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The UL YSSES project 

The European research project UL YSSES aim~ to bridge the gap between 
environmental science and democratic policy making in the climate domain. Por this 
we study judgements of informed citizens on climate policy and make these 
judgements available to policy makers. As a support in this process the citizens will 
be given access to state-of-the-art computer models on environmental change. 

Between 1996 and 1999 ULYSSES will conduct and analyse group discussions with 
citizens in Barcelona, Venice, Athens, Zurich, Frankfurt, Manchester, and 
Stockholm. 

Objective 

Policy makers dealing with complex environmental problems need knowledge from environmental science 
as well as from the social sciences to back up their decisions. Integrated Assessment (lA) research aims at 
providing useful overviews of relevant problems and elements of possible solutions for this purpose. In this 
context UL YSSES - short for Urban LifestYles, SuStainability, and Integrated Environmental ASsessment
develops procedures for including public participation in lA. 

Science can provide neither unique descriptions nor unique solutions for truly complex environmental 
problems. On the other hand, citizens are used to deal with a variety of conflicting yet legitimate 
interpretations in democracy which is basically govemment by public debate. In this situation assessments 
can improve both in quality and in political relevance by combining expert knowledge with public 
participation. 

Methodology 

In arder to develop a procedure for public participation in Integrated Assessment, UL YSSES designs a 
discursive process which is based on the focus group method. In a kind of microcosm of social learning 
small groups of citizens share a moderated discussion on climate risks and options for climate policy. These 
IA-Focus Groups meet approximately five times. They debate on climate policy, have access to relevant 
information to support their debates, and express their resulting judgement. The range of arguments and 
judgements expressed by the citizens will then be condensed and made available to interested decision 
makers. 

One of the basic tasks of UL YSSES is to design an interface between these IA-Focus Groups and computer 
models. Our hypothesis is that citizens can arrive at reasonable and informed judgements on environmental 
policy if they have the opportunity to share an in-depth debate and if they are provided with relevant 
information in a suitable formaL For this information the IA-Focus Groups organised by UL YSSES have 
access to state-of-the-art computer models relevant for decision support on environmental issues. These 
models include IMAGE (the Integrated Model to Assess the Gre'enhouse Effect), T ARGETS (the Too! for 
Analysing Regional and Global Environment and Health Targets for Sustainability), PoleStar, and NAIADE 
(the Novel Approach to Imprecise Assessment and Decision Environments). 

UL YSSES tests this IA-Focus Group procedure in the domain of urban lifestyles and their connection to 
climate change. In arder to experience the cultural diversity within Europe in our experiments we will 
conduct IA-Focus Groups in urban regions throughout Europe: Barcelona, Venice, Athens, Zurich, Frankfurt 
(Rhine/Main), Manchester, and Stockholm. 

See also: http:l /www .zit.tu-darmstadt.de/ulysses/ 
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The UL YSSES working papers 
The UL YSSES working papers present work being done in the context of the UL Y S SES network. The 
responsibility for the contents lies with the individual authors. 
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Preface 

Decision support for complex environrnental problems requires knowledge from a wide range of 
disciplines. Integrating different bodies of expert knowledge, however, is impossible without a 
whole array of subjective judgments. In particular, any integrated environrnental assessment 
involves both subjective probabilities and subjective preferences. Unfortunately, perhaps, scientific 
expertise is a poor guide for forming subjective judgments of this sort. 

For simpler problems of decision support, science has often taken on the role of 'speaking truth to 
power'. But tbis role doesn' t fit complex environmental problems, like climate change, especially 
when they involve complex social systems, like modern democracies. With such problems, there is 
no unique true problem description and no unique optimal solution for science to discover. 
Moreover, with large scale problems related both to technology and to lifestyle choices there is no 
single social actor with the capability to implement such a solution even if it existed. To deal with 
this category of problems, researchers and policy makers have begun to develop a variety of 
methods of public participation. They offer ways of eliciting and aggregating subjective judgments 
of stakeholders and laypersons so as to bring their common sense to the decision problem at hand. 

In this vein, the UL YSSES project has taken the well-established method of focus groups and has 
combined it with integrated computer models of an environmental problem. Along these lines, a 
new tool is emerging: the Integrated Assessment Focus Group. The present manual documents 
work in progress in this area. It shows a way of how IA-Focus groups can be run and puts them in 
perspective by discussing related experiences and concepts from the literature. 

The manual does not show how IA-Focus Groups should be run. Much more research and practica! 
experience will be needed to establish a reasonable set of standards of good practice for IA-Focus 
Groups. Nevertheless, one such standard can already be stated with the following paradox: no 
universal standard seems appropriate, as the most important general rule for a sound use of IA
Focus Groups is to tailor them again and again to the specific conditions of the problem at hand. 
The present manual has been written to enable researchers and practitioners to build cumulative 
experiences of how to engage in this fascinating endeavour. 

Cario C. Jaeger 
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l. SCOPE AND CONTEXT OF THE MANUAL 
1 

1.1. Focos groups in Integrated Assessment ' 

Global climate change caused by anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions is a problem created by 
humans which is of unprecedented scope and complexity. How should societal decision makers 
respond to such complexity? lntegrated Assessment (lA) has evolved as an approach to synthesise 
the relevant and current scientific knowledge in arder to offer decision-makers useful information 
to resolve complex problems like climate change. 

lA has been defined as "an interdisciplinary process of combining, interpreting and communicating 
knowledge from diverse scientific disciplines in such a way that the whole cause-effect chain of a 
problem can be evaluated from a synoptic perspective with two characteristics: (i) it should have 
added value compared to single disciplinary assessment; and (ii) it should provide useful 
information for decision makers" (Rotmans and Dowlatabadi, 1995). Similarly, Parson (1994) 
defined the task of lA as "to provide information of use to sorne significant decision-maker rather 
than merely advancing understanding for is own sake, and ( .. . ) bring together a broader set of areas, 
methods, styles of study, or degrees of confidence, than would typically characterize a study of the 
same issue within the bounds of a single research discipline". 

Although lA has emerged during the last decades, methods and tools are still relatively immature 
(Rotmans and Vrieze, 1996; Weyant et al., 1996). So far, lA has been primarily performed as an 
expert exercise. However, as this exercise is oriented towards policy-making, the inclusion of 
citizens into the assessment process is both legitimate and desirable. The inclusion is legitimate in 
view of the democratic tradition of policy making, and it is desirable in view of the growing 
scepticism towards the professionalisation of policy in general and of environmental decision
making in particular. Framed that way, lA could then be the output of a discourse informed by 
scientific competence as well as democratic fairness (Renn et al., 1995; Kasemir et al., 1996). 

Against that background, we use the term IA in a rather broad sense as "procedures to arrive at an 
informed judgement on different courses of action with regard to environmental problems. The 
information required refers to physical, chemical, biological, psychological, socio-economic and 
institutional phenomena, including the relevant decision-making processes" (Kasemir et al., 1996). 

It seems promising to use focus groups as a participatory tool for arriving at policy-oriented lA. 
Focus groups can serve as a micro-cosmos of social learning that brings together scientific 
knowledge with preferences and choices of citizens. We use the term "IA-Focus Groups" for those 
focus groups oriented towards complex policy issues - often global in scope - and equipped with 
computer models that convey relevant scientific information. Typically, focus groups are used by 
politicians to provide feedback about their public image, and to convey perceptions and 
expectations of voters and interest groups. They are used to test the effectiveness of policy 
campaign drafts, and the dimension of decision-making is generally not explicitly addressed. In 
contrast, IA-Focus Groups are oriented towards supporting policy-making. In sorne respects, lA
Focus Groups are clase to court-juries: befare a jury comes to a judgement, it is thoroughly 
informed about facts and figures, and about the relevant circumstances in which a deed took place. 
The verdict then is built on both factual knowledge and moral reasoning. In contrast to court-juries, 
IA-Focus Groups do not produce legally binding verdicts but policy supporting judgements and 
recommendations on complex sustainability issues. 

Focus groups are generally conducted with lay members of the general public. However, in lA, the 
inclusion of policy makers, business people and the media might be fruitful, too. 

1 
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1.2. Aim and audience of the manual 

There are hardly any tools available for the participatory dimension of lA. At the moment, two 
major research projects are conducted, whose aim is to develop such tools. These are the UL YSSES 
and CLEAR projects (see section 1.3). The Human Ecology Division of the Swiss Federal Institute 
for Environmental Science and Technology (EA W AG) is participating in both projects and took the 
lead in developing a default setting, or template, for the focus group work within UL YSSES. 
"Default" is meant to offer a standard that is available in case a user does not want todo things his 
or her own way. In the pilot phase of UL YSSES, sorne of the research groups conformed to the 
default setting documented in this manual, other groups developed and tested other methodological 
settings, e.g. with regard to questionnaires (see paragraph 3.5.2), citizen reports (paragraph 3.5.3) 
or the use of computer models (paragraph 3.4.2). All of these experiences will be carefully 
documented (for a compilation of pilot experiences, see: UL YSSES working paper 4 "Focus 
Groups in Integrated Assessment: The UL YSSES Pilot Experience"). 

The aim of the manual is twofold. First, it gives a short introduction to the focus group technique 
from which the concept of IA-Focus Groups is derived. We review the general knowledge and 
experience accumulated over the past fifty years. Second, the manual discusses selected 
methodological issues with regard to focus groups and suggests a default setting for the UL YSSES 
IA-Focus Groups. Severa} appendices provide examples of material and output from the pilot phase 
ofULYSSES. 

The reader should bear in mind two important limitations of this text. First, this is a preliminary 
manual. 1t is a first step on the way to a set of guidelines for lA-Focus Groups which can be used 
by those interested in applying this participatory tool in lA efforts. A more comprehensi ve manual 
will be available at the end of the project, i.e. míd 1999. Second, this text does not show the full 
range of methods that characterise current work within UL YSSES . The emphasis is on the default 
setting. Por selected topics, however, the plurality of views is indicated. 

The primary target audience of the manual are members of the UL YSSES research team, who 
perform IA-Focus Groups themselves. As the tool ís also applied in the CLEAR II project, the 
manual is certainly of relevance for researchers engaged in that effort. Furthermore, the manual is 
intended to be helpful to those who want to make first practica} experiences with applying IA
Focus Groups in their own field of research. Currently, this is the case with research teams in 
Vancouver, Canada (Sustainable Development Research Institute, University of British Columbia), 
Pittsburgh, U.S.A. (Engineering and Public Policy, Carnegie Mellon University) and York, U.K. 
(Stockholm Environment Institute). 

Apart from developing an advanced tool for lA, we hope to encourage others to consider using 
focus groups and IA-Focus Groups in their own research where appropriate. To this end, we will 
systematically address issues relevant for designing and using this tool. Thus, experiences gained in 
CLEAR and UL YSSES might enhance the interest in the focus group methodology and the 
application of focus groups in lA research at large. 

A note on the terminology we adopt in this working paper: we will generally use the term "Focus 
Group" when we refer to the standard practice of conducting focus groups. However, when we 
point to specific UL YSSES and CLEAR applications and to the overall IA-methodology introduced 
above, we will apply the term "IA-Focus Group". 
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1.3. The research context 

1.3.1 The UL YSSES project 

UL YSSES (see Box 1) addresses the issue of the interplay between science, policy and society in 
the field of sustainability issues. Two main principies are guiding the research efforts within 
UL YSSES. First, integration of knowledge accumulated in both social and natural sciences into a 
comprehensive assessment is needed to provide adequate policy support. Such an integrated 
assessment is hardly to be achieved with traditional means of scientific inquiry. Second, in 
democracies it is crucial that policy goals and means are acceptable to citizens. Current lA activities 
(for an overview see Parson, 1996; Weyant et al., 1996; Rotmans and Dowlatabadi, 1996) 
primarily focus on the development of so-called Integrated Assessment models (IA-models), and 
thereby neglect the importance of social discourse and pub1ic participation. Wíthin the UL YSSES 
community the hypothesis ís shared that addressing these social dimensions is needed to arrive at 
lA relevant for the policy-making communíty and society at large. To advance lA the UL YSSES 
project aims to develop a social procedure for democratic debates about sustainability issues. The 
present paragraph shortly outlines the scope of the research programme. A comprehensíve 
description of the research proposal can be found in Jaeger et al. (1995). 

A central feature of UL YSSES is to highlight the uncertainties associated with expert knowledge 
offered by isolated disciplines. UL Y S SES will explore how to use state-of-the-art scientific inputs, 
such as computer models, to support democratic debates on climate change and other sustainability 
issues. To this end, UL YSSES will create experimental settings in which such discussions can be 
simulated, by using focus groups. These monitored social processes will be informed by a variety 
of computer models. In order to develop the method of IA-Focus Groups and to identify its 
potential as advanced method of lA, UL YSSES will carry out many IA-Focus Groups on climate 
policy options for urban regions. The challenge of this application is that it combines a global 
change issue, i.e. climate change, with local issues pertaining to urban lifestyles. This theme 
obviously requires integration on two crucial dimensions, namely: i) integration of scientific 
knowledge with preferences and choices of citizens, and ii) integration of local and global issues. 

Box 1 - The UL YSSES research team 

UL Y S SES, an acronym for 'Urban Lifestyles, Sustainability, and Integrated Environmental Assessment,' is a 
collaborative research effort supported by the European Commission (DG XII, RTD Prograrnrne Environment and 
Climate, Area "Human Dimensions ofEnvironmental Change"). 

Ten research institutes throughout Europe contribute to UL YSSES, i.e. (primary researchers are indicated): 

- Darmstadt University of Technology, Germany (C. Jaeger) 
- Joint Research Centre of the EC, Italy (S. Funtowicz) 
- Centre for the Study of Environmental Change, United Kingdom (B. Wynne) 
- Instituto de Estudios Sociales Avanzados de Barcelona, Spain (S. Giner) 
- Stockholm Environment Institute, Sweden (A. Gerger) 
- National Technical University of Athens, Greece (M. Giaoutzi) 
- Potsdam Institute for Climate Impact Research, Germany (F. Toth) 
- Intemational Institute for Applied Systems Analysis, Austria (J. Jager) 
- Research Methods Consultancy, United Kingdom (J. Ravetz) 
- Swiss Federal Institute for Environrnental Science and Technology, Switzerland (G. Dürrenberger). 
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The research goals of the UL Y S SES project can be summarised as follows: 

l. To develop a procedure for lA at the interface of science, policy and society, in which scientific 
issues are combined with issues of fairness. To this end, we explore a new method, combining 
focus groups with IA-computer models. 

2. To develop suggestions for the design of IA-computer models to be used in focus group 
applications. 

3. To perform integrated assessments, which are informed by both scientific expertise and social 
valuation, and which produce policy recommendations. 

1.3.2. The CLEAR 11-project 

The Swiss transdisciplinary project CLEAR TI is a follow up to the original CLEAR project. 
(CLEAR stands for CLimate and Environment in Alpine Regions) This is an effort to increase 
understanding of the potential impacts of climate change for Switzerland and to provide 
information which can support decision-making. The aims of the CLEAR project are: 

1) to provide increased understanding of the pertinent issues, especially with respect to uncertainty 
and complexity, 
2) to deliver a range of state-of-the-art modelling tools, 
3) to develop an overall methodology for integrated climate risk assessment, and 
4) to pro vide policy-relevant information on response strategies and a mechanism for evaluation 
measures 

CLEAR TI comprises 13 subprojects (see Box 2). A more comprehensive description can be found 
in Davies and Jaeger (1995). With regard to this manual, especially the ICRA-project (Integrated 
Climate Risk Assessment) is of interest. Within this project, several focus groups using computer 
models will be run. One of the rationales behind this project is to integrate lay people in policy
supporting activities. The goals of the ICRA-project, which serves within the overall CLEAR 
research as a platform project, are: 

1) to develop a procedure for lA 

2) to provide a platform for modellers, especially for those in CLEAR 

3) to generate and analyse integrated assessments, which comprise the following areas of inquiry: 
i) the role of scientific uncertainty in the formation of Iay-judgements about climate risk, ii) the 
identification of options for and constraints on new policy strategies, and the social acceptance 
of likely measures, and iii) the symbolic meaning and significance of the Alps with regard to 
people's feelings of moral obligation and willingness to act. 

CLEAR uses a similar research approach to IA as UL YSSES. Both ULYSSES and CLEAR try to 
organise the assessment process as a social discourse between scientists and Iay people. Both work 
with computer models as an important medium of scientific expertise. However, there are sorne 
important differences that make the two programmes complementary: 

• First, CLEAR is a transdisciplinary research effort that involves natural as well as social 
scientists, with natural scientists as the predominant group. UL YSSES brings together social 
scientists, primarily. 

• Second, CLEAR aims to do both disciplinary research as well as lA, while UL YSSES is 
concerned with lA only. 

4 

• Third, CLEAR will develop new model tools that simulate, the complex dynamics of selected 
phenomena. UL YSSES will use existing highly integrated models. 

1 

• Fourth, CLEAR looks at the Alpine region, UL Y S SES at seven urban regions in Europe. 

Box 2 - The CLEAR research team 

CLEAR is a collaborative effort sponsored by the Swiss National Science Foundation. The following projects are prut 
of CLEAR II (primary researchers are indicated): 

- Industrial innovation triggered by ecology (R. Boutellier) 
- Climate changes in the subalpine-alpine ecocline (F. Felber) 
- Sensitivity and uncertainty analysis of climate scenarios and ecosystem responses in the 
Alps: 

* Bioclimatic scenarios (H. Wanner) 
* Forest ecosystems (A. Fischlin) 

- Agricultura! ecosystems (J. Fuhrer) 
- Integrated climate risk assessment (C. Jaeger) 
- Lake-sediments as proxy-archives for the reconstruction of environmental dynamics in space 

and time (A.F. Lotter) 
- The role of simulation models in Integrated Assessment (C. Pahl-Wostl) 
- Climate change and the atmospheric water cycle in the Alpine region (C. Schiir) 
- Processes of past climate variations in the North Atlantic as revealed by ice core analysis 

and the link to Europe and the Alps (T. Stocker) 
- Climate change at and above the subalpine-alpine ecocline (J.P. Theurillat) 
- Climate change and tourism in the Alps (H. Elsasser) 
- The intemational framework and the domestic bases of Switzerland's climate policy in the 

Alpine region (S. Kux) 

The overall responsibility for CLEAR lies with H. Davies and C. Jaeger 
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2. FOCUS GROUPS: AN INTRODUCTORY OVERVIEW 

2.1. The focos group method 

2.1.1. Focus groups in research 

The term "focus group" is a combination of two social scientific research methods, i.e.: (i) the 
focused interview, in which an interviewer elicits information on a topic without the use of a fixed 
questionnaire guide, and (ii) a group discussion, in which a small number of a relatively 
heterogeneous, but carefully selected group of people with sorne common or similar characteristics 
or a shared cultural background discuss a topic raised by a skilled moderator. A focus group can 
thus be described as a guided group discussion that is focused on a specific tapie. In contrast to an 
ordinary group discussion, purposive information on the focal issue is given as input ancl/or 
stimulus to the focus groups. The paradigm case here is political propaganda that marks the 
beginning of focus group research (see: Merton, 1946, 1987): In a seminal experiment, a war 
propaganda film was presented as stimulus to an audience that had to react on its cuts by pressing 
buttons, a green one for positive feelings and a red one for negative feelings. Following the 
presentation, the reactions were discussed by the group with the help of a moderator. The intention 
of this discussion was to learn about people's attitudes in arder to produce a better film, i.e. to 
increase its effectiveness to influence public attitudes. 

However, focus groups are not always conducted for such straightforward instrumental purposes. 
Purposes to run focus groups may be manifold. One may distinguish between three main objectives 
which, in practice, can't be neatly separated. 

Normative aim: Focus groups may be seen as a means to induce social learning and to raise 
awareness vis-a-vis particular social, economic or policy issues. This is, for instance the explicit 
aim in the case of "Planungszelle" (Dienel, 1992) or "Rapid Appraisal" (Kumar, 1993). Another 
normative argument concems public participation. Focus groups may be seen as an instrument 
to strenghten democracy by systematically including citizens in decision making processes. The 
same argument applies to science when lay people participate in policy oriented research (Joss 
and Durant, 1995). 

Substantive aim: This implies that the public has a substantive, that is, information-based, 
contribution to the topic in question. This is, for instance, the case when prograrnmes in fields 
like health care or agricultura! reform are prepared. The recognition of contingent behaviours 
and of cultural pattems is crucial for the success of such programmes. Focus groups may serve 
as platforms that disclose relevant information and knowledge (Richter et al., 1991). 

Instrumental aim: By involving the public in designing marketing or policy campaigns, those 
campaigns, policies and products are more likely to be effective, implemented and accepted, 
respectively. Substantive and instrumental purposes may go hand-in-hand, as in the case of 
adjusting intemational programmes to the circumstances of a particular ( often local) context in 
a developing country (Kumar, 1987). 

In research focus groups are generally oriented towards substantive purposes. A very specific 
substantive purpose is researching what happens within a small group setting, i.e. to focus on focus 
groups. Instances of such interests may concem small group dynamics, conflict and bargaining 
behaviour, and the like. Framed that way, focus groups are clase to social experiments. Another 
case of focusing on focus groups is methods development. Improving focus group methodologies 
requires to investigate, for instance, framing effects created by the moderator, by the discussion 
guide, or by the procedure itself. In the pilot phase UL YSSES and CLEAR were strongly focused 
on methods development. In the first phase, substantive research will complement this original 
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research interest. The present manual documents insights frotp. the pilot phase, i.e. insights and 
experiences from research about IA-Focus Groups. 

One might expect that the methodological literature about the 'rfocus group tool is both extensive 
and highly consolidated. Despite the relatively long tradition of focus groups, however, most of the 
literature is of an introductory character (Krueger 1988, Stewart and Shamdasani 1990, Margan 
1993, Greenbaum 1993). There is a lack of systematic academic research on the focus group 
method itself, with the notable exception of organising and moderating focus groups. The 
conclusion can be drawn that, notwithstanding the extensive use for marketing and campaigning 
purposes (cf. paragraph 2.1.2.), focus groups are still an "under-utilised technique" (Basch 1987) in 
social science (see also: Mayring 1993, Lamnek 1995). It is only recently that focus groups are 
receiving increasing attention as a means to obtain qualitative data in an interactive context (Goss, 
1996). This has obviously to do with the "argumentative tum" (Fischer and Forester, 1993) in 
policy analysis. 

· IA-Focus Groups applied in substantive research will be impregnated with normative and 
instrumental components, too. By definition, so to speak, participatory lA is instrumental and 
normative. These aspects cannot and should not be disguised. On the contrary: increasing 
participation in policy oriented research and providing decision support for policy making, should 
be communicated and made transparent to the participants of IA-Focus Groups. 

2.1.2. Fields of application 

The focus group method is very popular in marketing research (Cox et al. 1976), health and family 
research (Basch 1987), and policy, media and communication research (Desvouges and Smith 
1988, Byers and Wilcox 1991, Conner et al. 1991). Only in recent years, environmental scientists 
make increasing use of focus groups (for instance: Liebow 1993, Lowstedt 1993, Macnaghten et al. 
1995, Dahinden und Dürrenberger 1997. Por a selected bibliography see appendix 7). Focus groups 
yield qualitative information and data on specific topics within a short time and with a relatively 
small budget. This is especially valuable for tapies that are new and which depend on public 
opinion or consumer preferences, like the investigation of: 

• characteristics of new products (e.g. software needs) 

• messages of new products (e.g. eith respect to symbolics, prices, etc.) 

• new intervention programs (e.g. education, public health) 

• political campaigns (tuning of agendas, attracting of new voters) 

• risk communication (e.g. between physicians and patients) 

In order to give the reader a quick impression about the broad field of focus group practice, we list 
a series of examples from di verse applications: 

• Family planning. Folch-Lyon (1981) ran focus groups in arder to investigate motives and reasons 
for the use and non-use of contraceptives in the general population of Mexico. Ward et al. (1991 ) 
investigated knowledge and attitudes of men in Honduras towards vasectomy as means of family 
planning. In the same article, data is presented from studies on the experiences of women that 
underwent tubal litigation in Guatemala and Zaire. 

• Traffic Safety. Basch (1987) used focus groups with young drivers in order to determine fears that 
serve as barriers to safety conscious driving behavior, i.e. wearing seat belts. One result was that 
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the fear of going into the water or being trapped if the car catches fire prevents people from 
wearing seat-belts. Furthermore, buckling-up as passenger is often interpreted by the driver as lack 
of trust in his driving abilities. 

• Media research. In a study conducted by Morrison and MacGregor (1995) participants did not 
only discuss different news coverages of the same event, but had also the opportunity to edit their 
own version of a TV -information. Though this was a rather time consurning procedure, it helped 
the participants to express their criticism and to develop and produce a cast that was closer to their 
ideals. 

• Hazardous waste incineration risk. Liebow et al. (1993) ran focus groups on the perception of 
local residents towards a planned waste incinerator. They found that participants considered 
rninirnizing the amount of waste material as the most appropriate approach to hazardous waste 
management. Paced with a specific choice between hazardous waste landfill and incineration, the 
latter was judged in a less negative light than often suggested. 

• Health education. Kitzinger (1994) investigated the production, content and effect of media 
messages about AIDS. She was working with pre-existing groups in order to gather realistic data. 

• Political campaigns. Little acadernic work exists in that field. However, it is known that political 
campaigns heavily rely on focus groups. A current example is the Yeltsin campaign that has 
commandeered "all the best focus-group research, direct mailings, polling data, política! consulting 
and advertising expertise money can buy" (International Herald Tribune, 14.5.96, p.1 and 12). 

• Energy policy. Dahinden and Duerrenberger (1997) used focus groups to investigate the 
acceptance of different long-term energy consumption's goals and political means to realise these 
goals. The groups were asked to develop an unanimous recommendation (group consensus). 
Results indicate a preference for stabilising or slightly reducing national energy consumption. With 
respect to means, a policy mix of information and energy taxation was preferred. 

2.2. Workings of focos groups 

In this section we will first give a short sketch of sorne general characteristics of focus groups. A 
detailed discussion of the more general workings of focus groups (groups design, process design, 
recruitment, input and output material, running of sessions) will be given in chapter 3. Discussion 
will be oriented towards the application of focus groups in IA. In the second and third paragraph, 
we will emphasise two cruical tapies in focus group research: the workings of moderation, 
including moderation styles and techniques, and impacts on the discussion process; and data 
generation, a somewhat neglected aspect in focus group literature. 

2.2.1. General workings 

Focus groups are guided group discussions with half a dozen to a dozen persons. The group may 
meet once or severa] times. Discussions generally last two to three hours. Sometimes, groups may 
discuss for one or severa! days. In such cases, however, groups mostly consist of more than a dozen 
people and the methodological design varíes from what we term in this working paper as a focus 
group: 

We denote as a focus group a small-group discussion that lasts a few hours and that is focused on a 
specific topic. Purposive information on that tapie is given as input to the group. The discussion is 
guided by a skilled moderator. Data gathering is done by means of notes, audio- or video taping, 
probably questionnaires and the output produced by the group (e.g. reports, pictures, computer 
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output, etc.). Data analysis ranges from brief summaries with selected quotes to full transcription 
analysed by means of content analysis software. ' 

The information input is a decisive characteristic of a focus group that contrasts in this respect to a 
"simple" group-discussion. The information can be supplied to the participants befare a discussion, 
e.g. by means of a written documentation, and/or it may be conveyed during a meeting by means of 
additional documents, expert lectures, demonstrations (e.g. computer models), etc .. 

The selection of participants strongly depends on the topics in question: in case of marketing 
research, for instance, potential consumers will be recruited. If a health programme oriented 
towards AIDS prevention is designed, focus groups with persons that are particularly exposed to 
these risks may be formed. In other cases, for instance family planning, so called real groups like 
couples and families can be approached. Further selection criteria that relate to demographics, 
political or cultural orientations may also superirnpose such basic choices. Due to the fact that for a 
specific topic only a limited number of focus groups is conducted (a few to a dozen, in general), 
focus groups cannot achieve statistical representativeness with regard to both participation and 
results. 

Against that background, focus groups can be considered as social experiments. Inputs and rules are 
used to generate and/or to simulate individual and group reactions, for instance with regard to 
producing collective judgements, to revealing communication barriers, to studying conflict 
behaviour, to acquiring local knowledge, to creating acceptable options, to synthesizing 
information, etc. To generalise results from a series of focus groups to the general popultation 
would be very rnisleading. However, focus group research helps to increase insights on specific 
tapies, attitudes and behaviours and to make these insights available to a wider research 
community, to decision makers, and to society at large. Of particular interest are insights into (i) 
opinions in fields where people are not yet well informed, (ii) barriers to the public understanding 
of expert knowledge, (iii) options for conflict resolution, (iv) informed judgments and valuations 
by laypersons and stakeholders on complex policy issues, and (v) new research focii, e .g. with 
regard to a standardised survey. 

2.2.2. Moderation 

In this paragrph, we will discuss the following points: (1) the roles a moderator rnight or should 
play, (2) the roles participants rnight play, (3) traits and skills a moderator should have, (4) sorne 
basic moderation techniques, and (5) language and gender. 

(1) What is the appropriate role a moderator should play? There are (at least) three potential roles a 
moderator can adopt, especially if he or she is a researcher: the convener role, the expert role, and 
the participant role; and blends of these roles (see fig . 2). 
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Facilitator Chairperson 

Ad ocate 

Ob Ner Professional 

Figure 2: Potential roles of a moderator 

In focus groups, the appropriate role of a moderator is the role of a convener that facilitates a 
discussion. Playing multiple roles - i.e. switching from one role to another - should be avoided. If 
a particular discussion needs expert knowledge as input, the required competences should be 
provided by a separate person (or persons) - the expert(s) - and not by the moderator. If the 
moderator plays the double role of a conversation facilitator and an expert, he or she might strongly 
frame (or even dominate) the discussion. Focus group moderators should also restrain from the role 
of a participant, i.e. from trying to convince the discussants of their personal opinion. Cumulating 
all three roles would even be worse because such moderation is likely to manipulate conversation 
and outcome. 

(2) Moderators should make explicit in which capacity the participants are invited to inform 
researchers and to contribute to problem-solving ancl/or decision-making. In focus group research, 
participants are invited, for instance, in their capacity as consumer (in marketing research), citizen 
(Goss and Leinbach, 1996), victim of hurricanes (Zeigler et al., 1996), pregnant woman 
(Longhurst, 1996), etc. In the field of lA the participants are invited in their capacity as citizens. 

(3) The genuine role of a moderator is the convener role. A moderator is in first instance 
responsible for the process, not for the content of the discussions. This role demands a series of 
skills (Stewart and Shamdasani, 1990; Greenbaum, 1993): 

Superior listening ability in order to be attentive to all comments. 

Excellent short-term memory in order to be able to paraphrase, restate, summarise participants' 
comments when required, and to clarify vague and cryptic statements. 

Good conversation skills with regard to active communication (talking). 

Ability to convey enthusiasm in order to stimulate conversation and to inject energy into the 
group if needed. 

10 

Open-mindedness and unbiasedness in order to develop an ,instant rapport with the participants. 

Flexibility in adopting different styles of leadership, such as supportive, directive, participative 
and goal-oriented leadership, in order to encourage timid and shy people to speak and to 
participate, to suppress dominant individuals, to steer the conversation productively along the 
pre-defined agenda, etc. If social dynamics are the explicit research topic, however, moderation 
should not intervene in the unfolding of conversation and interaction pattems. 

(4) Successful moderators can handle a series of moderation techniques (see also: Greenbaum, 
] 993): 

• Interviewing techniques. Open-ended questions that cannot be answered by affirmation or 
negation only, or by giving quantitative numbers, are most stimulating. Addressing a specific 
question explicitly to all participants is a strong intervention into the natural flow of conversation. 
Such interventions should be done rather selectively. However, it may encourage introverted people 
to participate. Another aspect concems the sequence of the questions. lt is common to start with 
general questions and to move to more specific ones. 

• Projective techniques. These techniques stimulate participants to express feelings and valuations. 
This can be done, for instance, by using photos on which the participants project their feelings. 
Another technique is to ask questions referring to social actors outside the focus group: Who might 
be in favour of that? And who might be against it? Another possibility is given by role plays in 
which participants are representatives of specific actors in the field. However, this technique is not 
easy to introduce when participants are not well informed an<llor not willing to participate. Other, 
non-verbal projective techniques like collages were already mentioned (see also paragraph 3.5.3). 

• Probing techniques. These techniques elicit information from the participants by mapping, scaling 
or laddering exercises. A simple probing tool is conceptual mapping. The participants are asked to 
map similar objects according to their main overall characteristic. Attitudinal Scaling, in contrast, 
maps objects with regard to two dimensions which are generally defined by the researchers. 
Another very directive technique is laddering. The moderator asks a participant to justify his or her 
initial response/argument. Then the participant might be ask to explain bis justification, i.e. to give 
a more detailed explanation, and so on. Process and result is documented on a flip chart (e.g. as a 
tree) and then discussed within the group. 

• Control techniques. These techniques are used to guide unfavourable group dynarnics. One of the 
most important tasks is to encourage participants to say what they really think, for instance by 
letting participants write down their opinions before they share them with the group. This way, 
participants tend to stick more easily to their original answers even in case the majority of the 
group expresses opposite attitudes. Helpful are also techniques for controlling dominant 
individuals, for instance by active control (cutting-off, indicating when people can and cannot talk, 
etc.), by enforced silence (ornit sorne time calling on the person), by forming sub-groups (in a more 
informal setting participants themselves tend to control dorninant individuals), by explaining the 
problem to the dominant person (this is delicate because it might alienate that person). 

(5) Language is an important restriction. ldeally, participants and moderators should use their 
mother tongue in focus group discussions. Even advanced knowledge of a foreign language may 
not suffice to understand every subtlety of a discussion, which is a prerequisite for an effective 
management and reporting of focus groups. In addition, sorne participants may not feel at ease 
when a discussion is moderated by a foreigner. If the issue under investigation is sensitive with 
regard to regional differences, participants may treat a neighbour idiom as a "foreign language". If 
this is the case, the dialect of the moderator may matter and should be taken into account. 

A special aspect concems gender: one-gender focus groups suggest that the moderator should have 
the same gender as the group, in order for the group to be productive. This is especially important 
in case of male groups. Experience indicates that men often tend to exhibit courting behaviour to a 
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female moderator which may domínate more relevant group dynarnics and the initial research 
interests. 

2.2.3. Data generation 

Group discussions are complex and generate a lot of information. It is difficult to decide what kind 
of data should be recorded and analysed: 

"Whenever people encounter one another in social interaction, most of the things social 
psychologists talk and write about are happening all at once .... No theory can possibly encompass 
it all. No mind can apprehend and comprehend it all at once. Thus, the aim of any theoretical 
perspective is to separate out a few attributes to be examined in purely analytic isolation .... We 
hope to gain intellectual orderliness within the nai:Tow slice of reality we ha ve chosen to study. " 
(Emerson 1990, 31). 

Focus groups yield individual, interaction and group data (see fig. 3) with respect to both the social 
process and the topic of discussion. Generally, group data are of primary interest. Such data m ay 
encompass explicit group opinions (consensus, dissensus) and tacit group material like a collage. 
Group data are generally derived from analysing discussions and material. The latter could also be 
a report written or approved by the participants (we call this a "citizen report". See paragraph 
3.5.3). Writing reports, however, is not commonplace in focus group practice. lnteraction data are 
indispensable for interpreting and understanding group results and processes of opinion formation. 
Both verbal and non-verbal data are relevant. 

Individual data, finally, help to document learning processes. Using focus groups to study 
individual learning, however, is not general practice in focus group research. One reason is that 
focus groups will yield less rich and less comprehensive information on individuals than personal 
interviews or extensive questionnaires. One possibility to obtain insights into individuallearning is 
to distribute questionnaires before and after group discussion. Another possibility is interviewing 
the participants after a session. We will comment on the use of questionnaires in focus groups in 
paragraph 3.5.2. 

Individual 
Data 

1-

Individual 
Opinions 

• audio-tapes 
• questionnaires 

Figure 3: Data-types and tools 

lnteraction 
Data 

Discourse 

• audio-tapes 
• notes 

Non-verbal 
lnteractions 

• video tapes 
• notes 
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Group 
Data 

Collective 
Opinions 

• citizen reports 
• collages 
• notes 

The default tool for data gathering in focus groups is audio- or video-recording. Video-tapes can be 
used as source data for monitoring the social process, for producing transcripts, checking 
interpretations or analysing non-verbal interactions. In addition, researchers that did not participare 
the discussion can easily engage in the analysis. This is especially important when focus groups are 
used as exploratory tool, i.e. to get familiar with and to increase the understanding of a topic, and to 
generate hypotheses. 

Tool Pros Cons 

Video Completeness (verbal and non-verbal Costs (equipment) 
data) Scanning time 
Recognition of individuals 

Audio Completeness (verbal data) Recognition of voices 
Scanning time 

Collages Symbolic, emotional, and expressive Analysis/interpretation 
elements Comparability 

Notes Direct perception Selection 
lnteraction with moderator Re-writing/refinement necessary 

Transcripts Completeness of verbal data Costs 
Scanning time Required time 

Summaries Structured group data Selection criteria 
Comparability Verification (source data) 
Scanning time 

Table 1: Standard tools for gathering data in focus groups 

In table 1, the standard tools for gathering data in focus groups are listed. In addition to primary 
data, we bave also included secondary data derived from primary sources. Secondary data can be 
collected after discussions. Its degree of comprehensiveness and detail varies, ranging from 
transcripts to summaries. 

• Audio and video-tapes: They guarantee a full recording of the discussions, in latter case also of 
the non-verbal communication. The recognition of voices from audio-tapes is not always easy. 
Video-recording is much more convenient. We recommend to use video for recording group 
discussions for the following reasons: (i) Voices can be identified much easier on video tapes than 
on audio tapes. (ii) Non-verbal interaction (direction of glances, gestures, pointing to people or 
items in the room, working with flip-charts, etc.) is visible. (iii) Automatic registration of time 
function allows a more precise and quick access to the material. (iv) Attractive material for 
presentation at scientific conferences, for policy members, for the media, as input to other focus 
groups and for the training of moderators. 

In order to avoid an unfarniliar atmosphere and interruptions in the discussion, it is advised that the 
recording equipment is not moved during the meeting. The camera should run without an operator. 
Today's video equipment has reached a price level and a degree of user-friendliness that can be 
bandled rather easily. However, in most cases an externa!, highly sensitive micro is necessary 
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because built-in micros generally do not meet the quality that is required for quick and reliable 
data analysis or for presentations. No matter whether either video-tapes or audio-tapes or both are 
used, it is advantageous to have an additional recorder at hand in case of technical difficulties or 
failures. 

Below (fig. 4) you find possible arrangements of the infrastructure 

Video camera ' 

Moderator Note-taker • • Participant 

o o 
• Micro 

o o 
'---------' 

~o o 
Flip-Chart 

• Reporter ' Video-camera 

o 
Participants 

o 
o 

• Moderator 

o o 
Projection of 
computer screen 

Figure 4: Possible focus group arrangements 

Notebook 

Micro 

• Collages: Tangible material produced and, hence, approved by the group is a valuable output that 
complements verbal expressions. In addition, producing symbolic material like a collage or 
graphics/diagrams etc. generally fosters group processes. Working on a collage allows for informal 
group interactions and personal exchanges. Projective techniques have also the advantage to 
stimulate people emotionally. Collages should be presented and explained/commented by the 
producers. 

• Minutes: Taking notes of a group discussion is difficult and requires skills and experience. A 
single person cannot do both moderation and note-taking. No default procedure for note taking 
exists. Rules for note-taking (what is to be noted, to what extent, what can be ignored) strongly 
depends on the research interests. Experience has shown, that note-taking "statement-by-statement" 
is easier to perform than sorne kind of synthesis minutes that are critica) with respect to subjective 
biases (selection and framing). 

Producing minutes may encompass two steps. During the discussion, speakers and their statements 
are listed by the note-taker. After the discussions, the minutes are enriched: keywords that relate to 
discussed topics, i.e. to series of statements, and keywords that relate to the social process may be 
added. Furthermore, interesting parts worth transcription can be identified and marked. Good note
taking produces data that reflect the flow of discussion very precisely. However, note-takers that 
are not familiar with the research topics are likely to fail in producing such high-quality notes. 

• Transcripts: Verbatim minutes derived from audio- or video-tapes, that may also include 
comments on non-verbal communication, are the most complete secondary data. Scanning time of 
transcripts is much quicker than of the primary sources. Transcripts allow a systematic, detailed 
analysis that can be verified by other researchers. Furthermore, excerpts can be easily derived, and 
text-analysis software can be applied to transcripts. However, transcripts require a lot of resources. 
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Transcribing one hour of discussion needs roughly 5 hours of transcription time, excluding time for 
analysis, i.e. interpreting, coding, etc. ' 

• Summaries: Surnmaries of group discussions are very converlient for identifying and documenting 
the most general outcome with respect to settings, flow of discussion, participation, moderation, 
major findings (research questions), etc. As with minutes, the research interests define the 
requirements for summaries. Three basic functions of summaries can be distinguished: First, 
summaries should document the main topics and the main arguments discussed. Second, comments 
on the social process, including the role of the moderator, should be part of a summary. Third, 
summaries should synthesise the discussion with respect to the research questions. 

Summaries should be produced right after the discussion and cross-checked with note-taker or 
moderator. Summaries may be based upon the minutes. 

2.3. V alidity 

2.3.1. Strengths and limitations of focos groups 

Compared to personal interviews, the most widely used social science research tool, the small
group atmosphere of a focus group is experienced by the participants as more natural and more 
relaxed. This generally stimulates them to feel free to talk. One reason for this is that an individual 
in a group feels generally less exposed to the "power" of the interviewer/moderator. As a 
consequence, people tend to think fresh, and the exchange of ideas is much more creative than in a 
standard interview situation. However, qualitative interviews generally disclose more detailed 
information and richer insights into a person's attitudes, judgments, and valuations about a 
particular topic. 

Qualitative data gathered in focus groups are very rich and challenging with regard to analysis. The 
data can be considered to be rather reliable with respect to the "cheap-talk" syndrome well known 
from standardised surveys. Because expressed opinions actually are and potentially might be 
discussed within the group, participants generally utter "real" arguments with relatively high face
value (however, little statistical evidence is available) . This is especially important for research 
topics that are not yet widely recognised by the general public. For such topics, focus groups are a 
sensible and useful exploratory instrument with high flexibility that allows to get in-depth insights 
into, for instance, visions and options about what is desirable and socially acceptable. 

Furthermore, a decisive advantage of focus groups, compared to interviews, is that focus groups 
exhibit social dynamics which offer insights on the social acceptance and social relevance of 
arguments, on interaction pattems, conflict behaviour, and social learning processes (see: Kitzinger 
1994 ). However, very little is known about, for instance, the permanence of such leaming. 
Therefore, documenting learning processes (e.g. by polling opinions before and after discussions, 
or by interviewing participants), can be an interesting aspect of focus group research. 

Last but not least, focus groups can be organised and performed within a relatively short time span 
and with a relatively low budget because they do not require the up-front specificities of a survey. 
Thus, one can convene a focus group with little preconceived notions of what might come out of it. 

lf focus groups are organised in such spirit, i .e. to provide an opportunity for the participants to talk 
and for the researchers to listen, primarily, the technique can be considered to belong to the type of 
methods along the lines of "grounded theory" (Glaser and Strauss 1967). In the grounded theory 
approach researchers merely use focus group experience as a base from which to construct theory. 
Focus groups in social science research are then especially useful to increase the understanding of a 
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specific, "underinvestigated" research topic and to generate new research hypotheses. To test 
theory, survey techniques are more appropriate. 

Potentiallimitations in performing focus groups are: First, the impact of group dynamics is difficult 
to control. Little is known about the effects of group composition (social status), or the influence of 
dominant participants. Second, and linked to that, group subculture may repress the free expression 
of opinions that do not correspond to the perceived group opinion. Third, it is difficult to control 
the impact of the moderation style (and of the moderator) on the process. Framing effects might be 
substantial. However, a focus group should not be an artificial setting of "power-free discourse" 
that substitutes for all social tensions, status and power differences, and interests. Organised, 
designed and controlled in such a way, results would be rather insignificant. Fourth, the systematic 
collection, docurnentation and analysis of focus group data is by no means trivial (cf. paragraph 
2.2.3.). Fifth, focus group data cannot easily be generalised (see paragraph 2.3.2.) . Experience 
shows that generalisations tend to be more valid if research is oriented towards a specific strata of 
the population, e.g. elderly people, or persons that suffer from a specific illness, etc. 
Generalisations from a couple of focus groups to the population at large is a risky venture. 
Nevertheless, insights derived from focus group research may help to structure and to stimulate 
research interested in statistical robustness and significance. 

2.3.2. Validity of results 

Can results from a limited number of focus group discussions be generalised to larger populations? 
This question points at the very heart of the debate about differences between qualitati ve and 
quantitative methods. For a majority of researchers qualitative methods like focus groups are useful 
and indispensable for explorative research. They help to generate hypotheses, to increase insights, 
and to produce preliminary results. The spirit of qualitative research is not oriented towards 
projectability but towards "Learning from samples of one or fewer", as March et al. (1991) put it in 
a sardonic way. 

In the non-academic arena, especially in marketing and in policy research, a rather high validity is 
attributed to focus group results - despite of the fact that most researchers warn their sponsors not 
to generalise insights. An important reason for this credibility is the fact, as severa! authors (Ward 
et al. 1991, Krueger 1988) point out, that trends found in focus groups are often rather consistent 
with trends in larger social units. This is especially the case if the research is oriented towards 
specific social strata and/or in-depth topic knowledge. 

This is illustrated in a careful methodological investigation by Ward et al. ( 1991) that compared the 
data of three case studies (topic: attitudes towards vasectomy and tubal ligation) which used both 
focus groups (up toa dozen) and surveys. For the large majority of the variables, the result from the 
two methods were similar. In half of the cases, focus groups provided additional detail. The study 
shows that qualitative generalisations from focus groups can be appropriate and can yield valid 
results. However, two disclaimers apply: 

First, such generalisation strongly depends on the number of focus groups and the number of 
sessions per group performed. The results of a single focus group are not very reliable. They may 
be biased, for example due to dominant individuals or a particular moderation style. This implies 
that a series of focus groups should be conducted if trusty results are to be obtained. The quality of 
the results also depends on the number of sessions conducted, i.e. on the overall discussion time. 
The more complex the issue at stake, the more sessions per group have to be conducted. For IA
Focus Groups, for instance, we currently consider 5 sessions, each about 3 hours long, as 
appropriate (cf. chapter 3). 
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Second, generalisations and trend-analysis derived from focus groups must not signa! a pseudo
precision by displaying numerical data and statistical detail that is not warranted by the size of the 
sample. A categorical ordinary language vocabulary referring to quantities (e.g. none, a few, sorne, 
most, all) may be more appropriate than flimsy statistics. 

The validity of focus group insights is based on qualitative criteria like the credibility of 
information providers, the frarning of the topic by the researcher and the moderator, the 
presentation of evidence and counter evidence, etc. In line with Mayring (1993) the following rules 
help to increase the trustworthiness of qualitative results: (1) document properly what you have 
done and why you have done it. (2) Substantiate all your interpretations by communicating 
assumptions and presenting evidence and counter evidence. (3) Explain the procedure of analysis in 
detail. (4) Try to be as close to the lifeworld of the people as possible. (5) Secure that the data are 
analysed by more than one researcher, and in an iterative way, in order to check against 
subjectivity. (6) Try to validate results communicatively with the people themselves. (7) Try to 
increase robustness by means of triangulation, i.e. using multiple data sources, different analysts, 
competing theories and methods. 

2.4. In view of Integrated Assessment 

2.4.1. The policy context 

Focus groups are a tool for qualitative participatory research. In this paragraph, we will focus on its 
potential to support policy processes and, hence, to serve as a participatory tool for lA. In the broad 
field of participatory policy instruments (see e.g. Renn et al., 1995), focus groups are a relatively 
new element. The most widely used tools are Planning Cells or Citizens' Juries (Dienel, 1992; 
Stewart et al., 1994), Consensus Conferences (Joss and Durant, 1994), hearings, Citizen Advisory 
Comrnittees (Lynn and Busenberg, 1995), and mediation (Susskind and Ozawa, 1985). In contrast 
to representative methods like elections, referendums, and polls, participatory policy instruments 
are explicitly oriented towards discourse, i.e. assembling information, generating recommendations, 
or reaching decisions by means of comrnuinication. 

Participatory policy instrurnents can be distinguished according to their formal embeddedness in the 
policy process and according to their role in conflict resolution (see. fig.1 ). So far, the instruments 
do not produce legally binding decisions like elections, referendums, and court-juries. The highest 
degree of formal política} embeddedness is achieved by Citizen Advisory Comrnittees and 
mediation procedures. Rather close to the policy process are Planning Cells, Consensus 
Conferences and hearings. However, the role of public hearings is not not to directly shape policy 
but to inform citizens. Focus groups have the opposite purpose, i.e. to inform decision makers 
about citizens' preferences, opinions, and concems. IA-Focus Groups, finally, aim at providing 
decision support for complex policy issues. Up to now, however, formal advisory status is achieved 
in a few cases only. 

With respect to the second dimension, part1c1patory policy instruments can be distinguished 
according to their degree of conflict involvement. Hearings and mediation procedures are applied 
when a conflict is in its acute stage, i.e. when it needs clarification and settlement. Focus groups 
and Citizen Advosory Committees are used in cases of both acute and latent conflits. Planning Cells 
are oriented towards preventing (latent) conflicts in a medium term planning perspective. 
Consensus Conferences and IA-Focus Groups are appropriate for investigating long term policy 
options and choices with regard, for instance, to identify potential future conflicts. 
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Figure 1: Focus groups and other participatory instruments 

Non-discursive instruments Iike elections, referendums, and surveys, are not oriented towards 
collective decision making. Group opinions are represented by aggregated individual opinions .. In 
contrast, participatory policy tools allow to deba~e, to eva~uate a~~· presui?ably, to decide 
collectively about policy options. The rules that gmde collect1ve dec1s10n makin? .may embr~ce 
consensos, comprornise, minority rules, or majority rules. ~ow.ever, bec~use part1c1patory .pohcy 
tools do not take legal! y binding decision, there is no obhga~on and, m. fact, no nece~s1ty for 
reaching closure. However, in many policy contexts ~losure 1s an effectlve means to mcrease 
visibility and impact and a precondition for implementatl~~· Furthermore, the ta.s~ to reach closure 
rnight be valuable for uncovering incommensurable pos1t10ns among the part1c1pants amilor for 
identifying negotiation flexibilities. 

A this place, a short note about Policy Exercises is .needed. The ~olicy Exercise has b~en. defined 
(Toth, 1989) as a flexibly structured process des1gned as an mterface between sc1ent1sts a~d 
policymakers (not citizens). Its functio? is to synth.esi~e and assess knowledge accumulated m 
severa} relevant fields of science for pohcy purposes m hght of complex management problems. lt 
is carried out in one or more periods of joint work involving scientists, policymakers, and support 
staff. A period consists of three phases (preparations, workshop, evaluation) and can be repeat~d 
severa} times. At the heart of the process are scenario writing of "future histories" and scenano 
analysis via the interactive formulation and. t~~ting of altemat.ive policies.tha~ respond.to challen~es 
in the scenarios. These scenario-based actiVItles take place m an orgamzauonal settmg reflectmg 
the institutional features of the problem at hand. 

The methodological roots of policy exercises go back to several s~urces. Prob~bly the most 
important forerunners were the scenario-based free-form games extens1vely used smce the 1950s 
(Brewer and Shubik, 1979; Brewer, 1986). Techniques to structure Policy Exercise workshops 
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were adopted from operational garning (Duke and Greenblat, 1981 ). The rich experience 
accumulated in participatory model building exercises by stakeholders in a regional/local 
environmental decision problem helped formulate additional design elements (see the literature on 
Adaptive Environmental Assessment and Management, especially: Holling, 1978). 

The policy exercise approach has been successfully used as a tool for policy oriented scientific 
syntheses for a broad variety of complex environmental issues under diverse political and cultural 
settings (Duinker et al., 1993; Jaeger et al., 1990; Toth, 1992a, 1992b). The popularity of the 
approach is demonstrated by the fact that activities and products belonging to other categories of 
small-group techniques have also been characterized as policy exercises (Vries, 1993). 

When defined very broadly, the methodological toolbox of IA does include the Policy Exercise 
technique as well. Nevertheless, design elements, procedures for small-group interaction, the input 
material, activity assignments, preparatory and follow-up activities are all conceived with a science
policy interaction in rnind. The central objective is to enhance this science-policy interface. This is 
a more limited objective than the fairly broad range of possible goals which can be served by 
appropriately devised IA-Focus Groups. 

2.4.2. IA-Focus Groups 

Why use focus groups as starting point to develop an advanced method of lA? The two major 
reasons deal with expectations with respect to social leaming and democratisation of scientific 
inquiry. 

While relevant scientific knowledge on the complex issues which lA aims to address (e.g. climate 
change) is not yet widely distributed, group settings such as focus groups seem to be effective 
means to inform lay people and to encourage leaming by discussing. Polling of (uninformed) 
opinions would be a rather inadequate instrument for the task of lA. Furthermore, group settings 
allow to discuss complex issues from multiple perspectives. Such perspectives are both necessary as 
well as legitimate views for framing and valuing complex issues characterised by various forms of 
uncertainty (statistical, methodological, epistemological). 

The very nature of complex issues requires new forms of the science-policy dialogue (see for 
instance: Hellstrom, 1996; Shackley and Wynne, 1995; Funtowicz and Ravetz, 1990). Because 
there is no definite scientific knowledge about every aspect of global environmental change 
problems, the sciences cannot always provide decision makers with unambiguous facts and 
diagnoses. Consequently, a democratic debate about the risks of complex environmental problems 
and possible measures to respond to these risks is required. The role of the sciences in such 
dialogue is twofold: first, they are a stakeholder with respect to the accuracy and the lirnits of the 
various knowledge claims put forward by social actors in the public debate. Second, the science·s 
can actively participare and support such dialogue by engaging in transdisciplinary research. 

The call for public participation in science builds on the confidence that lay people are able to 
discuss complex sustainability issues under the condition that they receive adequate and 
understandable information. The focus group method is a promising scientific tool and a suitable 
social setting for organising such social debate (Kasemir et al., 1996). It seems challenging to 
explore whether such well-informed groups are able to synthesise the information with social 
valuation and in this way arrive at integrated assessments. With regard to the social valuation 
dimension, it is important to realise that IA-Focus Groups generate policy recommendations that 
reflect and take into account scientific evidence as well as fairness issues. Furthermore, focus group 
discussions are likely to highlight both important areas of social conflict and possible roads for 
consensos building. 
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Last, but not least, practica! arguments in favour of the focus group method pertain to its flexibility 
in experimenting with transdisciplinary methods, especially in connection with computer modelling 
tools (see below). Furthermore, the required resources in terms of time and money are 
comparatively modest. 

A crucial feature of IA-Focus Groups concerns the overall task of producing policy-oriented 
assessments on complex problems. Generally, focus groups are oriented towards well structured 
topics people feel fully competent to speak about. In case of IA-Focus Groups, most topics are 
perceived by ordinary citizen as being too scientific to be adequately discussed by such a group. 
This is partly true. On the one hand, basic input of expert knowledge is necessary if the group 
should come to informed assessments. This information input needs a lot of time, much more than 
with "ordinary" focus group topics. On the other hand, however, complex policy problems - like 
those associated with global environmental risks - should not be shaped by experts only. Because 
complex problems have no unequivocal solution due to inherent and unreducible uncertainties, a 
complex problem can be legitimately framed in multiple perspectives. This calls for a policy 
dialogue in which experts play an important, but not the only relevant role. Against that 
background, citizen are both legitirnised and demanded to engage in the science-policy dialogue. 

One of the most basic challenges of IA-Focus Groups is to create a link from day-to-day issues to 
the complex IA-issues at stake, in the case of ID.-YSSES and CLEAR: climate change and climate 
policy. If no such links can be activated, discussions tend to be difficult, uncreative and for both the 
researchers and the participants frustrating. A possibility is to link the climate change issue to 
regional problems and questions of personallifestyles. 

A second feature of IA-Focus Groups is the use of computer models as a tool to inform participants 
about the environmental issue at stake. Ideally, this tool serves as stimulus for the group process. It 
is hypothesised that IA-models, which aim to represent current scientific knowledge on economic, 
social and environmental processes and their interlinkages, can support social learning about 
complex environmental problems. However, to meet this task, the interfaces of the models need to 
be tuned to the lay people as users. 

Interesting questions to explore in this context are whether and to what extent the effectiveness of 
the social learning process depends on (1) the characteristics of the computer models, and (2) the 
style of model moderation. Concerning model characteristics, the structure of the model, the 
treatment of uncertainty and the gadgets of the user interface seem to be relevant. It is often argued 
that the quality people ascribe to computer models is whether they adequately represent what they 
experience in their own lives and that lay people are not able to use a model effectively if it 
represents other aspects and perceptions of reality. The IA-Focus Groups offer the opportunity to 
assess whether such and other user related questions are valid. Concerning model moderation: it is 
likely that the way and the style a model is presented to the participants and how it is integrated 
into the group process strongly frames and facilitates (or prohibits) group communication and 
group decision making. So far, no experience exists in this field. 

A third crucial feature of IA-Focus Groups is the output orientation. A characteristic of focus 
groups is that a collective focus is installed by providing an input (stimulus) to the group. In IA
Focus Groups an additional group focus is created via an output task. One can think of different 
forms of output. For the default setting we propase that IA-Focus Groups produce a written 
document (a "citizen report"). The common goal to produce a tangible output generally increases 
motivation. Furthermore, it structures the process in the form of work packages, intermediare 
results and, finally, the production of the document. Ideally, citizen reports serve as an input into 
the policy process. They rnight complement output produced by scientists, authorities, or interest 
groups. However, potentials and limitations of such use of citizen reports need to be explored in 
detail. Of particular significance in this context is the relevance of the media. 
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A fourth characteristic of IA-Focus Groups concerns synthesis. The task of lA is to integrate 
knowledge in order to generate policy oriented assessments. IA-Focus Groups contribute to this 
task by exploring policy options in light of state-of-the-art soientific evidence. Such exploration is 
oriented towards making manifest the plurality of perspeétives and identifying potentials for 
consensus. Against that background, IA-Focus Groups help to highlight conflicting topics in future 
policy debates and to pinpoint obstacles in the design and implementation of specific policy 
measures. 

The first step in creating a successful tool is to develop a feasible experimental setting. To this end, 
pilot groups were carried out within ID.-YSSES and CLEAR from 1996 to the beginning of 1997. 
This pilot phase encompassed the conducting of about 70 IA-Focus Group sessions in 7 European 
urban regions. On the basis of part of the acquired and accumulated experience and knowledge, a 
procedure and sensible first setting for IA-Focus Groups has been developed. In the following 
chapter, this "default setting" (for its meaning see section 1.2) will be presented together with 
general information about focus group technicalities. 
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3. IA-FOCUS GROUPS 

In this chapter, we will look at a series of practica! issues relevant for designing, preparing and 
conducting focus groups. For every issue we will first summarise general experience and then give 
suggestions for IA-Focus Groups. These suggestions are tied to the UL YSSES research. They are a 
result of the pilot phase and a starting position for the first phase. In the pilot phase different 
settings and techniques were tested by the UL YSSES teams of Athens, Barcelona, Darmstadt, 
Manchester, Stockholm, Venice, and Zürich. The Zürich focus groups were also oriented towards 
the CLEAR-process. For CLEAR, similar but not identical choices for the design and conducting of 
focus groups will be made. 

3.1. Group design 

3.1.1. Composition of the group 

There are two general dimensions for selecting participants. First, the homogeneity /heterogeneity 
criteria, second, the real group/sampled group distinction. 

In many cases, focus groups do not consist of samples of the general population, but of specific -
homogeneous - strata. Such composition of a group generally allows an ordinary and natural talk. 
Conversation will not be impeded by huge cultural and social barriers. Evoking conversation in 
heterogeneous groups often requires a rather time-consuming social process of trust building. 
Therefore, focus groups generally consist of participants from a similar background. The criterion 
for homogeneity varíes from study to study and may be cast in terms of geography (inhabitants of a 
town), profession (i.e. nurses), political orientation (i.e. activists of a social movement), personal 
interests (patients with the same illness), gender, etc. 

Heterogeneous focus groups sampled according to quota criteria reflecting the general population 
serve best for investigating attitudes and opinions of the general public. In such focus groups, 
communication barriers between social strata can be investigated; differences in interest are likely 
to be present; and power-relations might be experienced straightforwardly. The aim of (such) a 
focus group is not to filter out social tension, but to discuss the issue at stake within and against the 
background of social stratification, i.e. uneven distributions of power, wealth, and competences. 
Such sampling is especially appropriate for policy-oriented discussions. 

Another important issue pertaining to group composition is whether the groups should consist of 
people who know each other (so-called 'real groups') or whether the participants are selected 
randomly according to sorne pre-defined criteria (so-called 'sampled groups'). Which type of group 
is more appropriate for applying the focus group technique depends on the research tapie in 
question. In real groups, conversation can often be stimulated more easily than in groups of 
strangers. However, established pattems of social interaction, of conversation rules and discussion 
tapies may strongly shape group dynamics. In cases where the research focus is on how information 
is processed in social groups, such phenomena are not obstacles to data gathering but the very 
subject of research. Social sciences teach us that individuals do not form their attitudes in splendid 
isolation, but with regard to rules embedded in social networks of friends, professionals, relatives 
etc. Following this argument, real groups present an excellent opportunity to reveal the socially 
relevant values, rules and attitudes. Obviously, when focus groups meet regularly, participants of 
sampled groups get to know each other and a specific group culture may evolve. 
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Due to that somewhat anonymous social setting, emotional constraints against chatting and 
speaking about personal attitudes and feelings tend to be lo~. Timid and shy persons might be 
encouraged to speak and actively participate by listening to .others' stories. However, dominant 
individuals can also suppress other voices. If such social dynamics are observed and are not a 
research tapie, candid moderation is required that checks against such domination. A clear 
advantage of sampled groups against real groups is that the former allow for a systematic variation 
of social variables, because there are no pre-existing informal social structures in the group. 

ULYSSES specific 

In the pilot phase, the research teams have experimented with real groups (i.e. families, members of 
an association) and with sampled groups. The sampled groups were built according to different 
socio-demographic (age, gender, education) and ideological (political orientation, environmental 
attitudes) criteria. Many groups turned out to be rather homogeneous with respect to 
education/occupation (white-collar people acquainted to discussions) and ideology ("green", pro
environment, or, in terms of the cultural theory of risk: egalitarian). For the first phase of UL YSSES, 
it was pragmatically decided to recruit heterogeneous (and most likely: sampled) groups (see quota 
criteria below). For the second phase other criteria, for instance in line with the cultural theory, will 
be evaluated. This rnight imply to recruit participants from real groups, i.e. interest groups, 
associations, etc. 

The default quota criteria for selecting participants from the general public are the following: 

- Age: Parity between under and above age of 40 

- Gender: Parity between male and female, 

- Education: Major educational strata represented in at least one focus group 

- Political Attitudes: Major political attitudes represented in at least one focus group. 

The criteria should not superimpose in such a way that, for instance, all women are below 40 and aii 
men are above 40. 

3.1.2. Group size 

Focus groups generally include half a dozen to a dozen participants. Less than 4 persons do not 
really exhibit the characteristics of a social group, which makes it difficult to study social 
processes. On the other hand, focus group settings consisting of more than a dozen people do not 
allow for sufficient speaking time for everybody, and small-group dynamics disappear. A 
hierarchisation of the group is likely, with a few speakers and the rest of the participants as 
audience. Therefore, large groups do not yield richer data than smaller groups. 

ULYSSES specific 

It is advocated that the groups consist of 6 to 8 participants, because this is generally the best size for 
a discussion. Overrecruitment is required (see paragraph 3.3.2). 

3.2 Process design 

3.2.1 Number of groups 

There is considerable uncertainty about the number of groups that are needed for convincing 
results . One needs to search for a balance between necessity with regard to the research questions, 
and possibility in terms of time and money. However, the general rule is that one should never rely 
on the results of a single focus group, no matter how carefully the group was designed, conducted, 
and analysed. The results may be biased due to dorninant individuals, to the moderation style, to 
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unexpected local knowledge, etc. In sorne cases, half a dozen focus groups may generate enough 
information for the research needs in question. In others, one or two dozen groups will be necessary 
to defend the insights vis-a-vis the peer-communities. The number of groups strongly depends on 
the research design, of course. If systematic research is undertak:en, every independent variable 
(roughly) doubles the number of groups. 

A rule-of-thumb criterion is the marginal value of the information obtained by running additional 
focus groups. This marginal value may be the best indicator to determine the most appropriate 
number of focus groups. In general, this cannot be done in advance but has to be settled on-the-job. 
However, this requires on-going documentation and analysis of the results. 

ULYSSES specific 

The UL YSSES network as a whole will run about 40 IA-Focus Groups. It is set as a default that 5 to 
6 groups should be run in the main research regions, i.e. Barcelona, Darmstadt, Manchester, Venice, 
and Stockholm. 

3.2.2 Number of sessions 

Another aspect relevant for designing IA-Focus Groups is the number of meetings per group. Focus 
groups which aim to reveal opinions with regard to, for instance, a new product on the market or a 
well specified topic/problem of everyday-life generally meet once for a two hour discussion. If the 
group is focused on the complex issues of global environmental change, much more time is needed 
for the participants to inform, reflect, and discuss the tapie, and to generate policy suggestions. If 
the latter is done by producing a citizen report an extra meeting oriented to this task only is 
necessary. There is almost no information available in the literature with regard to several-shot 
focus groups. 

The number of meetings required for discussing thoroughly a specific tapie and for producing the 
desired output depends of course on the duration of the session. There are at least two very different 
ways of designing the process. First, organising a bunch of interlinked single-shots, each of about 2 
to 3 hours duration. Such sessions can tak:e place in the evening. Participation of employed people 
is then not restricted. On the other hand, the group discussions can be organised in a workshop 
format that tak:es place, for instance, at a weekend. Such design will allow for about 12 hours of 
discussion, roughly corresponding to 5 evening sessions. 

ULYSSES specific 

Experiences with one-shot, two-shot and three-shot groups gathered in the pilot phase of UL YSSES 
have shown that much more time is needed to discuss complex issues like climate change. As default 
UL Y S SES will run groups with 5 sessions of 2.5 hour duration each. The 12 hours of discussion can 
also be allocated to two workshop days. However, different group dynarnics will presumably 
influence the discussion process. 

3.2.3 Frequency of sessions 

If evening sessions are chosen, the groups should meet on a regular basis. The breaks between the 
sessions should not be too long so that discussions can be experienced by the participants as a 
process. 
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ULYSSES specific 

As default UL YSSES will run the 5-shot groups within 6 weel}s, at longest. As a rule, a weekly 
rhythm will be used. Preferably, the sessions take place on the· same weekdays. If the workshop 
format is adopted, a weekend seems to be most convenient. 

3.2.4 Location of sessions 

Focus groups should be organised at neutral places. Offices of the sponsor, a particular party, or a 
stak:eholder in the issue are not very suited for that purpose. Meeting rooms in schools, restaurants, 
churches, research institutes, or rooms that the participants visit themselves (club rooms and the 
like) are m u eh better places. In all these cases, the organiser should mak:e sure that discussions and 
data gathering are not impeded by noise or other disturbances. 

ULYSSES specific 

No additional recommendations. 

3.3 Recruitment 

3.3.1. Procedure 

In case of sampled groups standard techniques known from quantitative approaches can be applied, 
i.e. random selection from existing lists (phone books etc.) or quota selection. Because the number 
of people participating in a focus group is small, quota selection is appropriate. For real groups, 
existing social structures like professional associations, trade unions, churches, sports clubs, 
political parties, or non-governmental organisations can be contacted. We first focus at sorne length 
on the recruitment of sampled groups. 

The recruitment procedure should guarantee that a pre-defined sample of people will meet and 
discuss. For the potential participant, the procedure has a different function. It should provide him 
or her with the basic information that allows for deciding whether to participate or not. Among 
others, the following motives are relevant for participation or for refusing to tak:e part: personal 
interest in the tapie, opportunity for social contacts, opportunity to get informed, curiosity, 
financia! incentives, logistics (place, time, duration), trust in the person who recruits, trust in the 
interviewing institution, trust in the sponsor of the study. 

In the recruiting interview, these issues should be touched in arder to increase positive response 
rates. Such interviews are generally done by phone. Response rate in the UL YSSES research in 
Zurich region, for instance, was around 1 participant per 20 phone calls. Recruitment by mail yields 
a much lower response rate, in general in the arder of magnitude of 1 participant per 100 letters. 
Recruiting is a time-consuming effort. This is especially true for general issues that are not closely 
tied to daily life like global environmental change, the core tapie of IA-Focus Groups. First 
experience are that recruitment by phone takes about one hour per participant, including 
unsuccessful calls and notetaking. A full-scale recruiting by phone may comprise the following 
steps: 

l . Pre-information by letter (mostly not done) 

2. First recruitment interview by pbone 
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3. If interested in participation: Mailing of a letter with general information about the project (for 
instance: purpose, sponsor, organiser, reimbursement, anonyrnity, time, place), a registration 
form and a return envelope. This mailing has to be sent directly after the phone call . 

4 . If registration is not sent back: second phone contact5 

5. Last phone call to remind people about the event, the day befare discussion. 

However, one should bear in mind that recruitment procedures strongly depend on cultural context. 
What works in Germany may fail in Greece, or vice versa. In sorne countries, for instance, a signed 
registration form is considered by the participants as a contract, and no additional call befare the 
meeting is required. 

The rationale for recruiting real groups may be manifold. First, the research interest may be 
oriented towards studying established social networks like farnilies, neighbourhoods or working 
environments. Second, the research focus may be on comparing social reality in specific 
institutional settings. Third, involvement of people that would otherwise never participate in a 
focus group may be more easily motivated. Fourth, real groups generally allow a quicker 
recruitment. In the case of IA-Focus Groups, latter two reasons are especially important. 

Recruiting real groups is often less time consurning, especially when severa! groups can be 
recruited within the same institutional network. Moreover, if the contact person of a specific 
organisation can be motivated to support the study active assistance in recruiting is mostly secured. 
Another advantage of selecting real groups is that people not interested in a specific tapie may 
participate. Generally, it is rather difficult to include such people into focus groups via phone 
recruitment. In most cases people in real groups will know each other, but if large organisations are 
contacted, the recruited people may be strangers. 

Concerning timing of recruitment, it should begin no later than two or three weeks befare the date 
of the discussion. Because ordinary citizens, in general, do not organise their prívate life along an 
agenda, the time-span between recruitment and group discussion should not exceed approximately a 
month. 

ULYSSES specific 

In order to be as flexible as possible and to account for the cultural diversity between the ULYSSES 
research regions, no standard procedure for selecting participants has been developed. For the first 
phase, recruitment of both sampled groups as well as real groups is sensible, as long as the general 
quota criteria are met. It is agreed that the research will be presented during the recruitment 
interview in a very general fashion only as environment related and with a regional focus. Climate 
change will not be mentioned because this topic rnight strongly influence and bias participation. 

3.3.2. Over-recruitment 

Even with the best of all possible recruitment procedures, it is not guaranteed that all selected and 
comrnitted people will show up for the discussion, and it is very hard to anticípate absences. 
UL YSSES experience with phone recruitment (sampled groups) shows that it is exceptional when 
all expected people show up. Consequently, one has to compensate for that by over-recruitment. 

ULYSSES specific 

To be on the safe side, about 8 to 9 people should be recruited in order to realise a 6 person IA-Focus 
Group. 
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3.3.3. Reimbursement 

Financia! incentives should be of secondary importance for '.participation. Nevertheless, they are 
helpful because they highlight the social value attributed to the discussion. Furthermore, people do 
not consider participation as a form of compulsory labour when they are compensated for it. The 
level of reimbursement can be adapted to the income of the group under investigation, or it can be 
tied to reimbursement levels in política} institutions, for instance a local parliament. 

ULYSSES specific 

A moderate amount as both incentive and compensation is offered to the participants 

3.3.4. Pre-information 

If information material is sent to the participants beforehand, this should be done one or two weeks 
befare the meeting. Such material allows participants to prepare for the discussion, e.g. by 
formulating key questions. Generally, mailed documentation will be carefully studied by the 
participants. Nevertheless, it is not certain that everybody will read it. Another issue concerns 
frarning. Pre-sendings may frame people. If such shaping is not wanted, no documentation's should 
be handed out befare the meetings. 

ULYSSES specific 

No pre-information will be sent to the participants. 

3.4. Input 

3.4.1. Written input 

Focus group discussions are stimulated by information input that is provided by the organisers. The 
very first focus groups organised by Merton used a movie as input (see paragraph 2.1.1 ). Such 
input is aimed at establishing an emotional as well as a cognitive group focus. Input material suited 
for focus groups are: videos, pictures, music, written material such as information sheets or short 
stories, expert lectures, radio broadcastings, and so forth. Decisive input for IA-Focus Groups are 
computer models (see below point 3.4.2). 

Inputs have to be pre-tested, in arder to find out whether the chosen material facilitates discussion 
or whether it merely evokes debates on issues which are not considered to be relevant with regard 
to the research interests. In the worst case inputs can even clase discussions. This tends to be the 
case when the input is not tuned to knowledge and competence of the participants. Highly 
sophisticated expert input into focus groups of lay people is not well received. 

ULYSSES specific 

While the computer model is the most prominent input, other inputs will be used as wcll. With 
regard to written input fact sheets, which summarise expert knowledge with regard to different issues 
related to climate change, can be distributed. Other written material may comprise newspaper 
articles on climate change and sustainability tapies in general. Such written input will be used at 
least in sorne research regions. Other input material is optional. If optional material is used, at least 
one group is run without it for comparison. Inputs will be used in most sessions. The very first 
introductory session, however, does not start with an expert input (see discussion guide 3.6.1) . 
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3.4.2. Computer models 

To inform participants of IA-Focus Groups about the sustainability issues at stake, IA-models will 
be used. So far, this information media is not yet widely used in focus groups. Sorne experiences 
are collected with policy exercises (cf. paragraph 2.4.1.). 

It is still an unresolved question how the interaction between lay people and computer models 
should be best organised and moderated in focus groups, and what the value added of using 
computer models in addition to traditional input is. These questions are at the core of the research 
projects of CLEAR and UL YSSES. So far, the very preliminary experiences show that many 
participants are rather keen to use computer models. As is known from the reception of professional 
software, the graphic quality of the interface, the possibility to run a model interactively, and the 
visualisation of processes (i.e. dynamics) are key features that make a model attractive. The closer a 
model is related to the experiences of participants, the better they receive it. At a mínimum, one 
hour is needed to introduce a model and to experiment with it in the group. For interactive use, 
subgroups of 3 persons or so are very convenient. However, forming subgroups will inevitably 
change the group dynamics. It seems, that models as a means of information transfer are especially 
useful in combination with other inputs like lectures and written material. 

ULYSSES specific 

For the UL YSSES project, the intention is to use as input a regional and a global model. However, 
not a11 research teams wi11 use models as input into the focus groups. PoleStar (Raskin et al., 1994) 
serves as common framework for the regional focus. It will be fed with data from the UL YSSES 
regions in arder to a11ow focus groups to explore local sustainability options. As global models the 
teams can use either IMAGE (Alcamo, 1994) or TARGETS (Rotmans et al., 1994; Rotmans and De 
Vries, 1996). IMAGE cannot be run interactively, and therefore only selected model output is used. 
In contrast, TARGETS can be run interactively. In order to communicate with and use TARGETS as 
conveniently as possible, modified user interfaces have been developed, so-called "views", covering 
the topic of global climate change. As a default, model introduction and model use wi11 be 
performed and facilitated by a special model moderator who is not the same person as the group 
moderator. 

3.5 Output 

3.5.1. Videos, transcripts, minutes, summaries 

Standard output of focus group discussions are video ( or audio) tapes, minutes and possibly notes 
(cf. paragraph 2.2.3). 

Whether to produce full transcripts or not strongly depends on the research interests, the resources 
available, and the sheer amount of discussions to be transcribed. What is recommended as 
mínimum is to produce short transcripts of interesting parts of a discussion. If a long series of focus 
groups are conducted, a limited number may be analysed in depth, and results may be validated 
with the help of the remaining groups. 

Minutes can be taken in at least two different ways: first, by reporting all statements in an 
abbreviated form, second by subjectively summarising interesting parts, spanning from statements 
to non-verbal observations. 

Summaries produced shortly after the sessions ensure that the general insights of a discussion are 
documented. These insights may concern social, methodological and substantive aspects. A brief 
discussion between the moderator and the reporter is recommended. The following checklist may 
be helpful for producing such summaries: 
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• How was the discussion? What was easy, what was difficult? 

• Which parts of the discussion were especially interesting? Which ones were not? 

• How was the composition of the group? Who was dominant, who hardly participated? 

• How can the moderation be improved? Which tapies took time without yielding interesting data? 
Which tapies should be further elaborated? Which spontaneous questions are worth integrating in 
the guide? In which direction could or should the discussion guide be changed? 

ULYSSES specific 

All research teams record the discussion by audio or video and produce minutes. No default for 
transcription and for the minutes is defined. Short descriptions of every session will be written and 
distributed among the teams. 

3.5.2. Questionnaires 

In general, questionnaires are not used in focus group research. The main reason is that the 
qualitative methodology is more devoted to dealing with in-depth interpretations than with the 
quantification of 'social facts'. Focus groups do not generate data that can be statistically 
generalised and extrapolated to society at large. In that sense, focus group data is not representative 
for the population. Therefore, questionnaires are more suited to complement focus group 
discussions. 

Questionnaires can help (1) to provide a quick picture of the diversity of opinions within a focus 
group. If a questionnaire is distributed twice, befare and after a discussion, changes of individual 
opinions and judgements can be documented, and the results can be related to the discussion. 
Furthermore, differences between individual opinions and a group opinion - if it exists - can be 
studied. In order to obtain information about the constancy of changes in opinions and attitudes, it 
might be useful to send the participants the questionnaire sorne time after the IA-Focus Group 
discussion again. (2) Questionnaires can also allow for heuristic comparisons of results between, 
for instance, European regions and cultures. In either case, questionnaires for focus groups should 
be short and selective. Otherwise, they consume too much time and the focus group setting might 
be perceived by participants as a masked survey exercise. 

ULYSSES specific 

Within the UL Y S SES methodology, questionnaires are auxiliary tools that complement the focus 
groups discussions. A short questionnaire that covers sustainability issues was developed (see 
appendix 4) and can be used by the teams as a default (not a11 teams will work with questionnaires). 
The questionnaire is distributed twice: in the very first and, in sorne slightly revised form, in the last 
session (cf. paragraph 3.6.1). In addition to such a general questionnaire, a model questionnaire that 
focuses on the specificities of a particular model (or of severa! models) could make sense. However, 
no model questionnaire is suggested here. 

3.5.3. Collages and citizen reports 

Assigning to the group a specific task like the production of tacit output (consensus or synthesis 
statements, reports, model runs, collages) shifts the burden of producing conclusive statements with 
regard to collective opinions from the researchers to the group. One can argue that this increases the 
validity of the data, since the participants determine themselves the main insight from the 
discussion. Such output orientation may help to structure discussions and to increase participants' 
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motivation. This is especially true if discussions and tangible output are perceived to have a 
potential policy impact. 

Collages are a valuable technique to stimulate symbolic, expressive and emotional capacities that 
are generally undervalued in discussions. In the context of IA-Focus Groups, producing collages 
may be a welcome "group warm-up" for discussion on the future, for instance on future lifestyles, 
or sustainability visions. However, analysis of collages may be difficult and somewhat vague. To 
reduce the risk of mis-interpretation it is recommended that the group comments on the final 
product and produces a short synthesis description about message and important elements. For 
working on a collage, participants have to be provided with material. The kind of material given to 
the group (magazines, newspapers, scissors, glue, paper sheets, etc.) depends on the topic in 
question and the time allocated to the task of producing a collage. 

Written output is easier to analyse than symbolic material. However, the process of writing a 
document is rather difficult to manage. Generally, a report cannot be written during a single session 
if no raw material has been produced in preceding sessions. Producing a citizen report requires 
much more time than making a collage and, according to our preliminary experiences, the task has 
to be organised as a process that spans over large parts of the IA-Focus Group panel. The final 
report can be written by the participants themselves or it can be drafted by the organisers. In the 
former case, assistance by the research team should be limited to writing services and other 
ancillary tasks. Approval can be made explicit by communicative validation of the final product. 
This is a "must" in the case that the report is drafted by the researchers on the basis of their 
understanding of the discussions. This procedure comes close to policy negotiation practices. 

A decisive advantage of written output concerns the fact that it is a synthesis-document produced 
and approved by the participants. A citizen report written in an IA-Focus Group documents the 
integrated assessments made by the participants and lists the policy judgements and 
recommendations derived from these assessments. A citizen report is not necessarily a consensus 
document. In sorne cases, consensus might be achieved. In many cases, however, a citizen report 
documents dissensus that stem from the plurality of opinions, views, interests and valuations. 

However, there is a series of legitimate reservations towards citizen reports: First, the process is 
very time-consuming. The time for in-depth discussions will be substantially reduced. Second, 
writing reports is not a widespread skill and a general practice among the population. Many 
participants might not be able to cope with this task or might be unwilling to perform it. Third, due 
to the strong output orientation, process organisation and moderation might much more frame the 
participants' assessments and judgments than in the case of "free" conversation. Fourth, if the utility 
of the report in the policy process is not factual , participants might perceive the whole exercise as a 
waste of time. 

Within CLEAR and UL YSSES, first experiences with producing citizen reports ha ve been 
collected. They show (i) that such output can be produced, (ii) that one session has to be devoted to 
the writing, editing and approval task, (iii) that questions/answers, statements and conclusions 
discussed and given in previous sessions are a necessary input into the writing session (the research 
team has to prepare these inputs), (iv) the writing task might have the form of producing a text 
collage based on the input material. Participants arrange, edit, and enrich this material by using the 
basic structure or sorne revised form of it. The research team then creates out of this collage the 
final text document that will be discussed and approved by the group. 

ULYSSES specific · 

In the default setting, the focus groups will produce both, collages and citizen reports. The default 
for collages is to produce two collages, one on the region in question in 30 years from now if energy 
consumption will further increase (business as usual scenario), one on the region in 30 years from 

30 

J 
f 

J 
j 

now if energy consumption will be dramatically reduced to half or so of present consumption. The 
two collages can be produced in two parallel sub-groups. 

Conceming citizen reports, default is to produce one report per 
1
IA-Focus Group. The experiences 

collected by the teams will guide the direction in which the citizen-report process will be further 
developed within UL YSSES. For the first phase, we developed the following template (see below) in 
order to provide the focus groups with a basic structure. The common format will facilitate and 
enhance the comparability of the reports. In every session, a time window is devoted to the 
preparation of the citizen report (see discussion guide in paragraph 3.6.1). The document should not 
evaluate and reiterate scientific insights, but document (climate) concems and present judgments 
about poli e y options and measures. The default structure of the citizen report is the following: 

l. Assessments 

- Global Climate Change 

- Regional Impacts 

2. Options 

- Regional energy consumption goals for 2030 

- Regional development options 

3. Policy suggestions (brief) 

- Regional policy suggestions 

- European policy suggestions 

4. Evaluation of process ( optional) 

3.6. Running lA-Focos Groups 

3.6.1 Discussion guide 

Guiding a group discussion involves two tasks: first, facilitating the social process and second, 
steering the debate along a pre-defined discussion guide . In this paragrapb, we focus on tbe 
discussion guide. In the next paragraph, the task of facilitating and moderating the social process 
will be addressed. 

A discussion guide ensures that the topics relevant for the research are addressed and data on key 
variables are produced. There is no general agreement on how structured and detailed a discussion 
guide should be. This depends on factors like time and resources available for conducting and 
analysing the focus group discussions, complexity and particularity of the research questions, 
moderation skills and topic knowledge of the moderator. As a rough estímate, a discussion guide 
should not cover more than half a dozen issues on the focus group topic. In a two-hour session, 
more issues are only processed by groups that share a common discussion background, with respect 
to both discourse style and topic knowledge. 

Discussion guides should be pre-tested. A quick and efficient way is to perform a limited number 
of individual interviews. Results will allow for first adjustments. Then, the discussion guide should 
be tested in a group-setting. Generally, two or three group discussions should suffice to produce a 
final version. If experiences from group discussions on similar topics are available, the pre-testing 
may be confined to a single group-test. 

If the project focuses on issues where scientific and technical information is relevant, which is 
clearly the fact in the case of lA research, the discussion guide should reserve time for both 
informing participants as well as for getting informed about the participants' perceptions and 
valuations of the issue at stake. In a first part, the moderator may ask people to present their 
insights, knowledge and framings of the topic. Then relevant expert knowledge can be conveyed, 
e.g. by distributing documents or by working with computer models. The participants 
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understanding of such expert knowledge may be checked by asking for brief oral summaries. This 
procedure may be instrumental in creating a shared awareness of a topic. Furthermore, ít may give 
straight-forward insights about possible barriers for and limitations of the understanding of the 
issue under investigation. 

Experience shows that the very first minutes of a focus group generally strongly shape the 
participants attitudes, goodwill, and expectations. Therefore, a professional, skillful guidance of the 
social process at the beginning of the session is pivotal. This may start with the welcome of the 
participants that show up too early. The key period, however, is the official welcome and the 
introduction into the aim of the session, including expectations, and into the research context. 
Joyful self-introductions of the participants and the staff very much help to enter the conversation 
in a relaxed mood. Drinks and snacks support the creation of a favourable atmosphere, and name 
tags help to get in quick personal contact. If the moderator can establish an atmosphere that is 
socially relaxed, professional, and egalitarian in spirit, fruitful and creative discussions are not 
guaranteed but very likely to take place. 

ULYSSES specific 
A template of a discussion guide that covers a 5-shot panel was developed in the pilot phase. The 
template can be tuned to specific research needs and regional circumstances, e.g. if problems with 
regard to the cultural context arise. Following this template will allow to compare methodological 
experiences as well as results. On the basis of our experiences, the template will be improved, or 
additional versions will be developed. Below the default structure of the discussion guide is given. 
The entire template is to be found in appendix 2. 

Session 1: Visions and concerns 

1.1. Social warming-up 

1.2. General questionnaire 1 
1.3. Issue warming-up: Collage "our region in 2030" 

• one subgroup: business-as-usual energy scenario 

• other subgroup: 50% energy reduction scenario 

1.4. Mutual presentation of collages 
1.5. Discussion: Personal concem about environmental and climate change 

1.6. Presentation of research project and programrne 

1.7. Flash (feedback by participants) 

Session 2: Global Climate Change 
2.1. Expert knowledge about climate change using T ARGETS or IMAGE 

2.2. Two Subgroups with switching tasks: 

• Citizen report group 
• Modelling group (TARGETS or IMAGE): 

- interactive session with T ARGETS or discussion with IMAGE 

2.3. Plenum on citizen report 

2.4. Flash (feedback by participants) 

Session 3: Region and lifestyles 

3. 1 . Feedback to questions 

3.2. Plenum on Citizen report 

3.3. lntroduction to PoleStar in Plenum 

3.4. 

3.5. 

Plenum on narratives of regionallifestyles 

Flash (feedback by participants) 
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Session 4: Regional options and policy suggestions 

4.1. Feedback to questions 

4.2. Plenum on ' . 
• regional options using PoleStar scenarios 

• implications for policy: regionalfnational, European 

4.3. Plenum on citizen report 

4.4. Flash (feedback by participants) 

Session 5: Citizen Report 

5.1 . Feedback to questions 

5.2. Introduction 

5.3. Writing of report by participants 

5.4. General Questionnaire 2 

5.5. Evaluation of the whole process 

3.6.2 Group moderation 

The main task of a moderator is to guide the discussion and to facilitate the social process. The role 
a moderator should play is that of a convener, or more precisely: that of a facilitator, in contrast to 
the role of an expert (that embodies scientific authority) and of a participant (that brings in his or 
her personal preferences; see paragaph 2.2.2). In the case of IA-Focus Groups, the input of 
scientific expert knowledge is crucial. If such knowledge is provided verbally, this task should be 
separated from group moderation and externalised to a separate person. The same applies in case 
computer models are used. Such models should not be introduced by the group moderator but by a 
separate person (model-moderator). In this paragraph, we will first focus on group moderation (1), 
then on model moderation (2), and finally on training (3). 

(1) Guiding a focus group is a balance between the realisation of a preconceived plan anda flexible 
reaction to unexpected and challenging statements, questions and answers. Therefore, a moderator 
should allow detours and develop spontaneously new questions, without diverging too much and 
too long from the discussion guide. However, sometimes fundamental changes may be justified by 
the creative insights a specific focus group produces. Successful moderation requires the flexible 
handling of a series of moderation techniques and leadership styles (see paragraph 2.2.2.). 

Generally speaking, the researchers are not always the best moderators. This is especially true if a 
researcher is not trained as moderator. In such cases the researcher(s) should be observer(s). 
Although the researchers are most familiar with the purpose of the study, its theoretical and its 
empírica} background, practica! reasons may limit the effectiveness of the researcher-moderator, for 
instance: 

• Lack of moderation skills 

• Language barriers 

• Social and cultural distance to the groups 

• The quantity of group discussions to be conducted 

(2) In IA-Focus Groups, expert knowledge is often embodied in computer models. To communicate 
such knowledge to the participants, a special expert - we will call him or her "model moderator" - is 
needed. Model moderation and general group moderation should be organised as separate tasks 
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performed by separate persons. A model moderator brings in the relevant expert knowledge and 
computer sldlls in order to facilitate the use of computer models by the participants. Model 
moderators should understand the model so as they can explain its possibilities and limitations, and 
relate the interests and questions of the participants to the model. Furthermore, model moderators 
should be able to communicate with the modelling experts in order to find ways to address 
unanticipated questions. 

(3) A sensible currículum for the training of moderators may consist of the following three 
subsequent steps: 

• first, learning by observation 

• second, learning by tutoría! training 

• third, learning by doing 

The first two learning steps help beginners and inexperienced moderators to acquire the basic 
moderation sldlls and the necessary knowledge on the topic in question. The first step can be 
conducted either by direct observation of an advanced colleague during a series of focus group 
sessions or indirectly by inspecting video-tapes. The second learning stage is the crucial one. The 
trainee will facilitate focus group discussions monitored by an experienced moderator. Afterwards 
feedback is provided by the advanced moderator. Furthermore, inspection of the video-tapes by the 
trainees themselves is an effective way of self-control with regard to both, verifying weaknesses 
and detecting progress. If several moderators have to be trained, simulated focus group discussions 
among the trainees can be organised. The third stage concerns on-the-job learning. This learning by 
doing is probably the most intensive and often most effective training. However, it is strongly 
discouraged that unskilled moderators are urged to collect their skills in a learning-by-doing style 
only. 

ULYSSES specific 

Group moderation encompasses the task to facilitate the social process and to hold the conversation 
on track according to the discussion guide. The group moderator plays the role of a convener. lf 
models are used, a model moderator is required. The model moderator enters the IA-Focus Group as 
an expert and, hence, brings in scientific authority. 

With respect to the training of the group moderators, it is advised to follow the above procedure. 
With respect to the training of model moderators, for Poi eStar and T ARGETS tailored tutorials and 
working packages are available, and training courses have been organised. IMAGE will not be used 
interactively. 
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3.6.3. Overall procedure 

Fig. 5 summarises in the form of an overall procedure the main points discussed in detail in the 
preceding paragraphs. 

l. Problem definition, formulation¿ o homogeneous groups 
research questions heterogenuous groups 

f real groups 
2. Identification of sample sampled groups 

' 3. lksign o.ocus groups ~ number of groups 

4. Selection and training of 
moderators number of sessions per 

group 

5. Generation and pre-testing of 
discussion guide 

6. Preparation of inputs, including 
configuration of models 

' 7. Recruiting the sample 

' 8. Conducting the groups 

/ moderation 

L__. note-taking 

+ 
9. Analysis of data 

' 1 O. Synthesis 

Figure 5: Flow chart for IA-Focus Group research 
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4. OPEN QUESTIONS 

In the second and (partly) third chapter, we have assembled general insights from focus group 
research. Against that background and on the basis of the experiences collected within CLEAR and 
UL YSSES, we then developed suggestions for conducting IA-Focus Groups. These suggestions 
(see appendix 1) work as the default settings for the first phase of UL YSSES. 

Our preliminary experiences have shown that methodological flexibility is needed in order to 
develop a coherent procedure (or procedures) for participatory lA research in view of the fact that a 
plurality of legitimate approaches exist in qualitative research. Against that background, the 
developed suggestions are a first step towards a more comprehensive and more complete manual 
about IA-Focus Groups. And they cover one possible approach only. Furthermore, sorne of the 
defaults seem to be critica} ami/or need more attention. This applies to the following elements: 

• Participants: Do we need gender groups in order to avoid male dominance? This might be 
especially important in the context of UL YSSES that focuses on (urban) lifestyles, including 
mobility pattems. Lifestyles are very much gender biased. Do we need risk-communities, i.e. 
people with shared risk-preferences. In that case, we should recruit "egalitarians", "entrepreneurs" 
and "hierarchists" by approaching appropriate organisations and institutions. 

• Questionnaires: Questionnaire data may help to interpret and analyse qualitative focus group data, 
and/or may complement such data. In any case, however, questionnaires should not be used if the 
added value with regard to the research questions is small (compared to a purely qualitative data 
gathering), and the filling out consumes too much time or is not welcomed by the participants. 

• Model Input: As with questionnaires, we do not yet know very much about the added value of 
computer models as a medium for informing focus groups. There is an urgent need to run 
comparable focus groups with and without models, and with different types of models. Concerning 
the latter, CLEAR might contribute substantially to this task. In CLEAR, a series of small and 
handy models that are tuned to the needs of IA-Focus Groups will be developed and tested. The 
models will be tailored to the "general user" with respect to both model structure and user interface. 
Furthermore, in both projects, the integration of computer models into the group discussions is not 
yet convincing. Here, much more extensive and diverse experience is needed. 

• Citizen reports: The procedure discussed in paragraph 3.5.2 and outlined in the templates 
(appendices 2 and 3) is a first approach. Important insufficiencies and a series of unsettled 
questions need to be addressed and resolved. First, the utility of the citizen report for the policy 
process needs to be tested. The plausibility of and the motivation to produce such a document 
strongly depends on the potential policy impacts a citizen report may have. Second, it has to be 
tested whether it is appropriate to use a pre-defined structure of the report. Experience shows that 
the groups change such structures only slightly. Third, the same applies to writing: the person that 
drafts the report strongly frames the final product. Does this imply that drafting has to be organised 
as a group task? Fourth, how to deal with people that are not used or reluctant to write a report? 
Fifth, how to organise the approval of the final document if this cannot be producedlfinished during 
the last session? Furthermore, the value added of the report in research terms (variables) seems to 
be rather low. It might be more appropriate to operationalise variables in a more straight forward 
way, for instan ce by means of voting about discussed options. 

• Discussion guideline: The template given in appendix 2 seems to be overloaded with inputs, tasks 
and topics. It has to be made lean. Which parts are required, which parts can be omitted? Sorne 
teams within UL Y S SES think that two large computer models like T ARGETS and PoleStar within 
one panel are simply too much. Other teams tend to drop the citizen report- which would free up 
to 4 hours for discussions, reduce the perceived discomfort of sorne of the participants with this 
task, etc. - or to leave out the filling-in of the questionnaires . Further possibilities concem the 
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reduction of the topics discussed, or to add an additional session. No single optimal solution will be 
found. However, it has to be assured that the different approaches are well documented and the 
experiences exchanged. 

• Documentation: The suggestions given in paragraph 2.2.3 are preliminary and rough and need to 
be tested on the basis of both methodological and practica! considerations. A crucial question that is 
closely tied to the analysis tools concems transcripts: how fully and comprehensively should the 
discussions be transcribed? And what is the value added of video recording compared to audio 
recording? 

• Data Analysis: In focus group literature (see Appendix 7 for a bibliography) little is said about the 
analysis and interpretation of the data. One of the challenges of CLEAR and UL YSSES is to 
contribute to the development of this methodological task. Standard approach for analysing focus 
groups is content analysis of transcripts. For a detailed investigation of the group process, 
interaction andlor discourse analysis might also be appropriate. However, if a large number of 
focus group sessions has to be analysed, the production and analysis of full transcipts might be too 
expensive and time-consuming. Instead, one has to experiment with producing selective transcripts, 
qualitative summaries, or other approaches and tools. The second phase of UL YSSES will provide 
an excellent field for collecting experiences. 
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APPENDIX 1: DEFAULT SETTINGS FOR ULYSSES FOCUS GROUPS 

Process and group design 

( 1) Size of the focus groups 
6 - 8 participants 

(2) Number of focus groups 
Minimum of 2 groups (5 to 6 groups as the rule) 

(3) Number of sessions 
(a) Each group 5 sessions of 2 1/2 hours within 6 weeks, or 
(b) Two days (e.g. weekend) with 12 hours of discussion 

(4) Participants (Quota criteria for mixed groups) 
Age: Parity between under and above age of 40 
Gender: Parity between male and female, 
Education: Majar educational strata in at least one focus group 
Political Attitudes: Majar political attitudes represented in at least one 
focus group 

(5) Reimbursement 
A moderate amount as both incentive and compensation 

Running of the groups 

(6) Pre-information 

(7) Questionnaire 

(8) Moderation 

Recruitment: Very general pre-information only. The project is presented 
as environment related, climate is not mentioned. 

No pre-sendings of information material 

A core of common questions distributed twice: 
beginning and end of panel 

Group moderator: Convener role 
Model moderator: Expert role 

42 

(9) Tapies of Discussion 
Sectional tapies 

(10) Model input 

(11) Other input 

• Transportation 
• Energy 
• Climate 

Cross sectional tapies 
• critical levels 
• uncertainty (scientific/implementation) 
• costs 
• policy measures 

Spatial foci 
• Household!Lifestyles 
• Region!Local Agenda 21 
• Europe 

A global model and a regional model in each group 
Where possible: Model moderator as separate from group moderator 

optional: videos, fact sheets, articles, expert presentations, etc. 
(If optional input is used, at least one group is run without them for 
comparison) 

(12) Citizen reports 

(13) Other output 

One report per group 
For the procedure see template 

Collage on regional future (2030). Two energy visions: 
• business as usual 
• cutting down to half of present consumption 

other: optional 

( 14) Discussion guideline 
See template 

(If problems with cultural context arise in practice, the discussion 
guideline should be adapted to by each team) 

Documentation of discussions 

(15) Documentation 
Sessions 

• short descriptions 

Panels 
• short descriptions 

Process 
• short description 
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APPENDIX 2: TEMPLA TE OF DISCUSSION GUIDE 

This template describes the general outline of the different sessions of a typical UL YSSES IA
F?cus _Group. Such a focus group consists of five sessions in order to allow for in-depth 
~~cuss1ons, for the use of computer models to support this discussions, and for the production of a 
Citizen report by the focus group participants. 

The program points written in italics are the default elements. Plain text suggests a possible 
structuring of these elements. The time structure given is a indication only. 

gm: group moderator, mm: model moderator, none: no moderation 

Session 1: Visions and concerns 

1.1. 

1.2. 

1.3. 

1.4. 

Social warming-up (20') 
- introduction of team (gm) 
- information on compensation, video-taping, data use, discussion rules, etc. (gm) 
- explaining why project is presented at end of the session (gm) 
- self-introductions of participants, interests, etc. 
Questionnaire (1 O') 
- if necessary: discussion on the role of the questionnaire 
Issue warming-up: Collage "our region in 2030" (30') 
- lntroduction (gm) 
- one subgroup: business-as-usual energy scenario 
- other subgroup: 50% energy reduction scenario 
After having finished the collage, the groups could write down the message of the collage 
and sorne explanations. 
Option: Brainstorming 
- Introduction (gm) 
- Brainstorming on above energy futures, for each 
producing a lists of fears and hopes 1 pros and cons (use flip-charts or other techniques) 
Mutual presentation of collages or lists (15') 

Break (10') 

1.5. Discu_ssion: Personal concern about environmental and climate change (30') (gm) 
- Env1ronmental concerns 
- Contextuality: environmental vs. other concerns 
- Concerns about climate change (e.g. rating on a scale) 
- Contextuality: climate and environment 
- Perceived impacts (collecting on flip-chart) 
- links to lifestyle issue 

1.6. Presentation of research project and programme (30') (gm) 
- institutional setting, sponsor, etc. 
- objectives of research, research questions 
- state of research 
- expectations ( science, policy) 
- programme ( overview; if fact sheets are used: explanation, distribution; citizen report: 
objectives, format, procedure) 
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1.7. Flash (feedback by participants) (5') 

Session 2: Global Climate Change 
2.1. Expert knowledge about climate change (20') 

(a) when using TARGETS under 2.2 
- Introduction to TARGETS (mm) 
- discussion, collecting questions (gm) 
(b) when using IMAGE under 2.2 
Option 1: 
- Introduction to IMAGE (mm) 
- discussion, collecting questions (gm) 
Option 2: 
- presentation of video (e.g. WWF, Greenpeace, national TV-production) 
- discussion, collecting questions (gm) 

2.2. Two Subgroups with switching tasks (100'): 
• Citizen report group (gm): 

- objectives, goals, general structure 
- identification of shortcomings 
- collecting key-questions 
- continuing climate change discussion 

• Modelling group (T ARGETS or IMAGE) (mm): 
- TARGETS: 

introduction 
interactive session 

-IMAGE: 
presentation of pre-selected scenarios 
discussion of scenarios 

Break in between 

2.3. Plenum on citizen report ( 15') 
- Mutual briefing of findings 
- synthesis (with regard to climate change part of report) (gm) 

2.4. Flash ( 15') 
- feedback on model 
- general flash 

Session 3: Region and lifestyles 
3.1. Feedback to questions (10') (gm) 
3.2. Plenum on Citizen report (gm) (30') 

- General assessment of global climate change, collecting questions 
- Regional impacts, collecting questions 
- synthesis (with regard to assessment part of the report) (gm) 

3.3. lntroduction to PoleStar in Plenum (mm) (30') 
- presentation of system and regional data (30') 

Break (10') 
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3.4. Plenum on narratives of regionallifestyles (gm) (60') 
- Personallifestyle options 
- desired regional development options 
- discussion on a regional energy goal for 2030 (links to collages) 
- defining PoleStar scenarios to be produced until next session 
- synthesis (with regard to options part of the report) (gm) 

3.5. Flash (JO') 

Session 4: Regional options and policy suggestions 
4.1. Feedback to questions (10') (gm) 
4.2. Plenum on regional options (90') (gm, mm) 

- presentation of PoleStar scenarios (mm) 
- discussion and selection of scenarios (gm, mm) 

Break (10') 

Implications for policy: regional/national, European (gm) 

4.3. Plenum on citizen report (35') (gm) 
- Crucial findings with regard to the options and policy suggestions part of the report 
- Introduction to session 5, checking needs, requirements 

4.4. Flash (5') 

Session 5: Citizen Report 
5.1. Feedback to questions (5') (gm) 
5.2. Introduction (5') (gm) 

- Setting, expected result 
- Deli ver material 

5.3. Writing of report by participants (1 00') 
- no moderation 
- optional: writing service by moderator or note-taker 

5.4. Open discussion on report (10') (gm) 
5.5 Questionnaire (second run) (JO') 
5.6. Evaluation ofthe whole process (20') (gm) 

Apero 

Background Information to all Sessions 

Material for all sessions 
- Flip-charts 
- Sticky board 
- AudioNideo equipment 
- Refreshments 

Output of all sessions 
-Minutes 
-Videos 
- Questions 
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Background Information to Session 1 

Session Goals: 
- Encourage people to participate actively 
- Establish group discussions, not moderator-participant interactions 
- Clarify expectations 
- Introduce into topic 
- Discuss peoples attitudes/concerns about climate change 

Material: 
- Material for collages 
- Programme 
- General Questionnaire 

Expert-Input: 
- None 

Participants output: 
- Collages ( or lists) 
- General Questionnaire 

Background Information to Session 2 

Session Goals: 
- Provide information on global climate change 
-Use an IAM (TARGETS or IMAGE) to inform people, 
- Let the group play with the model, and 
- Get feedback, critique etc. 
- Start citizen report process (create a shared perception of product, material for assessment part) 
- Communicate the role of the two moderators 

Material: 
- Computer with T ARGETS 
- Computer with IMAGE maps 
- Model Questionnaire 1 

Expert-Input: 
- IA-model 
- Expert (mm) 
- Answers to questions 

Participants output: 
- IMAGE scenarios, T ARGET runs 
- Model Questionnaire 1 

Citizen report: possible structure, key questions 
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Background lnformation to Session 3 

Session Goals: 
- Present PoleStar 
- Provide information on region (facts and figures) 
- Develop narratíves for regional futures 
- Suggestions for regional scenarios for PoleStar runs 
- Discuss energy consumption goal and associated lifestyle changes 
- Continue citizen report process (assessment part, optíons part) 

Material: 
- Computer with PoleStar 
- Overheads!hard copies of PoleStar graphs 
- Fact sheets with data in the context of global energy consumption ( optional) 

Expert-Input: 
- PoleStar 
- Expert (mm) 
- Answers to questions 

Partícípants output: 
- Suggestions for regional scenarios 
- Consensus on a regional energy consumption goal (2030): pros, cons 
- Citizen report: preliminary assessments of climate change, material for options part 

Background Information to Session 4 

Session Goals: 
- Discuss PoleStar scenarios and policy optíons 
- Continue cítizen report process (optíons part, policy suggestíons part) 
- Prepare last session 

Material: 
- Computer with PoleStar 
- Overheadslhard copies of PoleStar scenarios 
- Model Questíonnaire 2 

Expert-Input: 
- PoleStar scenarios 
- Expert (mm) 
- Answers to questions 

Participants output: 
- List of regional optíons 
- Policy Suggestions (regional , Europe) 
- Citizen report: material for optíons and polícy suggestions part 
- Model Questionnaire 2 

48 

Background Information to Session 5 

Session Goals: 
- Produce citizen report 
- Collect feedback to process 

Material: 
-Material from PoleStar, TARGETS or IMAGE 
- All questions and expert answers 
- All material from participants 
- General Questionnaire 

Expert-Input: 
- None 

Participants output: 
- Citizen report 
- General Questionnaire 
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APPENDIX 3: DEFAULT STRUCTURE OF THE CITIZEN REPORTS 

The participants of a typical UL YSSES IA-Focus Group will be asked to produce a citizen report at 
the end of their discussion process (see session five of the template, appendix 2; Two examples of 
Citizen Reports are given in appendix 6). The suggested structure of the citizen report is given 
below. Interpretation of and changes in the structure is up to the participants. Experiences will 
show what has to be changed in both, the production process of the reports and the pre-defined 
structure. All citizen reports should be translated into English and shared with the other teams. 

l. Assessments 

- Global Climate Change 

- Regional Impacts 

2. Options 

- Regional energy consumption goals for 2030 (global?) 

- Regional development options 

3. Policy suggestions (brief) 

- Regional policy suggestions 

- European policy suggestions 

4. Evaluation of process ( optional) 

- Assessment of focus group process 

- Judgement of policy relevance/utility 
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APPENDIX 4: QUESTIONNAIRES 
1 , 

Questionnaire 1 (befo re discussions) 

Identifier: ... 

To start with, we would like to ask you sorne questions about climate change 

l. Ha ve you ever heard about climate change or the greenhouse effect? 

D No. 

D Y es, but 1 do not remember what exactly it is. 

D Y es, I know about it. 

Concerns about an impending climate change refer to the th reat of a man-made global 
warming. By burning fossil fuels like gasoline, coal, and oil, we release gases into the 
atmosphere that, so to speak, insulate our planet. As a consequence, the temperature of 
the atmosphere might increase, which will threaten the living conditions of many beings, 
including humans. 

2. Which of the following attitudes towards the risk of climate change corresponds most with your personal opinion? 
Please choose one answer. 

D Climate change is just the most recent issue on the environmental agenda and will soon be forgotten. 

D Climate change may be a problem, but we cannot take any action as long as we do not know more about it. 

D Climate change may be a problem, and even if our respective knowledge is incomplete, we should start to 
react to this problem now, since soon it might be too late. 

D Climate change is a problem, and we should start to react to this problem now, since soon it might be too 
late. 

D None of the above alternatives corresponds with my opinion. 

lndependent of your answer to question 2, let us now assume that the problem of global 
climate change cannot be neglected. That would mean that we have to search for ways to 
reduce our consumption of fossil fuels. 
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3. In the following list of possible developments towards reduced fossil fuel consumption, please choose two items 
that you thlnk to be most efficient 
O Improved technology to produce energy-saving goods and machines, e.g. cars that consume less gasoline, or 

more efficient electric appliances. 

O Slowed-down population growth in developing countries, resulting in reduced global energy need. 

O Reduced individual consumption, resulting in reduced energy demand. 

O Increased use of alternative energies, like solar energy. 

O I don't know and do not want to guess either. 

4. In the following list of measures to achieve a reduced fossil fuel consumption, please choose one item that you 
think to be most efficient. 

O Increase public awareness ofthe need to save energy. 

O Regulate energy use by technological rules, i.e. energy consumption standards, bans on certain uses of 
energy, etc. 

O Make energy more expensive. 

O 1 don't know and do not want to guess either. 

5. Who, in your opinion, is most responsible to take action with respect to the risk of climate change (choose two 
items): 

o Each individual 

o Large-scale energy consumers 

o The government 

o Scientists 

o lndustry 

o Others 

Please mark your degree of agreement or disagreement with the following statements 6, 
7, and 8: 

fully 
agree 

6. Decisions about measures conceming climate o 
change should be based on economic considerations. 

7. We have to takc action against thc threat of climate o 
change, whatever the obstacles may be. 

8. Measures to fight climate change make sense only if O 
they are internationally coordinated. A unilateral 
action of ..... (country X) would not be sensible. 
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somewhat somewhat fully don't 
agree disagree disagree know 

o o o o 

o o o o 

o o o o 

The next two questions wi/1 be about energy policy 

9. Which level of total energy use (in % of 50 75% 100% 125% 150% don't 
current use) would be desirable to be achieved % know 
in ... (country X) during the next 30 years? 

o o o o o o 
10. Which increase in energy prices would you 0% 1-1 0% 10-20% 20-30% more don't 

accept to reach the above chosen energy- know 
political goal? 

o o o o o o 

Questions 11 and 12 wi/1 be about traffic and transportation means 

11. Which is your usual transportation means in the following situations? 

work shopping leisure weekend holidays 

car o o o o o 
bus, tram, train, o o o o o 
metro 

bicycle, non e (on o o o o o 
foot) 

plan e o o o o o 

12. Which of the following traffic scenarios for the year 2030 do yo u think to be most desirable for your region? 

O Extra taxes on gasoline plus major subsidies on pub1ic transportation will have made buses, trains etc. so 
attractive that most people will use public transportation means. 

O All forms of mobility will have become much more expensive. As a consequence, people will drive and 
travelless than toda y. 

O People will drive and travel still more than toda y. Everybody will be able to afford comfortable travelling by 
any transportation means. 

O The extent of car traffic will ha ve been stabilized at today's level, due to rigid legislation, and technologies 
for cleaner cars will ha ve been successful on the market. The environmental quality of your region will have 
improved. 

O Other scenarios: ______ _ 
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Questions 13 to 15 wi/1 be about your attitude towards environmental issues 

13. Please judge yourself asto your environment-friendly behaviour. You may rank: your behaviour on a scale from O 
to 10, with "O" meaning "1 behave very environment-friendly", "5" marking an attitude neither very interested nor 
very disinterested in environment-friendly behaviour, "10" meaning "1 do not care about the environrnent", and 
the remaining figures representing attitudes in between. 

D (Please fill in a figure) 

Please assess the following statements: 

fully somewhat somewhat fully don't 
agree agree disagree disagree know 

14. Employment and econornic welfare are more o o o o o 
important than environmental concem. 

15. W e should accept environmental risks to ensure o o o o o 
economic growth and welfare .. 

Final/y, it would be very helpfu/ for this investigation to have some information 
about you. 

16. Gender 

O male 

O female 

17.Age 

D 

18. Education 

O ( ..... categories ...... ) 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
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19. How many persons, including yourself, are living in your household? 

O 1 person 

O 2 persons 

O 3 persons 

O 4 persons 

O 5 persons and more 

20. Do you have children? 

O yes 

O no 

21. Please classify your household income (without social security contributions) 

O less than 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o more than 

o don't know 

Thanks a lot for having filled in this questionnaire 
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Questionnaire 2 ( after discussions) 

ldentifier: ... 

To start with, we would like to ask you sorne questions about climate change 

l. Ha ve you ever heard about climate change or the greenhouse effect? 

O No. 

O Y es, but Ido not remember what exactly it is. 

O Y es, 1 know about it. 

Concerns about an impending climate changa refer to the threat of a man-made global 
warming. By burning fossil fuels like gasolina, coal, and oil, we ralease gases into the 
atmosphere that, soto speak, insulate our planet. As a consequence, the temperatura of 
the atmosphere might increase, which will threaten the living conditions of many beings, 
not least of humans. 

2. Which of the following attitudes towards the risk of climate change corresponds most with your personal opinion? 
Please choose one answer. 
O Climate change is just the most recent issue on the environmental agenda and will soon be forgotten. 

O Climate change may be a problem, but we cannot take any action as long as we do not know more about it. 

O Climate change may be a problem, and even if our respective knowledge is incomplete, we should start to 
react to this problem now, since soon it rnight be too late. 

O Climate change is a problem, and we should start to rcact to this problem now, since soon it rnight be too 
late. 

O None of the above altematives corresponds with m y opinion. 

lndependent of your answer to question 2, let us now assume that the problem of global 
climate changa cannot be neglected. That would mean that we have to search for ways to 
reduce our consumption of fossil fuels . 
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3. In the following list of possible developments towards reduced fossil fue! consumption, please choose two items 
that you think to be most efficient 

o 

o 
o 

Improved technology to produce energy-saving goods and machines, e.g. cars that consume less gasoline, or 
more efficient electric appliances. 

Slowed-down population growth in developing countries, resulting in reduced global energy need. 

Reduced individual consumption, resulting in reduced energy demand. 

O lncreased use of altemative energies, like solar energy. 

O I don't know and do not want to guess either. 

4. In the following list of measures to achieve a reduced fossil fue! consumption, please choose one item that you 
think to be most efficient. 

O Increase public awareness of the need to save energy. 

O Regulate energy use by technological rules, i.e. energy consumption standards, bans on certain uses of 
energy, etc. 

O Make energy more expensive. 

O 1 don't know and do not want to guess either. 

5. Who, in your opinion, is most responsible to take action with respect to the risk of climate change (choose two 
items): 

O Each individual 

O Large-scale energy consumers 

o The govemment 

o Scientists 

o lndustry 

o Others 

Please mark your degree of agreement or disagreement with the following statements 6, 
7, and 8: 

fully somewhat somewhat fully don't 
agree agree disagree disagree know 

6. Dccisions about meas u res conceming clima te o o o o o 
change should be based on econornic considerations. 

7. We have to take action against the threat of climate o o o o o 
change, whatever the obstacles may be. 

8. Measures to fight climate change make sense only if o o o o o 
they are intemationally coordinated. A unilateral 
action of ... (country X) would not be sensible 
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The next two questions wi/1 be about energy policy 

9. Which leve! of total energy use (in % of 50% 75% 100% 125% 150% don't 
current use) would be desirable to be achieved know 
in ... ( country X) during the next 30 years? 

o o o o o o 
10. Which increase in energy prices would you 0% 1-10% 10-20% 20-30% more don't 

accept to reach the abo ve eh osen energy- know 

political goal? 
o o o o o o 

The next question wi/1 be about traffic and transportation means 

11. Which of the following traffic scenarios for the year 2030 do you think to be most desirable for your region? 

O Extra taxes on gasoline plus majar subsidies on public transportation will have made buses, trains etc. so 
attractive that most people will use public transportation means. 

O AII forms of mobility will ha ve become much more expensive. As a consequence, people wi11 drive and 
travelless than today. 

O People will drive and travel sti11 more than today. Everybody will be able to afford comfortable travelling by 
any transportation means. 

O The extent of car traffic will have been stabilized at today's Jevel, due to rigid legislation, and technologies 
for cleaner cars will have been successful on the market. The environmental quality of your region will have 
improved. 

O Other scenarios: ______ _ 

The next two questions wi/1 be about your attitude towards en vi ron mental issues 

Please assess the following statements: 
fully somewhat somewhat fully don't 
agree agree disagree disagree know 

14. Employment and economic welfare are more o o o o o 
important than environmental concern. 

15. We should accept environmental risks to ensure o o o o o 
economic growth and welfare .. 
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Final/y, we would like to ask you some questions concerning the focus group you 
just participated in 

14. How do you assess your participation in this focus group? You may choose a figure ranging from Oto 10, with "O" 
meaning "a waste of time", "1 O" meaning "an extremely valuable experience", and the remaining figures 
representing assessments in between. 

D (Please fill in a figure) 

15. Did the group moderator try to influence the group with his or her own view? 

O tried heavily to influence (in the following way: .................................................................... ) 

O tended to influence (in the following way: .................................................................... ) 

O neutral moderation 

O I don't want to answer this question 

16. Did the model moderator try to influence the group with his or her own view? 

O tried heavily to influence (in the following way: .................................................................... ) 

O tended to influence (in the following way: .................................................................... ) 

O neutral moderation 

O I don't want to answer this question 

Thanks a lot for having filled in this questionnaire 

59 



APPENDIX 5: TEMPLA TE OF RECRUITMENT GUIDE 

lntroduction 

Recruiter: Hi, I'm (recruiter's name) from the Institute (name of the institute). We are actually doing 
research about environmental problems where we want to learn about the opinions of citizens. 

Selection procedure 

Recruiter: We made a random selection from the phone book. We are looking for citizen in your 
regwn. 

Or: Organisation Y where you are a member gave us your address. 

We want to know how you and other people think about environmental problems (this 
might bias selection!) 

The sponsor 

Recruiter: The research is sponsored by the Swiss National Scíence Foundatíon, i .e. by public 
money. 

Research Aim 

Recruiter: We are organising group discussions. We are not askíng questions on the phone, but 
rather want to find dates that fit with your agenda. 

The commitment 

Recruiter: We look for people that take part in a series of 5 evening discussions where about half a 
dozen people will meet and discuss. Every discussion lasts about 2 and a half hour. For your 
participation you will get a refund of sFr. 200.-. 

Confldentiality 

Recruiter: Discussions will be recorded by tape/video. All the data gathered will be treated 
absolutely anonymously and confidentially. 

Finding a date 

Recruiter: Now, let's check whether we can find a date. Discussions are planned for the following 
dates. Can you participate in any of these dates. 

Checking quotas 

Recruiter: In arder to get an optimal mix of people for these discussions, we would like to ask you 
a few additional questions: 

(Check quotas) 

In case time or quota don't fit: Unfortunately, we can not find a date that fits with both of our 
agendas. However, we would like to write down your name and phone number, in case someone 
resigns from discussion, or in case we organise additional discussions. 

Writing down the address 

Recruiter: Could you tell me your full name and address, please? 

Good-bye 

Recruiter: In the next days, you will receive a letter confirming this agreement. Thank you for your 
interest in this project. 
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APPENDIX 6: EXAMPLES OF CITIZEN REPORTS 

Citizens' Report #1 
5-shot focus group, Zurich 

with fixed report structure 

l. Climate risks 

General assessment 

"We know the facts. There is high uncertainty about the factual situation. Serious consequences for human beings and 
the environment are conceivable. Therefore, this problem has to be taken very seriously. Courageous political action 
is required." 

Assessments about speciflc consequences 

Extreme events: 

"The frequency of extreme weather situations will rather increase, due to climate change. This will lead to intolerable 
damages to nature. 

A rninority holds that the damages will be devastating." 

Sea level: 

"Due to climate change, the sea leve! will rise. The danger of inundations will increase. This rnight lead to a loss in 
arable land and to saline ground water. If this happens, ernigration from endangered areas will increase." 

Ecosystems: 

"Ecosystems will probably have problems to adapt to climate change. An extinction of species (animals and plants) 
cannot be excluded. 

A shift of climatic zones and an extension of arid regions is likely. This may lead to very serious consequences 
concerning the basis of human life. An ernigration of people from endangered areas is foreseeable. 

Alpine ecosystems may be affected by a shift of the permafrost line (increasing landslides) and melting glaciers." 

Agriculture: 

"We have to reckon with crop losses dueto climate change, both in developing and in industrialised countries. This 
willlead to an increased global distribution struggle." 

Swiss naturallandscape: 

Natural diversity and beauty are endangered already now. Whether they will suffer additional damages by climate 
change we are unable to assess." 

Social consequences for Switzerland: 

"Climate change is likely to cause additional social problems connected with eco-refugees. 

The costs of climate change for the economy as a whole will be substantial. Important among them are costs for 
protection measures against extreme weather situations, income losses - above all in the sector of winter tourism - , 
and a strong rise of insurance premiums. Sorne damages will no longer be eligible for an insurance. On the other 
hand, new economic sectors and hence new sources of income are likely to develop. 

We reckon that, due to climate change, personal freedom as to individual traffic will be restricted (rising gasoline 
prices, eco-taxes). " 

Health: 

"A majority thinks that climate change willlead to additional health impairments. In particular, we fear an invasion 
of tropical diseases in Europe." 
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2. Climate policy 

Reduction goals as to energy consumption 

"W e think that in the course of the next ten years, a reduction of energy use by 10% is realizable. Once this goal is 
achieved, further reduction steps should be conceived of. 

A majority of the group members furthermore thinks that it is basically possible to halve energy consumption during 
the next 30 years. Such a goal would provide a sensible eco-political signal." 

Political measures/instruments 

"Two measures will be necessary to achieve this goal of energy policy: 

(1) informing the public and (2) introducing market instruments. 

Information is necessary, yet not sufficient alone. It helps to foster a conscious use of energy. Information has to start 
at school already. 

Higher energy prices (for both fossil and non-fossil energy sources) are a suitable instrument since, affecting the 
budgets, they take effect immediately. Yet such levies have to be introduced gradually, so as to leave the fmns 
enough adaptation time. Social injustice connected with their introduction has to be compensated for. How much they 
will be accepted is largely a question of the politicians' and environmental associations' ability to convince the public. 

A majority thinks that the introduction of an energy control levy would even be sensible as a Swiss solo in the 
international context: Switzerland as a model. " 

Potentials of saving energy in different sectors of life 

"lf we look at our individual personal situations, we arrive at the following rough assessments: the most irnportant 
sectors for saving energy are heating (savings potential of 30%- 50%) and car driving (50%). Of further importance 
are nutrition and use of electricity at home. These yield energy-savings potentials of 30% - 40%. We think that such 
savings could be achieved without any substantial loss in the quality of our lives. Energy savings beyond that would 
mean a significan! reduction of Iife quality. lf this is accepted, we consider it basically possible to halve our energy 
use." 

Citizens' Report #2 
5-shot focus group, Darmstadt 

with flexible report structure according ULYSSES defaults 

lntroduction 

Description of the clima te problem 

During the last years humankind produced incredible amounts of greenhouse gases. This disturbed the proportion of 
natural greenhouse gases so that a state of equilibrium cannot set in. An equilibrium takes a long time to come about. 
Thus it will be impossible to hope for an equilibrium state as long as man continues producing greenhouse gases in 
increasing amounts and to destroy the forests at the same time. These have the most important role for taking up the 
ernitted C02 gas. 

Assessment of the clima te problem 

A state of non-equilibrium of the distribution of greenhouse gases in earth's atmosphere can lead to an increase in 
global temperature and by this to extreme changes in nature. 

Main part 

Just by existing we will always produce C02. On the other hand, the effect of ernitted C02 on climate change lasts 
for more than 100 years. We have to work on C02 reduction in the long run. Por the Rhine-Main-Region (Frankfurt 
region) the following pictures of future developments could be imagined: 

Visions for the Rhine-Main-Region 

• Residential situation 

Less individual mobility by combining work and living in the same building 

Disused industrial land in centrallocations should be used [for other purposes] 

Identify and preserve green spaces 

Buildings 

• Use of solar energy 

Put up solar cells 

• Orient ground plans and windows of buildings towards the sun 

• Transportation 

less freight traffic by reintroducing stock keeping 

freight traffic via the railways 

reduce transports by using regional goods 

Individual mobility 

Improve the road system by ring roads 

Increase the density of public transport 

Make overviews of public transport available 

• Reduce domestic flights within Germany 



• Products 

• The responsibility for products and their disposal is with the producers. 

• The introduction of ecological products (energy efficient cars) should be speeded up. 

With these objectives we want to reach a C02 reduction of 20% within 30 years in the Rhine-Main region. 

Conclusion 

Possible political measures 

The climate problem has been known for a long time. Ideas and suggestions how to act here have been put forward 
since quite sorne time. We would like to ask the politicians why in spite of this no consequent action is taken. 

Regional measures 

• Tax incentives for energy saving 

• for the private sector 

• for the industrial sector 

• Cancelling govemment subsidies for environmentally damaging products while taking social aspects into account 

• Transportation 

• Speedlirnints on motorways 

• Products 

• Prohibit or avoid throwaway products 

• Introduce product standards for long living products that can be repaired 

• Reduce energy use in the production and use of appliances 

• Consciousness and knowledge about the environment should be furthered by good education 

• Invest in research (solar energy etc.) 

• Implementation of necessary measures should be done in a citizen friendly way (e.g. public transport that is easy 
to use) 

Global measures 

At the global level we advocate measures to control population growth. It is absolutely necessary to protect the rain 
forest. 
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