Aesthetics Fine 

Environment. unfriendly (Group 1) 1,25 3,5 6,75 4,75 2 3,75 

Environment. friendly     (Group 2) 0,5 2,75 1,75 3,25 1,25 2,25 

 
From the analysis of each participant it follows that both of the groups remain almost 
unaffected by the law stimuli just as it is suggested in the element distance table. Aesthetically 
nice trashcan was a rather weak stimulus as well, which however affected environmentally 
unfriendly group slightly more than environmentally friendly group. 
 
Both of the groups were rather substantially affected by the punishment stimuli of the ‘camera’ 
and ‘fine’. However, the extent to which each of the groups is affected is different. Element 
distances imply that environmentally unfriendly group is more sensitive toward these stimuli 
and reacted stronger by displaying more negative emotions. Environmentally friendly group, 
on the other hand, was less sensitive toward these stimuli, since these people were not in 
danger of being forced to pay a fine or feel shameful for being watched while doing a wrong 
thing. Thus, the punishment stimuli only made these people feel unnecessarily watched, forced 
and bored. However, one should be aware that even though these punishment stimuli are strong 
and might change a pattern of thought, these will not necessarily change an attitude toward the 
issue. On the contrary, people will feel even worse by being forced to do something they don’t 
like to do.  
 
The most effective stimulus for the group with ‘reactive’ mindset by judging from the average 
element distance is closeness of the trashcan. Moreover, it has a potential of changing not only 
behavior patterns but also the mindset since it causes only positive emotions. In contrast, group 
with proactive mindset reacted less to this stimulus suggesting that for these people distance 
didn’t matter as much since they are convinced that throwing waste in trashcans is a right thing 
to do. When it comes to environmentally friendly group, points was the most effective stimulus 
that furthermore caused most positive emotions. Environmentally unfriendly group was also 
rather strongly affected by points making it a strong reinforcement stimulus for all participants.  
 
To sum up the element distance table, group with proactive mindset seems to be less sensitive 
to all the punishment stimuli, because these people are already doing the right thing and are not 
afraid of being caught. Group with reactive mindset on the other hand, is more sensitive to 
these stimuli since they know that there might be consequences in case they get caught. Group 
with proactive mindset also seems to be less sensitive to all the reinforcement stimuli probably 
because they don’t care that much how near is the trashcan or how nice it looks, since they are 
already doing a right action. Environmentally unfriendly group was much more sensitive to 
reinforcement stimuli than punishment. Thus, group with reactive mindset is more interested in 
reinforcement stimuli that work as incitements to do the right action.  
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4.3.3 Construct centrality in the groups 

In the analysis made above researcher attempted to derive concepts that appear to be central for 
each participant. In environmentally unfriendly group three of the respondents seemed to have 
‘hard’ as a central concept and one had ‘lazy’. ‘Lazy’ construct, moreover, had a perfect 
correlation with ‘hard’. In environmentally friendly group three participants didn’t seem to 
have any central constructs at all and one had ‘boring’. These results suggested that those who 
have reactive mindset are easier to affect. Given that the central construct for environmentally 
unfriendly group is ‘hard’ and the most effective element affecting this construct is ‘closeness’ 
it might be reasonable to suggest that putting more trashcans on the street would affect their 
perception of hard and consequently all other associations and emotions since almost all of 
them are connected to ‘hard’.  
 
4.3.4 Factor analysis for each participant 

Principal component analysis or factor analysis is based on a mathematical process whereby a 
group of correlated variables is transformed into a much smaller number of uncorrelated 
components. First principal component explains most of the variability. This analysis can 
suggest the level of cognitive complexity of the participants. “Cognitive complexity can be 
summarized in terms of differences in which subjects construe the same issues independently 
of each other” (Adams-Webber cited in De Leon & Guild 2003). It is basically a degree to 
which different constructs are independent from each other. This type of analysis can display 
whether there is one or a few components that explain most of the variation (>60%) (Smith & 
Stewart cited in De Leon & Guild, 2003). As it turned out, both of the mindsets of tested 
participants are equally complex. Half of the participants in each group displayed factors that 
explained >60% of the variance, and half didn’t. Moreover, in 7 out of 8 participants had 2 
principal components extracted suggesting that the mindsets in both groups are equally simple 
since 3 up to 8 constructs elicited from the participants can be grouped into 2 independent 
variables. 
 
Table 13. Factor analysis 

Principal components� 1 2 

Participant 1 61,6 23,1 

Participant 2 64,8 27,8 

Participant 3 58,4 28,8 

Participant 4 54,3 40,4 

Participant 5 62,0 35,1 

Participant 6 53,8 35,7 

Participant 7 72,9  

Participant 8 51,6 28,9 
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5. Discussion and conclusions 
This chapter will discuss the findings and draw conclusions from the analysis made. The 

results of the study are going to be linked to theory and to the assumptions made prior to the 

research.  
 

5.1 Discussion 
 
This study has attempted to investigate how youth thinks and reasons about trashing behavior 
on the streets. First, the reasons to environmentally unfriendly behavior were elicited as well as 
stimuli that had a potential to change that behavior. Second, some of the elicited stimuli were 
tested to see which of these are most effective and what effect they had on thinking patterns of 
young people. This study didn’t concentrate on the behavior itself, because behavior comes as 
a consequence of reasoning about a situation (Passer & Smith, 2003). Thought comes before 
action, and thus is more important to consider. 
 
During the study researcher attempted to answer all the research questions. The first question 
that was answered by the study was what identifies a mindset of indifference toward 
environment. For the purpose of this particular study it was derived from a focus group 
interview that those people who made an effort to walk a 20 m distance to the nearest trashcan 
had an environmentally friendly (proactive) mindset. Those that didn’t make an effort to walk 
had an environmentally unfriendly (reactive) mindset. The reason behind why distance to the 
nearest trashcan was chosen was the fact that this aspect was suggested to be the most 
important reason to why youth threw trash on the ground. Later on, the cluster analysis implied 
that the initial division assumed by the researcher was the correct one. 
 
Second question that was answered was how the mindset of indifference differed from an 
environmentally friendly mindset. First of all, remarkably, cluster analysis implied there are 
two distinct mindsets when it comes to people’s relationship with environment. Further, the 
element distance analysis showed the difference in sensitivity of two groups toward the stimuli 
suggesting that group with reactive mindset was more sensitive toward all the presented 
stimuli. Possible explanation to this difference is that group with proactive mindset was already 
behaving environmentally friendly even prior to application of any stimuli, which made this 
group slightly more indifferent toward these.  
 
Moreover, as the construct centrality implied, the difference between the two mindsets is that 
the ‘reactive’ mindset seemed to have one central construct in common: ‘hard’ while 
‘proactive’ didn’t have any. Central construct means that it affects strongly some of other 
constructs. It indicates that application of a stimulus that affects ‘hard’ will also affect other 
constructs and as a consequence thinking pattern as a whole giving a good chance of altering 
the mindset. So, despite that the two mindsets were equally complex as the factor analysis 
showed, they still differ on other aspects.  
 
Next question that was answered by the study was whether it was possible to identify a number 
of stimuli that had a potential to change an environmental mindset from being reactive to 
becoming proactive. As the results of the focus group interview show it was possible to 
identify a list of both ‘punishment’ and ‘reinforcement’ stimuli that could potentially have an 
effect on person’s change of the mindset. Students themselves generated possible punishment 
stimuli, which were a camera, a police/guard watch, a monetary payment and a law. They also 
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listed reinforcement stimuli, which were a reward in terms of points, a closer trashcan, proper 
education, better marketing/promotion, a nice trashcan or a friend using a trashcan. 
 
Last question that was answered by the study was which of the stimuli affect the mindset 
change the most. This question was answered during the content analysis of each participant’s 
repertory grid and the average element distance analysis. Most effective stimuli that changed 
thinking patterns the most turned out to be reinforcement stimuli of closeness of the trashcan 
for environmentally unfriendly and the granted points for environmentally friendly. These 
caused responses with least amount of total points, which indicate positive emotions and 
associations, which are necessary in a process of mindset change (Doorewaard et al, 2003). 
Thereby, the chance of changing a mindset is much higher when applying these stimuli 
because of the positive emotional response that they cause. As Doorewaard et al claims, 
positive emotions are engines of change. Positive emotions make a person feel good about the 
change making its implementation a much easier and quicker process. Negative stimuli, on the 
other hand, have a good chance of changing the behavior only.  
 
It is questionable, however, if points is a realistic stimulus. Today, people pay for the 
municipal service of picking up sorted garbage. It would probably be illogical to introduce a 
point system in town where people will get paid for each waste item they throw in a trashcan. 
Moreover, it would be hard to implement the point system since people can take a piece of 
paper and tear in many smaller pieces in order to collect as many points as possible. However, 
closeness of trashcans is something that can be implemented by putting more trashcans on the 
streets. In that way, every time a trashcan will happen to be close enough in order not to cause 
‘hard-time-consuming-boring’ associations that may stop people from throwing waste where it 
is supposed to be. By putting more trashcans on the streets, the state will also show that it cares 
about the problem. This has a chance of affecting at least some of the individuals (as 
participant 1) by making them believe that people in fact do care.  
 
Somewhat less effective stimuli were punishment stimuli of a camera and a fine. These had a 
rather substantial effect on the participants. However, these stimuli acted to force the 
participants to do the right thing. So, even if these stimuli showed an effect on participants’ 
cognitive domain, it is doubtful that these could have had a positive effect on their affective 
domain of a mindset which is as important (Fang et al, 2004). Camera and fine didn’t cause 
any positive emotions, most scoring highest points, indicating presence of negative emotions 
and associations. Thus, these stimuli should be considered as last resorts when no 
reinforcement stimuli will work. People should want to take care of environment and feel good 
about it and not instead feel forced to do it. 
 
Finally, the two stimuli that had least effect were a law and aesthetics. These didn’t seem to 
affect the participants in any substantial way. However, when applying the stimuli in real life, 
the solution to bring about more positive emotions might be to combine the closeness and the 
aesthetics. The synergy of these two has a potential to bring most positive effect on people. 
This combination has a good chance of making the process of throwing waste in a trashcan 
both easy and slightly more fun. Moreover, considering focus group interview results, 
education about environment should be improved to spread better awareness about one of the 
most important issues today. Furthermore, the exposure to the problem in form of marketing 
should be improved so that more people are influenced by it. 
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5.2 Conclusions 

 
Today the problem of dirty streets is often mentioned in media indicating that it is a social 
problem that needs to be solved. However, despite the campaigns that HSR undertakes trying 
to affect people to be more caring toward environment, results are barely visible. This study 
was conducted in order to see whether anything specific can be done to affect young people 
who cause most of trashing and to reduce their environmentally unfriendly behavior.  
 
This study decided to approach the issue from an entrepreneurial stand point. No similar study 
was previously conducted in such a manner. Most studies about trashing tend to gather 
statistical information without digging deep into reasons behind the behavior and thought 
processes of people who trash. In this study, researcher decided to approach the matter in an 
innovative way by looking at the mindset of people who trash and looking for possibilities to 
change it.  
 
The study indicates that there are two different mindsets concerning environment. One is the 
environmental mindset of indifference and the other one is the environmental friendly mindset. 
However, the gap between these can be mended if those people who are indifferent are affected 
in a right way. The study further indicates the specific stimuli that can be applied in order 
eliminated or at least decrease the gap. The most effective one is the shorter distance toward 
the nearest trashcan. This can be implemented by putting more trashcans on the streets. 
Moreover, to make the gap even less it would be possible to make the trashcans more 
aesthetically nice to the eye. Right now they are blending in to the city picture by being grey, 
black or dark green. Making these look nicer, as the study indicates, can contribute to the 
change in thinking patterns.  
 
The reliability and validity of results of this study can only be supported if the bigger amount 
of trashcans will actually lower trashing behavior. Thus, recommendations for further research 
might be to conduct a similar study on a much bigger scale. If the results of new research will 
correspond to the findings of this research, then it might be reasonable to conduct a 
longitudinal study where the theory is tested practically.  
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7. Appendix 1, Repertory grid 

 

Situation:  
You have just eaten an ice-cream and you are holding the empty paper package in your hand. 
The nearest trashcan stands across the road on the other side of the street, ca 20 meters away. 
You stand and think a while if you go across the street and throw the paper into the trashcan or 
if you throw it on the road exactly where you stand. After you have thought a while, which 
choice do you make out of the alternatives listed below?  
 

a) I go to the nearest trashcan despite the fact that it stands 20m away and throw the ice-
cream paper into the trashcan …….. 

 
b) I throw the trash on the ground….…….. 

 
 

Describe what you feel and think about while you decide what to do with trash 

 
 
 
 

 

 Today Law Camera A trashcan 5 
meters away 

Points Aesthetically 
nice trashcan 

Fine  

                      4        1

4        1

4        1

4        1

4        1

4        1

4        1

4        1

4        1

4        1

4        1

4        1

4        1


