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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This report presents the findings from two high-powered behavioural intervention studies aimed 
at increasing engagement in biodiversity-related behaviours. The studies were conducted to 
investigate the impact of social exclusion on three selected behaviours: volunteering for 
biodiversity conservation organisations, buying local and seasonally produced food products, and 
discussing the origin of consumed food within social circles. 

Initially, a comprehensive literature review was conducted to identify relevant biodiversity-related 
behaviours, resulting in the selection of the three behaviours mentioned above. Social exclusion 
was chosen as the behavioural intervention based on previous studies suggesting its potential to 
influence ecological behaviours. Study 1 used a correlational approach to measure all focal 
variables. At the same time, Study 2 employed an experimental design to manipulate feelings of 
social exclusion and assess its effects on the chosen behaviours. 

The results indicated that social exclusion did not significantly affect volunteering or origin 
discussion behaviours. This suggests potential differences between these and other ecological 
behaviours or challenges in replicating previous findings. However, the studies revealed a 
significant negative effect of social exclusion on intentions to buy locally produced food items. 
Despite contradicting initial hypotheses, this finding presents an opportunity for future 
interventions. Strategies to foster social inclusion could potentially increase intentions to 
purchase locally produced food. 

In addition, the deliverable investigates the strategic application of nudges to foster biodiversity-
related behaviours. Drawing from the studies' findings, it proposes a nudge design centered on 
tailored posters. These posters are intended for placement in community settings such as food 
markets or festivals, delivering environmental messages in either inclusive or exclusive language.  

Further research could include exploring this effect using different measures of local food purchase 
tendencies, such as willingness to pay for locally produced items or manipulating other variables 
such as environmental awareness. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. MAPPING BIOTRAILS OUTPUTS 
This section presents the BIOTRAILS’ s Grant Agreement (GA) commitments, as extracted from the 
formal deliverable and task description, in respect to their outputs and work to be carried out.  

Table 1: Adherence to BIOTRAILS’s GA Deliverable & Task Descriptions 
 

 

BIOTRAILS GA 
Component Title 

BIOTRAILS GA 
Component Outline 

Respective 
Document 
Chapter(s) 

Justification 

DELIVERABLE 

D4.1 Report on the results of the behavioural interventions studies (A) 

Deliverable 4.1 reports the preliminary results of the behavioural studies and inform us on the power and 
effectiveness of some behavioural interventions to improve biodiversity-related behaviours of consumers. 

TASK 

T4.1 Behavioural 
Interventional 

Toolkit for 
Consumers 

The first goal is to develop, test 
and implement behavioural 
interventions (such as nudges 
and behavioural vaccines) that 
can potentially bring positive 
change to consumption habits 
and behaviours related to 
biodiversity. In order to do that, 
behavioural experiments will be 
designed and run that put to 
action behavioural techniques 
and tools designed to bring 
sustainable beneficial 
behavioural modification with 
regard to biodiversity-related 
and sustainable consumption 
behaviours. […] The second aim is 
to explore how socio-economic, 
cultural and personality factors 
that are connected and influence 
biodiversity-related behaviours 
can influence the effectiveness of 
behavioural interventions. The 
results of the experiments will be 
quantifiable and implement 
quantitative measures capturing 
any changes in the relevant 
behaviours.  

Chapters 2, 
3, 4, 5 

Chapter 2 outlines the 
methodology for 
selecting the 
biodiversity-related 
behaviours under 
examination and the 
behavioural intervention 
tested, drawing from an 
extensive review of 
international literature. 
 
Chapter 3, presents the 
methods and quantified 
outcomes of both the 
correlation study (Study 
1) and the behavioural 
experiment (Study 2). 
 
Chapter 4 conducts a 
comparative analysis of 
the study findings with 
those reported in the 
international literature, 
offering interpretations 
and proposing potential 
actionable insights. 
 
Chapter 5 provides 
practical 
recommendation on 
how the results from the 
behavioural studies 
could be used as a basis 
to design practical 
interventions. 



D4.1 - Report on the results of the behavioural interventions studies (A) 
 

7 

 

 

1.2. DELIVERABLE OVERVIEW AND REPORT STRUCTURE 
Overall, the deliverable provides a comprehensive analysis of the impact of social exclusion in 
biodiversity-related behaviours, offering valuable insights for both further research and practical 
applications. 

The deliverable is structured into four main chapters: 

Chapter 2: Overall Methodology and Approach 
This chapter provides a detailed analysis of the methodology employed in selecting the 
biodiversity-related behaviours for examination and the behavioural intervention tested. It outlines 
the process of conducting an extensive review of international literature to identify relevant 
behaviours. The rationale behind selecting three specific behaviours—volunteering for biodiversity 
conservation organisations, purchasing local and seasonally produced food products, and 
discussing the origin of consumed food within social circles—is explained. Additionally, the 
chapter presents the rationale for choosing social exclusion as the behavioural intervention, 
drawing from previous studies suggesting its potential to influence ecological behaviours. 

Chapter 3: Behavioural Studies 
Chapter 3 presents a comprehensive overview of the methods used in conducting both the 
correlation study (Study 1) and the behavioural experiment (Study 2). It provides detailed 
descriptions of the research designs, data collection methods, and analytical approaches 
employed in each study. Moreover, the chapter presents the quantified outcomes of both studies, 
offering insights into the relationships between social exclusion and the selected biodiversity-
related behaviours. 

Chapter 4: Conclusions 
The final chapter conducts a comparative analysis of the study findings with those reported in the 
international literature. It offers interpretations of the results, considering potential implications 
for future research and practical interventions. The chapter discusses discrepancies between the 
study results and prior literature, highlighting potential differences in behaviours and challenges in 
replicating previous findings. Furthermore, it proposes actionable insights based on the observed 
effects of social exclusion on intentions to purchase locally produced food products, suggesting 
pathways for further exploration and intervention strategies. 

Chapter 5: Practical Recommendations 
This chapter explores the strategic use of nudges to promote biodiversity-related behaviours by 
proposing the design of a nudge, based on the results of the behavioural studies performed. The 
proposal involves creating tailored posters for placement in community settings like food markets 
or festivals. These posters convey environmental messages in inclusive or exclusive language, 
aiming to encourage desired behaviours with minimal administrative burden.  
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2. UNDERSTANDING THE INFLUENCE OF SOCIAL 
DYNAMICS ON ECOLOGICAL BEHAVIOR 

2.1. IDENTIFICATION OF BIODIVERSITY-RELATED 
BEHAVIOURS 

Human activities and intervention on the ecosystems have a detrimental impact on the biodiversity 
and is a major threat to its existence [1], [2], [3]. Reducing and inversing this degradation would 
require significant alterations in human behaviour, mainly on the aspects that have great influence 
on biodiversity of natural ecosystems. Considering that this issue is complicated, since the 
aftereffect of human behaviours is difficult to be quantified and linked to specific biodiversity 
aspects, the identification and evaluation of the most influential behaviours is not always apparent 
[4].  

Behavioural prioritisation is a tool that can be utilised to distinguish the primary range of possible 
behaviours impacting biodiversity. It should be targeted to provide essential information for 
policymakers in making decisions related to biodiversity, ultimately influencing individuals' 
behaviour shifts to reduce their impact on biodiversity [5]. This method has been implemented in 
various environmental related issues, such as water conservation [6], energy conservation [7], and 
biodiversity conservation [8], [9]. McKenzie-Mohr (2011) has proposed a behavioural prioritisation 
process which is widely adopted from different studies, consisting of the following stages:  

A. Identify behaviours 

The first step of the prioritisation process includes the determination of the behaviours that appear 
to have significant impact on biodiversity, either positive or negative [10]. The identification of the 
most important biodiversity related behaviours for the general population is very challenging, 
given that the causes of biodiversity degradation are multiple, interconnected and vary between 
different communities. Therefore, in order to obtain a more accurate depiction of different 
behaviours, this step would require the involvement of different groups of people to contribute in 
the process of identification [11]. For example, determination of behaviours that impact biodiversity 
is easier in rural areas, because the effects of human behaviour could be linked to a specific impact 
on the natural environment. On the contrary, the impact of human behaviours is not so 
straightforward in urban areas, as their results may be connected to biodiversity indirectly [12]. 

B. Determine impact on biodiversity 

The second step of the method involves the estimation of behaviour impact on biodiversity. As 
mentioned above, the consequences of human behaviour on biodiversity are difficult to quantify 
compared to other environmental behaviour prioritisation, such as water and energy consumption, 
where data can be obtained from expert measurements [6], [7]. The impact of biodiversity-related 
behaviours could be assessed only by the difference that they cause on the status of species or 
ecosystems over a period [10]; therefore, their exact calculation is not feasible. Please et al. (2018) 
and Linklater et al. (2019) approached the challenge by estimating the positive influence of 
changing behaviours on specific aspects of biodiversity based on expert measurements and 
estimations. 

C. Determine the plasticity of behaviour 

Behavioural plasticity is defined as the probability of a specific behaviour to change within a 
population [5], [6]. The measurement of the plasticity of a behaviour does not follow a specific 
methodology, and is usually calculated based on surveys conducted on target communities, where 
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the audience is asked about their willingness to change a specific behaviour or engage in a new one 
[8], [9].  

D. Determine prevalence of behaviour 

The final stage of the prioritisation process consists of the measurement of prevalence of a 
behaviour, meaning the level of participation of a specific behaviour in the population of a 
community. The prevalence of a behaviour is significant, because it serves as an indication of the 
scale of the uptake of this behaviour by the population [5]. This characteristic offers an insight on 
how effective the behaviour would be, in terms of the impact it would have on biodiversity. 
Prevalence is usually measured by conducting surveys on the population about a selected range of 
behaviours that could be adopted [6], [8], [9], or is estimated based on data from previous studies 
[7]. 

Selinske et al. (2020) [13] organised a prioritisation workshop aiming to identify and prioritise 
biodiversity behaviours that could be undertaken by the majority of residents in the state of 
Victoria in Australia. The conservation experts that were invited to the workshop, were divided in 
groups where they proposed, discussed and ranked behaviours according to their impact on the 
biodiversity of their community. Then, the participants were asked to rate the biodiversity impact 
and plasticity of each behaviour on a scale from 1 to 10, based on information that they acquired 
through the workshop. Specifically for the plasticity of a behaviour, the participants were advised 
to take into account the factors that would prevent them from adopting a new behaviour that could 
benefit biodiversity. Finally, the prevalence score of each behaviour was assessed based on data 
from previous reports, market research and peer-reviewed literature.  

The identification phase resulted in 27 specific behaviours, which were then divided into six 
categories according to previous studies [11], [14]: Consumption behaviours, social behaviours, 
stewardship behaviours, advocacy behaviours, donation behaviours and lifestyle behaviours.  

According to the results from the surveys, the biodiversity impact and elasticity of each behaviour 
were presented in a prioritisation matrix (Figure 1), to facilitate the promotion of the behaviours 
that are characterised by high impact and elasticity, and therefore would be more effective in 
biodiversity conservation. In Figure 1, high impact and elasticity behaviours were placed in the top 
right quadrant of the matrix, while low impact and elasticity behaviours in the bottom left. Finally, 
each behaviour was ranked according to its prioritisation score, which was calculated through an 
equation involving the impact, plasticity and current prevalence of each behaviour.  
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Figure 1. Prioritisation matrix for biodiversity behaviours [13] 

As one can observe there is a wide spectrum of biodiversity related behaviours. These behaviours 
differ in more dimensions than the Selinske et al (2020) study described, although biodiversity 
impact and behavioural plasticity are highly important. For our studies we had to choose some of 
them as the total number was too high to include in a single study. We opted for three that differ in 
terms of impact, plasticity and other dimensions such as daily relevance for citizens and 
occurrence, scientific interest etc. 

Based on the analysis, the following biodiversity related behaviours were chosen to be investigated 
in our studies: 

1) volunteer for a biodiversity conservation organisation (Volunteering) 

2) buy local and seasonally produced food products (Local Consumption) 

3) discuss the origin of food consumed within your circle of influence (Origin Discussion).  

2.2. SOCIAL EXCLUSION AND GREEN BEHAVIOUR 
Humans are inseparably connected to nature, and their well-being is strongly depended on the 
prosperity of natural environment. However, in the modern era, there appears to be a diminishing 
concern for the welfare of our natural surroundings, despite the undeniable impact our behaviours 
and lifestyles have on its resources. Therefore, as the preservation of natural environment is critical 
for the survival of humans, it is very important to promote ecological lifestyles, that would respect 
it [15]. Scientists have been trying to investigate the reasons that promote ecological behaviours, 
with many studies indicating that persons who feel connected to nature are more likely to follow 
behaviours that have less impact on the environment [16]. Moreover, people’s behaviour is mostly 
affected by social or personal reasons, which provides another scope of study as to what causes 
people to adopt ecological behaviours [17].  

One of the most basic social needs of humans is the sense of belonging and inclusion in society. 



D4.1 - Report on the results of the behavioural interventions studies (A) 
 

11 

 

 

Therefore, their behaviour and choices are driven by the accomplishment of this target [17]. Healthy 
social relationships are crucial for people’s psychological well-being, and people who experience 
rejection or pressure from their social environment could turn to nature in order to deal with the 
feeling of ostracism [18], [19] as natural environments offer a strong feeling of connection and 
belonging [20]. Ostracism is defined as being rejected or ignored by your social surroundings, 
eventually impeding people’s need for connection and the benefits that are associated with it [18], 
[19] while causing intense hurtful feelings to the individuals who experience it [21]. 

Ostracised people exhibit significantly higher desire to connect with other individuals than non-
ostracised, and in order to increase their potential for social connection, they are more interested 
in social information [22], [23] and demonstrate a more socially friendly behaviour [24], [25]. Studies 
have shown that individuals who are more interested in reconnecting with humans, also seek 
feelings of belonging through the formation of relationships with non-humans [26]. McConnell et 
al. (2011) [27] reported that pet owners tend to feel greater fulfilment of their social needs compared 
to non-pet owners, while other studies showed that the presence of a dog during an ostracism 
incident can ameliorate the consequences of social exclusion [28]. People who are actively seeking 
to obtain the feeling of belonging and have increased sensitivity in social signals, they may be more 
open to create connections with nature, which could further induce the adaptation of ecological 
behaviours [33].  

Nature connectedness is the degree to which someone feels connected to nature, and is 
considered to be a personality characteristic, although recent studies are indicating that it could 
be experimentally evoked [16], [29]. The main consequence of ostracism are the strong feelings of 
being excluded and left out, therefore people are searching for ways to reinstate the feeling of 
belonging [18], [19], and natural environments constitute an appealing outlet as the risk of being 
rejected is non-existent, while in parallel offer a way of coping with stress and life difficulties [30].  

The feeling of being connected with nature is very important to promote ecological behaviours, 
although it does not guarantee it. Ecological behaviours require people to renounce some of their 
perks in favour of the well-being of nature. For example, people that choose not to use their cars to 
reduce air pollution, have to commute with public transportation and increase their transit time. 
Many researchers argue that people should regard themselves as indivisible part of nature, thus 
promoting ecological behaviours, because if these people choose to engage in actions with 
negative impacts to natural environment, it would indicate that they follow self-destructive 
behaviours [16].  

Poon et al. (2015) suggested that ostracized people may have higher desire to connect with nature 
in order to secure the feelings of belonging and acceptance, which could encourage them to adopt 
ecological behaviour. The study conducted three experiments to investigate this hypothesis. In 
every experiment, participants were exposed to manipulation of ostracism, and then the desire to 
connect with nature and the tendency to engage in ecological behaviours were assessed. 

Experiment 1 

The first experiment aimed to assess participants’ desire to connect with nature, after being 
introduced to the ostracism scenario, which assigned every participant with an inclusion or 
exclusion [31]. In order to evaluate the implementation of ostracism manipulation, each participant 
replied to two statements that measured the inclusion or exclusion degree that was induced by the 
scenario. Then, the participants were asked to answer how possible they were to participate in the 
following five nature-related activities: i) lying on grassland, ii) planting flowers, iii) visiting the 
countryside, iv) eating organic food, v) planting trees in local farm. According to the results, 
individuals that were involved in the exclusion condition exhibited higher willingness to spent more 
time in nature, by lying on grassland and planting flowers. 
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Experiment 2 

The target of the second experiment was to validate and enrich the findings of the first experiment. 
The feeling of ostracism was again induced in a number of the participants, while the rest of them 
were assigned to the control condition, which was followed by questionnaires aiming to check the 
manipulation. Afterwards, participants were asked whether they were willing to adapt to 12 
ecological behaviours, for example recycling or taking shorter showers, etc. Moreover, the 
experiment investigated the influence of participants’ mood on their inclination to engage in 
ecological behaviours, therefore after the manipulation of ostracism participants were asked to 
report their mood and answered questions on whether they would behave sustainably in various 
situations.  

The results of the test reported that ostracised participants demonstrated higher intentions to 
follow ecological behaviours than participants in the inclusion condition, indicating that ostracism 
could constitute a significant cause for people to adapt ecological behaviours. Finally, the 
experiment provided evidence that the effects of participants’ mood have negligible impact on 
following ecological behaviour, and also that individual’s mood is not a mediator between 
ostracism and ecological inclinations. 

Experiment 3 

The last experiment studied the effect of a negative non-social experience on the inclination to 
seek connection with nature and follow ecological behaviours, while on the same time comparing 
it to the effects of ostracism on the same aspects. Also, it investigated whether a connection to 
nature serves as a mediator between ostracism and ecological behaviour. By random assignment, 
participants were either asked to recall a past experience where they felt excluded or a physical 
pain experience in order to induce the investigated feelings, and the participants’ willingness to 
connect with nature was assessed. In the following stage of the experiment, participants 
completed a questionnaire about how likely they would engage in 12 ecological behaviours. The 
results demonstrated that the ostracism condition had a higher effect on the willingness to 
participate in ecological behaviours compared to the physical pain condition, which is also 
mediated by the increased desire to connect with nature and restore feelings of inclusion and 
connection. 

According to the above, it is indicated that social exclusion and ecological behaviour are 
interconnected, therefore it is decided to investigate the hypothesis i.e., that social exclusion 
fosters a connection with nature, and possibly strengthens the likelihood of engaging in ecological 
activities. Biodiversity related behaviours are actions that fall in the category of ecological 
activities as they are inherently connected with the environment and environmental conservation. 
Therefore, we expect that the feeling of social exclusion will lead people to desire greater 
engagement in biodiversity related behaviours as they did with other ecological behaviours. In 
general, social exclusion has been used in the past as a tool to bring positive change in different 
aspects of human psychology and behaviour, such as gift-giving and charity donations.   
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3. BEHAVIOURAL STUDIES 

3.1. STUDY 1 
In the first study we want to investigate whether the feeling of social exclusion is associated with 
higher tendencies to engage in our focal biodiversity related behaviours (volunteering, local 
consumption and origin discussion). Therefore, we run a correlational study where all our variables 
were measured. Five hundred and two participants (44.5% female, Mage=42.76, SD=14.27) were 
recruited from Prolific. Participants were selected to have an approval rating higher than 95%.  

3.1.1. Method 
Participants were informed about the goal of the study and signed electronically the consent form 
(Annex I). After that they received the measures of the study.  

Social Exclusion: To assess the feeling of social inclusion we used six items from the General 
Belongingness Scale [32]. Participants were invited to indicate their agreements in 7-point scale 
with the following statements: I feel like an outsider, I feel as if people do not care about me 
because I do not belong, I feel distant during the holiday season, I feel isolated from the rest of the 
world when I am with other people, I feel like a stranger, friends and family do not involve me in their 
plans. Cronbach's α coefficient of the measure for our sample was 0.935, with higher scores 
indicate higher feeling of social exclusion.  

Biodiversity Related Behaviours: To measure biodiversity related behaviours participants were 
asked to indicate how often in a 5-point scale (1=Never, 5= Very often) they perform the following 
actions [13]: volunteer for a biodiversity conservation organisation (Volunteering), buy local and 
seasonally produced food products (Local Consumption), discuss the origin of food consumed 
within your circle of influence (Origin Discussion).  

Socio-demographics: We included several demographic measures in the study: Gender, Age, 
Education and Income scales.  

3.1.2. Results 
Correlation analysis showed that social inclusion measure is significantly correlated only with one 
of the three biodiversity items (see table 1). Social exclusion is significant and negatively correlated 
with the “buy local and seasonally produced food products” behaviour, which means that 
participants that feel more socially excluded tend to prefer to buy less local and seasonally 
produced food. The other two behaviours were not significantly associated with social exclusion. 
Additionally, we run regression with of our independent, dependent variables, all demographic 
variables and their interactions to investigate where demographic factors influence differentially 
our results. The interactions effects were insignificant while the main effects between our 
Independent Variables (IV) and the Dependent Variables (DV) remained the same. Therefore, we 
conclude the demographics do not influence the relationship between social exclusion and the 
chosen biodiversity related behaviours.  
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Table 2: Pearson Correlation between the measures 

 1 2 3 4 
Social Exclusion - 0.065 -0.100* 0.41 

Volunteering 0.065 - 0.267*** 0.541*** 
Local Consumption  -0.100* 0.267*** - 0.443*** 

Origin Discussion 0.41 0.541*** 0.443*** - 
N=512 
†p<0.10 
*p<0.5 
**p<0.01 
***p<0.001 

3.2. STUDY 2 
In study 2, we wanted to validate the results of study 1, using a different method. In study 2, we run 
a behavioural experiment where we experimentally manipulated the feeling of social exclusion and 
access whether it has an impact on the focal biodiversity related behaviours. Five hundred 
participants (61.1% female, Mage=36.55, SD=13.51) were recruited from Prolific. Participants were 
selected to have an approval rating higher than 95%.  

3.2.1. Method 
Participants informed about the goal of the study and signed electronically the consent form 
(Annex II). After that they received the social exclusion manipulation and then the items measuring 
the biodiversity related behaviours.  

Social Exclusion Manipulation: To manipulate social exclusion we used a similar manipulation used 
in previous studies [31], [33]. Participants were assigned randomly into two condition, social 
inclusion and social exclusion condition. In the social inclusion condition participants described a 
situation where they felt social included, while in the exclusion condition described a situation 
where they felt excluded. Afterwards, they responded to two statements (“I feel socially included” 
and “I feel ignored”; 1=strongly disagree – 7=strongly agree), which were averaged to check the 
manipulation.   

Biodiversity Related Behaviours: To measure biodiversity behaviours participants were asked to 
indicate how possible it is in a 7-point scale (1=Never, 7= Very often) to perform the following 
actions in the next months [13]: volunteer for a biodiversity conservation organisation 
(Volunteering), buy local and seasonally produced food products (Local Consumption), discuss the 
origin of food consumed within your circle of influence (Origin Discussion).  

3.2.2. Results 
Manipulation check: Participants in the social inclusion condition (M = 2.71; SD =1.61) reported 
feeling less excluded and ignored than participants in the social exclusion condition did (M =4.42, 
SD =1.75), t (1, 499) = -11.41, p < .001. Therefore, the manipulation was successful. 

Biodiversity Related Behaviours: The analysis indicated that manipulation of social exclusion had a 
significant effect only on the “Local Consumption” Behaviour (see Table 2). Participants who felt 
socially excluded indicated that they are less inclined to consume locally produced food products. 
The manipulation did not have a significant effect on our other two biodiversity-related 
behaviours, local consumption and origin discussion. Similar to study one, we run a regression with 
our independent, dependent variables, all demographic variables and their interactions to 
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investigate where demographic factors influence our results differentially. The interaction effects 
were insignificant, while the main effects between our IV and the DVs remained the same. 
Therefore, we conclude the demographics do not influence the relationship between social 
exclusion and the chosen biodiversity-related behaviours. 

Table 3: Means and standard deviations for all dependent variables between the two experimental 
conditions. 

 Social Inclusion Social Exclusion t p 
Volunteering 3.73 (1.81) 3.57 (1.85) -0.988 0.162 

Local 
Consumption 5.86 (1.02) 5.66 (1.21) -2.009 0.045 

Origin Discussion 4.37 (1.75) 4.22 (1.84) -0.936 0.175 
 

 
Figure 2. Means for all dependent variables between the two experimental conditions 
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4. CONCLUSIONS 
We run two high-powered behavioural studies to test whether we can use a behavioural 
intervention to try increase the tendencies to engage in biodiversity related behaviours. To do that, 
first we run a comprehensive literature review to identify and choose some biodiversity related 
behaviours. We choose three behaviours that differ between each other in several dimensions, such 
as relevance, plasticity, scientific interest. Our chosen behaviours were: 1) volunteer for a 
biodiversity conservation organisation (volunteering), 2) buy local and seasonally produced food 
products (local consumption), 3 discuss the origin of food consumed within your circle of influence 
(origin discussion). Next, we scanned the literature to find a behavioural intervention to implement. 
We choose the feeling of social exclusion as it has been found by previous studies (e.g. [33]) to 
increase the tendency to engage in ecological behaviours (biodiversity related behaviours fall into 
the spectrum of ecological behaviours). The studies we run to access the impact of social exclusion 
on the chosen biodiversity related behaviours used different methods. Study 1, was a correlational 
study where all the focal variables were measure, while study 2 was an experimental study where we 
manipulated the feeling of social exclusion and access its effect on our chosen behaviours.  
 
The results of the studies did not match our expectation and the results of the [33] study. We found 
that social exclusion had an insignificant effect on volunteering and origin discussion. This result 
can have two main interpretations. The first interpretation is that these two behaviours significantly 
differ in some way from other ecological behaviours, and that is why social exclusion did not 
influence them. Secondly, the finding of Poon et al. (2015) [33] is not strong enough to be replicated 
by other studies and/or to be applied to other ecologically relevant behaviours. Both 
interpretations constitute paths for future research that provide useful insights into this line of 
research.  
 
Additionally, we found that social exclusion has a negative effect on the intentions to buy locally 
produced food items. This means that socially excluded people’s purchase intention for locally 
produced food is lower than socially included people’s intention. This result, though going against 
to our hypothesis again, is interesting as it can be used in the future as an intervention. Making 
people feel socially included can potentially make them to buy more locally produced food. An 
interesting research pathway would be to run studies to explore this effect further, using different 
ways to measure the tendencies to buy local food (e.g., willingness to pay for locally produced 
food).  
 
The results of our studies provide very useful insights and future research pathways in this particular 
and very important line of research. As a next step, we plan to run a study to further explore the 
impact of social exclusion/inclusion on the tendencies to buy locally produced food.  
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5. PRACTICAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
The contribution of nudging in the uptake of biodiversity-related behaviours 
 
One of the strategic elements in promoting the uptake of biodiversity-related behaviours could be 
the integration of “nudges”. Nudges, contrary to top-down regulation, refer to soft, non-coercive 
interventions, whose objective is to influence peoples’ behaviour through altering their choice 
architecture, steering them towards the preferred solutions. The design of nudges, should mainly 
consider three aspects: (1) the evidence-base form the behavioural studies/experiments, (2) the 
availability of user-data from the intervention areas, (3) the costs and administrative burdens. We 
indicatively propose a nudge that would not be resource-intensive and cause a lot of administrative 
burden for a city, a partnership or an organisation to implement (so that the nudge is easy to 
transfer to other settings). To this end, we designed a series of tailored posters that could be placed 
in the physical environment of an area such as a local food market, a food or a community festival. 
The posters convey an environmental message framed in either an inclusive or exclusive wording. 
The posters are presented in the following figures. 

 
Figure 3. Poster with an environmental message framed in an inclusive wording 
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Figure 4. Poster with an environmental message framed in an exclusive wording 

Based on the results of the experiments performed and presented in Chapter 3, the poster with an 
environmental message framed in an inclusive wording, would be more effective in driving 
behavioural change among consumers towards purchasing locally produced products. This 
intervention has an increased replication potential as it could be adapted to any local language and 
has minimal costs to be implemented. It could also leverage social norms by highlighting what 
others are doing or what is considered socially desirable behaviour, influencing individuals to 
conform to positive norms. In addition, this type of nudging intervention can promote positive 
biodiversity-related behaviours by making desirable options more visible, attractive, or easier to 
choose.  
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ANNEX I: CONSENT FORM OF STUDY 1 
STUDY TITLE: Environmentally Friendly Behaviours 
  
Protocol Director: Dr. Angelos Stamos 
  
DESCRIPTION: In the present study we are interested in people's attitude towards 
environmentally friendly behaviours and how these are connected to other social factors. You 
will be asked to answer some general question concerning the above topics. 
  
RISKS AND BENEFITS: There is no risk associated with this questionnaire. The benefits which 
may reasonably be expected to result from this study are the opportunity to contribute to 
greater knowledge regarding several issues such as mating tactics and approach/avoidance of 
rewards and punishments. We cannot and do not guarantee or promise that you will receive any 
benefits from this study.  
  
TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation in the study will take approximately 5 minutes. 
  
PAYMENTS: You will be incentivized according to the survey details you received. 
  
SUBJECT'S RIGHTS: If you have read this form and have decided to participate in this project, 
please understand your participation is voluntary and you have the right to discontinue 
participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. 
You have the right to refuse to answer particular questions. Your individual privacy will be 
maintained in all published and written data resulting from the study. 
  
CONTACT INFORMATION: 
  
Questions, Concerns, or Complaints: If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about 
this research study, its procedures, risks and benefits, you should ask the Protocol Director, 
astamos@white-research.eu.  
  
If you have read the information above and would like to participate in the study, please click “I 
consent.” 
  
Alternatively, if you do not want to complete the study, please click “I do not consent” and you 
will be redirected to the end of the study. 
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ANNEX II: CONSENT FORM OF STUDY 2 
Protocol Director: Dr. Angelos Stamos 
  
DESCRIPTION:  
  
The present questionnaire consists of several studies. In the first study you will be asked to 
describe a past experience involving social interactions. In the second study you will be asked 
your opinion on some environmentally friendly behaviours. While in the third study will be asked 
some personality questions. Please follow the instructions carefully and answer the questions.  
  
RISKS AND BENEFITS: There is no risk associated with this study.  
   
PAYMENTS: You will be incentivized according to the survey details you received. 
  
SUBJECT'S RIGHTS: If you have read this form and have decided to participate in this project, 
please understand your participation is voluntary and you have the right to discontinue 
participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. 
You have the right to refuse to answer particular questions. Your individual privacy will be 
maintained in all published and written data resulting from the study. 
  
CONTACT INFORMATION: 
  
Questions, Concerns, or Complaints: If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about 
this research study, its procedures, risks and benefits, you should ask the Protocol Director: 
astamos@white-research.eu 
  
If you have read the information above and would like to participate in the study, please click “I 
consent.” 
  
Alternatively, if you do not want to complete the study, please click “I do not consent” and you 
will be redirected to the end of the study. 

 


