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Abstract

Current global changes require new business approaches driving sustainable develop-

ment on all fronts. To date, most business approaches have focused on sustainable

marketing and corporate social responsibility initiatives. In this field study, we exam-

ine IKEA's Live Lagom project, a 3-year behaviour change initiative that aimed to

explore how to go above and beyond conventional approaches demonstrating how

businesses could support sustainable development by supporting their customers'

attempts to live more sustainable lifestyles. We examined the effectiveness of the

project involving multifaceted behaviour change interventions, testing for behav-

ioural changes both during and after the project period. In addition, we explored

changes in participants' attitudes towards the company. Findings show that the

extensive set of interventions led to changes in pro-environmental behaviours across

all three participant groups with potentially positive impacts on the customer–

company relationship. The article thus provides a call for further businesses to

engage in similar behaviour change projects that would allow citizens to engage in

more sustainable lifestyles and behaviours across contexts.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

To avoid catastrophic climate change, resource depletion and species

extinction, substantial and sustained engagement across sectors is

required to reduce carbon emissions and resource overconsumption

(Clarke, Corner, & Webster, 2018; IPCC, 2018). Yet although the need

to adopt more sustainable ways of living is widely acknowledged, pro-

gress is slow and new approaches are urgently needed to ensure that

sustainable development is possible.

The private sector is in a unique position to make significant con-

tributions to sustainable development with its strong influence on both

actual consumption behaviours as well as suppliers and consumers'

attitudes (Hazen, Mollenkopf, & Wang, 2017; Heikkurinen, Young, &

Morgan, 2019). However, to date, most industry responses can be cat-

egorised under sustainable marketing (McKenzie-Mohr, Lee, Schultz, &

Kotler, 2012; Peattie & Peattie, 2009) and corporate social responsibil-

ity (CSR) initiatives (Carroll, 1999; Tetrault Sirsly & Lvina, 2016). Initia-

tives under these approaches often include charitable giving,
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participation in fair trade schemes and actively trying to improve

labour policies within the organisation to support employee well-being,

to name a few (Mullerat, 2009). Other approaches in turn focus more

on the production phase aiming for eco-efficiency (Dyllick &

Hockerts, 2002) or involving supply chain and labour issues

(Wolters, 2003). Finally, most research into how businesses can aid

sustainable development has focused on the direct impact of their

practices on the environment (Greve, Palmer, & Pozner, 2010). Exam-

ples include the decarbonisation of business processes including sup-

ply chain emissions and efficiency gains (Sullivan & Gouldson, 2017).

Although these actions will undoubtedly play an important role in

fuelling sustainable development, one further, but less examined

means through which businesses could contribute to sustainable

development is by actively encouraging customers to adopt more pro-

environmental behaviours (PEBs) and sustainable lifestyles through an

extended business-customer relationship that goes beyond a pure

exchange relationship. Based on this notion, IKEA UK & Ireland

(hereafter referred to as IKEA) created the Live Lagom project.

Following a cocreational approach, the project applied multifaceted

behaviour change interventions with the aim to encourage their

customers to adopt more PEBs in their pursuit to live more sustain-

able lifestyles. Thus, the field studies' objective is to examine the pro-

ject on the basis of analysing (i) if the interventions applied during the

Live Lagom project are effective in changing behaviours (Studies 1–3),

(ii) if project participants changed their behaviours more than a control

group that was not exposed to the set of interventions (studies 2 and

3) and (iii) if behavioural changes are maintained over an extended

period of time (Studies 2 and 3). Moreover, we assessed whether

businesses can improve their own brand by promoting sustainability.

1.1 | Pro-environmental behaviour

Environmental problems such as climate change and environmental

degradation occur on a global level, but their initial causes are partly

situated in everyday behaviours of individuals and households (Dubois

et al., 2019). According to the Department for Environment, Food and

Rural Affairs in the UK (Defra), around 17% of UK carbon emissions

arise directly from households (Defra, 2016). When indirect emissions

are taken into account, this number rises to nearly three-quarters of

UK carbon emissions (Druckman & Jackson, 2009; Hertwich &

Peters, 2009). Helping to change the behaviours of consumers is

therefore key to help tackle climate change (Clarke et al., 2018).

PEBs can be understood to include ‘the commission of acts that

benefit the natural environment and the omission of acts that harm it’

(Lange & Dewitte, 2019). Much research considers PEBs to include

the intention to doing something beneficial for the environment

(Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002), but less environmentally costly

behaviours such as reusing products or buying less can also be moti-

vated by factors such as frugality or thriftiness (Gatersleben, Murtagh,

Cherry, & Watkins, 2019).

PEBs cover a wide variety of behaviours. The way people choose

to travel, the type of products they consume, and how they use energy

within their homes can all have significant environmental conse-

quences (Ivanova et al., 2017; Wynes & Nicholas, 2017). Dietz, Gard-

ner, Gilligan, Stern, and Vandenbergh (2009) noted that behaviours

within the home that could potentially generate rapid carbon emission

reductions included using more energy-efficient appliances, not leaving

items on standby and driving less. People thus can adopt a variety of

different behaviours across the consumption and use cycle ranging

from relatively easy PEBs (e.g., switching-off lights) to PEBs that

require more significant changes in lifestyles (e.g., not eating meat, not

driving a car). Although not all PEBs are relevant to this study due to

IKEA's focus on the household level as home retailer, to appreciate that

sustainable lifestyles cover household, consumption and travel behav-

iours, amongst others, this study aims to assess the effects of the Live

Lagom behaviour change interventions on a range of different PEBs.

1.2 | Can business support the adoption of PEBs?

In the past, the majority of business's pro-environmental strategies

have been implemented out of a need to comply with legal require-

ments. More recently, however, a growing number of organisations

have started to voluntarily adopt non-compulsory proactive environ-

mental strategies. Reviewing different drivers of environmental

proactivity, research by González-Benito and González-Benito (2006)

showed that stakeholder pressure is a central determining factor, thus

placing consumers as central agents for change with potentially far-

reaching influence on business strategy and businesses' behaviours.

Approaching the question of corporate responsibility from the

side of the business, Heikkurinen et al. (2019) argue that private sector

actors can contribute to sustainable development by extending their

business strategies. Through the adoption of extended eco-efficiency

approaches, that is, actively influencing the customer to consume bet-

ter, and extended eco-sufficiency strategies which aim to motivate the

customer to consume less, businesses can go beyond supply chain

improvements and proactively improve consumption patterns.

However, although a wide range of studies have examined

interventions to promote PEB (Abrahamse, 2019; Steg &

Vlek, 2009), the majority of these interventions are conducted at

research institutions or in cooperation with environmental non-

governmental organisations (Arts, 2002). Only a small number have

involved businesses themselves. For instance, Young, Russell,

Robinson, and Chintakayala (2017) conducted an intervention with

a major UK supermarket retailer to test which form of information

provision had the greatest effect on customers' food waste behav-

iour. The results showed that combined communication channels

and repeated messaging strategies significantly reduced the food

waste of customers, even when they were not able to recall that

they have seen the messages. Further, Verfuerth, Jones, Gregory-

Smith, and Oates (2019) conducted a field study with a medium-

sized internet service provider in the United Kingdom to determine

whether workplace interventions to encourage sustainable dietary

choices (meat avoidance) in employees could also influence dietary

choices at home. Comparison of pre-intervention and post-
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intervention interviews showed that the intervention was success-

ful with reductions in consumption of meat at home.

Together, these studies demonstrate that corporate actors can

play an important role in supporting PEB change. However, so far,

these studies have focused on specific behaviours only rather than

broader lifestyle changes. In the Live Lagom intervention, we aim to

close this gap by testing whether an intervention can lead to changes

in a wider range of PEBs that compose lifestyles. In addition, the

existing interventions have only tested consumers' PEBs immediately

following the intervention or at follow-up a couple of months later.

In this research, we aim to examine the extent to which any changes

in PEBs are sustained over longer time periods following the

completion of the intervention. This is important to determine

because it can provide urgently required insights concerning whether

interventions need to be repeated with the same participants over

time or whether just one exposure in enough to lead to sustained

increases in PEBs.

1.3 | Can businesses' PEB interventions influence
customer attitudes towards the company?

The primary aim of any business's PEB interventions should be to pro-

mote more environmentally friendly behaviours among their cus-

tomers. However, businesses' uptake of such interventions may be

greater if there are positive outcomes for the company too. Any

engagement in CSR such as donating money to environmental causes

is often publicised in a way that stakeholders and customers are

aware that businesses are attempting to improve their environmental

performance (Brulhart, Gherra, & Quelin, 2019). It appears that

businesses therefore intend for their engagement in CSR to have a

positive impact on customer perceptions. Indeed, research has shown

that a company's engagement is CSR is positively associated with

favourable consumer attitudes towards that company (Smith &

Langford, 2009; Vahdati, Mousavi, & Tajik, 2015). In the present

study, we therefore also test whether participants attitudes towards

IKEA changes as a result of the intervention.

1.4 | The IKEA Live Lagom project

This paper draws on data collected during a 3-year project initiated by

IKEA and carried out in cooperation with Hubbub and the University

of Surrey. The project ran from 2015 to 2018, during which time

three empirical studies plus a follow-up study were conducted as

shown in Figure 1.

The project employed a cocreative approach between different

sectors and IKEA's customers to facilitate behavioural changes (Clark

& Dickson, 2003). That is, it actively involved project participants and

made changes to the project according to customer feedback that

was collected and analysed at the end of each respective year.

Changes included new interventions such as updated or additional

workshops as well as changes to the incentives participants received

as part of their project participation (seeTable 1).

The project involved a number of interventions following both

antecedent and consequence strategies (Abrahamse, 2019;

Abrahamse, Steg, Vlek, & Rothengatter, 2005) and are summarised in

Table 1. Antecedent strategies are introduced before the behaviour

F IGURE 1 Timeline presenting all studies [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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TABLE 1 Intervention overview including objective of intervention

Project year Type of intervention Description Timing of intervention

1, 2 and 3 Goal setting Participants were asked to set themselves clear goals

they want to achieve during the Live Lagom project

participation and to make a pledge to achieve these.

This aimed to strengthen their commitment to the

set goals.

Start

1, 2 and 3 Live Lagom Leader IKEA in-store person served as a point of contact to

build trust, organise workshops, steer capacity

building and continuously provide feedback on

progress.

Throughout project

1 and 2 Live Lagom Brochure A brochure was developed to provide information and

raise awareness about environmental issues and

aimed to showcase how products can operate as

tools supporting the participants' effort to live

sustainable lifestyles at home.

Start

1, 2 and 3 Financial incentive A project voucher was provided as incentive and aimed

to reduce barriers, create capabilities and encourage

PEBs. The value differed between the studies.

Start

1 and 2 Home visit An initial home visit served to understand existing

behaviours, build trust and provide initial

information and feedback for areas of improvement.

Start

1, 2 and 3 Workshops Participants were invited to attend workshops to

increase their knowledge and awareness of how to

live more sustainable lifestyles at home, report back

and exchange ideas between participants.

Several occasions throughout project

1 Online Energy Q&A An online question and answer session with an energy

expert was held to increase awareness and stimulate

action

Mid-point

1, 2 and 3 Closed Facebook group All participants were invited to join a closed Facebook

group to exchange and discuss ideas and provide

comparative feedback on their progress.

Throughout project

1, 2 and 3 Reflective blog writing As part of their participation participants were asked to

write three blog posts that allowed them to reflect

on personal progress during the project and share it

with others.

Start, mid-point and end

F IGURE 2 Pro-environmental behaviour
scores across the three time points for
individuals in the intervention group (N = 27) in
Study 2 [Colour figure can be viewed at
wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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change. This includes goal setting, which involves setting clear goals

and making plans to achieve those goals (Gollwitzer & Sheeran, 2006),

information provision strategies and environmental education

(e.g., Hinchliffe, 1996), as well as modelling which involves showing

how others carry out the desirable behaviours and how products

can support behavioural changes (Abrahamse et al., 2005). Conse-

quence strategies are introduced after a behaviour or initial behaviour

change and aim to reinforce the desirable behaviour. Examples involve

the provision of financial incentives to encourage ‘desirable’ or dis-

courage ‘undesirable’ behaviours (for a recent meta-analysis reviewing

different types of financial incentives, see Maki, Burns, Ha, &

Rothman, 2016) and feedback to show people how far they have

come to achieving their goals (Abrahamse, Steg, Vlek, Rothengatter, &

Rothengatter, 2007). During the Live Lagom project, feedback was

provided by IKEA and between project participants in person during

workshops and online. Although most studies employ only a single

type of intervention, research has found that behaviour change inter-

ventions are most effective when combining antecedent and conse-

quent strategies (Abrahamse et al., 2005). The Live Lagom project is

based on this notion and includes multiple elements tackling a range

of different underlying motives to help promote lasting lifestyle

change across behavioural domains (Moore & Boldero, 2017).

2 | THE PRESENT RESEARCH

Three studies were conducted to examine whether the Live Lagom

project could effectively promote PEB change in the short and long

terms. In addition, the studies examined to what extent engagement

with the project changed participants' perceptions of the company.

Study 1 served as a pilot and tested the initial methodology. An

updated research design was then used during Study 2. This was

eventually replicated in Study 3. Ethical approval was received for

each of the studies from the University of Surrey Ethics Committee.

2.1 | Study 1: Pilot

The purpose of Study 1 was to determine whether the intervention

was able to have an effect on PEBs. It was carried out between

September 2015 and July 2016.

2.1.1 | Method

Participants

As with all samples during the Live Lagom project, participants were

recruited by IKEA through the company's own loyalty programme,

IKEA FAMILY. As part of the regular newsletter, information outlining

the duration and the purpose of the project were communicated invit-

ing members of the loyalty programme to fill in a short application.

Potential participants had to be over 18 years old at the time of

the application and needed to live within one hour driving time from

the respective IKEA. This was deemed to be necessary to make sure

that people could participate in in-store workshops and events. No

other exclusion criterion was applied. Each participating household

received a £500 voucher which they could spend on a range of sus-

tainable products from the IKEA sustainability range.1 All in all, 125

participants were recruited. One hundred seven responses were

recorded at baseline (T1) as well as 83 responses at the end of the

project (T2). After data cleaning, 60 participants remained that filled in

both questionnaires (48% of overall sample). For these 60 participants,

the median age bracket was 26–35 (min = 8–25, max = 66–55). Eight

were male and 52 female. Seventy-five percent of participants identi-

fied as White British. The remaining 25% identified as a mixture of

British Asian, Black British, White Irish, Mixed ethnicities and other

1We refer to the IKEA Sustainability range as a selection of products that were identified by

the IKEA Sustainability Team as products that can support participants in their goal to live

more sustainable lifestyles. For further information, please refer to https://www.ikea.com/

gb/en/this-is-ikea/sustainable-everyday/ikea-live-lagom-community-pub8d845141.
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T1 (baseline) T2 (post-intervention) T3 (1 year follow-up)

Study 3

lights upcycle fairtrade walk/cycle

F IGURE 3 Pro-environmental behaviour
scores across the three time points for individuals
in the intervention group (N = 33) in Study 3
[Colour figure can be viewed at
wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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ethnic groups. The majority of participants were from a family with

children (65.4%) or living with a partner (17.8%).

Measures

To measure PEBs, an existing scale from previous research at the

Defra was adopted that clusters people in a sustainability segmenta-

tion model (Darnton, 2013; Poortinga & Darnton, 2016).

The PEB questions for this survey were based on an adapted ver-

sion of the transtheoretical model (TTM; Prochaska &

DiClemente, 1984). The model suggests that people transition

through five defined stages when changing their behaviours from

being unwilling to change, to having never thought about changing

(precontemplation), through contemplating change, attempting to

change and maintaining change. Engagement in PEBs was assessed by

asking participants to report for 32 different PEBs (e.g., home

improvements, energy and water usage, product use, cooking and

dieting habits and product choice) whether ‘I don't really want to do

this’, ‘I haven't really thought about doing this’, ‘I'm thinking about

doing this’, ‘I've tried doing this but haven't had much success’ or ‘I'm

already doing this and intend to keep it up’. In an additional answer

option, participants had the opportunity to indicate that none of the

provided answers is applicable or that they do not know (‘I don't

know/NA’).

The data were used to create five new variables, one for each

stage of change by adding up the number of times a participant

reported to be in each stage of change across the 32 behaviours. For

each of the five variables, scores could range from 0 (the respondent

did not indicate being in this stage of change for any of the behav-

iours) to 32 (the respondent indicated being in that stage for all of the

32 behaviours). For instance, Table 2 shows that the average for

precontemplation at the start of the project was 1.25 indicating that

on average respondents indicated 1.25 times (out of 32) ‘I don't really

want to do this’. However, they reported 14.63 times that ‘I am

already doing this and intend to keep it up’.

2.1.2 | Results

A series of paired samples t tests were conducted to examine whether

there were changes in the extent to which participants reported being

in each stage of change from before until after the project. As the var-

iables were not always normally distributed, bootstrapping was

applied. There were significant changes for all variables apart from

precontemplation. The latter is possibly due to a ceiling effect because

a desire to adapt a more sustainable lifestyle was the starting point of

the project. Therefore, participants were already interested in chang-

ing behaviour, and precontemplation was very low at T1, although the

possibility exist that a person only applied due to the offered financial

incentive in the form of products.

Table 2 shows that respondents were more likely to report being

in the maintenance stage at the end of the project (T2) than at the start

at (T1). At the same time, participants were less likely to report being

in the contemplation, ready for action and failed action stages at the

end, compared with the start of the project. Together, these findings

demonstrate a shift away from unsuccessful behaviour change

(i.e., decrease in failed action stage) and the lower stages of behaviour

change (e.g., precontemplation; contemplation), towards executing

PEBs more often (i.e. increase in maintenance of action stage). The

intervention therefore appears to have been successful in increasing

engagement in PEBs.

Overall, Study 1 suggested that participation in the Live Lagom

project could promote behaviour change. In Study 2, we further

explored behaviour change using a different measure of PEBs and

including a control group.

2.2 | Study 2

The second year of the Live Lagom project ran between September

2016 and July 2017. The project was largely similar to the one

conducted in Year 1 with the following exceptions: (1) the addition

of a control group, (2) a reduced incentive for the new participant

cohort and (3) a different measure of PEBs. Moreover, in July

2019, a follow-up questionnaire was send out to all participants

of Study 2 who took part in the intervention, 2 years after the end

of Study 2 in July 2017 (T3, Figure 1) to test the extent to which

any changes in PEBs were maintained over time. In addition,

project participants were also asked about their perceptions of

IKEA to assess whether businesses can improve their own brand by

promoting sustainability.

TABLE 2 Paired samples statistic for bootstrap

Paired samples statistic

Bootstrap

Before (T1) After (T2) Difference t df p

Precontemplation (SD) 1.25 (1.67) 1.15 (1.83) −.1 0.4 59 .693

Contemplation (SD) 5.95 (3.52) 3.32 (3.06) −2.63 5.27 59 .000

Ready for action (SD) 5.08 (3.06) 4.02 (2.76) −1.06 2.49 59 .0.16

Failed action (SD) 4.28 (3.07) 2.72 (2.09) −1.56 3.68 59 .001

Maintenance of action (SD) 14.63 (5.91) 19.35 (4.53) 4.72 −8.44 59 .000

Note: n = 60.

1042 ELF ET AL.
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2.2.1 | Method

Participants

For Study 2, 100 new project participants were recruited in 19

different locations across the United Kingdom and Ireland according

to IKEA's store locations. Eighty participants completed both base-

line and follow-up questionnaires. Following feedback from the

previous participant cohort, the value of the voucher provided as

incentive was reduced to £300. A control group was then recruited

by a market research company which was matched to the partici-

pant sample. In total, 1000 people in the control group completed

the baseline survey, but only 152 respondents completed both

baseline and follow-up survey and were eventually included in the

analyses reported here. The participant group consisted of 76%

female participants whereas the control group contained 72%

female individuals. In both groups, the median age was 35–45

(min = 18–24, max = 55+) with a median household income band

(before tax) of £20,000–£39,999. No data on educational level and

ethnic background were collected.

Measures

PEBs: Six PEB items were included in the questionnaire employed,

which were also covered as part of Study 1. In line with IKEA's exper-

tise as a home retailer, these covered PEBs that occur on a household

level such as switching-off lights and appliances, repairing or upcycling

as well as hiring, sharing or lending products to others, and consuming

fair trade and eco-labelled products. In addition, one question measur-

ing changes in sustainable transport behaviours (i.e., ‘I walk or bike

instead of taking the car cycling for short journeys’) was included to

allow for additional insights and comparison with a behaviour that

occurs exclusively outside the household realm. Participants were

asked to indicate how often they engaged in each of the six behav-

iours on a scale from 1 (never) to 5 (always).

Sustainability of PEB change: Four out of the original six PEB items

described above were included at the follow-up stage (T3). Three addi-

tional questions were also included at T3 to gain further information

about the longevity of changes in behaviour. These were ‘Since your

participation in the Live Lagom project, have the behaviours you might

have changed during the project resulted into adopting additional sus-

tainable behaviours?’, ‘Since your participation in the Live Lagom pro-

ject, have you changed any behaviours that might have increased the

carbon footprint or environmental impact of your household?’ and

‘Are you still committed to living a sustainable lifestyle at home?’ All

three questions required a yes/no response, and space was given for

participants to provide further details for the first two items.

Attitude towards IKEA: Participants in the intervention group were

asked ‘How has your perception towards IKEA changed’ at the post-

intervention testing phase (T2). They responded on a scale from 1

(much worse) to 5 (much better).

2.2.2 | Results

Effect of the intervention of PEBs

A series of 2 (condition: intervention or control) × 2 (time: pre-

intervention or post-intervention) mixed ANOVAs with repeated mea-

sures on the second factor compared behaviour scores taken before

and after the intervention period for both groups. Significant interac-

tion effects were found when examining all six behaviours: lights (F

(1,230) = 11.11, p = .001, ηp2 = .05), appliances (F(1,230) = 12.76,

p = .009, ηp2 = .05), upcycling (F(1,230) = 5.26, p = .004, ηp2 = .04), fair

trade (F(1,230) = 10.85, p = .000, ηp2 = .09), hiring (F(1,230) = 11.80,

TABLE 3 Descriptive statistics and paired samples t tests examining changes in behaviour from before to after the intervention period for
both the intervention and control groups in Study 2

Pre-intervention (T1) Post-intervention (T2)

Paired-sample t testsM SD M SD

Intervention group

Switch off lights 4.08 0.84 4.59 0.61 t(79) = −5.55, p = .000, d = .62

Switch off appliances 2.70 1.20 3.31 1.12 t(79) = −5.16, p = .000, d = .57

Repair or ‘upcycle’ 2.78 1.09 3.62 0.94 t(79) = −4.18, p = .000, d = .81

Fair trade and eco-labelled 2.21 0.90 2.99 0.96 t(79) = −7.17, p = .000, d = .81

Hire, share or lend products 1.91 0.72 2.39 0.72 t(79) = −4.65, p = .000, d = .52

Walk or bike instead of car 2.91 1.12 3.31 0.99 t(79) = −3.67, p = .000, d = .41

Control group

Switch off lights 4.32 0.97 4.39 0.93 t(151) = −.88, p = .382, d = .07

Switch off appliances 3.45 1.23 3.52 1.28 t(151) = −.72, p = .475, d = .06

Repair or ‘upcycle’ 2.89 1.27 2.93 1.21 t(151) = −.42, p = .674, d = .04

Fair trade and eco-labelled 2.07 0.93 2.20 0.95 t(151) = −1.68, p = .096, d = .13

Hire, share or lend products 1.89 0.86 1.90 0.83 t(151) = −.16, p = .872, d = .01

Walk or bike instead of car 3.21 1.38 3.24 1.51 t(151) = −.36, p = .723, d = .03
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p = .001, ηp2 = .05) and walking and cycling for short journeys (F

(1,230) = 5.97, p = .015, ηp2 = .03). Paired-sample t tests shown in

Table 3 demonstrated that the intervention group significantly

increased their scores on these behaviours from pre-intervention

to post-intervention, whereas those in the control group did not

display significant changes in these behaviours across the testing

period.

Longevity of changes in PEB

Further analysis was conducted using only those 27 individuals (34%

of the original 80 participants) in the intervention group who

completed the follow-up questionnaire 2 years later (T3). A series of

one-way repeated measures ANOVAs demonstrated significant

differences across time points for all four behaviours taken from the

original questionnaire: lights (F(2,52) = 10.64, p = .000, ηp2 = .29),

upcycling (F(2,52) = 11.09, p = .000, ηp2 = .30), fair trade (F

(2,52) = 15.02, p = .000, ηp2 = .37) and walking/cycling (F(2,52) = 5.27,

p < .01, ηp2 = .17). Post hoc pairwise comparisons with Bonferroni

correction showed that scores at T2 (post-intervention) were higher

than at T1 (pre-intervention) for all behaviours. More importantly,

scores at T3 were significantly higher than at T1 for all behaviours

apart from walking/cycling. This shows that the increases in PEBs as a

result of engaging in the intervention tend to be sustained over a

two-year period once the intervention is over. Scores at T3 did not

significantly differ from those at T2.

Examination of the responses to the three further questions

included at follow-up revealed that 100% of individuals felt that

they had adopted additional sustainable behaviours as a result of

the intervention. These included avoiding single-use plastics,

recycling all food and household waste, using rechargeable batte-

ries and growing their own food and herbs. Furthermore, 13%

noted they had adopted behaviours that might increase their car-

bon footprint following the intervention. These behaviours involved

getting a second dog, shopping at discounter where food often is

packaged in plastic and getting a bigger car. All Live Lagom project

participants said that they were still committed to living a sustain-

able lifestyle at home.

Attitudes towards IKEA

All 80 respondents reported that their perception of IKEA either

stayed the same or got better (M = 4.48, SD = .57). In total, 52% of

participants stated that their perceptions of IKEA was ‘much better’

and 44% stated that their perceptions of IKEA were ‘somewhat bet-

ter’. The intervention therefore appears to have been largely effective

in improving customer perceptions of the store.

In summary, Study 2 demonstrated that the intervention was

effective in increasing PEBs, which did not happen in a control

group. Increases were seen across all six behaviours measured

and appeared to be largely maintained 2 years after the interven-

tion took place. Customers' perceptions of IKEA also seemed to

largely improve, suggesting that businesses can benefit both their

own brand and the environment by promoting sustainable

behaviours.

2.3 | Study 3

To follow up on findings from Study 2 and test their reliability,

another study was conducted. Study 3 aimed to replicate the results

of Study 2. Data were collected during the last year of the Live Lagom

project between September 2017 and July 2018. It follows the same

design and procedure as Study 2, with the exception that the follow-

up assessment for the intervention group was carried out 1 year after

the intervention in July 2019. Appreciating that the behavioural mea-

sure is only subjective, a further measure of PEBs was also included.

This required participants to indicate the extent their resource con-

sumption (e.g., electricity) had changed.

2.3.1 | Method

Participants

All in all, 141 participants were recruited in the same way as in Study

2. In the intervention group, 92 individuals (64.54% of the initial par-

ticipant group) completed the pre-intervention and post-intervention

measures. In the matched control group, 125 individuals completed

both measures. Six participants were male (5%) and 119 female. Simi-

larly, 91% in the participant group were female. The median age in

both groups was 35–45 (min = 18–24, max = 55+). The majority of

participants identified as white or white other (86% of

project participants and 89% in control group). The remaining

participants identified as a mixture of Asian/Asian British, Black/

African/Caribbean/Black British, Mixed ethnicities and other ethnic

groups. In both groups, the median household annual income band

(after tax) was £30,000–£39,999 and the median level of education

received was a Bachelor's degree or equivalent. As in the previous

year, following feedback from the previous participant cohort

the financial incentive was reduced to a voucher of the value of

£100.

Measures

The same six PEB items were used as in Study 2. In the intervention

group, participants were also asked to estimate the percentage

change in their consumption of electricity, gas, water and their food

waste, waste (general) and recycling (from −100, indicating a decrease

of 100%, to 100, indicating an increase of 100%). Both measures used

to examine the sustainability of PEB change and attitude towards

IKEA were identical with those in Study 2. Lastly, four of the original

six PEB items were also included at the follow-up survey (T3) 2 years

after the official end of the second year along with the three new

questions, as outlined in Study 2.

2.3.2 | Results

Effects of the interventions on PEBs

A series of 2 (condition: intervention or control) × 2 (time: pre-

intervention or post-intervention) mixed ANOVAs with repeated
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measures on the second factor compared behaviour scores were

taken before and after the intervention period for both groups. Signif-

icant interaction effects were found when examining the behaviours

of lights (F(1,215) = 11.14, p = .001, ηp2 = .05), appliances (F

(1,215) = 8.52, p = .009, ηp2 = .03), upcycling (F(1,215) = 10.73,

p = .001, ηp2 = .05) and hiring (F(1,215) = 8.24, p = .005, ηp2 = .04).

Paired-sample t tests (seeTable 4) demonstrated that the intervention

group significantly increased their scores on these behaviours from

pre-intervention to post-intervention, whereas those in the control

group did not display significant changes in these behaviours across

the testing period.

Moreover, no significant interaction terms were found for choos-

ing fair trade products (F(1,215) = 2.45, p = .119, ηp2 = .01) or walking

and cycling for short journeys (F(1,215) = .27, p = .604, ηp2 = .00).

However, there was a significant main effect of Time for both the

fair trade (F(1,215) = 16.34, p < .001, ηp2 = .07) and walking/

cycling (F(1,215) = 29.78, p < .001, ηp2 = .12) behaviours.

Examination of the paired-sample t tests demonstrated that there

was a trend for these two behaviours to increase in both the inter-

vention and control groups across the testing period. The size of

these effects was greater in the Live Lagom project intervention

group.

In terms of the intervention groups estimates of their percentage

changes in their consumption behaviour, on average, individuals felt

that the amount of materials they were able to recycle had increased

by 32% (SD = 40). In addition, both electricity (M = −14%, SD = 18),

gas (M = −12%, SD = 19) and water (M = −13%, SD = 22) consump-

tion were all reported to have decreased. The greatest resource sav-

ings were recorded with regards to the amount of food waste

(M = −35%, SD = 32) and general waste (M = −29%, SD = 29).

Longevity of changes in PEBs

Further analysis was conducted using only those 33 individuals

(23.4% of the original sample) in the intervention group who com-

pleted the follow-up questionnaire 1 year later (T3). A series of one-

way repeated measures ANOVAs demonstrated significant differ-

ences across time points for all behaviours: lights (F(2,64) = 20.95,

p = .000, ηp2 = .40), upcycling (F(2,64) = 18.332, p = .000, ηp2 = .36),

fair trade (F(2,64) = 14.252, p = .000, ηp2 = .31) and walking/cycling (F

(2,64) = 4.18, p = .02, ηp2 = .12). Post hoc pairwise comparisons with

Bonferroni correction demonstrated that scores at T2 (post-interven-

tion) were significantly higher than at T1 (pre-intervention) for all

behaviours apart from walking/cycling. Scores at T3 (follow-up) were

significantly higher than those at T1 for all behaviours. Scores at T2

and T3 did not significantly differ from one another. In line with find-

ings from Study 2, the behavioural gains from the intervention there-

fore appear to be sustained 1 year after the intervention has finished.

Providing further evidence for the continuous impact of the

behaviour change project, 93% of the participant group reported

adopting additional sustainable behaviours as a result of the interven-

tion. These included using rechargeable batteries, growing own food,

switching to LED light bulbs and buying fewer new clothes. Only 8%

of individuals noted that they had adopted behaviours that may have

increased their carbon footprint. In all cases, this was highlighted as

taking flights. All respondents stated that they were still committed to

living a sustainable lifestyle at home following their participation in

the Live Lagom project.

Attitude towards IKEA

The majority of participants stated that their perceptions of IKEA had

improved following the Live Lagom intervention (M = 4.24, SD = .78).

TABLE 4 Descriptive statistics and paired samples t tests examining the changes in behaviour from before to after the intervention period for
both the intervention and control groups in Study 3

Pre-intervention (T1) Post-intervention (T2)

Paired-sample t testsM SD M SD

Intervention group

Switch off lights 3.91 0.98 4.52 .60 t(91) = −6.86, p = .000, d = .65

Switch off appliances 2.79 1.31 3.46 1.11 t(91) = −5.59, p = .000, d = .59

Repair or ‘upcycle’ 2.53 1.03 3.11 0.96 t(91) = −4.83, p = .000, d = .51

Fair trade and eco-labelled 2.26 0.90 2.70 0.99 t(91) = −4.87, p = .000, d = .52

Hire, share or lend products 2.09 0.79 2.58 1.00 t(91) = −4.86, p = .000, d = .51

Walk or bike instead of car 2.74 1.33 3.23 1.18 t(91) = −4.50, p = .000, d = .49

Control group

Switch off lights 4.28 0.80 4.38 0.88 t(124) = −.84, p = .403, d = .08

Switch off appliances 3.33 1.22 3.43 1.20 t(124) = −.60, p = .553, d = .06

Repair or ‘upcycle’ 2.95 1.08 2.86 1.12 t(124) = .59, p = .559, d = .05

Fair trade and eco-labelled 2.31 0.92 2.50 0.96 t(124) = −1.66, p = .099, d = .15

Hire, share or lend products 2.15 0.93 2.16 0.97 t(124) = −.07, p = .948, d = .01

Walk or bike instead of car 2.82 1.34 3.41 1.31 t(124) = −3.95, p = .000, d = .35
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That is, 84% stated that their perceptions following their participation

in the Live Lagom project were ‘somewhat better’ or ‘much better’.

Overall, Study 3 has further supported the effectiveness of the

[name project] intervention on promoting PEBs. As in Study 2, any

increases in PEBs appeared to be sustained at 1-year follow-up (T3).

Moreover, project participants' perceptions towards IKEA were also

largely improved.

3 | DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This paper examined the effectiveness of the IKEA Live Lagom project

in changing consumers' PEBs and their attitudes towards IKEA. Across

3 years of testing and three participant groups, the interventions

proved to be effective in altering not only PEBs but also customers'

attitudes towards the business. Furthermore, our research shows that

PEB change extended beyond the duration of the project participa-

tion. To this end, this research adds to the growing evidence that

companies can go beyond conventional CSR approaches by taking on

an active role in supporting behavioural changes of their customers

(Young et al., 2017).

As a result, the research advances the understanding of how

to implement effective PEB interventions in several ways. First, our

findings support suggestions that broad interventions incorporating

multiple strategies may be more successful in promoting lasting

changes in PEBs (Staats, Harland, & Wilke, 2004; Young

et al., 2017). We have demonstrated that the Live Lagom project

was able to successfully influence the PEBs of IKEA customers.

Second, we add to existing research by documenting that the

interventions were able to successfully influence not only a single

type of behaviour, but a range of PEBs. They therefore have an

effect on wider lifestyles highlighting more wide-reaching benefits

than previously documented.

However, our results do partly challenge the suggestion by Young

et al. (2017) that consumers need constant reminders to maintain

behavioural changes. Although the follow-up sample was mainly self-

selective, we found that many participants maintained their behav-

ioural changes and in some cases expanded on them even after the

official end of the project. This suggests that exposure to a single

intervention period can be enough to encourage lasting PEB changes.

One potential explanation for this is that through the intervention

participants were able to engage with other fellow project partici-

pants. This allowed for an exchange of ideas and progress which facili-

tated reciprocal feedback potentially enforcing social pressure on

each other to stay committed even once the project finished. Conse-

quently, both continuous and additional behavioural changes might

have occurred through an increased motivation to live more sustain-

able lifestyles at home nurtured through the exposure to other PEBs

that other participants adopted. In addition, a sense of belongingness

to other project participant (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) and a poten-

tial creation of a shared identity between them (Elf, Gatersleben, &

Christie, 2019) could have fostered a collective effort (Amel, Manning,

Scott, & Koger, 2017).

With regard to the provision of financial incentives, one might

argue that these triggered responses in favour of IKEA. We believe

that the project provided new, important insights because the

majority of research projects do not hold the financial resources

that private sector business has. It was therefore useful to test

how interventions worked in more real-life contexts. In addition, it

is important to note that project participants across all cohorts suc-

cessfully changed their behaviours despite the significant reduction

in financial incentive from £500 to £300 and £100 in the last year,

lending additional weight to the view that non-financial motivator

were more important to the participants to engage in behavioural

changes.

The Live Lagom project therefore provided a model that went

beyond individual behaviour change alone and enabled peer-to-peer

learning while facilitating a wider collective engagement across partic-

ipants (Grabs, Langen, Maschkowski, & Schäpke, 2016). This supports

the proposal that behaviour change initiatives ideally follow longitudi-

nal approaches during which continuous formal and social feedback

can be provided (Osbaldiston & Schott, 2012). This may help to trig-

ger further behavioural changes and allow newly adopted behav-

iours to become part of routines and, eventually, change entire

lifestyles. In addition, we found that those PEBs changes targeted

by the intervention were not only sustained over time once the

intervention had finished, but participants became interested in

additional PEBs and began to adopt those. In psychological

research, this is sometimes referred to as behavioural spillover

effect describing the adoption of further PEBs, outside the initial

behavioural domain targeted by the individual (Truelove, Carrico,

Weber, Raimi, & Vandenbergh, 2014; Verfuerth & Gregory-

Smith, 2018). If interventions such as Live Lagom project are able

to facilitate behavioural spillover effects, they might hold the

potential to promote pro-environmental lifestyles above and

beyond the focus of any specific intervention. Future research is

needed to evaluate the real potential further.

One surprising finding from our research was that in Year 3, both

the project participant and control groups increased their purchase of

fair trade products and reported an increase in walking and cycling

behaviours. We are not aware of any additional national cycling or fair

trade campaign during that time that could have prompted changes in

these behaviours in the control group. However, with the recent

emergence of the Extinction Rebellion group and School Strike for Cli-

mate movement public awareness about environmental issues is at an

all-time high in the United Kingdom (Smith, 2019). This may explain

why we are seeing some increases in PEBs in the control group for

the most recent study.

As well as increasing our understanding of PEB change, our

research also has practical implications for retailers in that it shows

how companies can benefit from engaging their customers more

closely. Retailer can extend their business strategies by actively

supporting them to consume better and less, something recently

labelled as ‘extended eco-efficiency’ and 'extended eco-sufficiency'

respectively (Heikkurinen et al., 2019). The findings also support pre-

vious suggestions that effective communication of sustainable
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business activities can lead to improvements in customers' perception

of the respective business (Cuesta-Valiño, Rodríguez, & Núñez-

Barriopedro, 2019; Mukonza & Swarts, 2019) and strengthen a

customer–company identification (Elf et al., 2019; Hur, Moon, &

Kim, 2020). Practically, our findings suggest that sustainability

approaches applied by businesses should go beyond their tradi-

tional boundaries (Heikkurinen et al., 2019; Searcy, 2016). That is,

by creating active communication between businesses and cus-

tomers, the cocreational approach enabled successful PEB change

and enhanced positive perceptions of the business. One reason for

this might be that by combining tangible products and intangible

services, IKEA showed that it can provide better sustainable solu-

tions to its customers that are more attuned to their real needs.

Therefore, a more cocreational approach towards PEB changes and

entire lifestyles can hold the potential to overcome the divide

between businesses and consumers, and different interests can

become aligned (Spaargaren & Martens, 2005; Taylor, Vithayathil,

& Yim, 2018). Indeed, as shown by Taylor et al. (2018), initiatives

that go beyond merely sponsoring good causes can positively con-

tribute to the business's value.

Moreover, existing research suggests that such approaches

could also drive innovation (Lozano, 2018; Snyder, Witell,

Gustafsson, Fombelle, & Kristensson, 2016), result in the develop-

ment of new, more sustainable product–service systems (Pieroni,

Marques, Moraes, Rozenfeld, & Ometto, 2017; Tukker, 2015), allow

for the successful implementation of improved practices as part of

sustainable business models (Dentchev et al., 2018; Evans

et al., 2017) and connect businesses with citizens to become part of

a wider value network (Evans, Norell Bergendahl, Gregory, &

Ryan, 2009). In so doing, greater responsibility for environmental

and social impacts resulting from the use of products and services

might be accepted on both sides (Evans et al., 2017). Consequently,

by further aligning efforts, pressure into other areas such as sustain-

able production (Marchand & Walker, 2008) and service provision

(Calabrese, Forte, & Ghiron, 2018), as well as generating implications

for policy makers are possible.

A willingness from businesses to engage in experimental

learning processes to advance towards more sustainable business

models is rare yet urgently required (Elf et al., 2019;

McGrath, 2010). Yet besides uncertainty when exploring and

piloting new business approaches that include significant financial

and non-financial resources, following the Live Lagom project,

IKEA has now made it part of their strategy and initiated a roll-

out of project findings into their sustainability strategy. The

research thus provides evidence that it can be of great benefit

for a business, adding to the growing body of research demon-

strating the positive link between sustainability and business per-

formance (UNEP, 2014).

A strength of the present study is that it collected real-world

data through a collaboration between academic scholars and busi-

ness practitioners which can be crucial for the effective design and

evaluation of real-world behavioural change interventions (Clark &

Dickson, 2003). Despite this, there are a couple of difficulties and

limitations that should be noted. For instance, longitudinal work

with several partners in a fast-paced business environment can

mean that the methodology is changed for practical reasons or

due to a lack of resources. In our research, we had to alter the

measure of PEBs following the pilot study in order to allow for

more relevant analyses in line with the objective to evaluate behav-

ioural changes. In addition, we were reliant on the applied sampling

strategy which excluded people who were not registered under the

loyalty scheme. This means that the participants may not have

been representative of the UK and Irish population. For example, it

may be that all participants had an interest in adopting more

sustainable lifestyles prior to the project. Future research should

therefore aim to test whether our findings can be replicated in

samples whereby participants do not have an initial interest in

sustainable lifestyles.

Furthermore, the research relied on self-reported behaviour,

which has shown not to always perfectly correlate with actual

behaviour (Kormos & Gifford, 2014). Although ideally actual behav-

iour are measured, this was difficult to implement in the present

study given that the participants were spread across the United

Kingdom and Ireland and a large number of behaviours were being

targeted. Future research would therefore benefit from collecting

additional hard data such as electricity bills and waste measure-

ments, among others, where possible. Future research might also

benefit from exploring how the intervention was able to impact

upon other aspects of participants' lives. Besides the previously

mentioned spillover effect, emerging research shows that engaging

in PEBs is association with greater well-being (Isham &

Jackson, 2020; Kaida & Kaida, 2016; Venhoeven, Bolderdijk, &

Steg, 2013). Therefore, it may be interesting to assess whether

participants also experience improvements in their well-being as a

consequence of engaging in the intervention and the impact this

has on their decision to continue adopting more PEBs.

The research has demonstrated that multifaceted PEB inter-

ventions implemented by businesses can have both lasting and

positive effects on their customers' sustainable lifestyles and

improve the company's image. Our findings should encourage

future research to engage in ‘sustainability science’ involving

cocreational collaborations between scholars and practitioners

(Clark & Dickson, 2003) and, ideally, customers or communities in

longitudinal research approaches. Similar approaches in different

areas will need to explore if the type or sector of the company

administering behaviour change projects matters. If successful, a

greater number of companies embracing more sustainable

approaches might want to go above and beyond conventional busi-

ness practices and operate as what has previously been coined a

Lifestyle Change Support System (Elf et al., 2019) allowing for

important insights into how businesses across sectors can encour-

age the widespread adoption of sets of PEBs and lifestyle changes

among citizens across time and space.
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