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Abstract

Fact-based information campaigns aimed at encouraging more sustainable behaviour have typically resulted in minor
effects that tend not to last. Scholars in the fields of entertainment education have proposed storytelling as an alterna-
tive strategy. Most existing studies have focused on health communication, but there is increasing interest in exploring
storytelling to promote pro-environmental behaviours. Our focus in this study are behaviours which have both health
and environmental implications: personal cleaning, household cleaning, and laundry. In a study using both quantitative
and qualitative analyses (from a survey to which 77 individuals responded), we find that messages embedded into a
short story significantly changed behavioural intentions in readers across all three domains. Readers reported gaining
knowledge from the stories, in terms of the specific products and practices that one could undertake and with respect
to the commonly held misconception that aggressive cleaning practices in the home (e.g., high temperatures, strong
chemicals) are beneficial to human health. Results have implications for interventions aimed at promoting behaviours
that have joint benefits for human and environmental health.

Article highlights

e Our findings show that self-reported behaviour three weeks after reading the stories was more sustainable than
behaviours reported before reading the stories.

o These results contribute positively to the literature on the use of fictional narrative, especially solution-focused stories,
as a behaviour change intervention tool.

e These findings are useful to policymakers when designing behaviour-change interventions.
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1 Introduction

The urgent drive to motivate more sustainable behaviour has often relied on information campaigns. Typically, these
are relatively affordable, publicly acceptable (in the immediate term), and simple to develop given they rely primarily on
information that is already available, e.g., in explaining what a product or system is, does, or affects (e.g., [1]). This applies
to energy and water-saving behaviour in the household, including showering, laundry, and the application of cleaning
products. But fact-based interventions have often been ineffective in promoting sustainability [2]. They have also failed
to counter the persistent narrative that germs must be completely eradicated, no matter the cost to the planet. A further
issue is that, as people are increasingly able to curate their own media content, one tends to remain preaching to the
converted. Scholars in the fields of entertainment-education, health communication, and climate fiction have increasingly
documented the behavioural impact of storytelling as an alternative strategy. In this study we explore the effectiveness of
including information about eco-friendly cleaning methods in stories as a way to reach a wider audience. The key research
aim is to determine whether messages embedded into a fictional work can change attitudes and behavioural intentions.
Our focus in this study are cleaning behaviours in three domains: personal cleaning, household cleaning, and laundry.

2 Literature review

For over 100 years, a strong anti-germ message has been used to sell products ranging from domestic cleaners to dental
paste, and antibacterial paint. Such campaigns claimed to have scientific credibility, while simultaneously prolonging
germ-based myths that suited commercial agendas [3]. The legacy of increasing consumer demands to eradicate germs
has come with an environmental cost. Next to heating/cooling space, heating water is typically the most energy intensive
activity in domestic households," and the hotter the water and the longer it runs for, the greater the financial and envi-
ronmental cost [4]. Similarly, cleaning products that claim to remove 99% of germs can themselves incur negative health
and environmental costs if over-used. This can result in a perceived trade-off between cleanliness and the environment.
Past research has highlighted the impact of environmentally focussed, persuasive interventions on domestic water usage
(specifically, shower length; [5]); however, the impact of information challenging hygiene related assumptions has not,
to our knowledge, been explored.

2.1 Household cleaning

The market for antimicrobial products has escalated since the COVID-19 pandemic. These products often contain mixes
of chemical agents at varying concentrations, and there is strict regulation on their use of these agents as many (if not
all) can be toxic to human health and the environment. For example, volatile organic compounds (VOC) increase with
the use of many biocidal products. Increasing antimicrobial resistance is also a concern [6]. Moreover, it is estimated that
less than one percent of all known microorganisms are human pathogens, i.e., capable of causing disease [7]. We are
increasingly discovering that our own microbial communities are key factors in our health [8], and that alternatives to
chemical biocidal surface cleaners can have sufficient antimicrobial efficacy and be less aggressive to us and the environ-
ment, for example white wine vinegar at appropriate concentrations [9].

2.2 Laundry cleaning

A review by Abney and colleagues [10] noted the importance of temperature in laundry cleaning, with heating to
50—60 °C stated as being necessary to kill microorganisms unless a biocidal product is used. However, they also com-
ment on the impact of the mechanical action of the wash, the effect of drying, and the impact of the cloth material, all of
which affect microbial survival. The evidence for the need of high temperatures in domestic laundry processes is sparse
and indeed. An early study by Blaser and colleagues [11] found no difference in microbial reduction between a wash
of 71 °C and one of only 22 °C. A more recent study by Honisch et al. [12] found low temperatures to be as effective as
high if either a longer wash cycle was used or activated oxygen bleach was added. It is therefore important to consider

! https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Energy_consumption_in_households#Energy_consumption_in_
households_by_type_of_end-use
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the multifactorial aspects of the washing process, along with the immune status of the individual, in determining the
actual risk. Indeed, when considering standards used for processing of health and social care linens (Health Technical
Memorandum (HTM) 01-04 and BS EN 14065:2016 in the UK), a framework is used for local decision making in determin-
ing risk and critical control points. This is an acknowledgement that not all linens can be expected to pose equivalent
risks to patients and staff.

Recent product development has focused on how to reduce temperatures while ensuring effective cleaning. The
use of natural products as laundry agents has also been considered with acetic acid (found in vinegar) found to have
disinfecting properties in a simulated laundry cycle [9], and studies are now being published looking at alternative
environmentally friendly options, for example nanoprotease [13].

2.3 Personal hygiene—showering

There is no direct evidence to indicate the need for showering frequency or the use of a certain temperatures or product
types. Our skin has its own microbiome which is a key defence against pathogenic species, and using higher temperatures
for showering or hand washing can directly impact the skin microbiome and leave the skin more susceptible to infec-
tion [14]. Gupta and colleagues [15] thus advocate promoting healthy microbial diversity into the hygiene hypothesis
rather than it being a conflicting factor.

2.4 Behavioural change interventions

Dietz et al. [16] estimated that the ‘reasonably achievable emissions reductions’ from household actions amount to
20%; however, the majority of campaigns to reduce the environmental impacts of household behaviours have failed to
be fruitful [2]. Stern [17] suggested that looking at interventions in isolation can lead to an underestimation and more
attention should be paid to the fact that many interventions work well in combination—a finding supported by later
meta-analyses of interventions to reduce household energy demand [18]. Therefore, it is worth looking into alternative/
additional mechanisms for encouraging pro-environmental behaviours.

The concept of ‘entertainment education’ emerged first in the health domain. Reviews of story-based interventions
generally indicate ‘small but significant’impacts on knowledge, opinions, intentions, and actions, with knowledge being
the outcome with the largest effect [19]. Education entertainment often adopts similar tactics as traditional campaigns,
such as providing information on the desired behaviour and highlighting benefits of targeted actions. The additional
benefitis that the message is implicit rather than explicit, emerging naturally from the plot and characters'story arcs. This
can mitigate against psychological resistance to the message, a barrier that has been observed in previous studies [20].

Slater and Rouner [21] propose that immersion in narratives and empathy with key characters can reduce resistance
by appealing to the peripheral, less conscious mode of processing. This is explained with reference to the extended
elaboration likelihood model which proposes that immersion in a dramatic story makes viewers/readers less critical and
less likely to challenge the underlying message [22]. Additionally, emotional identification with the aims of protagonist
can lead readers to adopt the protagonist’s views as their own [23]. There is evidence also of an‘absolute sleeper effect’
whereby the persuasive effects of the message embedded in the fictional narrative persist over time and become inte-
grated into real-world knowledge [24]. Such effects may occur through the process of narrative transportation, whereby
immersion in a story line amplifies story-consistent beliefs and values [25].

To date there has been limited research on the effectiveness of storytelling as an intervention to promote pro-environ-
mental behaviours. From a survey of readers of climate fiction, Schneider-Mayerson [26] concluded that while it raised
awareness it did not necessarily lead to effective actions to mitigate climate change. Many of the behaviours prompted by
reading the sampled novels were insufficient to address climate injustice. For instance, Flight Behavior only motivated one
reader to begin the use of recycled carrier bags—a necessary but insignificant reaction to the gravity of the climate crisis.

Another finding was that such stories can also lead to negative emotions which could be counterproductive [26].
Indeed, evidence within social marketing suggests that narratives based on fear and guilt tend to cause self-protection
more than pro-social behaviour [27], while environmental information focussing on problems (rather than solutions)
are ineffective at activating values related to pro-environmental consumption behaviours [28]. In contrast, narratives
that feature positive solutions may have greater potential to motivate readers. This hypothesis was tested by Baden [29]
in a study which asked readers to comment on four short stories. The eco-fiction stories containing positive solutions
were found to lead to greater pro-environmental intentions than stories of catastrophe. A similar finding was reported
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by Parant and colleagues [30] who noted that persuasive environmental interventions were more effective when they
include information about solutions.

A follow up study [31] reported how climate fiction stories cause a modest yet significant impact on multiple opinions
and beliefs. However, positive impacts dwindled to ‘statistical non-significance’ after one month. A factor that may explain
such findings is that studies that target those who choose to read climate fiction may be preaching to the converted.
Berger and colleagues [32] explore tipping points in pro-environmental norm diffusion and suggest that targeting
those who are already favourable limits the potential for impact. Baden [33] therefore proposes that smuggling desired
behaviours and attitudes within stories aimed at a mainstream audience has greater potential for impact. A study into
readers’ responses to the rom-com Habitat Man, found that 98% adopted at least one green alternative as a result of
reading the book [33].

2.5 Summary

To summarise, attitudes towards cleaning and misconceptions about the need for hot water and biocidal cleaning
products can have harmful environmental and health impacts. Our key goal, therefore, was to address misconceptions
that all bacteria are harmful and that domestic environments require the same level of sterility and cleaning as hospitals.
Many interventions aiming to encourage pro-environmental household behaviours report modest effects which tend
not to last. Common barriers reported are targeting populations that are already relatively ‘green’ which limits the gains
that can be made, or resistance and reactance against persuasion techniques. Numerous scholars in the field suggest
that a varied package of interventions can result in greater gains. In this research, we explore the use of storytelling as a
means to address some of these barriers. Our hypothesis, based on the literature, is that incorporating information into
short stories that address misconceptions about bacteria and encourage more eco-friendly cleaning methods will result
in changes in attitudes relating to cleaning and bacteria. We investigate whether such covert messaging in stories can
lead to changes in behavioural intentions relating to amount/type of products used in cleaning, frequency of cleaning
and temperature of water across household cleaning, personal cleaning, and laundry.

3 Method
3.1 Sourcing of stories

A practical issue is how to source stories that are both educational and entertaining. The proposed mechanisms by which
stories can influence behaviour depend upon the extent of immersion and ‘narrative transportation’felt by readers. Writ-
ing stories that can engage readers to such an extent is a rare skill that we cannot expect most sustainability experts
to possess. Therefore, a secondary objective of this research was to test out various means to source such stories. We
adopted two distinct approaches. The first was to source writers from ghost-writing sites and offer them £500 to write
a story of between 1000 and 3000 words. We sourced three writers through such means and offered them a choice of
story plots with suggestions how to incorporate the desired information.? The benefit of this approach is that we are
using experienced writers. The risk is that we may end up paying for a story that is not what we had hoped for. We found
that two out of the three stories were of good enough quality and fit the specifications sufficiently to use, so there was
some wastage from this method.

Another mechanism was using the Green Stories website® which has run 19 competitions since it was set up in 2018
with the explicit aim of encouraging writers to embed green solutions in fiction. A prize of £500 was offered for the win-
ner. The benefits are that we can source a larger number of stories to choose from. The risks are that they may mostly
be poor quality. The short story competition attracted 177 entries. The usual judges for the Green Stories competition
rated the stories initially to weed out those that were poorly written and did not meet the criteria. A second judging
round, which included two judges from the current authors, served to identify the best four stories generated by the
competition. Each was rated by four to five judges. Three that were not the winner were paid runner up prizes of £100

2 https://www.greenstories.org.uk/upcoming-competitions/short-story-clean-vs-green/#story-ideas
3 https://www.greenstories.org.uk/
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each. We therefore ended up with six short stories (four from the competition and two from ghost-writers) of varying
genres which all approached the topic from different angles (Appendix 1).

With respect to cost-effectiveness, if the full costs of running the competition are included, such as hosting the web-
site, the submission platform, prizes and promotion of competition, then the competition was a more expensive choice.
However, the additional costs of adding this competition to a platform that was already in existence resulted in the two
methods of sourcing stories being broadly equivalent in terms of cost.

3.2 Study design and sampling

The study ran from August to October 2022. Participants were sourced via a Facebook advert offering £30 for readers to
read six short stories and complete three surveys. We specified that the target audience should live in the UK, be over 18
and listed reading as a hobby and use an eReader. The first survey was completed before reading the stories (pre-survey)
(n=252 participants). The second survey was completed directly after reading the stories (post-survey) (n =106 partici-
pants). The third survey was completed three weeks after reading the stories (follow-up-survey) (n =86 participants).
Participants that had not completed all three surveys, completed the survey multiple times, or had incomplete responses
were removed, leaving a total sample of 77. Upon the completion of all surveys, the participants received a £30 voucher.

3.3 Measures

The surveys measured behaviour change across three cleaning dimensions: laundry, personal hygiene, and domestic
cleaning. All behavioural measures were developed specifically for the purposes of this study. Whilst the pre-survey and
follow-up-survey measured actual reported behaviour, the post-survey asked about participants’behavioural intentions
using the same measurement scales. The first question explored laundry behaviours and contained four items. The first
asked about the temperature at which respondents washed their laundry before reading the stories, their intentions
after reading the stories, or their actual reported behaviour three weeks after reading the stories. Data were collected on
a five-point Likert scale with one being the coldest possible setting and five being the hottest possible setting. The sec-
ond item asked about the temperature used when doing a‘hot wash inviting a numerical response (in degrees Celsius).
The third item asked how often respondents washed clothes, inviting responses on a scale from one (after each use) to
three (when dirty). The fourth item asked about the quantity of detergent used, inviting a response on a scale from one
(@ much as possible) to five (as little as possible).

Personal hygiene behaviours were measured using four items. The first asked about the respondents’ shower tempera-
ture, inviting a response on a scale from one (coldest possible) to five (hottest possible). The second item asked about
shower regularity, inviting a response from one (multiple times per day) to five (once per week). The third items asked
for typical shower length, inviting respondents to indicate the length in minutes. The fourth asked respondents about
the quantity of cleaning products used, from one (large amounts) to three (minimal amounts). The domestic cleaning
section contained three items. The first asked respondents how often they cleaned their home, inviting a response from
one (multiple times per day) to five (less than once per week). The second item asked about the types of products used,
inviting a response from one (the strongest possible) to four (natural cleaners). The third item asked about the quantity
of cleaning products used, inviting a response from one (large amounts) to three (minimal amounts).

The pre-survey included items on socio-demographic information, including gender, age, household composition,
and the countries in which the participants grew-up and now currently live. Respondents were also asked ‘what is your
attitude towards climate change’ and invited to respond on a five-point scale from ‘not concerned at all’ to ‘very con-
cerned’. The post-survey and follow-up-survey also contained open questions inviting free text responses (details below)
to provide further insight into the reasons behind the stories’ effectiveness (or ineffectiveness) at influencing attitudes
and behaviours.

3.4 Thematic analysis

Free-text responses were invited to an open-ended question posed in the post-survey: “If any of the stories inspired you
to change your household cleaning practices/products, please give more details in your own words. For example, what aspects
of the story were inspirational? What kinds of change did they inspire (e.g., using less/different cleaning product, or washing at
lower temperatures or less frequently)?” The responses were subjected to inductive thematic analysis whereby a catego-
risation scheme was developed that identified patterns (or themes) in the responses provided by participants (in line
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with [34]). Several iterations were required to arrive at a thematic coding scheme. A first pass served as a familiarisation
exercise, the second to develop an initial scheme, a third to apply the scheme and make changes where appropriate,
and a fourth to re-apply the finalised scheme. The coding scheme comprised eight themes subdivided into a total of 22
sub-themes.

The coding scheme was then applied to the 82 free-text responses provided to the follow-up survey question “In your
own words, please share with us what aspects of what stories were most effective in changing your behaviours.” That second
thematic coding process resulted in the addition of three further themes (under which were eight sub-themes). A single
analyst performed all analyses.

Responses across the two data sets (post and follow-up) were then subjected to an inter-rater agreement analysis
to validate the reliability of the thematic coding scheme. As a single response could have attracted more than one the-
matic code (e.g., “washing at lower temperatures, using different cleaning products” refers to both products and practices)
the responses were first broken down into individual segments to which a single code was applied. Ten percent of the
individual segments were then randomly selected from each data set. A second individual not previously familiar with
the coding scheme was then introduced to the thematic codes and asked to assign one thematic code to each. Cohen'’s
kappa and percentage agreement were then calculated. Although inter coder reliability is a controversial topic in qualita-
tive research, and Braun and Clarke do not advocate for such a practice [35], it has transparency, communicability, and
systematicity benefits [36], hence our use of it here.

3.5 Ethics statement

The research was reviewed and approved by University of Southampton FEPS Ethics Committee, prior to data collection,
application reference number: ERGO/FEPS/72946. Informed Consent was obtained from all the participants involved in
the study as per university guidelines.

4 Results
4.1 Quantitative analysis
4.1.1 Sample

The sample consisted of 71 female respondents and six males. All respondents resided in the UK at the time of the
research. Five of the respondents were born outside of the UK and 72 were UK nationals. On attitude towards climate
change, 42% were partially to somewhat concerned, while 58% were strongly to very concerned. Table 1 summarises
responses to the demographic questions.

4.1.2 Laundry behaviour change

Descriptive statistics for the four questions asked in this section are presented in Table 2. A Friedman test revealed a
statistically significant difference in laundry temperatures between the three time points, X2(2) =23.160, p= <0.001,
W=0.150. Post hoc analysis with Wilcoxon signed-rank tests, with Bonferroni correction applied, revealed a statistically
significant reduction in laundry temperature in the post-survey compared to the pre-survey (Z=-3.840, p= <0.001,
r=-0.438). There was also a statistically significant difference between the follow-up-survey and pre-survey results
(Z=-2.921, p=0.003, r=—0.333). There were no significant differences between the follow-up-survey and post-survey
results (Z=-1.533, p=0.125, r=-0.175).

The second laundry-related question asked about the temperature that respondents used for a ‘hot wash’ As the
dependent variable “hot wash temperature” was continuous, we used a one-way repeated measures ANOVA to compare
the mean differences over time. The ANOVA, with a Greenhouse—-Geisser correction applied, determined that mean ‘hot
wash’temperatures significantly differed between time points (F=9.239, p <0.001). Post-hoc analysis with a Bonferroni
adjustment revealed that temperatures reported in the post-survey were significantly lower than those reported in the
pre-survey (6.31 (95% Cl 2.63 to 9.99) degrees C, p<0.001) and those reported in the follow-up survey (—4.75 (95% ClI
—8.47 to —1.04) degrees C, p=0.008). The difference between pre-survey and follow-up-survey results was not statistically
significant (1.56 (95% Cl —2.34 to 5.46) degrees C, p=0.99).
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Table 1 Participants
characteristics

Table2 Means (and

standard deviations) of

the responses to the four
questions concerning laundry
temperatures, regularity, and
detergent quantity

Characteristics Scale Readers Readers (%)
(no.)

Age 18-29 20 26

30-49 34 44

50-64 16 21

65-74 7 9

75 and over 0 0

Rather not say 0 0
Gender Female 71 92

Male 6 8

Non-binary, third gender 0 0

Prefer to self-describe 0 0

Rather not say 0 0
Household type One person 12 16

Couple, no dependent children 23 30

Couple with dependent child(ren) 23 30

Single parent and dependent child(ren) 6 8

Other multi-person household 13 17

Rather not say 0 0
Continent in which grew-up Africa 1 1

America 0 0

Asia 4 5

Australia 0 0

Europe 72 94
Continent in which live currently Africa 0 0

America 0 0

Asia 0 0

Australia 0 0

Europe 100 100
Attitude towards climate change Not concerned at all 0 0

Partial concern 6 8

Somewhat concerned 26 34

Strong concern 25 32

Very concerned 20 26

Rather not say 0 0

Pre-survey Post-survey Follow-up

Laundry temperature (n=77) 2.96 (1.49) 2.34(1.27) 2.50(1.09)
1=lowest, 5=highest
‘Hot wash’temperature (n=61) 52.4(14.5) 46.1(11.6) 50.8 (13.5)
In temperature (°C)
Laundry use (n=76) 1.96 (0.53) 2.21(0.52) 2.07 (0.44)
1=after each use, 3=when dirty
Detergent quantity (n=76) 4.64 (1.48) 5.88(1.47) 5.29 (1.64)

1=as much as possible,
5=as little as possible

Next, we asked how soon after using a piece of clothing the respondents decided to wash it, using a three-point
Likert scale, with one being after each use, and three being only when clearly dirty/smelly. The Friedman test was
used to compare means between the pre-survey, post-test survey and follow-up-survey results. There was a statistically
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significant difference in laundry use depending on the time at which the survey was taken, x2(2)=19.316, p= <0.001,
W=0.127. Post hoc analysis with Wilcoxon signed-rank tests, with Bonferroni correction applied, showed a statistically
significant difference between pre-survey and post-survey results (Z=-3.800, p= <0.001, r=—0.436). There was also a
statistically significant difference between the post-survey and follow-up-survey results (Z=-2.668, p=0.008, r=—0.306).
There were no significant differences between the follow-up-survey and pre-survey results (Z=—-2.138, p=0.33, r=—0.245).
Lastly for this section, we asked how much laundry detergent respondents used or intended to use, a five-point Likert
scale, with one being as much as possible and five being as little as possible. Descriptive statistics are displayed in Table 2.
A Friedman test indicated group differences were statistically significant, X2(2) =36.029, p=<0.001, W=0.237. Post
hoc analysis with Wilcoxon signed-rank tests, with the Bonferroni correction applied, revealed significant differences
between the post-survey and pre-survey (Z=-5.695 p= <0.001, r=—0.653), the post-survey and follow-up survey
(Z=-2.811, p=0.005, r=—0.322), and between the pre-survey and follow-up survey (Z=-3.484 p= <0.001, r=—0.400).

4.1.3 Personal care behaviour change

The first question concerning personal hygiene asked how hot a respondent’bath or shower would be, on a five-point
Likert scale from the coldest possible to the hottest possible setting. Descriptive statistics for this and the other questions
in this section are displayed in Table 3. A Friedman test indicated there to be statistically significant difference in results
across the three survey time points, x 2(2)=28.366, p= <0.001, W=0.184. Post hoc analysis with Wilcoxon signed-rank
tests, with a Bonferroni correction applied, showed statistically significant differences between results the post-survey
and pre-survey (Z=-4.874 p= <0.001, r=-0.555), and the post-survey and follow-up survey (Z=-3.427 p= <0.001,
r=—0.391). The follow-up survey results did not differ significantly to pre-survey results (Z=-2.167 p= <0.030, r=—0.247).

We also asked about respondents’ behaviours and intentions concerning how often they showered or bathed. This
construct was measured on a five-point scale from multiple times a day to once a week. A Friedman test revealed
significant differences between results collected in the pre-, post-, and follow-up-surveys, X2(2) =30.094, p= <0.001,
W=0.195. Post hoc analysis with Wilcoxon signed-rank tests, with a Bonferroni correction applied, indicated statistically
significant differences in shower or bath frequency between the post-survey and pre-survey (Z=-4.456 p= <0.001,
r=-0.508), between the post-survey and follow-up-survey (Z=-2.496 p=0.013,r=—0.284) and between the pre-survey
and follow-up-survey (Z=-3.350 p= <0.001, r=—0.382).

Next, we asked respondents to state for how long they typically showered in minutes. The dependent variable was
continuous (measured in minutes, rather than on an ordinal scale), hence a repeated measures ANOVA was used. The
data was cleaned to remove answers that gave vague responses, e.g., “as short as possible” If a range was provided e.g.,
5-10 min, the data point was recoded to the highest number provided, i.e. 10 min. The study assumes the highest number
rather than the average, as there is no related information on the frequency of the shower duration, i.e. one participant
may take six 5 min shower and one 10 min shower per week, or six 10 min shower and one 5 min shower per week. The
results of the ANOVA indicated a significant time effect, Wilks'Lambda =0.62, F(2, 70)=21.089, p= <0.001, n?=0.38. Post-
hoc, pairwise comparisons (with Bonferroni correction applied) showed each to be significant at the p <0.001 level, except

Table 3 Means (and standard

Pre-surve Post-surve Follow-u

deviations) of the responses Y y P
to the four questions Shower / bath temperature (n=77) 4.25 (0.63) 3.58 (0.94) 4,03 (0.81)
concerning personal hygiene 1=coldest possible,
temperatures, regularity, 5=hottest possible
shower length, and product ¢ ing / bathing regularity (n=77) 2,60 (0.75) 3.03 (0.95) 2.83(0.88)
quantity _ ) )

1=multiple times per day,

5=once per week

Typical shower length (n=77) 9.25 (4.67) 7.123.72) 7.82 (4.09)

In minutes

Cleaning product quantity (n=77) 2.22(0.48) 2.83(0.38) 2.62 (0.49)

1=large amounts,
3=minimal amounts
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between the post-survey and follow-up-survey, which was not significant (p =0.11). There was a significant decrease of
showering in minutes over time, suggesting that reading the stories did lead to a reduction in showering time.

The final question in this section asked how much cleaning a respondent used when showering or bathing. This
was measured on a three-point scale ranging from large amounts to minimum amounts. A Friedman test indicated a
statistically significant difference across survey time points, X2(2) =59.280, p= <0.001, W=0.385. Post hoc analysis with
Wilcoxon signed-rank tests with a Bonferroni correction applied, indicated statistically significant differences in results
between the post-test and pre-survey (Z=-6.451 p= <0.001, r=—0.735), between the post-survey and follow-up-survey
(Z=-3.024 p=0.002, r=—0.345), and between the pre-survey and follow-up-survey (Z=-5.240 p= <0.001, r=—0.597).

4.1.4 Domestic cleaning

In this section of the survey, we explored respondents’ domestic cleaning practices. The first question referred to the
frequency with which the respondents’home is cleaned, measured on a four-point scale ranging from multiple times a
day to once a week. An ‘other’ option was included. The consensus of respondents that had selected ‘other’ was either
less frequently than once a week or it depended on the object being cleaned e.g., “Some things are cleaned regularly
e.g., surfaces wiped, but it might be a few weeks before | hoover etc!. Due to the nature of responses, the ‘other’ option
was recoded to ‘less often than once a week'’. A Friedman test revealed no statistically significant difference in results,
X2(2) =5.496, p=0.064, W=0.036. Table 4 displays the descriptive statistics for this and the other two questions in this
section.

Respondents were then asked about the type of cleaning product they used on a four-point scale, including “the
strongest possible cleaner” (one), “a standard cleaner” (two), “a probiotic cleaner” (three), to a “a natural cleaner (e.g.
bicarbonate of soda and white vinegar)". A fifth ‘other’ option was included to capture responses that did not fall into
the categories provided. Most responses tended to highlight a mixture of natural cleaners and standard cleaners e.g.,
“Combination standard and eco—whatever is cheapest” therefore the response was recoded to reflect its new posi-
tion in between standard and natural cleaners. Missing values were replaced with the group average. A Friedman test
revealed a statistically significant difference in domestic cleaning product choice depending on the time at which the
survey was taken, x%(2)=84.567, p= <0.001, W=0.549. Post hoc analysis with Wilcoxon signed-rank tests, with a Bon-
ferroni correction applied, indicated statistically significant differences between post-survey and pre-survey results
(Z=-6.841 p=<0.001, r=—0.780), between follow-up-survey and post-survey results (Z=-4.876 p= <0.001,r=-0.556),
and between follow-up-survey and pre-survey results (Z=-4.295 p= <0.001, r=—0.489).

The final question asked respondents about their use of cleaning products over time and was measured on a three-
point scale, ranging from one, large amounts to three, minimum amounts. A Friedman test revealed there to be statisti-
cally significant differences between responses given at the three times points, X2(2) =74.802, p=<0.001, W=0.486. Post
hoc analysis with Wilcoxon signed-rank tests, with a Bonferroni correction applied, showed significant differences
between post-survey and pre-survey results (Z=-7.086 p= < 0.001, r=—0.808), between follow-up-survey and post-survey
results (Z=-3.400 p= <0.001, r=—0.387), and between follow-up-survey and pre-survey results (Z=-5.778 p= <0.001,
r=-0.658).

Table 4 Means (and standard

A Pre-survey Post-survey Follow-up
deviations) of the responses
to the three questions Home cleaning frequency (n=77) 3.67 (1.05) 3.85 (0.88) 3.92 (0.89)
concerning home cleaning 1=multiple times per day,
frequency, types of products 5=less than once per week
used, and amounts of Type of cleaning product (n=77) 2.13(0.53) 336 (0.83) 270 (0.92)

products used 1 =strongest possible,

4=natural cleaner

Cleaning product quantity (n=77) 2.14 (0.45) 2.84(0.37) 2.62(0.51)
1=large amounts,

3=minimal amounts
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Fig. 1 Graph indicating the presence of each theme in the two data sets. Note that themes 8 to 10 were added following analysis of the
follow-up survey responses
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4.2 Thematic analysis

As described in the method section, responses to the open-ended questions were subjected to thematic analysis.
The average length of responses provided to the question posed in the post-survey was 39.5 words (SD=45.3, range
three to 274). A total of 2960 words were provided by the 77 respondents that answered the question. In the follow-
up survey, responses were, on average, 30.6 words long (SD=23.5, range seven to 110), with a total of 2510 words
of text provided across the 82 responses. The thematic coding scheme categorising the responses across the two
data sets is presented in Table 5, with a description of each sub-theme and an example quote. Figure 1 displays the
number of times each theme was identified in each of the two response sets.

The number of themes identified in each participant’s response to the post survey question ranged from one to
12 (M=2.5,SD=1.8), with a total of 189 individual segments to which a single theme was applied. For the follow-up
survey questions, each response contained an average of 2.1 themes (SD=1.2), with a range of zero to six (with one
respondent providing a response not connected to the question, hence no theme applied). A total of 171 individual
segments were identified to which a single theme could be applied. The inter-rater reliability analysis was therefore
undertaken using 19 segments from the post survey data set, and 17 from the follow-up survey data set. For the
post-survey analysis, Cohen'’s kappa was calculated at 0.94 (p < 0.001) and percentage agreement was 94%, indicat-
ing excellent agreement. For the follow-up survey analysis, Cohen'’s kappa was calculated at 0.74 (p < 0.001) and
percentage agreement was 82%, indicating very good agreement. Given these figures, the themes identified were
considered a valid representation of the data collected [37].

Three themes were added following analysis of the follow-up survey hence do not appear in the responses to the
post survey. Moreover, three of the themes initially identified did not appear in the responses to the follow-up survey.
Themes four (Inspired a behaviour or change) and five (Carry on regardless) were absent due to the three additional
themes encompassing such remarks. Theme one (Describing my own...) was absent for its own sake, i.e., no respond-
ent discussed their own current practices in the same was as they had done in response to the post survey. This is
likely due to question wording, with the follow-up question asking specifically “...what aspects of what stories were
most effective in changing your behaviours”, rather than asking for general details around practices, as was asked in
the post survey.

In the post-survey, several respondents took the opportunity to describe their own current practices, or their
beliefs and attitudes, and how the stories reinforced or reminded them of why they undertake those practices (or
hold those beliefs and/or attitudes). More referred to health beliefs in this way compared to environmental beliefs,
i.e., participants spoke more of the over-use of cleaning products in terms of damage to the body’s microbiome, for
example, than in terms of damage to environmental systems.

This pattern was reflected in comments referring to being taught or made to think about something (i.e., themes
3a to 3f), with more respondents to the post-survey discussing health impacts compared to environmental impacts.
Although the pattern was still evident in the follow-up survey results, the difference was greatly reduced, with a far
more mentions of being taught or made to think about environmental impacts.

A positive finding in the post survey results (in terms of evidence for the use of narratives as a behaviour change
intervention) is that far more respondents commented that the stories inspired a new behaviour, or a change in
behaviour (themes 4a to 4c), than commented that they would carry on with their current behaviours (themes 5a to
5c). Most comments under the Inspired a behaviour or change theme (34 of the 54 comments) referred to changing
use of products (e.g., using a different surface cleaner) rather than practices (e.g., washing at lower temperatures).

This was also seen in the follow-up survey results, whereby more comments were made that described having
made a change (whether in product choice or practices or plans to do that effect; theme nine) than comments stating
that no change had been inspired (theme 10). That said, the effect was not so pronounced in the follow-up survey
results as it was in the post survey results. That some respondents mentioned that they could not remember the
stories (i.e., theme eight, Remembering) likely contributed to this, though it is interesting to note that six individuals
specifically highlighted how the stories, or a part of one or more of them, stayed with me (sub-theme 8b).
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5 Discussion

This research explored the extent to which storytelling can influence behaviour in the context of bacteria in the
home environment, and the environmental impact of common cleaning behaviours. We specifically asked whether
pro-environmental messages that discourage over-use of harsh cleaning chemicals and high washing temperatures,
incorporated into fictional stories, could influence people’s self-reported behaviours, and behavioural intentions,
related to laundry, domestic cleaning, and personal hygiene.

5.1 Quantitative analysis

Similar patterns of results were seen across the three survey dissemination time points for all questions asked. After
reading the stories, participants typically reported an intention to use less product, or more sustainable (or less
harsh) products, and to use less energy for cleaning, either through time (e.g., shorter showers) or heat reductions
(e.g., cooler showers and laundry cycles). The trend towards more sustainable practices was maintained three weeks
later, with responses to the follow-up questionnaire indicating that participants had put into practice the more sus-
tainable practices they had reported as intentions in the questionnaire they completed immediately after reading
the stories. In other words, self-reported behaviour three weeks after reading the stories was more sustainable than
behaviours reported before reading the stories. These results therefore contribute positively to the literature on the
use of fictional narrative as a behaviour change intervention tool [19, 31, 38], highlighting its potential to influence
climate-related attitudes, intentions, and behaviours (albeit self-reported).

Notwithstanding this generally positive result, it is important to highlight that the differences between pre-survey
results and those gathered three weeks later were only significant for five of the eleven items (laundry detergent
quantity, shower/bath frequency, personal cleaning product quantity, domestic cleaning product choice, domestic
cleaning product amount), and in all but one case, there was some return to baseline. This reflects results reported
elsewhere on the dwindling impact of such interventions over time [31].

5.2 Thematic analysis

The finding that people referred more to learning about products (e.g., “I didn’t know about probiotic cleaners” female,
30-49) rather than practices or behaviours implies a higher level of knowledge around the impact that hotter or
longer washing has on the body or environment, but lower levels of knowledge concerning the potential to replace
harsh chemicals with low-impact and/or home-made cleaning solutions (“/ liked the stories that described natural
cleaning products—something | hadn’t thought of” female, 30-49).

Similarly, the finding that people referred more to being made to think about health impacts versus environmental
impacts implies an existing level of knowledge that many of our practices are not good for our natural environment,
but a lower level of knowledge that those practices could also be bad for personal health (e.g., “Hadn’t considered
laundry liquid / shower gel having a negative effect on my body” female, 18-29; “Knowing that stripping good bacteria
from our homes does more harm than good and understanding where probiotic cleaners can help too” female, 30-49).
This is indicative of the persistent myth that complete removal of germs from the household is necessary (or even
beneficial) for human health [3].

Although Schneider-Mayerson [26] reported reading climate fiction to have little impact on behaviour (reporting
only attitudinal effects), the stories cited in his research were more problem than solution-focused, in that they raised
awareness of environmental issues without explicitly tying them to solutions. The stories presented in our research
highlighted more beneficial practices and products, which encouraged behaviour changes. Several participants
reported changing their choice of products (e.g., “Changed my cleaning products use soap not shower gel and don’t use
sponges or micro cloths” female, 50-64) and their cleaning practices (“Making my own cleaning products; using less will
still clean as efficient”, female, 30-49). There were also participants that reported an intention to change behaviour
once some condition had been met (“Although | am still using up remaining products, | intend to buy kinder products
for showering, washing and cleaning and | intend to use less of them as | think previously maybe | used more than neces-
sary” female, 30-49). That said, in a pro-environmental context, behavioural intentions do not always translate into
performed behaviours [39], and many more participants discussed making a behavioural change in the post-survey
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(completed immediately after reading the stories; e.g., “I will look into probiotic cleaning products” female, 30-49) than
did so in the follow-up survey (completed three weeks later).

Previous research has highlighted the style and quality of stories to influence their persuasive impact, with nar-
ratives based on fear to be less likely to lead to pro-social behaviours [27, 29]. This came through participants’ com-
ments, with one noting “/ liked that ‘what lives in the ice’ was more positive about bacteria and more about the different
types of bacteria that exist” (female 18-29). In addition to positivity being linked with greater impact, Baden [33]
recently proposed that’smuggling’ pro-environmental messages into stories, whereby environmental messages and
information emerge naturally from the plot rather manifesting as the story’s principal theme, has a greater potential
for impact. This also came through in the participants’ comments, with participants less positive about the stories
perceived as ‘preachy’: “The most enjoyable stories were the least preachy ones” (female, 30-49);”l preferred the stories
where the message was subtle and maybe a bit funny” (female, 50-64). Such a technique may prove particularly useful
in the promotion of eco-friendly cleaning products in instances where people doubt their effectiveness. Research
suggests implicit appeals are more effective (than explicit messaging) at encouraging sustainable consumer behav-
jours in such contexts [20].

The general quality of the stories was also highlighted as an important factor (“The last two stories felt clunky
and forced and were actually a bit off putting. Well written ones are more persuasive!” female, 30-49). This builds on
research showing that people consider a story to be more compelling when they also rate is as being well-written
[40]. The issue is complex, however, and the extent to which an individual can identify with characters and storylines
is important (e.g., [41, 42]), something that several of our participants commented on (e.g., “/ liked the characters from
What lives in the ice. They were relatable and it made me think about microbiome.” female, 30-49). The way facts are
incorporated into stories have also been shown to impact on persuasion [43]; however, these nuances did not come
through in our participants’ responses.

5.3 Limitations and future work

Berger and colleagues [32] pointed out that the impact of persuasive fiction is limited by the fact that most examples
reported thus far in the literature have involved an element of preaching to the converted. That limitation does not
apply to our research in the sense that we targeted a sample who liked reading, with no mention made of environ-
mental issues. Nevertheless, the readers who took part in the study all cited concern about climate change. It would
be of interest in future research to seek out those who are less concerned about climate change to demonstrate
whether persuasive climate fiction is effective on a more resistant audience.

The self-report criticism that can be levelled at all data collection efforts relying on questionnaire completion
can of course also be levelled at our research. Just as stated intentions do not always translate into behaviour, there
also is a gap between what people say they do and what they actually do [44]. Future research in this domain would
therefore do well to employ direct observation of behaviour. It would also be beneficial to explore the persistence
of the effect over a greater expanse of time. The timescales of our research, i.e., three weeks, do not allow us to com-
ment on the longer-term impacts of the stories, hence research with a longer time horizon would be highly welcome.

Our sample was heavily biased towards women, with 92% of the sample identifying as female. Women typically
show greater concern for environmental issues and are more open to sustainable practices and interventions [45].
Relationships between gender, sustainability, and consumption in the household are complex [46], with men and
women taking different roles at different stages in the uptake of sustainable practices at home [47]. Targeted research
exploring these dynamics would be valuable.

Many of the comments made in response to the open-ended questions referred to changes in knowledge of or
attitudes towards products and practices; however, we did not include questions to quantitatively measure knowl-
edge or attitude change, focussing only on behaviours and behavioural intentions. The impact narratives have on
knowledge and attitudes has been demonstrated in the health (e.g., [48, 49]), environmental [e.g., 50], and prosocial
behaviour domains (e.g., [51]), hence it would be interesting to more deeply explore the mechanisms by which nar-
ratives impact upon behaviour in a context that has both health and environmental implications.

It would be particularly interesting to explore the extent to which knowledge of action strategies (such as making
one’s own cleaning products or using probiotic products, as was highlighted by our participants) influences the devel-
opment of agency, as de Meyer and colleagues [52] put it. Those authors highlighted the fact that our actions can
change our beliefs and attitudes, and that the one-way conceptualisation prevalent in the literature (i.e., that changes
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in beliefs and attitudes precede changes in behaviour) is flawed. They discuss self-persuasion and self-justification as
a coming from an understanding of how to act, with that agency (i.e., knowing how) [52]. We can learn agency vicari-
ously; hence storytelling can provide a powerful tool to help people change behaviour. Importantly, it is not about
the issues, rather it is about the actions. This came through in our participants’comments; they did not state that they
had learned more about climate change, but they did talk of learning about new strategies they could themselves
implement. Exploring this in the context of message framing (i.e., positive, or negative) would be important here,
as feelings of agency can impact upon the way people respond, with significant individual differences therein [53].

5.4 Conclusions

Fact-based strategies aimed at encouraging sustainable behaviours are not always successful, often resulting minor
effects that do not last. Drawing on research into health behaviour change, there has been growing attention paid to
storytelling, or persuasive narratives, as potential tool to encourage change in a sustainability context. The analysis
presented above contributes to a growing body of literature in this field by demonstrating the impact of reading stories
on behaviours that have both sustainability and health implications. Immediately after reading stories concerned with
household and personal cleaning behaviours, within which were embedded messages about the negative environmental
and health impacts of excessively high cleaning temperatures and the use of strong cleaning chemicals, readers reported
more sustainable behavioural intentions. The impact of reading the stories was still detectable three weeks later (albeit
reduced), with participants reporting having put into practice the intentions they had reported immediately after reading
the stories. Analysis of qualitative data gathered alongside quantitative self-report measures provided further insight,
with improved knowledge of more sustainable products highlighted by many participants. This research therefore adds
to the growing body of evidence demonstrating the power of storytelling to influence behaviours. As such, we posit that
policymakers at local and global levels could capitalise on the persuasive power of narratives to encourage sustainable
cleaning behaviours, particularly in terms of improving knowledge and awareness of sustainable products.
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Appendix 1
The stories used

e ‘Germ Counselling’ by Jamie Mollart, 4946 words. A drama about a couple undertaking counselling due to one part-
ner's excessive cleaning.

e ‘The New Normal’by Rab Ferguson, 2602 words. A story aimed at children about a girl who finds herself shrunk to the
size of a microorganism and is amazed to meet the firendly bacteria that keep her skin safe.

e ‘Mostly for You’ by Jenni Clarke, 2991 words. An engaging romance about a crisis of conscience for a professional
cleaner who discovers many of the harsh detergents she uses can have negative effects on personal health and the
environment.

e ‘What Lives in the Ice’by Eleanor Rycroft, 2139 words. The theme of protecting the friendly bacteria that keep our skin
healthy is woven in with themes of grief and starting afresh.
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e ‘The Smell of Success’ by Catherine Kerr, 1962 words. This story highlights how marketing plays on our fears to encour-
age us to buy beauty, skin and cleaning products that can do more harm than good.

e ‘The Society for Organ Welfare' by Adrian Ellis, 1123 words. A comic account of a society where organs—in this case
the skin—have rights.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source,
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article
are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in
the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

1. Villarino J, Font X. Sustainability marketing myopia: The lack of persuasiveness in sustainability communication. J Vacat Mark.
2015;21(4):326-35.
2. Nisa CF, et al. Meta-analysis of randomised controlled trials testing behavioural interventions to promote household action on climate
change. Nat Commun. 2019;10(1):4545.
3. Tomes N. The making of a germ panic, then and now. Am J Public Health. 2000;90(2):191.
4. McMahon JE, CD Whitehead, P Biermayer, Saving water saves energy. 2006.
5. Haggar P, Whitmarsh L, Nash N. A drop in the ocean? fostering water-saving behavior and spillover through information provision and
feedback. Environ Behav. 2023;55(6-7):520-48.
6. Carey DE, McNamara PJ. The impact of triclosan on the spread of antibiotic resistance in the environment. Front Microbiol. 2015;5:780.
7. Balloux F, van Dorp L. Q&A: what are pathogens, and what have they done to and for us? BMC Biol. 2017;15:1-6.
8. HouK, et al. Microbiota in health and diseases. Signal Transduct Target Ther. 2022;7(1):1-28.
9. Zinn M-K, Bockm{hl D. Did granny know best? evaluating the antibacterial, antifungal and antiviral efficacy of acetic acid for home care
procedures. BMC Microbiol. 2020;20:1-9.
10. Abney SE, et al. Laundry hygiene and odor control: state of the science. Appl Environ Microbiol. 2021;87(14):e03002-e3020.
11. Blaser MJ, et al. Killing of fabric-associated bacteria in hospital laundry by low-temperature washing. J Infect Dis. 1984;149(1):48-57.
12. Honisch M, Stamminger R, Bockmiihl DP. Impact of wash cycle time, temperature and detergent formulation on the hygiene effectiveness
of domestic laundering. J Appl Microbiol. 2014;117(6):1787-97.
13. Tanwar M, et al. Exploring the utility of nanoprotease as environmentally friendly benign laundry detergent fabric cleaner. J Clean Prod.
2022;334:130243.
14. Herrero-Fernandez M, et al. Impact of water exposure and temperature changes on skin barrier function. J Clin Med. 2022;11(2):298.
15. GuptaV, et al. Reconciling hygiene and cleanliness: a new perspective from human microbiome. Indian J Microbiol. 2020;60(1):37-44.
16. Dietz T, et al. Household actions can provide a behavioral wedge to rapidly reduce US carbon emissions. Proc Natl Acad Sci.
2009;106(44):18452-6.
17. Stern PC. A reexamination on how behavioral interventions can promote household action to limit climate change. Nat Commun.
2020;11(1):918.
18. Composto JW, Weber EU. Effectiveness of behavioural interventions to reduce household energy demand: a scoping review. Environ Res
Lett. 2022;17(6): 063005.
19. Shen F, Han JA. Effectiveness of entertainment education in communicating health information: a systematic review. State Asian Commun
Res Direct 21st Century. 2018;153:164.
20. Gong S, Wang L. Are explicit or implicit appeals more credible? the congruence effects of green advertising appeals and product category
on consumers’evaluation. Curr Psychol. 2023;42(33):29035-47.
21. Slater MD, Rouner D. Entertainment—education and elaboration likelihood: understanding the processing of narrative persuasion. Com-
mun Theory. 2002;12(2):173-91.
22 Shrum L.The psychology of entertainment media: blurring the lines between entertainment and persuasion. United Kingdom: Routledge;
2012.
23. Hoeken H, Kolthoff M, Sanders J. Story perspective and character similarity as drivers of identification and narrative persuasion. Hum
Commun Res. 2016;42(2):292-311.
24. Appel M, RichterT. Persuasive effects of fictional narratives increase over time. Media Psychol. 2007;10(1):113-34.
25. Felnhofer A, et al. Character identification is predicted by narrative transportation, immersive tendencies, and interactivity. Curr Psychol.
2023;42(22):18567-77.
26. Schneider-Mayerson M. The influence of climate fiction: an empirical survey of readers. Environ Human. 2018;10(2):473-500.
27. Brennan L, Binney W. Fear, guilt, and shame appeals in social marketing. J Bus Res. 2010;63(2):140-6.
28. Nguyen HV, Thanh Do L, Le Thu MT. From environmental values to pro-environmental consumption behaviors: the moderating role of
environmental information. Curr Psychol. 2024;43(4):3607-20.
29. Baden D. Solution-focused stories are more effective than catastrophic stories in motivating proenvironmental intentions. Ecopsychology.
2019;11(4):254-63.

@ Discover


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Discover Sustainability (2024) 5:356 | https://doi.org/10.1007/543621-024-00550-6 Research

30.

31

32.
33.
34,
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.

40.

41

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.
53.

Parant A, et al. Raising students awareness to climate change: an illustration with binding communication. Environ Behav.
2017;49(3):339-53.

Schneider-Mayerson M, et al. Environmental literature as persuasion: an experimental test of the effects of reading climate fiction. Environ
Commun. 2020. https://doi.org/10.1080/17524032.2020.1814377.

Berger J, Efferson C, Vogt S. Tipping pro-environmental norm diffusion at scale: opportunities and limitations. Behav Public Policy.
2023;7(3):581-606.

Baden D, Readers’emulation of green behaviours in fiction: a case study of habitat man., in sustainable innovation: accelerating sustain-
ability in the creative economy and creative industries. 2023.

BraunV, Clarke V. Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qual Res Psychol. 2006;3(2):77-101.

BraunV, Clarke V. One size fits all? what counts as quality practice in (reflexive) thematic analysis? Qual Res Psychol. 2021;18(3):328-52.
O’Connor C, Joffe H. Intercoder reliability in qualitative research: debates and practical guidelines. Int J Qual Methods.
2020;19:1609406919899220.

McHugh ML. Interrater reliability: the kappa statistic. Biochemia Medica. 2012;22(3):276-82.

Green MC. Transportation into narrative worlds. Entertain-Edu Behind Scenes Case Stud Theory Practice. 2021;87:101.

Grimmer M, Miles MP. With the best of intentions: a large sample test of the intention-behaviour gap in pro-environmental consumer
behaviour. Int J Consum Stud. 2017;41(1):2-10.

Wagnsson C, Lundstrom M. Ringing true? the persuasiveness of Russian strategic narratives. Media War Conflict. 2023;16(3):383-400.
Cohen J, Atad E, Mevorach T. Does it matter who tells the story? An experimental test of the effects of narrative perspective on credibility,
identification, and persuasion. Commun Res Rep. 2023. https://doi.org/10.1080/08824096.2022.2159799.

Huang KY, Fung HH, Sun P.The effect of audience-character similarity on identification with narrative characters: a meta-analysis. Curr
Psychol. 2024;43(8):7026-43.

Krause RJ, Rucker DD. Strategic storytelling: when narratives help versus hurt the persuasive power of facts. Pers Soc Psychol Bull.
2020;46(2):216-27.

Armitage CJ, Conner M. Efficacy of the theory of planned behaviour: a meta-analytic review. Br J Soc Psychol. 2001;40(4):471-99.
Meinzen-Dick R, Kovarik C, Quisumbing AR. Gender and sustainability. Annu Rev Environ Resour. 2014;39:29-55.

Murphy J, Parry S. Gender, households and sustainability: disentangling and re-entangling with the help of ‘work’and ‘care! Environ Plan
E Nat Space. 2021;4(3):1099-120.

OrganoV, Head L, Waitt G. Who does the work in sustainable households? a time and gender analysis in New South Wales, Australia. Gend
Place Cult. 2013;20(5):559-77.

Hinyard LJ, Kreuter MW. Using narrative communication as a tool for health behavior change: a conceptual, theoretical, and empirical
overview. Health Educ Behav. 2007;34(5):777-92.

Murphy ST, et al. Involved, transported, or emotional? exploring the determinants of change in knowledge, attitudes, and behavior in
entertainment-education. J Commun. 2011;61(3):407-31.

McCormack CM, Martin JK, Williams KJ. The full story: understanding how films affect environmental change through the lens of narrative
persuasion. People Nat. 2021;3(6):1193-204.

Ma Z. Effects of immersive stories on prosocial attitudes and willingness to help: testing psychological mechanisms. Media Psychol.
2020;23(6):865-90.

De Meyer K, et al. Transforming the stories we tell about climate change: from ‘issue’to ‘action. Environ Res Lett. 2020;16(1): 015002.
Huang L, Wu S, Zou Z. Power and message framing: an examination of consumer responses toward goal-framed messages. Curr Psychol.
2023;42(20):16766-75.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

@ Discover


https://doi.org/10.1080/17524032.2020.1814377
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824096.2022.2159799

	Clean vs green: the impact of reading short stories on sustainable and healthy cleaning behaviours
	Abstract
	Article highlights
	1 Introduction
	2 Literature review
	2.1 Household cleaning
	2.2 Laundry cleaning
	2.3 Personal hygiene—showering
	2.4 Behavioural change interventions
	2.5 Summary

	3 Method
	3.1 Sourcing of stories
	3.2 Study design and sampling
	3.3 Measures
	3.4 Thematic analysis
	3.5 Ethics statement

	4 Results
	4.1 Quantitative analysis
	4.1.1 Sample
	4.1.2 Laundry behaviour change
	4.1.3 Personal care behaviour change
	4.1.4 Domestic cleaning

	4.2 Thematic analysis

	5 Discussion
	5.1 Quantitative analysis
	5.2 Thematic analysis
	5.3 Limitations and future work
	5.4 Conclusions

	Appendix 1
	References


