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ENERGISE ENERGIA ÉLŐ LABOROK MAGYARORSZÁGON 

ÖSSZEFOGLALÓ 

Az ENERGISE Energia Élő Laborok megvalósítása során gyakorlat-alapú módszereket 
alkalmaztunk a háztartások energiafelhasználásának csökkentésére, miközben közösen 
ismereteket szereztünk arról, miért is folytatnak a háztartások energia-intenzív gyakorlatokat, 
illetve miként befolyásolja ezeket a környezet. Az ENERGISE projekt keretében nyolc európai 
országban összesen 16 Élő Labor valósult meg 2018-ban. 
 
Magyarországon az Élő Laborokat Gödöllő városában szerveztük meg. Azt, hogy ugyanazt a 
helyszínt választottuk a két - egyéni és csoportos - Élő Labornak az indokolta, hogy jobban össze 
lehessen hasonlítani az egyéni és csoportos formát. Magyarországon összesen 41 háztartás vett 
részt az Élő Laborokban, melyből 21 az egyéni (ELL1), 20 pedig a csoportos (ELL2) változatban. 
Figyelemreméltó, hogy mind a 41 háztartás elejétől végéig részt vett a programban, vagyis nem 
volt lemorzsolódás menet közben. 
 
Az Energia Élő Laborok megvalósításának folyamatát az alábbi ábra szemlélteti: 

 

 
Az Élő Laborokban a választott beavatkozási módszer a kihívás volt. A résztvevő háztartások 
számára a következő kihívásokat fogalmaztuk meg mind a nyolc országban: 

  felezzék meg heti mosásaik számát; valamint 

  csökkentsék 18 °C-ra a nappali beltéri hőmérsékletet.  
 
Abban az esetben, ha a résztvevők úgy érezték, ezeket a kihívásokat nem tudják vállalni, 
választhattak saját kihívást is, amely igazodott saját élethelyzetükhöz (pl. kisgyermekes családok 
esetén némileg magasabb beltéri hőmérséklet, vagy eleve kevés mosás esetén a mosásra fordított 
energia más módon történő csökkentése). 
 
Magyarországon a résztvevők 54%-a vállalta a közös mosási kihívást, azaz a heti mosások 
számának felére történő csökkentését. A több résztvevő egyéni, saját kihívás megfogalmazása 

mellett döntött. A közös fűtési kihívást, mely a nappali beltéri hőmérséklet 18 C-ra történő 

csökkentését jelentette, a résztvevők csupán 33%-a vállalta. Ennek részben az volt az oka, hogy a 
magyar lakosság jellemzően melegebbre fűti otthonát télen. 
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A mosási naplók adatai szerint az összes résztvevőt tekintve a mosások átlagos száma 21%-kal 
csökkent, és egyúttal az átlagos mosási hőmérséklet is alacsonyabb lett. Ennek következtében a 
mosáshoz kapcsolódó átlagos heti energiafogyasztás 22%-kal csökkent.  

Az adatrögzítő hőmérők adatai alapján a beltéri hőmérséklet átlagosan 1 C-kal csökkent. 

 
Mindemellett érdemes megjegyezni, hogy több résztvevőnek is sikerült mosásainak számát 50%-
kal csökkentenie, és olyanok is voltak (a résztvevők 15%-a), akiknél a belső nappali 

átlaghőmérséklet 19 C alá csökkent. 

 
A változás annak köszönhető, hogy a résztvevő háztartások nagyobb figyelmet fordítottak mosási 
és fűtési gyakorlatukra, illetve annak, hogy segítségükre álltak a kihívások megvalósítását segítő 
eszközök (ld. kihívás dobozok), tippek, mérőeszközök (fogyasztásmérő, hőmérő). A program során 
elsajátított tudás segítségével sokféle olyan gyakorlatot és szokást vezettek be (vagy elevenítettek 
fel), amelyekkel kevesebb mosás mellett is tisztán, és a fűtés feljebb vétele nélkül is komfortosan 
érezték magukat. Az alapállapot és záró kérdőívek adatai alapján egyértelmű bővülés figyelhető 
meg az ilyen jellegű gyakorlatok alkalmazása terén, illetve nőtt azon résztvevők száma is, akik 
egyszerre több gyakorlatot alkalmaztak (a mosás elkerülése érdekében pl. csak a foltok kimosása, 
a ruhák szellőztetése, kötény viselése, a fűtési hőmérséklet csökkentése kapcsán pedig pl. pulóver 
és meleg zokni viselés, meleg italok fogyasztása, pokróc használata stb.). 
 
Különösen biztató, hogy az Energia Élő Laborok zárása után három hónappal kitöltött felkövető 
kérdőívek eredményei, valamint a mérőóra leolvasások adatai alapján azt láthatjuk, hogy a 
változások az Élő Laborok lezárása után is folytatódtak mind a megváltozott gyakorlatok (ld. ábra: 
alacsony hőfokon történő mosások gyakorisága), mint a megtakarított energia mennyiségét 
illetően. Ez utóbbi tekintetében elmondhatjuk, hogy előző évi fogyasztásukhoz képest az Élő Labor 
résztvevői az Élő Labor végéig átlagosan 10 %-kal csökkentették összes energiafogyasztásukat, 
amely értéke a 3 hónappal később végzett felmérés alapján 15%-ra emelkedett. 

 

 

 
Habár még folyamatban van az egyéni és csoportos Energia Élő Laborok közti különbségeket 
feltáró elemzés, az már most is jól látható, hogy a csoportos forma motiválóbb a résztvevők 
számára. Ezt több tényező is alátámasztja, pl. az emberek hangulatváltozása a folyamat során, a 
csoportos résztvevők magasabb szintű elköteleződése, és a megannyi személyes visszajelzés a 
csoporttalálkozón való részvétel előnyeiről. Utóbbiak között említhetjük a már létező fenntartható 
gyakorlatok csoporttagok által történő megerősítését, az egymástól való tanulás lehetőségét, 
valamint a hasonló gondolkodású emberek közösségéhez való tartozás élményét. 
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A program szakmapolitikai vonatkozásait illetően a magyar Élő Laborokkal arra szeretnénk 
rámutatni, hogy a háztartások nagy felelősséggel bírnak, és fontos szerepet töltenek be az 
energiarendszer átalakítása terén. Nagyon fontos látni azt, hogy a mindennapi szokásokban 
bekövetkező, látszólag kis változásoknak – pl. a hőmérséklet vagy a mosások számának 
csökkentése – is milyen nagy hatása lehetne akkor, ha minden háztartás alkalmazná ezeket a 
gyakorlatokat (ld. például táblázat). Ehhez kapcsolódóan és a módszertant illetően elmondhatjuk, 
hogy a kvalitatív és kvantitatív módszerek és programelemek ötvözése nagyon hatékony módja 
annak, hogy segítsük a résztvevőket szokásaik megváltoztatásában. 
 

 
 
Végezetül, nagyon fontos annak biztosítása, hogy az Energia Élő Laborokhoz hasonló 
kezdeményezéseket a megvalósítás helyszínén beágyazottan valósítsuk meg, hogy ezzel is 
hozzájáruljunk a hosszú távú hatásokhoz. Az a tény, hogy a helyi közösség ismerte a 
GreenDependent Intézetet, könnyebbé tette a háztartások bevonását, elősegítette, hogy a 
résztvevők végig a programban maradjanak, valamint ahhoz is hozzájárult, hogy további 
változások történjenek, mégpedig egy természetes folyamat részeként. 
  

CO2

(tonna)

Hány átlagos magyar 

éves CO2 kibocsátásával 

egyenlő?

Élő Labor résztvevők (38 házt.) 0,025 -

Gödöllői háztartások (12 015 házt.) 8 2

Magyar háztartások (4 105 708 házt.) 2742 566

Magyar háztartások 1 év alatt 32908

6788

kb. Mogyoród vagy Zirc 

nagyságú település*
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A RÉSZTVEVŐK VISSZAJELZÉSEI AZ ENERGIA ÉLŐ LABOROKRÓL 

A résztvevők visszajelzéseit három információforrás alapján vizsgáltuk meg: (1) az egyéni záró 
interjúk során megfogalmazott visszajelzések; (2) a csoportos záró találkozón adott visszajelzések; 
valamint (3) azok a válaszok, melyek az Energia Élő Laborok lezárása után három hónappal 
kitöltött felkövető kérdőívekben szerepeltek. 
 
Az egyéni interjúk végén az egyéni formában résztvevők arról számoltak be, hogy milyen élmény 
volt az Élő Laborokban való részvétel számukra. Általában véve örömüket fejezték ki, hogy részt 
vettek a kihívásokban, és elmondásuk szerint új gyakorlatokra és készségekre tettek szert, 
továbbá új információkat kaptak az otthoni energiafogyasztásról. 
 

"Érdekes volt részt venni a programban; azért csatlakoztam, hogy többet megtudja az 
energiahasználatról és megtakarításról. Megéri odafigyelni ezekre a dolgokra, sokat 
tanultam, és felkeltette az érdeklődésemet, hogy a napi viselkedésem 
megváltoztatásával takarítsak meg. Elképesztő, hogy mindig találok még valami 
megtakarítási lehetőséget." (egy hölgy résztvevő) 
 
"Jó érzéssel töltött el a részvétel, legközelebb is csatlakoznék. Jó volt a kihívás, mert 
nem volt túl sok; nem volt az, hogy már alig várjuk, hogy vége legyen. Azért nem 
mondom, hogy hiányozni fog a naplóírás. De, ha jól belegondolok, még a napló írása 
sem volt túl megerőltető." (egy hölgy résztvevő) 
 

Azt is el kell mondani, hogy habár az észrevételek többsége pozitív hangvételű volt, néhány 
résztvevő szerint időnként megerőltető volt a részvétel, főként a sok “adminisztráció” (pl. a mosási 
és fűtési naplók, heti kérdőívek kitöltése) miatt. Az alábbi idézetek is ezt a véleményt tükrözik: 
 

"[A részvétel kapcsán] több tennivalónk volt, megnőtt az otthoni munka mennyisége. 
De kihívás is volt. És cserébe új gondolatokat, tippeket és tapasztalatokat kaptunk. 
Érdekes volt. " (egy hölgy résztvevő) 
 
"Fárasztó volt. Örültem, hogy végre hazaérek, de még le kellett olvasnom a 
mérőórákat, mérőket. Néha az kívántam, bárcsak ne jelentkeztem volna. " (egy hölgy 
résztvevő) 

 
A csoportos formában résztvevők a részvételt illetően hasonló észrevételeket tettek a záró 
fókuszcsoportos találkozón. Általában nagyon szívesen vettek részt a csoportos Élő Laborokban, 
senki nem bánta meg, hogy csatlakozott a programhoz. Mindenki úgy nyilatkozott, hogy nagyon jó 
volt a csoport része lenni, és élvezték a találkozókat. 
 
A résztvevőknek nagyon tetszett a kihívás dobozok tartalma (ld. képek) és a különböző mérő 
eszközök, valamint az, hogy a program alaposan átgondolt és megtervezett volt. Azt is előnyként 
említették, hogy a közös kihívás ellenére választhattak saját kihívást is. Úgy érezték, hogy az 
Energia Élő Laborok program olyan volt, mint egy társasjáték. 
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Az egyik legfontosabb észrevétel, melyre sokan rámutattak, arra vonatkozott, hogy a csoportos Élő 
Laborok résztvevői megerősítést, támogatást és inspirációt kaptak mind a környezetbarát 
életmóddal, mint a fogyasztáscsökkentéssel kapcsolatban. Többen közülük azt is kifejezték, hogy 
szeretnék folytatni az ez irányú erőfeszítéseket; ennek alátámasztására sokan feliratkoztak a 
GreenDependent által szervezett, helyi és országos fenntartható életmóddal kapcsolatos 
programokban való részvételre (pl. helyi klíma-klub, országos E.ON EnergiaKözösségek program). 
 
Emellett a résztvevők örültek a lehetőségnek, pozitív energiát és ösztönzést kaptak az Energia Élő 
Labor csoportban való részvétel során. 
 
A felkövető kérdőív végén 14 résztvevő osztotta meg észrevételeit az Energia Élő Laborokban 
való részvétel kapcsán. Ezek a megjegyzések túlnyomóan pozitívak, néhányan még a programban 
való részvétel lehetőségét is megköszönték. Alább olvasható néhány idézet a résztvevőktől: 
 

" Számomra nagy élmény volt részt venni a projektben, nagyon inspiratív volt, hatással 
volt más környezetvédelmi dologra is az életemben, a GreenDependent pedig 
rendkívül profin rendezte meg, szívből gratulálok!!!" (HU99) 
 
" Szuper kezdeményezés! Határozottan volt benne kihívás. Remekek és minőségiek az 
ajándékok. :)" (HU106) 
 
" Nagyon jól éreztem magam az összejöveteleken, jók a kérdések, mert így 
összeszedve tudatosabban tudtam figyelni az elfogyasztott energiára. Azt hiszem 
beépült a figyelem a mindennapjaimba, köszönöm." (HU39) 
 
"Érdekes volt, akár más tevékenységre is szívesen végigcsinálnám." (HU21) 
 
" Köszönjük a részvétel lehetőségét, igazán sokat tanultunk, tapasztalatunk!' (HU32) 
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KÖVETKEZTETÉSEK ÉS ÉSZREVÉTELEK 

Az Energia Élő Laborok során és a lezárást követő időszakban sokféle módon történt változás, 
melyek a fenntarthatóbb energiahasználat és –fogyasztás irányába hatottak. A változásnak 
mennyiségi és minőségi aspektusai is voltak. 
 

A mosás és ruhák tisztántartása kapcsán az alábbi mennyiségi, kvantitatív változások 
történtek: 

 csökkent a heti mosások száma  
(az Élő Labor résztvevők csoportjában átlagos csökkenést figyeltünk meg); 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 csökkent az átlagos mosási hőmérséklet; és 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 csökkent a mosással kapcsolatos energiafogyasztás. 
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A fűtés kapcsán az alábbiakban történt mennyiségi változás: 

 csökkent a beltéri hőmérséklet; és 

 csökkent a fűtéshez kapcsolódó energiafogyasztás is. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Minőségi, kvalitatív változás szintén sok területen történt. A mosási kihívás során az alábbi 
változások történtek: 

 megváltozott a mosógép használatának módja (például a programok kiválasztása, a 
programok beállítása, telepakolás módja stb.); 

 változott az, hogy miért döntenek úgy a résztvevők, hogy kimosnak egy-egy ruhadarabot: a 
hordás hosszáról (ami nem feltétlen jelent koszos ruhát) a hangsúly a kellemetlen szagra 
és a foltokra tevődött át; 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 változott az is, hogy milyen és hány módszert alkalmaznak arra, hogy elkerüljék a ruhák 
mosását; valamint 
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 végül változott a tudatosság szintje a mosás energiafogyasztásával, a mosáshoz kötődő 
társadalmi normákkal, valamint a mosás és a ruhatár mérete és minősége közti 
összefüggésekkel kapcsolatban.  

 

A fűtés kapcsán szintén többféle változás történt: 

 változott a tudatosság szintje a hőmérséklettel valamint a beltéri komfortérzést befolyásoló 
sokféle tényezővel kapcsolatban; 

 változott a termosztátok, termosztatikus szelepek és a nyílászárók használata az 
otthonokban, illetve, hogy ezek használata miképpen hat a hőérzetre és a felhasznált fűtési 
energia mennyiségére; 

 változott annak a megítélése, hogy mi az ideális beltéri hőmérséklet az egyes 
helyiségekben (ld. csökkent az ideálisnak tartott hőmérséklet);  

 

 

 illetve változott, hogy milyen és párhuzamosan hány praktikát alkalmaznak a háztartások 
arra, hogy a fűtés feljebbvétele nélkül is melegen tudják tartani magukat. 

 

 
 

 

Fontos megjegyezni, hogy a mennyiségi és minőségi változások az Élő Laborok lezárását 
követő időszakban is folytatódtak, ez derült ki ugyanis az Energia Élő Laborok lezárása után 
három hónappal készült felkövető kérdőívekben adott válaszok elemzése alapján. Mindez nagyon 
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biztató, viszont érdemes lenne megvizsgálni azt is, mi történik hosszabb távon, például egy évvel 
azután, hogy véget értek az Élő Laborok. 
 
Ami az egyéni és csoportos Élő Laborok közti különbségeket illeti, az elemzések még 
folyamatban vannak. Mindazonáltal az eddigi eredményeink alapján megállapítható, hogy a 
csoportos forma a legtöbb résztvevők számára motiválóbb részvételi forma. Mindez 
alátámasztja a "Szokásaink megváltoztatása" (Changing Behaviour) című, a GreenDependent egy 
korábbi kutatási projektje eredményeit is (Heiskanen et al., 2010), amelyben hasonló 
következtetésre jutott a kutatói csapat. A csoportos forma előnyei tehát: 

 a résztvevők hangulatának változása a folyamat során, mely szerint a csoportos résztvevők 
kevesebbet aggódtak, és gyakrabban mutatták a lelkesedés jeleit; 

 a csoportos résztvevőknél erősebb volt az elköteleződés, ezt mutatta a kitöltött heti 
kérdőívek száma is (az egyéni háztartások kevesebb kérdőívet töltöttek ki); 

 a résztvevők a csoporttalálkozókkal kapcsolatban sok pozitívumot említettek, pl. a 
fenntartható gyakorlatok megerősítése, egymástól új módszerek tanulása, valamint a 
hasonló gondolkodású emberek közösségéhez való tartozás élménye. 

 

 
 
Emellett fontos megemlíteni, hogy a csoportalapú élő laborok szervezése kevésbé erőforrás-
igényes, mint az egyéni élő laboroké, így a program esetleges kiterjesztésének költsége aránylag 
alacsonyabb. 
 
Itt kell megjegyeznünk, hogy viszonylag sok résztvevő mutatott érdeklődést aziránt, hogy tovább 
csökkentse energiafogyasztását otthona energiahatékonysági felújítása, valamint megújuló 
energiák hasznosítása által.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

További információk az ENERGISE Energia Élő Laborokról magyarul: 
www.energise.hu 

 
 
  

www.energise.hu
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SUMMARY 

ENERGISE Living Labs (ELLs) employ practice-based approaches to reduce energy use in 
households while co-creating knowledge on why energy-intensive practices are performed and 
how they depend on the context in which they are performed. Altogether 16 living labs were 
implemented in eight European countries in 2018. 
 
The Hungarian ELLs were located in the town of Gödöllő in Central Hungary in order to provide a 
better opportunity to make comparisons between the individual (ELL1) and the community or group 
approach (ELL2). The final number of households participating in the ENERGISE Living Labs in 
Hungary was 41. Out of this number 21 participated in ELL1 and 20 in ELL2. It is notable that all 41 
households remained engaged in the ELLs up until the end. 
 
In Hungary, about 50% of the participants took on the common laundry challenge of reducing the 
weekly number of washing cycles by half; the rest formulated an individual challenge. The common 

heating challenge of reducing daytime indoor temperature to 18 C - which was exceptionally 

challenging in Hungary where indoor temperatures are generally considerably warmer - was 
undertaken by 30% of the participants.  
Based on laundry diary data, the average number of laundry cycles was reduced by 21%, and was 
also accompanied by a reduction in washing temperature. This lead to a 22% reduction in average 
weekly laundry-related energy consumption in participating households. 

Based on data from temperature loggers, indoor temperatures were reduced by 1 C on average. 

 
These changes occurred as a result of participating households paying careful attention to their 
washing and heating practices, and with inspiration gained from challenge kits, tips and metering 
equipment, learning to apply various practices to keep clean or warm without washing and turning 
on the heating, respectively. With information collected through before (baseline) and after 
(closing) surveys we can see a definite rise both in the number of such practices applied by 
participants, and the number of participants applying several of them parallel. 
What is especially encouraging is that based on information gathered through a follow-up survey 
administered three months after the ENERGISE Living Labs ended as well as meter readings, 
changes appear to have continued even after the conclusion of the labs both in terms of changed 
practices and energy saved. 
 
As for differences between the individual (ELL1) and the group format (ELL2), although our 
analysis is still ongoing, based on the results that we already have the group format seems to be 
more motivating for participants. This is supported by various factors, for example how their mood 
changed during the process, the higher level of commitment by ELL2 participants, and the many 
reported positive aspects of participating in group meetings such as confirmation of sustainable 
practices, learning opportunities as well as a sense of belonging to a group of like-minded 
individuals. 
 
In terms of policy implications, the Hungarian ELLs point to the importance of drawing attention to 
the role and responsibility of households in the energy transition, including the fact that even 
seemingly small changes in daily practices like reducing the temperature or the number of weekly 
washes can have big effects if each and every household makes them. Related to this and 
regarding methodology, combining qualitative and quantitative programme elements is a very 
effective way of helping participants change their practices. 
 
To conclude, we should also underlie the significance of embedding initiatives like the ENERGISE 
Living Labs locally in order to contribute to their longer-term impact. The fact that GDI was known 
in the local community made recruitment easier, helped to keep participants involved in the 
programme, and will also make their continued change and engagement part of a natural process.  
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1. ELL DESCRIPTION 

The Hungarian ELLs were both located in the town of Gödöllő (35.000 inhabitants) in Central 
Hungary in order to provide a better opportunity to make comparisons between the individual 
(ELL1) and the community or group approach (ELL2). At the same time, the local partner, 
GreenDependent (GDI), took great care to keep the two groups separate, which was successful as 
even until the common celebratory event held after the final focus group, ELL1 participants were 
left guessing who the other households participating in the living labs were. Thus, 
GreenDependent is satisfied that no interaction took place between the two ELL groups. 
 
The recruitment process in Hungary started in June 2018 and was completed in August. More than 
90 households started to fill in the recruitment survey and about 70 of them completed it. Out of 
these households about 55 satisfied the requirements for participation, thus 45 were selected to 
potentially allow for people to withdraw for various reasons. This indeed happened, so the final 
number of households participating in the ENERGISE Living Labs in Hungary is 41. Out of 
this number 21 participated in ELL1 and 20 in ELL2. It is notable that all 41 households 
remained engaged in the ELLs up until the end. 
 
In the sections below we first present the socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of the 
Hungarian ELL participants. Then the characteristics of their dwellings and living environments are 
presented, and finally, their prior engagement with energy initiatives. These data are based on a 
survey used when recruiting participants and complemented with observations made when visiting 
the households for the first time. For these data we only present the data of those households that 
started the ELLs (n=41). 
 

1.1 SOCIODEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF 

THE ELL PARTICIPANTS 

During the recruitment process GDI strived to have a diverse composition of participant 
households as much as possible.  
At this point, it is important to mention that Gödöllő has a more favourable social and economic 
situation than the Hungarian average. This occurs for various reasons, among them the fact that 
the town is situated in Central Hungary, and it is host to a well-known university as well as several 
prestigious secondary education institutions. 
 
As for the number of households the proportion of single households is 33% in Hungary (HCSO, 
2017), by comparison the ratio of one-person households in the Hungarian ELLs was 10%. Two-
member households include almost entirely couples and only one single parent with an adult child. 
Most of the ELL households were with two adults and more than one child, the proportion of four 
member households is more than 50% among the participants. Besides, there were some three 
generation households participating in the project as well. (Table 1) 
 
In terms of the age of the contact person, among Hungarian ELLs the share of the age groups is 
the following: most of the contact persons (59%) were between 30-49 years old, and the ones in 
the 50-69 age bracket were making up the remaining 41% (Table 1). 
There were no contact people in the other two categories (29 or younger and 70 or older), but, 
naturally, there were participating household members who belonged to these groups. 
 
Table 1 shows the employment status of participating households. The contact persons in most of 
the households are employed (full-time or self-employed: 68%, part-time: 5%); besides, the 
proportion of the unemployed was 0% and economically inactive people made up all in all 27%. 
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As for the educational level of participants, they all have qualifications higher than primary. Most of 
the households’ contact persons (83%) had completed tertiary education as well, which a lot higher 
than the national average, 22% (HCSO, 2016). 17% of the participants had secondary or 
vocational education.  
 
Table 1. Socio-demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of participating households  
Source: recruitment survey (n=41) 

Household size 

(n=41) 
1 member 2 members 3 members 4 members 

or more 

% 10 20 15 56 

     
Age of contact 
person (n=41) 

29 or younger 30-49 50-69 70 or older 

% 0 59 41 0 

     
Employment 
status of contact 
person (n=41) 

Full-time 
employed or 

entrepreneurs 

Part-time Student//Unemployed Retired 

% 68 5 15 12 

     
Educational level 
of contact person 
(n=41) 

Tertiary  Secondary/vocational Primary Other or 
unknown 

% 83 17 0 0 

 

1.2 REASONS FOR PARTICIPATING AND PRIOR EXPERIENCE OF ENERGY 

INITIATIVES 

The main methods used for recruitment in Hungary were the following: 

1. Advertisements in the 2 local papers: 

 one of the papers is delivered to every household in Gödöllő for free,  

 the other paper is available online as well as in a paper-based format, but it is not free 
in its printed format) 

2. Advertisement on social media (Facebook) 

3. Advertisement using the NGO network mailing lists available in the town 
 
The advertisements were carefully written and designed to target people with different messages, 
highlighting different aspects of the benefits of participating in the ELLs (e.g. being able to 
participate in European research and contributing to climate policy making, learning about energy 
consumption, doing something to reverse climate change, receiving energy advice, becoming part 
of a group, etc.). 
 
In the second part of July 2018 GDI reviewed the people answering the advertisements (and filling 
in the recruitment survey). The plan was to continue recruitment in August to make sure that there 
are cc. 45 households selected for participation (and thus allow for some households to withdraw 
during the process), and to make sure that a varied group of households are selected in terms of 
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socio-economic status. However, there was no need for this second stage of recruitment as a 
sufficient number and variety of households applied to participate. As stated in the introduction, the 
final number of households participating in the ENERGISE Living Labs in Hungary is 41: 21 
participating in ELL1 and 20 in ELL2. It is notable that all 41 households remained engaged in 
the ELLs up until the end. 
 
The hard-to-reach group in the case of Hungary comes from the upper-middle-class in the country, 
whose members rarely participate in similar programmes (see also Table 2), but were recruited 
successfully for the ELLs. The socioeconomic, demographic and building characteristics data 
presented here show that the households selected in Hungary are better educated than the 
Hungarian average, live in newer and larger homes, in the majority of cases in detached homes. 
 
Although we did not directly ask participants why they decided to apply to participate, during the 
various meetings with them at household visits, interviews, focus group meetings, etc., they 
mentioned various reasons. Among these reasons were  

 the wish and to some extent, curiosity, to actively participate in a European research project; 

 the wish to learn about energy use and to save energy; 

 motivation to get to know the local partner, GDI more as several of them had heard about the 
organization before and were interested to find out more about their work. 

 
Participants also reported that they felt lucky and honoured to be selected to participate, and were 
also thankful to receive the incentives, the metering equipment to begin with (i.e. thermometers, 
energy meters, thermologgers) and some small accompanying presents such as cloth bag, fridge 
magnet to strengthen the feeling of belonging to the living lab and ENERGISE project.  
 
As shown in Table 2, only a small share of households mentioned having been involved in 
information campaigns, having made use of incentives for energy investments, or having 
previously participated in a challenge or discussion to change everyday routines. A few 
participants, however, mentioned having been involved in some other type of initiative. Overall, the 
participants selected had a very limited prior experience with energy or sustainable lifestyles 
initiatives, and if they did, it was mostly with information campaigns or incentives, thus not 
programmes focusing on everyday practice change at home. 
 
Table 2. Share of participants having prior experience of energy initiatives, in %  
Source: recruitment survey (n=41) 

 At home, % At work, % At school, % 

Information campaign, tips for saving energy 2 7 2 

Incentive to buy efficient appliances 
(including light bulbs) 

2 - - 

Incentives to invest in renewable energy 2 - - 

Incentives or support for energy efficiency  2 - - 

Challenge/discussion to change habits and 
everyday routines  

- 2 - 

Other - 5 2 
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1.3 BUILDING CHARACTERISTICS OF ELL PARTICIPANTS 

In terms of type of dwelling both ELL1 and ELL2 participants in Hungary mainly live in detached 
houses (74%), but terraced/semi-detached houses are also typical (24%). Besides, there was only 
one participant who lives in an apartment. As shown in Figure 1, this share is somewhat different 
from the national average of Hungary; people living in apartments are slightly underrepresented in 
the ELL households of Gödöllő. To compare, in Hungary 65% of the population live in a detached 
house, 7% of them live in a semi-detached house and the proportion of apartments is 27%. 
Another interesting aspect is comparing the Hungarian data to the EU-28 average. The proportion 
of apartments (42%) and semi-detached houses (24%) is higher in the EU than in Hungary 
(Eurostat, 2018). 
 
Figure 1. Distribution of population by type of dwelling, % – EU-28 (2017), Hungary (2018), 
ENERGISE project (2018) 
Source: Eurostat (table code: ilc_lvho01); recruitment survey (n=41) 
 

   
 

 
 

The valuable of size of dwelling is somewhat related to household size. As shown in Figure 2, the 
Hungarian ELL households with four or more members live in a house of at least 70 m2, and 77% 
of them live in homes that are over a 100 m2. 
Most of the participants (72%) live in a house that is larger than 100 m2 (39% of them live in a 
house with a size over 140 m2), 18% of participants have 61-100 m2 living space and 10% live in a 
house or apartment under 60 m2.  The distribution is quite different from the national data. In 
Hungary 24% of the population live in a house or flat that is larger than 100 m2, the ratio of the 61-
100 m2 category is 43%, and 33% of inhabitants live in a house or apartment under 60 m2 (HCSO, 
2011a). This difference underlies the fact that ELLs in Hungary managed to involve the harder-to-
reach group of more well-off households. 
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Others 
64.6 6.5 

27.3 
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Figure 2. Share of households by size of dwelling, ELL households (2018) and national 
average of Hungary (HCSO, 2011a) 
Source: recruitment survey (n=41) and HCSO, 2011a 
 

   
 
As for the age of dwellings, Figure 3 shows that most of the Hungarian participants live in a house 
built after 1980 (78%), which is much higher than the national average (32%). 65% of them have a 
house or apartment built between 1980 and 2000 and 13% of them live in a house built after 2000. 
Besides, the proportion of houses built before 1970 is lower, all in all 23%, of which 20% live in a 
house built between 1920 and 1980, and the remaining 3% have an old house built before 1920. 
 
Figure 3. Distribution of households by age of dwelling, ELL households (2018) and national 
average of Hungary (2011b) 
Source: recruitment survey (n=41) and HCSO, 2011b 
 

   
 
There is an important dimension connected to the age of dwelling that is the decade when 
participants’ building last underwent a major renovation (that influenced its energy consumption). 
However, the proportion of households that could not answer this question is high (41%). Still, 
based on the responses available, the proportion of ELL participants who had a major renovation 
after 2000 is more than 50%. There is only one person who had his/her home renovated between 
1990 and 2000. 
 
Last but not least, the data on the energy efficiency performance of ELL participants' buildings is 
very incomplete. 78% of participants were not aware of having an energy certificate. There were 
only 9 participants who were able to provide this information. Out of these, 3 households have A or 
A+ class homes, and 6 participants have homes that are between the B and C classes.  
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Table 3. Characteristics of the participants’ dwellings 
Source: recruitment survey 

Type of dwelling 
(n=41) 

Apartment 
Terraced/semi-

detached 
Detached Other 

% 2 24 73 0 

     
Size of dwelling 
(n=39) 

<=60 m
2
 61-100 m

2
 101-140 m

2
 >140 m

2
 

% 10 18 44 28 

     
Age of dwelling, 
built (n=40) 

before 1920 1920s-1970s 1980s-2000s After 2000 

% 3 20 65 13 

 
Most of the Hungarian ELL households are served by a combined heating system and all of them 
have an individual system (mainly natural gas based). Generally people prefer to have complex 
heating systems in Hungary, i.e. systems that are built up of various components, preferably run on 
different fuels. Thus, a large share of participating households also has additional wood heating 
because it provides independence from the international and national energy grid (i.e.: electricity, 
gas, oil). 
 
Based on 2011 data, the proportion of dwellings with central heating system was 16% in Gödöllő, 
which was a little higher than the national average (15.5%). (Local Agenda 21 of Gödöllő, 2013; 
HCSO, 2011c) 
Central heating can be divided into two main types in Hungary: central heating from a community 
heating centre and central heating from an installation in the building or in the dwelling. 
 
As for the primary heating source (Table 4), gas heating is the most typical for Hungarian ELL 
households (78%), which reflects well the share of dwellings with a gas heating system in Gödöllő 
(84%). (Local Agenda 21 of Gödöllő, 2013) The second most popular is biomass heating (15%), 
and there were two participants (5%) with fully electronic technology (solar panels) too.  
In the case of secondary heating systems, the picture is different and more diverse. Among 
secondary heating sources wood and gas heating are the dominant (with 10 and 9% share, 
respectively). They are followed by electricity – mixed source – (6%) and last but not least some 
households also have solar collectors (3%). 
 
In relation to wood heating as a secondary heating source, it is 
interesting to mention that wood- burning tile stoves constitute 
one of the traditional heating methods, and are still fairly 
popular all over the country. It came up during interviews with 
ELL1 participants and at the focus group discussion with ELL2 
participants that many of them still have very fond memories or 
positive experience about having a tile stove in their childhood, 
and, in fact, now in their homes. The role of the tile stove or 
similar stoves (see picture from the home of one of the 
participants) became emphasized as a result of the heating 
challenge as well in relation to which several participants 
mentioned that they would be fine with lower indoor 
temperatures if there was one warmer spot, i.e. a stove in their 
home.  
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Table 4. Heating sources of ELL participants  
Source: recruitment survey (n=41) 

 Primary heating source, % Secondary heating source, %  

Gas 78 9 

Oil 0 0 

Coal 0 1 

Electricity – solar panel 5 0 

Electricity – mixed system 0 6 

Biomass 15 10 

Solar collectors 0 3 

Heat pump 0 0 

District heat 0 0 

Other/don’t know 2 0 

 
As for laundry (Table 5), there were several different criteria applied at recruitment. One of them 
was that in order to participate, households had to have their own washing machine. Thus, all of 
the participants own a washing machine, but some of them (10%) also use a shared washing 
machine (shared with another household) on a regular basis (more than twice per month). During 
the socialist regime, and when hand-washing was still the most widespread way to launder clothes, 
the use of common laundry rooms in housing estates was typical in Hungary. However, with 
washing machines becoming more available, nowadays this option almost disappeared from the 
social norms. Shops with several washing machines that can be used by anyone are pretty rare 
and rather expensive, and there are only a few even in the capital, Budapest.  
 
73% of the ELL households have a washing machine that has an eco-programme; however, 
interviews and focus group discussions revealed that people are confused about the eco-
programme (there was confusion in general about the eco programme: why is it eco? how is it 
eco?). As a consequence, most of the people were happy to have the opportunity to test their eco-
button during the challenge with the energy meter. 
 
In terms of the equipments, 29% of the households have the most energy efficient washing 
machine (A++ rated machines) and 15% of them have a tumble dryer or drying cabinet. There 
were no participants who use a shared tumbler-dryer or drying cabinet on a regular basis (more 
than twice per month). 
 
Table 5. Laundry equipment owned or used by the households  
Source: recruitment survey (n=41) and baseline survey1 (n=41) 

 Households with this equipment, feature 
or service, % 

Tumble dryer or drying cabinet (n=41) 15 

A++ rated washing machine (n=41) 29 

Washing machine with eco-programme(n=41) 73 

Regular use of laundry room (n=41) 10 

                                                 
1
 Data on AA+ rated washing machine and washing machine with eco-programme are from the baseline 

survey. 
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1.4 TOOLS AND APPROACHES USED FOR ELL1 AND ELL2 OUTREACH AND 

COMMUNICATION 

In Hungary GDI made a special effort to implement ELL1 and ELL2 in as similar a way as possible 
except for using the individual or the group approach. Thus, all the materials distributed and the 
communication methods used were the same: 

 participants were recruited using the same approach and materials; 

 participants received the same newsletters (GDI created a newsletter for ELL participants); 

 the same person conducted the first visit to all ELL1 and ELL2 households to ensure that 
they all receive the same welcome to and information about the project; 

 they all received exactly the same challenge kits, tips, etc.; 

 as shown in Figure 4 they all had the same laundry and heating challenge periods; 

 etc. 
 
Within this framework, there were some methods and actions that were different depending on 
whether the participant was involved in ELL1 or ELL2. Apart from conducting the deliberation and 
closing phases differently, i.e. participants having individual interviews in their homes in ELL1 and 
participants gathering in a community venue to take part in a focus group discussion in ELL2, in 
Hungary the following activities were undertaken to emphasize and strengthen the group 
approach: 

 an additional group meeting was held halfway through the living lab active period (see 
Figure 4) to provide an opportunity to meet and discuss experience, and also for GDI to 
facilitate group development processes; 

 a social media (Facebook) group was set up to allow for more exchange of information and 
experience. 

 
Based on feedback from participants, the halfway meeting was really useful and provided 
additional motivation for people to stay involved as well as to try out some extra ideas that they 
heard from their peers. 
 
Figure 4. The timeline and activities of the ELLs in Hungary 

 
 
Figure 4 also highlights the activities and materials that were specific to ELLs in Hungary (see lines 
with grey colouring). For example, GDI created a newsletter for ELL participants to use as a means 
of communication. A newsletter format was selected in order to allow for creating a specific design 
to strengthen identification with the project. The newsletter was then used to provide all kinds of 
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information to households: reminders about challenge dates, invitation to events, provision of extra 
materials, useful information about participation, etc. Thus, the newsletter was used to provide 
extra laundry and heating tips to all participating households halfway through each challenge to 
ensure that each household could find some new information and thus have an opportunity to 
learn. 
 
Households were also offered the chance to sign up to energy advice visits in the framework of 
which they could receive household-specific behaviour and practice change based saving tips. To 
facilitate these meetings, GDI also prepared household energy saving tips booklets that provided 
tips for all household areas, not only laundry and heating (e.g. lighting, cooking, maintenance and 
settings, mobility, involving household members in energy saving, etc.).  
 
Finally, as part of the weekly surveys, once every month ELL participants in Hungary were asked 
to provide their meter readings in order to facilitate the calculation of energy saving. 
 
As stated above, all households were visited by the same representative of GDI at the beginning of 
the project when consent forms were signed, meters were installed and diaries distributed. The 
'welcome pack' - packed in to an ELL bag as shown in the 
picture - distributed to all households included the following 
items: 

 Information about data collection and metering: consent 
form;  

 Guidelines for using the meters; 

 Meters (thermologger, thermometers, energy meters); 

 Various diaries; 

 Printed copy of ELL timeline with tasks, interviews, 
meetings, etc. Separate one for ELL1 and ELL2 
participants; 

 Fridge magnets (3) to help display the diaries as well 
as facilitate identification with the project/living lab.  

 
As evidenced by information collected at closing/exit interviews and focus group meetings, 
households found the metering equipment and diaries really useful for becoming more aware and 
conscious of their daily practices, the temperature in their homes as well as the energy use of 
various programmes on their washing machine and driers. Participants also commented that 
following their consumption with the help of energy meters and writing the diaries helped them get 
a bit away from their comfortable life.  
While 75-80% of participants found the diaries were really useful, about 20-25% said that they 
were a burden, especially that they also needed to report the same data in weekly surveys. 
 
Laundry and heating challenge kits (see Table 6 and Figure 5) were received with great 
enthusiasm both at the end of deliberation interviews and at the focus group meeting. Participants 
were really excited about opening them, and then found the contents very useful (see Table 6 for 
the contents of the kits). From the laundry kits the most liked item, the absolute favourite was the 
stain remover with orange oil2, and then the other stain remover. The apron and the brush were 
also mentioned. And some people remarked that they were just about to get a hanger like the one 
GDI provided. Participants also mentioned that it was good to receive good quality items.  
As for the heating challenge kit, the most favourite items were the woollen socks, the hot chocolate 
and the ENERGISE mugs. People liked the yahtzee as well, which one of the participants started 
using in teaching. 
 
Apart from helping participants to think about alternative ways of doing laundry and heating 
themselves (rather than the whole space), challenge kits were also useful for increasing 

                                                 
2
 Please note that participants received 2 different kinds of stain removers in Hungary. 
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identification with the ENERGISE ELLs and motivate participants to persevere in their efforts. In 
addition, because of the timing of the ELLs, the content of the challenge kits provided ideas for 
Christmas presents. 
 
Table 6. The contents of laundry and heating challenge kits in Hungary 

Laundry challenge kit Heating challenge kit 

 Instructions and tips flyer  

 Stain remover: orange oil 

 Stain remover: designed for spot 

cleaning 

 Apron (with project / living lab logo) 

 Brush 

 Clothes hanger 

 Instructions and tips flyer 

 Board game: yahtzee 

 Hot chocolate 

 Coffee 

 Fruit/herbal tea 

 2 ENERGISE ELL mugs 

 1 pair of warm (woollen) socks 

 
Figure 5. Laundry and heating challenge kits 

 Laundry challenge kit (without and with the apron and info sheet): 

 

 
 

 Heating challenge kit (in and out of the challenge box): 
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2. PRACTICES BEFORE THE CHALLENGE (FROM THE 
DELIBERATION PHASE) 

This section examines the practices existing in the households before the challenges. It is based 
on a survey (baseline survey) sent to all participants and on qualitative individual interviews (ELL1) 
or focus group discussions (ELL2) conducted before the start of the challenges. These datasets 
are complemented, where relevant, with observations made during home visits when metering 
equipment was installed and diaries distributed. In the following, we first discuss practices related 
to thermal comfort, and then, practices surrounding laundry patterns in the participating Hungarian 
ELL households. 
 

2.1 PRACTICES RELATED TO THERMAL COMFORT  

Home heating is often viewed as a gendered practice, where control of home heating systems is 
often ascribed as a male activity (e.g. Offenberger and Nentwich, 2013). Among the Hungarian 
ELL participants, however, the difference in who looks after temperature settings is not as large as 
one might expect. In households where both a male and a female adult were present, the male 
household member looked after the temperature settings in 61% of the cases. If we analyse 
the data for all households, we find that this number drops down to 52%, i.e. the male household 
member is responsible for setting the heating system in a bit more than half of the homes. 
 
Home heating practices are different in different countries, and also depend on the heating system, 
for example, whether it can be easily adjusted. As shown in Figure 6, only about a third of the 
participants in Hungary are able to adjust the temperature for both their entire home and in their 
rooms. 10% of them can only adjust the temperature in the rooms, which usually means that they 
heat their homes with natural gas and have gas convectors in the rooms. 
 
Figure 6. ELL participants' ability to regulate temperature in their homes 
Source: baseline survey (n=41) 
 

 
 
Furthermore, on the one hand, as it was mentioned above in Chapter 1, many participants have 
complex and complicated heating systems. At the focus group meeting and during interviews 
several participants mentioned a learning process related to their heating system, especially when 
moving to a new home or renovating a home and installing a new heating system. This means that 
they need to learn to use it and also need to learn how to set the heating system so that they have 
the thermal comfort they wish to have. On the other hand, participants did not seem to be 
particularly worried about adjusting the temperature or that is it too difficult to do. Some of them 
seemed to be highly proficient and explained the programming of the thermostat in detail. 

29% 

61% 

10% 

Figure 6. Can you adjust the thermal settings by 
room or for your entire home? (n=41) 
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Furthermore, it is worth mentioning that quite a few participants reflected on the freedom their 
individual and individually adjustable heating system gives them. 
 
Reflecting a broader Hungarian culture where in recent years there has been a considerable move 
towards heating systems that could be adjusted individually even in apartment blocks, many 
Hungarian ELL participant households turn down their heating when they are not at home (59%), 
for the night (54%) or in unused rooms (41%) (Table 7). Based on the individual interviews and 
focus group discussion it needs to be noted that on weekdays several households like to have 
warmer temperature in the morning when people get up and in the evening when everyone is at 
home. 
 
Table 7. Frequency of various heating-related practices among the ELL participants in 
winter-time before participating in the ENERGISE challenges  
Source: baseline survey (n=41, more responses were possible by each household) 

 Share of households, % 

Turn down heating for the night 54 

Turn down heating when not at home 59 

Turn down heating in unused rooms 41 

Has program to automatically turn down heating at certain times 39 

Air rooms for more than a few minutes per day 7 

Turn down heating when airing rooms 27 

 
Further to the above, as revealed by the individual interviews and focus group discussions, there 
are big differences in how people regulate their indoor temperature. Some of the most typical 
approaches and methods that were mentioned are the following: 

 some people programme their thermostats very carefully, and program it based on their daily 
routines, and have different temperatures for when they are at home and when they are not, 
for the night, for when they are away, etc.; 

 others do not programme the thermostat so much, they set it to a certain temperature (e.g. 

21 C), and then have it there all the time and do the fine tuning by setting the thermostatic 

valves on their radiators in the different rooms; 

 still others program their thermostats for a day and for a night temperature, and then do not 
worry about changing it more; 

 finally, in some households the way of setting temperatures is through using a portable 
thermostat and placing it in the room that they wish to use as the base (e.g. the room of the 
youngest kid or the coldest room), and do the rest of the temperature adjustment by 
manually changing the temperature through the thermostatic valves on radiators. 

 
As revealed by Table 7, the airing of rooms by keeping windows open for longer than a few 
minutes is not very common among Hungarian ELL participants, and a little less than the third of 
participants (27%) turn down heating while airing.  
Interviews and focus group discussions revealed that people air rooms quite differently. First of all, 
some people air rooms regularly, opening all windows wide for a short time. Then, others air 
irregularly, whenever they feel like their home needs to be aired. Still others are more careful about 
opening windows as they keep indoor plants there and do not want them to die as a result of too 
much cold air. Finally, some participants do not really air their homes as they have an automatic 
ventilation system. 
 
Hungarian ELL participants’ perceptions of desirable winter-time indoor temperatures are 
shown in Table 8, showing that people on average prefer about 22°C in the living area, 20°C in the 
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bedroom and 22°C in the child’s bedroom (Table 8), albeit with quite some variation as illustrated 
by the distribution of preferred temperatures for various rooms in Figure 7.  
 
Table 8. ELL participants’ perceptions of desirable temperatures in the winter during 
daytime before taking part in the ENERGISE challenges  
Source: baseline survey (n=41) 

 Average all Lowest Highest 

Living area, °C 22.0 20.0 24.0 

Bedroom, °C 20.3 17.0 24.0 

Child’s bedroom, °C 22.2 20.0 25.0 
 

 
 
Participants were rather satisfied with their current indoor living-room temperatures, which may or 
may not be the same as the ideal temperature stated by them: about 83% felt their indoor living-
room temperatures were just right, while the rest felt the temperature to be too cold. Nobody 
reported feeling too hot in their current living-room temperature.  
About 70% also felt that other household members had the same view on the indoor living-room 
temperature as the respondent did. Open-ended comments suggested that spouses or children - 
either female or male - might feel colder than the respondents did. 

 
Based on responses given to the baseline survey (Figure 8), ELL participants in Hungary had 
several ways to keep warm without turning up the heating, even before the start of the heating 
challenge. The most common ways were using warm socks or slippers (68%), using extra clothing 
(58.5%), using extra blankets as well as blinds or curtains on windows (both 54%). In addition to 
these methods during individual interviews (ELL1) and focus group discussions (ELL2) participants 
also mentioned several other ways of keeping warm: 

 baking a cake or cooking more dishes; 

 making sure that the humidity level is appropriate (in winter it is often too low and then we 
experience the same temperature to be cooler); 

 arranging and planning the home so that they can use the passive heat from the sun; 

 using more rugs/carpets in winter; 

 doing exercises when they are cold (e.g. while watching TV); 

 sleeping by the tile stove in the living room (and not in their bedroom); 

 etc. 
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In addition to getting information on which methods households use to keep warm, it was also 
interesting to see whether they use several of these methods simultaneously already before taking 
part in the challenges. Our analysis revealed that there are 14 households (34%) that use 3 
practices simultaneously, and 24% of households use 4 or 5 practices (Figure 9).  
At the same time, it is interesting to note that even though we did not include them in this 
calculation and figure, several households mentioned using an extra, secondary heating source 
(most often a wood-burning tile stove in addition to gas heating) as a practice to keep warm without 
turning the temperature up. Thus, it appears that there is some confusion in people's minds about 
what constitutes as keeping warm with or without using energy. 
 

 
 
 
As for social norms around indoor comfort, at the focus group meeting with ELL2 participants there 
was also a lot of discussion about the changing of heating infrastructure, and how people were 
more often cold when they were kids as a result of not having heating in all their rooms or a central 
heating system. They also mentioned that kids should never have to feel cold. 
Furthermore, it was discussed that in the past people did not have good insulation, good quality 
windows and doors, so they needed to start heating their homes earlier than now. As a result of 
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addition to changing the heat settings? (n=41) 
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insufficient insulation, etc., it was also more difficult to heat homes, and generally there was a 
lower level of thermal comfort. 
 
At the meeting it was also discussed that it is the changing of the main heating fuel that usually 
results in the changing of heating infrastructure and brings about a change in heating practices. 
This usually needs to be accompanied by a lot of learning. A similar process happens when people 
renovate their heating systems or move into a new home that has a heating system different from 
the one they used to have. 
 
Relating specifically to Hungarian circumstances, participants brought up the heating system 
during communist times in housing blocks. These housing blocks had district heating that could not 
be regulated. The only way to regulate temperature was to open windows, and as a result energy 
was wasted, and people started wearing T-shirts and shorts indoors in winter. This is generally 
considered wasteful now and there are several jokes and sayings about "heating the street". 
 
It also needs to be mentioned that ELL participants have contradictory opinions about the 
traditional tile stove. On the one hand, many of them love them and believe that tile stoves are 
great to have; they are efficient and provide a special, warm and friendly atmosphere in the home. 
They also believe that the heat provided by these stoves is different, somehow better in quality 
from the heat provided by modern heating devices. On the other hand, they admit that it is difficult 
to regulate the temperature of the heat provided by the stove, and it is also less comfortable to use 
the tile stove as the main source of heating as bringing in the wood, cleaning the stove, etc. can be 
work intensive and also create dirt. Thus, quite a few households among ELL participants use a tile 
stove as a secondary source of heating (see also Chapter 1.3). 
Participants in both the interviews (ELL1) and focus group meetings (ELL2) also discussed 
underfloor heating. It is mostly associated with modern, clean and very comfortable heating. For 
some people it is also something like a dream to have underfloor heating and not have cold feet in 
winter. At the same time, participants also discussed its disadvantages, potential health hazards, 
and great material needs when creating the system, etc. 
 

2.2 PRACTICES RELATED TO LAUNDRY  

Generally women are more responsible for the laundry, based on responses given to the baseline 
survey in 95% of ELL households. However, during interviews and focus group discussions we 
discovered that in several households members of the household share the tasks, e.g. the wife 
puts in the washing, but the husband and/or the kids hang out the wet clothes and/or fold the 
clothes and put them away.  
In other households the wife and husband have an agreement about sharing household chores, 
according to which the wife does the laundry, but the husband does the cleaning (e.g. vacuuming, 
etc.). Even though the husband does not take part in the laundry tasks, he does take part in other 
chores. 
Other male participants remarked that even though they cannot help with the laundry during the 
week, they help at the weekend (even if it is their wife who generally does the laundry). 
 
In terms of why participants decide to wash a piece of clothing, the most often selected reason in 
the survey was the length of wear (51%), although stains (27%) or smell (22%) were also important 
criteria among Hungarian households.  
 
All in all, the number of weekly laundry cycles washed by ELL households varied between 1 and 
10, with an average of 4 cycles per week, depending mainly on the number of household members 
(Table 9). Generally, very few people (only 15% of ELL households) have driers, and used for 
almost every laundry or rarely dryer/drying cabinet. Some even express that driers are not useful, 
they use a lot of energy and it's possible to dry clothes very well without driers. Ironing is more 
popular than drying, 51% of households regularly used to iron. Some people mentioned that 
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ironing is a good technique to avoid washing clothes. There are also some - but they are definitely 
in minority - who like driers and think they are useful. They also help with putting clothes away 
faster. And there was some discussion on when it is useful to have a dryer (e.g. in very small or 
humid homes) or how much energy they may use. At this point some participants also remarked 
that it will be interesting to measure how much energy driers use. 
 
Hanging out wet clothes to dry in the garden or the terrace (but still in the fresh air) is a practice 
several participants do and have always done. They often vary this in the following way: dry 
outside when the weather is warm enough (i.e. from spring to autumn) and then dry inside using a 
clothes horse in winter. 
Participants also mentioned that drying clothes inside in winter helps them regulate the humidity 
inside (homes are often too dry) and the nice smell of clothes gives a nice smell to the whole 
house. 
 
Table 9. Laundry practices in different types of households before participating in the 
ENERGISE challenges  
Source: baseline survey (n=41) 

 Number of household members 

 1 2 3 4+ 

Average laundry 
cycles/week 

2.3 3.1 4.3 5.3 

Share using 
clothes dryer 
regularly,% 

0 13 0 13 

Share ironing 
regularly, % 

25 75 50 48 

 
Some participants like to select and wash colours separately and for this reason have half loads as 
there is not enough laundry to always have full loads with different coloured clothes. Others like to 
have full loads and for this reasons wash colours together more. These people often use a colour 
catcher cloth. 
Almost everyone changes their underclothes every day, and outer wear and shirts less often 
unless demanded by their job (e.g. in bank, as a doctor, etc.). 
 
Households in most cases washed their dark and white clothing at 40°C and bed linen at 60°C 
(Table 10). However, there is a big difference between the lowest and highest values, and washing 
temperatures are spread on a wide scale (Figure 10). It is important to note that almost all 
households usually wash bedding not every 2 weeks, but rather every 3-4 weeks. 
The share of frequency of cold washes (30° or lower) is the following: 29% of households wash at 
cold temperatures regularly, 22% of them rarely, and the most frequent option was sometimes 
(34%). 15% of participants never wash at cold temperatures. 
 
Table 10. Washing temperatures among the ELL participants before participating in the 
ENERGISE challenges  
Source: baseline survey (n=41) 

 Mode Mean Lowest Highest 

White clothing, °C 40 48 30 90 

Dark clothing, °C 40 38 30 65 

Bed linen, °C 60 55 40 90 

 



 

30 
 

 
 

Participants have very different habits concerning the choice of programmes used: some use 2 or 
3 programmes all the time, some experiment with programmes, others study the manual when they 
buy the machine and decide then which programmes to use. 
 
Many people mentioned that they have an eco programme (73%) on their washing machine, 
several, that they do not (10%), and several that they do not know if they have it or not (17%). 
Some people also said that it is not them that select the eco programme but the machine itself, 
automatically. 44% of those who have an eco-program used that almost always and 31% of the 
households used this option sometimes or rarely. 
Before the laundry challenge, at interviews and focus group discussions, people also remarked 
that the programme could also be considered eco when it is short or run at a low temperature. 
Other people mentioned that the eco programme is not really eco in their view as it takes a long 
time. 
 
Participants already apply several methods to keep clothes clean apart from washing them. 
Although 32% of the households did not use any methods at the beginning of the challenge, most 
of the households used even more methods. The most popular methods were to prevent stains 
(e.g. by wearing an apron) and brush out stains (34-34%). Removing stains by hand-washing was 
also mentioned often (27%) and 20% of households applied the method of airing out clothes.  
 
Figure 11. Methods to keep clothes clean apart from washing them in the washing machine  
Source: Baseline survey (n=41) 
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Figure 10. At which temperature do households (HHs) wash? 
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During interviews and focus group discussion, participants mentioned some other ways of avoiding 
washing their clothes that they apply: 

 changing into different clothes ('play clothes') after arriving home from work and school; 

 wearing different clothes for different tasks (e.g. having different clothes for gardening or 
mending the car, and then wearing it more often, even if they are a little dirty as these are 
generally dirtier tasks); 

 wearing clothes again, but not immediately on the following day (it is important that 
colleagues see that we change our clothes regularly); 

 already buying clothes that need less washing and/or are easy or easier to wash (e.g. 
buying coloured clothes for kids instead of whites to make it easier to keep them clean); 

 clothes that are not very dirty just need to be refreshed are only put through a rinse 
programme; 

 drying towels in a proper place (i.e. after taking a bath/shower) in order to avoid having to 
wash them often. 

 
Just like in the case of heating, it was also interesting to see whether participants used more of 
these methods in parallel (Figure 12). We found that 34% of the households used only one 
method, 24% used 2 methods, 7% used 3 methods and 2% used 4 methods from these. In 
addition, quite a few participants did not use any methods for avoiding washing before the ELLs 
started. 
 
Figure 12. Methods by keep clothes clean apart from washing them in the washing machine  
Source: Baseline survey (n=41) 

 
 

Almost all households have their washing machine in the bathroom or have a separate laundry 
room in the house. Before the spread of modern washing there were washing machines without a 
built-in spin-dryer, so many households had in fact two machines, a washing machine and a spin-
dryer too as participants remembered during interviews and the focus group discussion. 
 
Furthermore, some participants mentioned that before the availability of throw-away-nappies (or 
with small kids and the conscious decision to not to use throw-away-nappies), people had to wash 
more as nappies needed to be washed regularly. 
 

Based on the interviews and focus group discussions, there is a conclusion that households with 
small kids or small pets (dogs or cats) had relatively more laundry cycles per capita than others. In 
most cases hand washing and removing stains were also more typical in these households 
compared to those without kids or pets. 
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In terms of washing by hand, while 20% of the households did not wash by hand at all, most of the 
households regularly do it, mainly to remove stains and/or to wash delicate items.  
 
As for the energy class of the washing machine, 27-27% of households have A+ and A++ class 
machines, 10% of the participants have A class machine, there was only one household who have 
a C class machine. At the same time, 17% of participating households did not know the energy 
class of their own machine. 
 
Use of laundry machine at a specific day/night to save energy is an existing option in Hungary, but 
among ELL households this was not a typical practice, nobody mentioned taking advantage of it. 
 
As for social norms related to laundry, having 'sparkling white clothes' is an expectation for some 
households, one of the Hungarian participants mentioned about the relevant visual used at the 
interviews and focus group discussion:  
 

“This is the basic requirement! Clothes should be bright and fresh!”  
 
At the same time, several households mentioned that it is not an expectation they have, e.g.:  
 

”The fresh white shirt is nice but I have no expectation to keep the clothes so sparkling 
white.” 

 
Furthermore, there were a lot of households with more children among ELL participants. Most of 
these households mentioned that because of the heavily stained clothes of the children it is a great 
challenge to have 'sparkling white' clothes, so most of these families do not care too much about it, 
e.g.:  

“The t-shirt in the picture looks fresh, white, and bright. It’s good to look at the picture.”  
 
For some households it was more important to have a good smell of clothes instead of having 
them sparkling white. Most people really like the smell of clothes like from the sun and fresh air, 
and therefore dry them outside when the weather is warm enough. 
 
Furthermore, in relation to the time-consuming nature of doing laundry, some people mentioned 
that doing the laundry itself does not take too much time (i.e.: putting clothes into the washing 
machine from the laundry basket), but hanging them out, folding, sorting and ironing clothes are 
really time-consuming. 
 
Finally, it is interesting to note that in Hungary there is a routine for the seasonal change of clothing 
and cleaning, i.e. 'big autumn cleaning' by which we refer to the fact that households change their 
clothing from summer to winter and it is also the time for the seasonal washing of curtains, rugs, 
bedspreads, blankets, etc. This results in a higher number of washing cycles, and since this 
seasonal change of clothing coincided with the first weeks of the laundry challenge, it probably had 
an impact on the number of washes done by households. 
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3. PRACTICES DURING AND DIRECTLY AFTER THE CHALLENGES 
(FROM WEEKLY AND EXIT PHASE) 

3.1 THE CHALLENGES 

Chapter 3 describes the changes that occurred in the households participating in the ELLs during 
and directly after the two times four-week challenges, or altogether 7 weeks as the laundry and 
heating challenges overlapped for one week (see Figure 4). These challenges were to reduce 
indoor temperatures to 18°C, or if deemed impossible, determine an individual challenge, as well 
as to cut the number of laundry cycles by half, or if infeasible, determine an individual laundry 
challenge. Table 11 shows the share of households signing up to the common challenge, and 
provides examples of individually defined challenges. As there was an unexpected difference 
between ELL1 and ELL2 participants signing up for the common challenge, we also indicated the 
numbers by living lab. 
 
Table 11. Share of households signing up for common or/and individual challenges 
Source: challenge cards filled in by participant at the end of the deliberation interviews 
(ELL1) and the deliberation focus group meeting (ELL2) 
n=39 (ELL1=20, ELL2=19) as 2 participants did not fill in their challenge cards. 
Nevertheless, they participated in the challenge and attempted to reduce laundry cycle 
numbers and indoor temperature. 

 Common challenge, 

Number and % 
households signing 

up 

Individual challenge, 

Number and % of 
households selecting 

an individual challenge 
Examples of individual 
challenges in Hungary 

Number, 
by ELL 

% 
Number, 
by ELL 

% 

Laundry challenge 

ELL1: 
16 

54 

ELL1: 

4 

46 

Washing at 30 C throughout the 
challenge. 

Reducing energy used for 
laundering in other ways (e.g. 
only full loads, reducing spinning 
speed, selecting clothes more 
carefully) 

ELL2: 

5 

ELL2: 

14 

Heating challenge 

ELL1: 

8 
33 

ELL1: 

12 
67 

Reducing temperature by 2 C 

Reducing the temperature for 

night from 24 to 20 C 

Reducing temperature to 20 C 
ELL2: 

5 

ELL2: 

14 

 

As Table 11 shows, in the case of both the laundry and heating challenge more ELL1 participants 
took on the common challenge than ELL2 participants, especially in the case of the laundry 
challenge. To some extent this is contrary to our expectation in Hungary that the group setting in 
the case of ELL2 may provide extra pressure from the group to take on the challenge. However, 
the group setting had an effect to the contrary in this case as many participants expressed 
uncertainty about taking on the common challenge because their family members were not present 
and they were reluctant to undertake something that impacts them without their consent. 
In the case of ELL1 it was often the case that some family members were present at the interview 
in addition to the main contact person, so challenges could sometimes be undertaken with some 
discussion between family members. This, however, was not always the case and then at times 
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challenges occurred in implementation because the partner of the interviewee did not agree with 
the challenge and thus did not support its implementation, as exemplified by the following quote 
from a female participant: 
 

“I don’t remember if I took on the 20 or the 21 challenge, but it was something like that. 
My husband got a shock and asked me how I dared taking this on, there is a small 
child here and she will get cold especially at bathing time. At the beginning we were 
paying attention, then the temperature started to go up… we managed to reduce it by 
1-1.5 degrees compared to where we were before. But it was hard that my 
partner/husband wasn’t a partner in this challenge.” 
 

Secondly, in case of the individual interviews for ELL1 participants, the pressure on participants to 
agree to do the common challenge could have been stronger due to the presence of the 
interviewer. 
 
As can be seen from Table 11, a higher percentage of ELL participants took on the common 
laundry challenge (54%) than the common heating challenge (33%). Part of the reason for this is 

the fact that the average daytime temperature in the living room is rather high (22 C) compared to 

the 18 C defined in the challenge. To reduce the temperature to 18 C within 4 weeks is indeed a 
rather ambitious challenge, and few participants were ready to undertake it. There were several 
participants who commented on the shortness of the challenge period for the heating challenge at 
the closing/exit interviews and focus group discussion. The quote below from a male ELL2 
participant with 3 young kids is a good illustration of this: 
 

"We agreed to the common challenge, to reduce to 18 C, which was quite a brave 
decision for us. So far, we haven't reached it, but we're not giving up, we'll get there by 

the end of January. At the moment we're at 19.5 - 20 C, but there's still some 

potential. The challenge period was too short for us to reach 18 C; we'd have needed 
more time to get there." 
 

At the deliberation focus group meeting, participants struggled with the laundry challenge, and 
there was also some discussion as to what could be a challenge if participants felt they could not 
take on the common challenge. The following quote exemplifies this struggle: 
 

"I really don't know what kind of challenge to undertake. We have a lot of kids and thus 
wash a lot, every day, often several washes a day. I'm looking at my laundry diary and I 

can see that we usually wash at 40 C, but the 30 C washes use a lot less energy. So, 

perhaps we can try to wash at 30 C instead of 40 C. Because the detergents are 

quite efficient, so they'll probably work well at 30 C as well." (female participant) 
 
Alternative challenge options were discussed, participants studied the baseline data in their 
individual laundry diaries that they all brought along to the meeting, and they also attempted to 
help one another with ideas, e.g.: 

 you could reduce the washing temperature if you already have very few washes; 

 you could sign up to only start full loads; 

 you could sing up to use your drier less or only for certain types of laundry; 

 you could undertake to use shorter cycles; 

 you could reduce the laundry by a different amount, e.g. by 30% or 25%; 

 you could undertake to do a lot of measurements and metering so you can later make 
better informed decisions; 

 etc. 

 

As mentioned above, the most important reason for struggling and being indecisive about the 
challenge was that several people felt they could not make a laundry decision without their wives 
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or other members of family. However, the fact that some of them have a lot of kids (in some cases 
as many as 5) or have young kids, also played a role as they were worried that they will not have 
enough clothes or clean enough clothes if they reduce their laundry cycle numbers too much. 
 
Furthermore, while thinking about the challenges, participants also started discussing some other 
issues as well, e.g.  

 what it means to have a full load (how full can it be and how to test it?); 

 some more techniques to avoid washing clothes (e.g. specific ways of ironing and airing 
them); 

 how they can soak clothes before washing and reduce the temperature and length of 
washing this way.  

 
Most of the ELL2 participants also struggled with the heating challenge. While a few of them found 
it easy and were happy to undertake the common challenge, mostly because their daytime living 

room temperature was already around 18-19 C, most of them thought quite a lot about what to do 
about the challenge and what exactly they could undertake to do, e.g.: 
 

"Reduce to 20 C? Well, that's quite something with such a small child! My kids are 

older but I'm still worried about undertaking it... Perhaps I can do 21 C, OK, I'll do 
that!" (male participant) 
 

"It's 23 C now, so if I sign up to reduce to 21 C, my family won't like it... (Perhaps I'll 
end up with getting divorce papers or I'll get a visit from child protection...)" (male 
participant) 
 

"We have 20 C at home, and no way am I reducing it further!" (female participant) 
 
The following short quotes are examples of alternative challenge ideas and associated questions 
and worries that came up: 

 "Could we reduce the temperature step by step, like by 0.5 - 1 C a week?" 

 "I can perhaps reduce by 2 C from where we are now..." 

 "I can perhaps start programming the thermostat and reduce to 20 or 18 C for the night..." 

[in a household where it is 24 C all the time] 

 "I'll only reduce the temperature if my wife does not notice it... But as soon as she notices it, 
she'll turn it up, I'm sure." 

 "I'm a bit worried that my family members will sneakily turn up the temperature..." 

 "OK, I'll try the 18 C; I've just bought an electric blanket anyway..." 

 "I am a bit sceptical about reducing the temperature; doesn't it take more energy to heat the 
house up again?" 

 
The last but one bullet point indicates that when reducing the temperature rebound effects only 
need to be considered. Although it may be less energy intensive to use an electric blanket than 
heat the whole home, its energy consumption still needs to be considered and households still 
need to be made aware of it. 
 
In the following, we first discuss the changes in heating practices, and then turn to discussing 
changes in laundry practices. The data for this section is derived from various data sources: 

 a weekly survey sent to households; 

 laundry and heating diaries kept by households; 

 a concluding or closing survey sent directly after the end of the challenges to all 
households; as well as  

 a closing interview (ELL1) or focus group discussion (ELL2).  

 Moreover, indoor temperatures were monitored with a temperature logger and electricity 
use for laundry machines (washing machine and dryer, if used) with an energy meter. 
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3.2 CHANGES IN HEATING PRACTICES 

The heating challenge started on October 29th in the Hungarian ELL households. Figure 13 
presents differences in indoor temperatures, based on temperature logger data from the 
participants’ living rooms, during the baseline period (September 10 to October 29th) and during 
the challenge period (October 29th to November 25th). The changes are greater in ELL2 (-1.20 vs. 
-0.95 °C), but only by about 0.2 °C.  
The average reduction for the entire sample of participants was 1.06 °C. While we are aware that 
in some cases, indoor temperatures might drop in response to changes in outdoor temperatures, in 
the Hungarian case at least a part of it is due to actions taken by our participants (see also Figure 
27).  
 
As for the common challenge of reducing the temperature to 18 °C, as shown in Table 11 only 13 
participants undertook it. From among these participants 3 managed to fully meet the challenge, 
and a further 2 almost, based on data from thermologgers. Even though this challenge was not 
met, in 39 households out of the 41 the average indoor temperature decreased, and a lot of other 
changes occurred. 
 
Before we discuss the changes in more detail, it is interesting to see whether the data from the 
temperature loggers corresponds to data collected by the participants themselves in their heating 
diaries and weekly surveys, both of which are based on weekly thermometer readings. All 
participants had exactly the same thermometers installed by GreenDependent at the beginning of 
the Living Labs. Table 12 shows the comparison data. 
 
Figure 13. Changes in indoor temperatures before and after the heating challenge (starting 
October 29th). The upper figure depicts ELL1 (n=21) and the lower one, ELL2 (n=193).  
Source: logging thermometers 

 

 
 

                                                 
3
 Please note that although there were 20 participants throughout ELL2, one household had a faulty logging 

thermometer so no data could be downloaded from it. 
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Table 12. Comparison in the change of temperature between own estimation (based on 
baseline and closing survey), heating diary, weekly survey and temperature logger data 

Average temperature in 
the living-room 

Baseline/ 
Closing 
survey 

Diary 
Weekly 
survey 

Thermologger 

Before challenge 21.94 21.79 21.38 21.79 

During challenge 20.61 20.92 20.65 20.71 

 
Table 12 also shows that our data gained from the different sources is comparable. 
 
In relation to indoor temperature, it is also notable to recognize how the expectation of what is 
the right or comfortable temperature changed during the challenge. Figure 14 shows the 
distribution of this temperature based on baseline and closing survey data for the living-room. A 
move towards lower temperatures can be clearly seen, and temperatures not mentioned in the 

baseline survey like 18, 19 C are now mentioned by several participants, while higher 

temperatures like 24 C disappeared. 
 
Figure 14. What do you consider a good indoor temperature in the living area bedroom in 
winter during daytime?  
Source: Baseline (n=41) and closing (n=41) survey 

 
Although only about a third of the ELL participants (33%) agreed to take on the common heating 

challenge, i.e. reduce daytime temperature in their living area to 18 C, most of the participants 
were open to experimenting with cooler temperatures. In the interviews and focus group discussion 
several of them commented that they were surprised how well they could handle reduced 
temperatures, for example, as a female participant remarked: 
 

"It was a surprise for me to feel good at 19 degrees. I’m happy to have this experience." 
 

However, even though they were participants who felt happy at 18 or 19 C in both ELL1 and 

ELL2; generally, reducing the indoor daytime temperature to 18 C was considered too much by 

most participants. As shown in Figure 14 as well, 20 or 21 C is considered the most acceptable 
indoor temperature at the end of the heating challenge or the living lab, which, from a sustainability 

point of view is an improvement on the 22-23 C at the beginning of the challenge (see Chapter 
2.1). 
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Several participants also remarked that they were fine with cooler temperatures but it helped them 
to have a warmer spot in the house where they could go to warm up. For example, this happened 
in several homes that had a central gas heating for which they set the thermostat lower, but they 
also have a wood-burning tile stove in the living room which gives off extra heat, but only at a 
specific place, usually the living-room, in the house. So, the family could gather there to warm up. 
This is illustrated well by a quote from a female participant: 
 

"I'm quite confident I've managed to do the common challenge. We have a tile stove 
and gas convectors for heating. People who visited us said that I must have lost my 
mind and that I will fall ill for sure and will need to pay a lot for medicine. But I reduced 

the temperature to 18 C and I didn't get ill. I had to put on several layers. But I've done 
it! Now there's a kind of race with the cats to the tile stove, to see who gets there first 
and gets to sit in the warm spot. But reducing the temperature works well. We put on 
more clothes, 2 pairs of warm socks, drink tea, play games, exercise. All in all, we're 
into it, it works." 
 

All in all, even though participants were quite open to experimenting with staying warm at lower 
temperatures, there appeared to be more family disagreements about the heating challenge than 
the laundry. Mostly female members, but in some cases male members of households, and 
sometimes the kids, were unhappy about reducing the temperature. They did not like the fact that 
their partners and/or parents agreed to trying it. 
 

In terms of habits and routines in Chapter 2.1 relying on baseline survey data and deliberation 
interviews and focus group discussion we observed that ELL participants already at that stage 
were aware of various methods to keep warm without turning up the heating. As a result of the 
challenge, they did start doing a lot of these things more frequently as illustrated in Figure 15. 
Those actions that were done more frequently by at least half of all participating households are 
indicated in green in Figure 15. It can be seen that wearing extra clothing, wearing warm socks and 
slippers, and using a blanket to keep warm when sitting at one place are the actions that have 
been done more frequently by the highest number of households as compared to before the 
challenge. It is also notable to mention that none of the actions listed were done less frequently 
than before the challenge. 
 
Figure 15: The number of ELL households doing various sustainable heating practices at 
the end of the ELLs 
Source: closing survey (n=41) 
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In addition to the actions the ENERGISE consortium asked about in the closing survey, during 
individual interviews and focus group meetings participants mentioned other changes in their 
routines, or other everyday activities that they started doing differently. For example: 

 some participants bought new warm pyjamas, having been inspired by the warm socks in 
the challenge kit; 

 some people remarked that before the challenge they kept changing the settings of the 
thermostat, but they stopped doing it for the challenge; 

 participants also liked the idea of drinking tea and hot chocolate; and 

 inspired partly by the heating challenge kit (see Chapter 1.4) they also liked the idea of 
playing board games and being together in the same room this way. 

 
There were also some people who reported that they did not really change their heating habits. 
Instead, they became more conscious about the things they were doing anyway to keep 
warm. This actually was quite a general conclusion in the group; a lot of participants mentioned it 
both in ELL1 and ELL2. 
 
Participants also reported that they simply got used to being in cooler temperatures, and after a 
while they even started feeling too warm in it. 
 
As for skills and competencies, at interviews and focus group discussions some participants 
mentioned that they learnt to feel the temperature in their homes, i.e. learnt to know by feel how 
warm or cold it was in their home. They also became more conscious about the temperature and 
how warm or cool each room was. Receiving the thermometer, which at the same time functioned 
as a humidity meter helped them a lot. 
People reported learning about the link between experiencing temperature and the humidity level 
in their homes as well. 
 
In relation to this, participants in general (but in different ways) realized that thermal comfort 
depends on a lot of factors: age, gender, activity, house characteristics, etc. 
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As a result of having thermometers in two or three places in their home - installed as part of the 
ENERGISE Living Lab during the first visit to households (see Chapter 1.) - a lot of participants 
also realized how warm their homes were, or that rooms that they had thought to be cold should 
not be cold based on measured temperature results, but perhaps due to some other factors (e.g. 
too much draught, uneven temperature in the room). There were a lot less participants who 
realized that their homes were cooler than expected as a result of having the thermometers. 
 
As a result of the heating challenge, participants also reported having become more 
knowledgeable about their own heating system and how to regulate it better. In fact, as evidenced 
by responses given to the closing survey, they started turning down the heating more (Figure 16). 
However, it is important to note here as well that some participants, in this particular case 35% of 
them, already had their heating systems programmed in a way that the temperature is turned down 
automatically. 
 
Figure 16: The number of participating households turning down the heating in different 
situations at the end of the ELLs 
Source: closing survey (n=41) 

 

 
In terms of material arrangements, it is important to note again the importance of having a 
thermometer. In the follow-up survey conducted three months after the completion of the living 
labs, we asked participants whether they had a thermometer in their homes before joining the 
experiment4. As shown in Figure 17, around a quarter of participants did not have a thermometer 
prior to the ELLs. To some of these participants having the thermometer installed brought new 
information about their home as exemplified by the following quotes from an interview with a 
female participant: 
 

"And it turned out that what is very warm in my place is 20 degrees in winter, so it is not 
so warm at all. This was a real revelation. 
[...] 
It turned out my flat is usually … 17-18 degrees warm in general, and I did not even 
know about it. You know, I did not know about it." 

 

                                                 
4
 Please note that this question was only asked in Hungary. 
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Figure 17. The ratio of ELL participant households who had a thermometer installed in their 
homes before joining the ELLs 
Source: follow-up survey (n=39) 

 

 
As a result of recognizing the link between thermal comfort and the energy efficiency 
characteristics of their homes during the ELLs, and also because of already having such plans 
before joining the ELLs - partly even motivating them to join the ELLs, quite a lot of participating 
households reported that they: 

 want to get a smart thermostat so that they can get better in regulating indoor temperature; 

 have more concrete plans now for doing energy efficient retrofits on their homes (e.g. 
having good quality insulation); 

 have become interested in alternative energy solutions (e.g. installing solar panels); 

 wish to create a winter garden, etc. to utilize passive solar heat; 

 wish to check how much it would cost them to renovate their tile stove so that they could 
have a generally lower temperature in their home but a warmer spot around the tile stove; 

 want to build a fire place or tile stove; etc. 
 
Participants realized that they could keep lower temperatures in their homes with these solutions, 
and at the same time have better thermal comfort. 
 
Several people also said that the challenge helped them become more knowledgeable about their 
heating system and regulating temperature, and more conscious about their heating practices. 
A participant mentioned that ever since they have moved to their current home they kept track of 
their meter readings, and during the challenge they noticed that their consumption went down. 
Partly it is probably because of the warmer better, but for sure not all of it. 
 
Some ELL participants also reported a change in how they air their rooms. They now open their 
windows for shorter periods of time and pay more attention to how long they leave their windows 
open for. Furthermore, they open the windows at a different time, when it is perhaps already 
warmer outside. 
As shown by responses given to the closing survey, more participants turn down their heating 
when they air the rooms (Figure 18). This is especially important for people who heat their homes 
with gas convectors, as windows are often placed above the convector, so if the heating is not 
turned down, harmful emissions may enter the room when airing. A female participant with such a 
heating system realized this during the ELL: 
 

"I always tried to turn it down when I change the air. Now that I talked to X [from 
GreenDependent, at the energy advice meeting], and I haven’t realized this before, this 
is good also to do this [i.e. turn down the convector] because if you do not do this, then 

39% 

38% 

23% 

Figure 17. Did you have a thermometer in your home 
before participating in the ENERGISE Living Labs? 

(n=39) 

Yes, we had a 
thermometer in one of the 
rooms. 

Yes, we had thermometers 
in several rooms. 

We did not use a 
thermometer. 



 

42 
 

the air with the emissions from the convector burning gas will come back through the 
window. I mean what goes out, comes back with the parapet convector, so this 
information was useful." 

 
In relation to windows it also needs to be mentioned that participants started using their blinds 
more consciously as well as conscientiously. 
 
Figure 18: The ratio of participants turning down their heating when airing their home at the 
beginning and end of the ELLs 
Source: baseline (n=41) and closing (n=41) survey  

 
 
As for social norms, it appears that the ENERGISE Living Lab functioned as confirmation of 
existing good practices, or in other words, confirmation of existing sustainable good practices 
such as different ways of heating bodies instead of spaces. As mentioned above, many 
participants reported that although they feel they did not learn many new practices, they did 
receive confirmation that the practices they already had are good and it is worth carrying on with 
them, and even do more of them.  
In addition, participants also changed their expectation of what was a comfortable indoor 
temperature (see Figure 14 above), and learnt to feel comfortable at lower temperatures. 
 
At this point, the question may arise whether participants will carry on with their changed practices 
and sustain the new, more sustainable norms of keeping warm. While we analyze this further in 
Chapter 4 below, based on individual interviews and focus group discussion we can state that most 
participants would like to go on with what they started in the challenge, and are planning to 
continue with their new practices. Most of them also said that they will try to keep the temperature 

at a lower setting, like at the end of the challenge. However, for most of them this is at least 20 C. 
There were only a few exceptions to this, participants who commented that they will increase their 
indoor temperature once the challenge finishes; however, not as high as it was before joining the 
Living Labs. 
 
Furthermore, it is important to note that several participants commented both during individual 
interviews and focus group discussions that it would have been useful to have a longer heating 
challenge period, perhaps for the whole heating season. They thought they could get used to lower 
temperatures but would need a step-by-step adjustment process, i.e. to lower the temperature 
degree by degree or half degree by half degree over several weeks. And since they started from a 
rather high temperature (as compared to 18, see Figure 7 in Chapter 2.1), 4 weeks were not 
enough. The following quote from a male participant is a good illustration of this opinion: 
 

20 

11 

19 

28 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Closing 

Baseline 

Figure 18. When you air out rooms, do you turn down the 
heating? (%) 

Yes 

No 

Not applicable 



 

43 
 

"We agreed to the common challenge, to reduce to 18 C, which was quite a brave 
decision for us. So far, we haven't reached it, but we're not giving up, we'll get there by 

the end of January. At the moment we're at 19.5 - 20 C, but there's still some 

potential. The challenge period was too short for us to reach 18 C; we'd have needed 
more time to get there." 

 

3.3 CHANGES IN LAUNDRY PRACTICES 

All in all, people reported learning a lot about their washing machines and consumption of their 
machines during the laundry challenge. They remarked that they realized what makes a difference 
in terms of how much energy is consumed by the washing machine, i.e. how important the 
temperature of washing, the speed of spin-drying, the length of the programme and using the eco 
button are. 
People also reported realizing that they are not as environmentally friendly as they thought they 
were, e.g. they washed at too high temperatures and used more energy than necessary. 
 
All participants were enthusiastic about the challenge kits. The most liked item, the absolute 
favourite was the stain remover with orange oil, and then the other stain remover. The apron and 
the brush were also mentioned. And some people remarked that they were just about to get a 
hanger like the one GDI provided. 
According to interviews and focus groups experiences, quite a few people did not remember the 
challenge they set themselves (even though they had the challenge cards). 
 
Most of the ELL participants did not manage to decrease their number of laundry cycles by half 
(nor had all agreed to this commitment, due to various personal circumstances, such as a little 
baby or the need to have clean clothes at work), but there were 7 households out of the 41 (17%) 
who managed to completely meet the challenge and a further 22% of participants mostly reduced 
laundry cycles to a great extent.  
Based on the baseline and closing survey data the average number of cycles decreased by 27% 
during the challenge (Figure 19). Half of the households undertook the common laundry challenge, 
which meant that they attempted to reduce the number of laundry cycles by 50%, and a further 
17% of ELL participants tried to reduce their cycles by 20-30%. The other 32% of households 
undertook a different kind of commitment (see above in Table 11). 
 
It is also interesting to observe (see Figure 20) how the distribution of the number of laundry cycles 
changed during the challenge: there is a definite move towards doing less laundry cycles per week. 
 
Figure 19. Number of laundry cycles  
Source: Baseline and closing survey (n=41) 
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Figure 20: Number of laundry cycles washed during baseline and challenge periods;  
Source: baseline and closing surveys (n=41) 

 

 
It is important to note that there are some differences between the results gained from the different 
data sources. As illustrated by data presented in Table 13, all results show improvement (i.e. 
reduction) in the number of laundry cycles done per week. However, not surprisingly, data from 
self-reported sources (major surveys), which were presumably filled in without a careful look at 
diary data, show more favourable results than data from diaries and weekly surveys. In addition, 
there is an interesting fact that diary data and weekly survey data differ from each other even 
though participating households were instructed to fill in weekly surveys based on their diary data. 
Range of weekly survey data are more significant than diary data (dropping from 5.2 to 4.2 if the 
diary data is considered, and from 5.6 to 3.7 if the weekly surveys). This difference can be due to 
the fact that households filled in weekly survey data from memory so most of them did not 
compared weekly data with diary data. 
It is also important to note that based on data from diaries and weekly surveys, the change 
achieved during the challenge is maintained by participants. In other words even after the laundry 
challenge period ended, participants washed less than before starting the challenge. 
 
Table 13. Number of laundry cycles per week by type of data source 
Source: Major surveys (baseline, closing), diaries, weekly surveys 

Number of cycles 
Baseline/Closing 

survey 
Diary Weekly survey 

Before challenge 4.5 5.2 5.6 

During challenge - 4.1 4.0 

After challenge 3.6 4.2
5
 3.7

6
 

 

                                                 
5
 Data is from after the laundry challenge, which means during the remaining 3 weeks of the heating 

challenge and 1 or 2 weeks after the active phase of the living lab up until the point when laundry diaries 
were collected from households (for ELL1: when they were interviewed, for ELL2: when the closing focus 
group meeting took place). 
6
 Data is from after the laundry challenge, which means during the remaining 3 weeks of the heating 

challenge and 1 week after the end of the active phase of the living lab. 
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As for the changes in power consumption (Table 14) data – both average and lowest and 
highest values – decreased during the challenge. The average of energy consumption was 
reduced by 22%. It is important to note that the range of the lowest and highest consumption data 
is more significant when we examine the averages of each week and not the averages calculated 
for the three main periods, namely before, during and after the challenge period. 

Table 14: Weekly electricity consumption for laundry appliances during baseline and 
challenge periods7  
Source: laundry diaries (n=38) 

Power 
consumption 
for laundry 
appliances, 
kWh/week 

Average 

Lowest Highest 

Considering the 
average/HH of 

each week 

Considering the 
average/HH for 

the 3 main periods  

Considering the 
average/HH of 

each week 

Considering the 
average/HH for 

the 3 main periods 

Baseline 2.74 0.17 0.36 9.93 6.01 

During 
challenge 

2.13 0.20 0.27 8.37 5.94 

After 
challenge

8
 

2.14 0.19 0.28 6.93 5.15 

 
In terms of skills and competencies, generally, removing stains was a relatively new experience 
in the Hungarian ELL group, especially using the removers GDI provided. People thought that the 
one with the orange oil was absolutely marvellous, they never thought that something could take 
out stains as effectively as this material (which is otherwise environmentally friendly, and people 
noted this as an added bonus). 
Some people even started adding this orange oil stain remover to every washing, with the washing 
liquid (driven by one of the participants presenting this idea at the informal group meeting), and this 
way they found that they could wash at cooler temperatures without having stains remaining in the 
clothes. 
 
Figure 21. The most frequent reason to wash  
Source: Baseline and closing survey (n=41) 

 

                                                 
7
 Data are indicated without dryer and ironing diaries data. Most of the participating households In Hungary 

do not use a dryer (corresponding to data for Hungary). 
8
 'After challenge' means the weeks after the laundry challenge, but still within the ELL period, and in the 

case of a number of HHs also for an additional week. 
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As for habits and routines, based on the baseline survey length of wear was the most frequent 
reason to wash, but during the challenge the distribution of the main reasons became more equal. 
By the end of the laundry challenge smell and stains were a bit more important than before, and 
the ratio of length of wear decreased. This means that households started washing clothes that 
really needed washing more instead of simply putting clothes in the wash because they have worn 
them for some time (but did not necessarily needed washing).  
In parallel with this trend the number of cycles also decreased, consequently the proportion of 
unnecessary washing was reduced and people washed their clothes when they were dirty or 
overused. In addition, in interviews and focus group meetings participants also reported becoming 
more tolerant towards dirt/staining and the practice of washing out stains by hand became more 
general (before they put even the only little stained clothes into the washing machine right away). 
 
Based on diary data the average washing temperature decreased by almost 4oC during the 
challenge, and even continued to decrease afterwards (Table 15). A lot of participants started 

washing at cooler temperatures: 40 C for sure, and a lot of them experimented with washing at 30 

C as well. This is supported by data from the baseline and closing surveys (Figure 22), positive 
changes were only observed in terms of answer wash cold 'regularly' and number of households 
significantly decreased who replied that 'rarely', 'sometimes' or 'never'.  
 
Figure 22. Changes in the frequency of cold (30° or lower) wash 
Source: Baseline (n=41) and closing (n=41) survey 

 
 
Some people started washing more by hand or started soaking clothes before washing so that 
stains would come out more easily at lower temperatures as well. 
 
Participants also started doing full loads only. Related to this, some participants mentioned that 
they needed to buy more clothes in order to be able to wait until they can do a full load. 
 
Table 15. Average of washing temperature by major surveys and diary 
Source: Baseline survey, laundry diaries 

Washing temperature (
o
C) Baseline survey Diary 

Before challenge 48.0 41.5 

During challenge 
 

38.6 

After challenge 
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In terms of laundry there were a lot of practices that participants did start doing more frequently 
during the challenge (Figure 23). 
Those actions that were done more frequently by at least half of all participating households – 
removed stains without washing the entire item, washed at colder temperatures, aired clothes to 
postpone washing them, examine clothes carefully to see if they needed washing or stored slightly 
used clothes in order to reuse them – are indicated in green in Figure 23.  
It is important to mention that the practices of 'ironing clothing/other items' and 'using the dryer' 
options were done less frequently than before the challenge. 
 
Figure 23. Changes in frequency of the activities in terms of laundry 
Source: Closing survey (n=41) 

 
 
Based on interviews and focus group most of the households mentioned that participation in the 
project was really useful for them because they gained a lot of new knowledge, ideas and 
experiences, e.g.: systematic management of washing, relevance of full loads, usefulness of stain 
removers, energy consumption of their machine, etc. 
 
In terms of material arrangements some people mentioned that they experimented with their 
machine more (e.g. with using different programmes, temperature and spin-dryer settings), and 
they discovered some extra saving options, which they were quite happy and proud about. 
 
Some participants mentioned that they washed little already before the challenge and were not 
able to reduce that further. A male participant mentioned that his wife did not let him meddle with 
selecting clothes, but she was OK with measuring electricity use. They checked the consumption 
of the eco programme, concluded that it indeed used less energy, so since then they have only 
been using this programme. 
 
During closing focus group meeting people also discussed getting a new washing machine in 
order to reduce consumption (if their current one is old). And in relation to this they brought up the 
carbon footprint concept, as well as the overall environmental impact of machines. They discussed 
the pros and cons, also in terms of energy use and overall environmental impact, of buying a new 
machine. Some of them mentioned that they bought a used but young machine, and that is also a 
good solution: smaller carbon footprint and impact than buying a completely new machine.  
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Another change was that many participants used the meter to check the consumption of 
various programmes and settings, and as a result were able to make a more informed choice. A 
lot of them did enjoy seeing the reduction in consumption, and even the big difference between 

washing at 40 C vs. washing at 30 C. 
Participants also mentioned taking out the manual of their machines to study it again. 
 
At the focus group meeting among ELL2 participants there was also a discussion about when to 
select the clothes by colour: immediately before washing or collect the laundry already in 
different baskets, based on colour. Several participants thought that collecting the laundry already 
by colour makes more sense and reduced the amount of time spent on doing laundry. An 
additional idea from one of the participants is to have a laundry basket that takes exactly as many 
clothes as a full load. Several people liked this, and want to purchase baskets like this. There are 
participants who do not select by colour, but wash everything together and use a colour catcher 
cloth. 
 
During the closing focus group participants also discussed the merits of reducing the spinning 
speed: it obviously saves energy, and it is fine to do in summer, but in winter it may make the 
drying period too long. The question also arose whether this has any impact on heating energy 
use. Many participants reduced the speed of their spin-driers, and did also measure the change in 
consumption. They concluded that it is worth doing it. 
 
As for the amount of time participants spent on laundry, based on the closing surveys and 
interviews most of the households mentioned that they spent as much time as before for washing 
but many participants remarked that it took less time than before and there were only a few 
households who washed a bit more than before the challenge. There was one female participant 
who mentioned that she thinks she spends a little less time on doing laundry. 
 
There were several households where the reduced of number of washing cycles caused a general 
change during the challenge. One of them reported that she is really happy about reducing the 
number of cycles as she now has a full washing free weekend every second week: 
 

“I can spend more time with the puppy, we walk more outdoors or I now have time to 
go to the solarium or beauty salon.” (female participant, 2-person household) 

 
In another household the wife mentioned that she spent less time directly with washing, as she 
washed fewer cycles and she spent less time on additional tasks as well. She calculated saving 
7*20 minutes, so about 2 hours in a month which comes up to watching one movie. 
 
In terms of continuity of the outcomes, all participants seem to be very positive about continuing 
with their practices in the future. They expressed a belief that it is good for the environment, their 
budget as well as the clothes themselves.  
Some of them remarked that for changes in laundry, two months were enough for them to get used 
to the changes, and the new practices have now become part of their routine. 
 
Based on the interviews almost all households mentioned that they can keep these changes and 
most of them will continue to try new tips and techniques. Some participants said that they would 
like to try some of the things from the tips that they have not tried yet or they still want to try some 
things that they heard from others in the group. 
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3.4 POTENTIAL RUPTURES AND SUFFICIENCY POTENTIAL 

3.4.1 RUPTURES 

Signing up for participation in the ELLs was the first rupture for Hungarian households as it 
started their thinking about energy efficiency, and they also started wondering what might happen 
during the ELLs and how they could save energy. They were also happy to be selected for the 
ELL, they thought this was an honour to be part of this programme, and since they signed up, they 
wanted to complete it, do it as well as they could. 
 
The first visit (see Chapter 1, receiving their welcome pack and installing meters) and then the 
first discussion (either focus group of individual interviews) helped motivate participants further. 
They were quite enthusiastic to start doing things, and having the challenge kits contributed to this 
a lot. They could see that the challenge kits were well-planned, and they included a lot of very 
useful ideas and objects. 
 
The diaries and metering - that they started following the first visit -, were really very useful 
according to most participants. During interviews and focus group discussions they reported that 
they helped them understand their laundry-related consumption, helped them realize how much 
energy they used for washing, and also helped them get away from their comfortable life. As for 
indoor comfort, several participants commented that it was the first time they measured 
temperature in their home. All in all, being able to gather facts and data on their laundry and 
heating related energy consumption was found useful, and at the same time helped participants 
look at their daily practices from a new angle. 
 
It appears that for several people metering was definitely a rupture as it changed their use of 
programmes on the washing machine as a result of them realizing how much electricity their 
washing machine was using when run on different settings and programmes. Several people 
commented on this both during the interviews (ELL1) and focus group discussion (ELL2), for 
example: 
 

"The diaries were especially useful during the challenges. We never observed our 
washing routines before and now realized how many of them we do and at which 
temperatures. So, we received a picture of the daily 'operation' of our home." (female 
participant) 

 

Most people reported that the weekly surveys were also useful - albeit sometimes annoying and a 
nuisance -, as they helped summarize results, and it was also good to get reminders for filling them 
in. Most participants usually filled in the surveys after getting the first reminder. 
Some participants also mentioned that in their view the small rupture of receiving the weekly 
survey helped their new actions become habits: 
 

“It takes more time to pay attention to these things, but I think if it becomes part of 
everyday life, the time requirements decrease and it becomes easier to do these things 
and we won't need to pay attention to them so much or have to remind each other so 
much...” (female participant) 

 
Finally, the challenges themselves: 
Some people applied to participate because they already had motivation and interest in green and 
energy efficient living, and they were happy to see the ELL advertisement in the local paper. 
 
In Hungary, participants generally took the challenges very seriously, and they wanted to succeed. 
As a result, not being able to achieve what they had undertaken in the challenge was a source of 
frustration to them as evidenced by the following quote: 
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“I am happy that it is over, and it is not depressing me anymore that we are not 
succeeding with the heating challenge.” (female participant) 
“The challenge seemed to me to be unachievable, the heating due to the grandparents, 
and the washing due to the size of the family.... this was not so motivating for me, to try 
to do something that I know that I cannot achieve, it is frustrating. I am a good student 
type of person; I would like to reach what I take on. If challenges are easier to reach, it 
would be more motivating for me, I would have a better feeling, probably I would have 
done the same though, in the end...” (same interviewee) 

 
Other participants - even though they took the challenges seriously - still looked at them more as a 
learning opportunity, and an invitation to experiment with their limits, as expressed by a participant: 
 

“You can get used to it (i.e. being at lower temperatures), for the first week it was 
dramatic, we had no mood for it, really, for the second week it wasn’t so bad, it was 
OK, not as cathartic as at the beginning. The heating challenge was more difficult as 
compared to the laundry challenge.” (female participant) 
“There is an emotional barrier, you don’t need to invest half a million forints to start 
saving, so there can be no excuses, but there was a big emotional resistance on our 
part. I had it, and my husband had it, twice as much resistance than me, he didn’t even 
know what to do with the laundry challenge." (same interviewee) 

Or: 
"The 18 degrees is stretching our limits. [...] “It was good to try it for my education, to 
know for myself, to be able to feel where my limits are. Now I experienced how far I can 
go so that it is still bearable.” (female participant) 

 

 
For ELL2, it is interesting to consider being part of a group as both a rupture and motivation 
for moving towards sufficiency. The experience of being part of a group was discussed more 
spontaneously at the midterm group meeting, and in a more structured way at the closing focus 
group discussion.  
 
The most important comment from participants is that people gained confirmation, support and 
inspiration for leading environmentally friendly lifestyles as well as reducing their consumption. A 
lot of participants were quite vocal about this. 
Moreover, participants welcomed the opportunity to and gained positive energy and inspiration 
from belonging to the ELL2 group. They generally loved being part of the ELL2 group and nobody 
had any regrets about joining.  
 
For some the informal group meeting organized by GDI halfway through the ENERGISE Living Lab 
did help and did provide extra motivation, tips and ideas, especially because they had an 
opportunity to hear stories and experience from others. At this informal meeting it was good for 
them to share their own story, feelings, and also to hear from ideas, hear about tips, get inspiration. 
Some went even as far as to say that without a group they would not have participated, it was 
great to have it. They were also curious to see if other people took up their ideas. 
 
ELL2 participants underlined how great it was for people to see and hear that there are others who 
do similar things, and that they are not on their own. Another aspect of this was that they were also 
happy to get confirmation that they were on the right track, they were doing things almost right. At 
the same time, quite a few of the participants mentioned that they had to recognize during the ELL 
that they were not as green as they had thought they were. But this was a positive realization for 
them and they welcomed the opportunity to learn. 
 
A lot of participants also expressed frustration at how difficult it is to convince others to lead an 
environmentally friendly lifestyle, even their own family members are often difficult to convince. 
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Thus, in this context it was great for them to belong to a group where people did want to change or 
at least were happy to actively consider change. 
 
 
Based on weekly surveys it can be compared how participants felt during the challenge (Figure 
24). Differences between the ELL1 and ELL2 group can be detected for both the laundry and 
heating challenge. For the laundry challenge the results show that among ELL2 participants the 
feeling of 'Excited' and 'Relaxed' were more typical than in ELL1. For the most part, participants in 
both ELL1 and ELL2 reported feeling 'More or less fine' during the challenge and the proportion of 
this answer increased continuously. The most significant difference between ELL1 and ELL2 
participants was to do with feeling 'Worried'. Among ELL1 participants 'Worried' and 'Annoyed' 
were more typical than in ELL2.  
 
For the heating challenge, unlike laundry, the most significant difference was to do with feeling 
'Excited' because this feeling was much less common among ELL1 participants. However, feeling 
'Worried' was present and to a similar extent in both ELL groups. This is probably due to the fact 
that in general participants felt more concerned about being able to reduce indoor temperature 
than washing cycles. 
Somewhat more participants in ELL1 appear to have felt 'More or less fine', whereas 'Relaxed' 
represented a considerable proportion in both ELL1 and ELL2 groups. 
 
Finally, it is interesting to note that the performance rate (i.e. how many participants provided a 
response) for the questions about emotions (in weekly surveys) was quite a lot higher among ELL2 
participants, which fact is probably due to the difference in methodology and interaction among 
participants between the two ELL groups. 
 
Figure 24. How participants felt during the laundry and heating challenges, % of number of 
answers with different feelings during the active part, i.e. weeks 4-10 of the ELLs 
Source: Weekly surveys9 
 

 
 

                                                 
9
 Without category of „Other” as there were not very many participants selecting it or providing a meaningful 

explanation. 
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3.4.2 SUFFICIENCY POTENTIAL 

One indication of sufficiency measures in the ELLs would be if alternative, more adaptive practices 
of thermal comfort and avoiding washing have increased. Figure 25 shows changes in the number 
of adaptive practices for keeping warm without turning up the heating used by participants before 
and after the heating challenge. The vertical axis shows the number of adaptive practices applied, 
whereas the horizontal axis shows the ratio of participants using these practices. The most 
common adaptive practices both before and after the challenge were to use warm socks or 
slippers and to use warm clothing. After the challenge, the use of blankets and blinds/curtains 
decreased while the use of draught excluders, hot baths and other methods increased along with 
an increase in the use of warm socks, slippers and warm clothing. 
 
Figure 25. Changes in the number of adaptive practices of thermal comfort  
Source: baseline and closing surveys, in % of participating households (n=41) 

 
 
As for the several practices to keep clothes clean apart from washing them, compared to the 
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the case of airing out clothes, 71% of households used this practice at the end as opposed to 20% 
at the beginning. However, preventing stains (59%), washing out stains by hand (51%) and 
brushing out stains (41%) were also popular, although the change there was not quite so big. At 
the same time the ratio of those not employing any methods to prevent washing dropped from 34% 
to 2%. 
 
Figure 26. Methods to keep clothes clean apart from washing them in the washing machine 
Source: Baseline and closing surveys (n=41) 

 
 
It is also worth noting that as shown in Chapter 4 below, the number/ratio of households doing 
more practices both to avoid having to turn up the heating and to avoid having to put clothes in the 
washing continued to grow even after the Living Labs were concluded (see Figures 29 and 30). 
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4. PRACTICES THREE MONTHS AFTER THE LIVING LAB 

This section explores the extent to which changes in practices arising as a result of the laundry and 
heating challenges persisted. These observations are based on a comparison between the 
baseline and closing surveys as well as a follow-up survey administered approximately three 
months after the end of the challenges. In the follow-up survey, we also asked households which 
practices they felt they had retained, explored potential rebound effects, and in Hungary asked how 
they would prefer to participate in similar initiatives in the future: in a group or individually. 
 

4.1 PERSISTENCE OF CHANGES IN HEATING PRACTICES 

Table 16 shows the change in measured temperature for before and during the challenge (T1 and 
T2 respectively), and for 3 months after the challenge based on data collected from the follow-up 
survey (T3). In the follow-up survey participating households were asked about measured as well 
as desirable temperatures, and as they still had the thermometers that they received at the 
beginning of the living lab, we had a certain level of expectation that they would read the 
thermometers when providing their responses. Obviously, this expectation cannot be confirmed. 
While Table 16 shows averages for the whole period before and during the challenge, Figure 27 
depicts the change in averages week by week. In the figure it can be seen how average indoor 
temperatures were reduced week by week during the challenge, which happened between weeks 
7 and 10. 
 
These are considered in relation to outdoor temperatures (see Figure 27). 
From comparison with average outdoor temperatures it can be seen that there is some correlation 
between indoor and outdoor temperatures, especially up until Week 7 (when the heating challenge 
started). At this point outdoor temperatures started to drop considerably, and the 'real' heating 
period started. As a result, part of the drop in indoor temperatures can probably be attributed to the 
change in outdoor temperatures, and part to the efforts made by households. 
 
Table 16. Indoor temperatures before and after the challenge  
Sources: Data for T1 and T2 are from weekly surveys completed by households based on 
their temperature diaries and the thermologger (n=40), and for T3 from the follow-up 
surveys (n=39) surveys. 

 Average temperatures before and after the challenge 

 T1:  

Before the challenge 

T2:  

During the challenge 

T3:  

3 months 
after 

Difference T3-T1 

Weekly 
surveys 

Thermo-
logger

10
 

Weekly 
surveys 

Thermo-
logger 

Weekly 
surveys 

Thermo-
logger 

Living area, °C 21.4 21.8 20.7 20.7 20.6 -0.8 -1.2 

Bedroom 1, °C  20.9 - 20.2 - 19.6 -1.3 - 

Bedroom 2, °C  21.4 - 21.1 - 19.7 -1.7 - 

 
  

                                                 
10

 Thermologger data is only available for the living area. 
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Figure 27: Change in average indoor temperature in participating households as compared 
to the change in average outdoor temperature11 
Source: weekly surveys (n = various, between 35-41) 

 
 

 
 
Table 17 explores the persistence of alternative practices of keeping warm. ELL participants in 
Hungary had several ways to keep warm without turning up the heating, even before the start of 
the challenge (see Chapter 2.1 for details). During the examined periods the most common ways 
of keeping warm were using warm socks or slippers, using extra clothing, using blinds or curtains 
on windows as well as using extra blankets. Most of the households – based on follow-up survey 
more than 60% of them – used all four of these methods; moreover, the proportion of those using 
warm socks was more than 90% at the end of the challenge. One of the reasons for this may be 
the warm woollen socks given to participants as part of their heating challenge kits. The socks 
were found to be one of the most popular items as revealed in individual interviews and focus 
group discussions, with several households resolving to buy more of them so that more members 
of their households could use them. 

                                                 
11

 Average daily temperature data was retrieved from a weather station. Average weekly values were 

calculated from these data. 
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All in all, as a result of the challenge, participants did start doing a lot of these things more 
frequently as illustrated in Table 17. In addition, the number of participants doing some of these 
practices continued to grow even after the challenge, e.g. taking a hot bath or shower. 
 
Table 17. Persistence of alternative practices of keeping warm.  
Source: Baseline (n=41), closing (n=41) and follow-up (n=39) surveys 

Practices 

% of participants 

taking these 

measures, before 

taking part in the 

challenge 

% of 

participants 

taking these 

measures 

immediately 

after 

% of participants 

taking these 

measures, 3 

months after 

Use warm socks/slippers 68.3 92.7 89.7 

Use extra clothing 58.5 87.8 84.6 

Use blinds/curtain on windows 53.7 36.6 66.7 

Use an extra blanket 53.7 36.6 61.5 

Take a hot bath or shower 17.1 24.4 30.8 

Use draught excluders 9.8 24.4 30.8 

Other 12.2 26.8 5.1 

Do nothing additional 4.9 0.0 0.0 

 
Table 18 examines the persistence of potential changes in expectations toward indoor comfort. It 
shows average desirable temperatures based on baseline, closing and follow-up survey data for 
the living-room, bedroom and child’s bedroom. A decrease in expected temperatures can be 
clearly seen, and the move towards lower temperatures is shown in Figure 28. As illustrated by the 
figure, in terms of the temperature in the living area values not mentioned in the baseline survey 

like 18, 19 C are mentioned by several participants in the closing and follow-up surveys, while 

higher temperatures like 24 C disappeared.  
As for desirable temperature of bedrooms the averages were under the living area’s temperature 
and a promising trend that reduction of child’s bedroom was really great, and the decrease in living 
area continued after the Living Lab was completed, as comparison with data between the closing 
survey and the follow-up survey completed about three months after the Living Lab shows. 
 
Table 18. ELL participants’ perceptions of desirable temperatures in the winter during 
daytime before and after the challenge 
Source: baseline (n=41), closing (n=41) and follow-up (n=39) surveys. 

 Average before Average  
directly after 

Average  
3 months after 

Change, 
T3/T1 

Living area, °C 22.0 20.7 20.6 -1.4 

Bedroom, °C 20.3 19.2 19.3 -1.0 

Child’s bedroom, °C 22.2 20.8 - (-1.4) 
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Figure 28. Optimal or desirable temperature in the living area 
Source: baseline (n=41), closing (n=41) and follow-up (n=39) surveys 
 

 
 
As for the persistence of changes, it is important to point out that as shown in Figure 29 the 
number of participants doing several practices parallel for keeping warm increased even after the 
Living Lab was completed. The most notable increase occurred in the number of people doing four 
or five practices, and a corresponding decrease in participants doing 1-3 practices. 
 
Figure 29: Change in the ratio of participants doing several practices for keeping warm 
Source: baseline (n=41), closing (n=41) and follow-up (n=39) surveys 

 

 

4.2 PERSISTENCE OF CHANGES IN LAUNDRY PRACTICES 

As concerns laundry, Table 19 examines the persistence of the reduced number of laundering 
cycles. Basically the number of cycles considerably decreased, and based on follow-up survey 
data washing became a more conscious activity. Compared to closing survey data, the number of 
cycles increased but only a very small extent (from 3.6 cycles to 3.7 cycles per week) during the 
three months after the Living Labs concluded. 
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Table 19. Average number of laundry cycles before and after the challenge.  
Source: baseline (n=41), closing (n=41) and follow-up (n=39) surveys. 

 Average before Average directly  
after 

Average 3 months 
after 

Number of laundry cycles 4.5 3.6 3.7 

 
Table 20 examines the persistence of alternative practices of keeping clothes clean. It is important 
to note that there was no household who did not use any alternative method for the follow-up 
survey. This shows that just like in the case of indoor comfort, participants continued to change 
their daily practices even after the Living Lab ended.  
Based on data collected three months after the end of the ELLs, the most popular practice was the 
prevention of stains, which is a very encouraging finding. Following this, airing out clothes and 
washing out stains by hand were also significant. Brushing out stains was less popular during and 
after the challenge as compared to data from the baseline survey. 
 
Table 20. Persistence of alternative practices of keeping clean.  
Source: baseline (n=41), closing (n=41) and follow-up (n=39) surveys. 
 % of participants 

taking these 
measures, before 

% of participants 
taking these 
measures 
immediately after 

% of participants 
taking these 
measures, three 
months after 

Air out clothes 19.5 70.7 64.1 

Prevent stains (e.g. by wearing an apron) 34.1 58.5 79.5 

Wash out stains by hand 26.8 51.2 66.7 

Brush out stains 34.1 41.5 33.3 

Other 2.4 0.0 5.1 

No other ways 34.1 2.4 0.0 

 
Again, it is interesting to see how the number of participants applying several of these methods 
parallel changed during and after the Living Labs. As shown in Figure 30, the number of 
households using several methods continued to increase after the Living Lab, indicating that the 
period of change did not end with the intervention, participants continued to take up new practices. 
 
Figure 30. Change in the number of practices households apply to avoid washing 
Source: baseline (n=41), closing (n=41) and follow-up (n=39) surveys. 
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Table 21 examines potential changes in norms related to laundering by exploring changes in how 
households decide when an item requires washing.  
Based on the baseline survey length of wear was the most frequent reason to wash, but during the 
challenge the distribution of the main reasons became more equal. By the end of the laundry 
challenge smell and stains were a bit more important than before, and the ratio of length of wear 
decreased. This means that households started washing clothes that really needed washing more 
instead of simply putting clothes in the wash because they have worn them for some time (but did 
not necessarily needed washing). Three-months-after data showed even more change. Based on 
follow-up survey data 'smells' became the most significant reason for washing, and on the other 
hand ratio of 'length of wear' continued to decrease. 
 
Table 21. Persistence of changes in criteria for deciding when items require washing. 
Source: baseline (n=41), closing (n=41) and follow-up (n=39) surveys. 

 Share of households using this criterion, % 

 Before Directly after 3 months after 

Smells 22.0 26.8 38.5 

Stains 26.8 34.1 28.2 

Length of wear 51.2 39.0 33.3 

Don't know or other 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 
 

As for the frequency of doing cold washes (washing at 30 C or lower), most of the participants 

started washing at cooler temperatures: 40 C for certain, and a lot of them experimented with 

washing at 30 C as well. Positive tendencies continued even after the conclusion of the Living 
Labs as shown in Figure 31 according to which the number of households responding that they 
only 'sometimes' or 'never' wash at low temperature continued to decrease. This trend was 
accompanied by an increase in the number of households who regularly wash at low temperatures. 
 
Figure 31. Persistence of the frequency of cold (30° or lower) wash 
Source: Baseline (n=41), closing (n=41) and follow-up (n=39) surveys. 
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4.3 POTENTIAL EFFECTS: SPILLOVER EFFECTS, REBOUND EFFECTS, 

CALCULATED CO2 AND ENERGY SAVINGS, POTENTIAL FOR SCALING UP 

This section explores the potential effects of the ELL challenges, based mostly, but not entirely on 
data collected in the follow-up survey sent out three months after the end of the ENERGISE Living 
Labs. We first consider potential spillover effects, which can magnify the effectiveness of the ELLs 
and can contribute to how the changes that occurred spread further. Thus, in addition to changes 
achieved in laundry and heating, it was expected that experimentation with new practices in the 
ELLs might also encourage households to experiment with new energy saving practices in other 
areas as well as discuss and become active in other energy and climate change related issues 
Then we explore rebound effects, partly related to how participants view potential monetary and 
time savings and how they intend to use them, and partly through analyzing what they said during 
interviews and focus group meetings. 
We also explore the potential for scaling up on the basis of how participating households have 
communicated and are willing to communicate on the ELLs. 
Finally, we calculate energy and CO2 savings using laundry diary data as well as consumption data 
collected with the help of participants in the form of monthly meter readings during and after the 
Living Lab period (up until the follow-up survey was administered) and comparing it to reference 
consumption data from previous years, also supplied by participants based on official utility 
invoices. 
Finally, our last section in this chapter explores issues related to scaling up the impact of the Living 
Labs through looking at how the ELL participants themselves spread the news about their 
experience. 

4.3.1 SPILLOVER EFFECTS 

In terms of spillover effects major surveys data show improvement in engagement with energy and 
climate issues. The proportion of participants who raise energy and climate issues at home or with 
friends was the most significant during the examined period, but the proportion of those who 
consider energy and climate issues when voting was characterized by the highest increase (11.4 
percentage points). In some cases, for example considering energy issues when buying new 
appliances, the spillover effects continued to grow even after the end of the Living Lab (i.e. the 
closing survey). In other cases, for example, raising energy and climate issues at work, the effects 
decreased after the Living Lab - but were still higher than at the baseline. 
 
Table 22. Spillover effects from the ELLs: changes in general engagement with energy and 
climate issues 
Source: baseline (n=41), closing (n=41) and follow-up surveys (n=39) 

 
T1 : Before 

challenge, % 

T2 : Directly 

after 

challenge, % 

T/3, three 

months after 

challenge, % 

Change, 

%, T3/T1 

Raise energy and climate 

issues at home or with friends 
78.0 78.0 87.2 9.1 

Raise energy and climate 

issues at work 
39.0 51.2 43.6 4.6 

Raise energy and climate 

issues in NGOs or other groups 

of which I am a member 

4.9 7.3 10.3 5.4 

Actively search for news or 

information on energy and 

climate issues 

58.5 61.0 59.0 0.4 

Consider energy and climate 

issues when voting 
22.0 31.7 33.3 11.4 

Consider energy efficiency 82.9 80.5 89.7 6.8 
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when buying electrical 

appliances/devices 

Other 
2.4 7.3 2.6 0.1 

Not specifically 
4.9 2.4 0.0 -4.9 

Energy saving activities performed at home12
 

Turn off appliances when not in 

use 
48.8 - 74.4 25.6 

Take short showers 61.0 - 51.3 -9.7 

 
As for energy saving and energy efficient practices performed at home, most of the practices we 
asked participants about in the baseline and follow-up surveys were performed more often in the 
case of the latter (see bottom of Table 22 and Figure 32). The practices of turning off appliances 
when not in use increased the most considerably. It was only the practice of taking short showers 
that showed a decrease. 
 
Figure 32: The % of households having various additional energy efficiency practices 
Source: baseline (n=41) and follow-up surveys (n=39) 
 

 
 
Finally, it is interesting to take stock of the changes in other areas that participants reported. 
Quite clearly, doing the laundry and heating challenges affected participants' other practices as 
well, for example: 
Energy use: 

 they started ironing (even) less; 

 some of them turned off the stand-by mode on appliances, and some of them even did 
some measurements (i.e. measuring stand-by consumption) with the energy meter; 

 some participants mentioned purchasing extension cords with a switch so that they can 
easily get rid of stand-by consumption; 

                                                 
12

 Please note that in Hungary, in the follow-up survey, we included two separate questions in relation to 

Table 22: one to examine the practice of raising issues and considering energy and climate issues when 
buying new appliances, and another to examine performing energy saving and efficiency activities. We did 
this in order to be able to make a better comparison between the baseline and follow-up surveys. 
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 resolving to carry on with recording meter readings13; 
 

Water use: 

 several participants started using less water for taking a bath, and switched to showering 
instead; related to this,  

 some participants changed their showering habits (e.g. turning off the tap while soaping); 

 others developed plans for the coming spring and summer to use less water in the garden 
and build a rainwater collection system; 
 

Shopping and presents: 

 several people also reported changing their shopping habits: they have become more 
careful about what they buy, they take a bag with them in order to avoid receiving a plastic 
or complementary bag, etc.; 

 and what kind of presents they bought for their family members for Christmas: e.g. warm 
pyjamas, warm slippers; 

 interest in finding out where it is possible to get environmentally friendly things in the local 
town; 
 

Other:  

 some participants decided to build a passive shading system to reduce cooling costs in the 
summer; 

 still others reduced their car use; 

 and several other type of changes exemplified by the quotes below from various 
participants: 
 

“Reducing food waste, if we would raise awareness on it, do it more consciously, many 
things could be changed in this field as well. We just live from one day to the next, but if 
we paid attention to it the same way we did with laundry and heating in the living lab, 
concentrating on it, we could achieve a lot more results.” (female participant) 
 
People tend to think climate change depends on agriculture, industry and transport, but 
it depends on individuals, to experience this is a very good feeling. [...] 
“I can influence certain things, regulate in a way that it is better globally.” (female 
participant) 
 
“You don’t need big planet saving ideas, and big investments to have more savings. If 
you keep the challenge in front of yourself many things come up by themselves (e.g. 
windows opening) If you have it as a priority ideas are popping up.” (female participant) 
 
"Other things were not changed consciously and knowingly but participating in the 
project and doing the challenges probably has some so far not detected impact on 
other aspects of our daily routines." (female participant) 
 

On the other hand, there was also a male participant who mentioned that there is no change in 
other areas of their life, and he is just happy that his wife now at least uses the eco button on the 
washing machine. 
 

4.3.2 REBOUND EFFECTS 

The potential socioeconomic impacts of the ELLs were evaluated on the basis of money and time 
saved. Most of the ELL participants reported that they thought they had saved both energy and 

                                                 
13

 GDI asked participants to record meter readings - electricity and gas - every month during the ELLs, up 

until the monitoring survey. 
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money (see Table 23). In terms of both energy and money, no participants claimed that they were 
sure they did not save; however, the ratio of those who were not sure was considerable (about a 
third of the participants) in the case of money. 
 
As for saving time, participants were less certain, in fact, a third of them reported that they did not 
think they saved time. These findings correspond to what participants reported during individual 
interviews and focus group discussions. Some of the participants reported that they had no time 
saving as a result of the challenges; moreover, some of them even indicated that they spent more 
time with laundry activities as a result of starting to examine clothes more carefully, as one 
participant expressed in her interview: 
 

“10-15% time more spent on washing, because of collecting and sorting them.” 
 
Table 23. Participants opinion on whether they saved money, energy and time as a result of 
the ENERGISE Living Labs 
Source: follow-up survey (n=39) 

Do you think your household has saved  

% money? energy? time? 

Yes 69.2 84.6 41.0 

No 0.0 0.0 33.3 

Don't know 30.8 15.4 25.6 
 
As for what people would spend the money and time saved (see Tables 19), a considerable 
proportion of households (about a third in each case) were not yet sure what they would do with it. 
The largest number of households in both cases spends the extra money and time on household 
running expenses / other housework. Nevertheless, there are some items in both lists that may 
result in more energy used, and thus have a rebound effect. For example, in the case of time, 
spending the time saved on watching TV, travel or cooking will likely result in energy use just like 
spending the amount of money saved would if spent on entertainment or travel. 
 
Based on information collected at closing interviews and focus group discussion, the potential 
sources of rebound effects need to be further examined. For example, participants mentioned the 
following alternative practices that they used to avoid having to turn up the thermostat but that also 
increase their energy use, albeit not their gas heating bills: 

 using an electric blanket to keep warm, 

 using the wood-burning tile stove or an electric radiator, 

 having a bath to keep warm. 
 
Tables 24. What would savings be used for: most common responses  
Source: follow-up survey (n=39) 

Time saved would be used for 

items 
% of participants 

selecting this response 

TV / computer 2.6 

Cooking 5.1 

Cultural activities 5.1 

Travel 5.1 

Other 5.1 
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Sleeping 7.7 

Reading 7.7 

Working 7.7 

Home maintenance 10.3 

Social activities 10.3 

Sports or outdoors 12.8 

Other housework 20.5 

I don’t know 28.2 

Not applicable, no time saved 30.8 

 
 

Money saved would be used for 

items 
% of participants 

selecting this response 

Eating out 0.0 

Other 2.6 

Purchase of new equipment 5.1 

Entertainment 5.1 

Travel 5.1 

Savings 12.8 

Everyday running costs 38.5 

I don't know yet 33.3 

Not applicable, no money saved 10.3 

 

4.3.3 CALCULATED CO2 AND ENERGY SAVINGS 

First, we examine what participating households thought about saving energy. As Table 25 shows, 
most of the households reported that they thought they had some degree of energy saving. A 
significant part of them (48.7%) supposed that energy saving was less than 5% of their annual 
energy use, and also a considerable proportion (33.3%) reported that their saving was between 5-
10%. 
 
Table 25. The amount of energy saved according to participating households 
Sources: follow-up survey (n=39) 

How much energy saving do you think you have? 

categories % 

No 0.0 

< 5% of our annual energy use 48.7 

5-10% of our annual energy use 33.3 

10-20% of our annual energy use 2.6 

> 20% of our annual energy use 0.0 

Don’t know 15.4 
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Following participating households' own view as to how much energy they saved, we also 
calculated their energy and CO2 savings using different methodologies14: 

1. we calculate their laundry (i.e. washing machine) related energy saving based on electricity 
consumption recorded in laundry diaries; 

2. we calculate their overall energy saving based on gas and electricity meter recordings 
during and after (up until the administering of the follow-up survey) the ENERGISE Living 
Labs, and compared to previous consumption established through official utility bills. For 
this calculation, a calculator developed in a European project called 
'EnergyNeighbourhoods' in which GDI participated was used15. 

 
First, we examine laundry (washing machine use) related energy saving16. Based on data from 
the laundry diaries written by households, if we look at average weekly energy consumption, we 
arrive at a figure of 22% saving, or average weekly washing machine related electricity 
consumption reduced by 22% (see Table 26). Furthermore, even though data is slightly less robust 
for the weeks after the laundry challenge (a few participating households became a bit less 
rigorous about writing their laundry diaries), we can conclude that the reduced weekly electricity 
consumption was kept up by participating households. 
 
Table 26. Average weekly energy use based on laundry diary data 
Source: laundry diaries (n= between 35-38 households) 

 Average kWh / week 

Before laundry challenge 2.74 

During laundry challenge 2.13 

After challenge 2.14 

 
Examining the data from the laundry diaries from a different point of view and calculating the sum 
of all electricity consumption in the 35-38 households we have reliable metering data from, we find 
that electricity consumption was reduced by about a hundred kWh (see Table 27). 
 
Table 27. Overall energy saving by all participating households 
Source: laundry diaries (n= between 35-38 households) 

 Total kWh consumed by 
washing machines 

Before laundry challenge  
(4 weeks) 

417.12 

During laundry challenge  
(4 weeks) 

315.56 

Electricity saved 101.56 

 
This means a 24.3% saving from one month to the next in electricity use in the participating 
households. And while this may not look like a huge amount of saving, using statistical data 
(HCSO, 2011d) we calculated that if all households in Hungary managed to reduce their washing 
machine related electricity consumption by the same percentage, and managed to keep up this 

                                                 
14

 Please note that energy saving and avoided CO2 emissions for Hungary were calculated based on a 

specific methodology, and not based on the methodology proposed by UH. 
15

 For further information on the calculation methodology please see Annex 2. 
16

 For the details of this calculation please see Annex 2. 
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reduced consumption, in one year the emission of 32,908 tons of CO2 could be avoided. This 
amount of CO2 equals to the annual CO2 emission of about 6,800 average Hungarian citizens. 
 
In addition to energy saving by washing machines, we examined and calculated the overall 
energy saving by participating households based on monthly gas and electricity meter 
readings during and after participation in the ENERGISE Living Labs and compared to 
previous energy consumption calculated with the help of official invoices from the utility 
companies.17 Unfortunately, although we made a serious attempt at collecting this information from 
all households, we only managed to use data from 13 households (32% of participants) for this 
calculation as for various reasons not all data - especially relating to previous consumption - could 
be verified. 
 
Based on the data from these households, up until the end of the ENERGISE Living Labs an 
average 10.6 % energy saving occurred compared to the energy consumption of Living Lab 
participants in the previous year (Table 28). Although this is already very promising, it is important 
to note that some of the households had double this saving. 
 
Table 28. Overall energy saving in ELL participant households 
Source: monthly electricity and gas meter readings and previous utility bills at the end of 
the ENERGISE Living Labs (n=13) 

 % saved 

Average saving of all households whose consumption data could be verified:  -10.6 

Gas: -11.8 

Electricity: -4.5 

Households saving the most: 
-19.6 
-22.2 

 
We were interested in seeing how this saving changed three months after the conclusion of the 
Living Labs, so we asked participants to carry on with reading their meters and share their data 
with GDI. Using the same calculation methodology we found that energy saving for the group 
continued to grow as shown in Table 29. The average saving increased to 15.2%, largely due to 
saving in energy used for heating. Again, the largest saving household saved close to double 
than the average of the group. However, the most encouraging result is that just like the other data 
shows, overall consumption data also appear to support the fact that positive changes in 
participating households continued even after the ENERGISE Living Labs concluded. 
 
Table 29. Overall energy saving in ELL participant households 3 months after the ELLs 
Source: monthly electricity and gas meter readings and previous utility bills 3 months after 
the ENERGISE Living Labs (n=13) 

 % saved 

Average saving of all households whose consumption data could be verified:  -15.2  

Gas: -16.7  

Electricity: -4.7  

Households saving the most: 
-23.2 
-26.8 
-29.0  

                                                 
17

 See Annex 3 for details of this calculation. 
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4.3.4 THE POTENTIAL FOR SCALING UP 

The broader impacts of the ELLs on everyday practices depend on the dissemination of the new 
norms beyond the participating households. Table 30 and 31 present the extent to which 
participants have shared or would consider sharing their experiences from the ENERGISE Living 
Labs. 
 
Table 30. Share of households having shared or willing to share experiences 
Source: follow-up survey (n=39) 

Various groups of people % 

Friends 74.4 

Other members of my household 61.5 

Co-workers 46.2 

Extended family / relatives 41.0 

Neighbours 30.8 

Groups/associations in which I participate 7.7 

With people at my child(ren)’s 
kindergarten, school,  sports club or similar 

5.1 

Other 2.6 

Not specifically  5.1 

 
Experiences are very mixed in this regard: people actively told about the ELL and the challenges to 
others, but others noticed it in a more passive way as well (e.g. visitors). The following are some of 
the concrete experiences: 

 "I told my neighbours about it. They thought it sounded interesting but said that they would 
not have time for something like this." 

 "I told a friend who stayed over. And we also had to wash her clothes as she spilled tea on 
them, and I asked her to fill in the diary. She thought it was a great idea." 

 "I told my colleagues, they are quite environmentally friendly, and they thought it was a 
good idea to do something like this." 

 "I raised issues related to the ELL and my participation at the office, and we had a great 
discussion." 

 
Some participants told their visitors to bring warm clothes, and it worked fine, nobody complained. 
 
Although there were positive experiences, participants were also confronted with a lot of scepticism 
from others, for example the following reported by a female participant: 
 

"Friends asked me: ‘Is it really saving money? Do you really need this saving?’ or ‘Do 
you really have time for things like this?’ But we did it for the environmental benefits not 
for the money!" 

 
As for spreading news of the ENERGISE Living Labs through different media, participants in 
Hungary were not very active. Most of them did not really share posts or news items about their 
experience, and if they did, they did it through various social media sites such as Facebook. (see 
Table 31). 
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Table 31. Share of households sharing news of the ELLs in various media 
Source: follow-up survey (n=39) 

items - media % 

Facebook, Twitter or Instagram 20.5 

Other (please specify) 7.7 

Newspaper article 2.6 

Blog post 0.0 

Not specifically  71.8 

 
In terms of scaling up, it is also worth considering whether participants would take part in similar 
challenges in the future. In Hungary we asked participants about taking part in similar challenges in 
the future in an indirect way: we enquired whether they would like to participate individually, in a 
group, or not at all in something similar. With the exception of two participants (one each from 
ELL1 and ELL2) said that they would participate again. As for how they would like to participate, 
based on responses (see Figure 34) we can see an overall preference for participation in a group 
rather than individually. As Figure 35 shows, this preference is even more pronounced for ELL2 
participants none of whom said that they would prefer to be involved individually. 
 
Figure 34. How ELL participants would like to take part in a similar future programme 
Source: follow-up survey (n=39) 

 
 
Figure 35. How ELL1 and ELL2 participants would like to take part in a similar future 
programme 
Source: follow-up survey (n=39) 
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In addition, as further proof of their interest and willingness to experiment further with low-carbon 
living, 8 living lab participant households joined another initiative of GDI, namely the E.ON 
EnergyNeighbourhoods programme and formed an EnergyNeighbourhood in the framework of the 
programme. In this group they meet regularly and work together to reduce their energy 
consumption further. Moreover, several ENERGISE Living Lab participants also started joining the 
club events of the local Climate Club. They have also been invited to share their experience in the 
Living Lab through a roundtable discussion. 
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5. FEEDBACK FROM PARTICIPANTS AND IMPLEMENTATION 
TEAM ON ELL IMPLEMENTATION 

For feedback from participants we look at information from three sources: (1) comments from 
participants from the closing individual interviews; (2) reflections from participants from the closing 
focus group discussion; and (3) comments from participants given three months after the 
completion of the ENERGISE Living Labs in the follow-up survey. 
 
At the end of the individual interviews ELL1 participants were asked what they thought about their 
participation in the Living Labs. They were generally happy to have participated in the challenges 
and stated that they did learn new practices and skills, as well as received new information about 
energy use in the home.  
 

"It was very interesting to participate; I was interested in finding out more about energy 
use and saving. It is worth paying attention to these things, I learnt about and became 
interested in saving energy through changing my everyday practices. It's amazing that I 
can still find ways to save." (female participant) 
 
"It gave me a good feeling to participate, I'd do it again. The challenge was good as it 
wasn't too much; it wasn't like we could hardly wait for it to stop although I'm not saying 
we'll miss writing the diary. And, in the end, even writing the diary wasn't such a big 
task." (female participant) 
 

At the same time, although the majority of comments are positive, some participants commented 
that at times it was very demanding to participate mainly due to the great amount of 'administration' 
(i.e. writing laundry and heating diaries, filling in weekly surveys, etc.) required. These sentiments 
are reflected in the quotes below: 
 

"[Participation] gave us more things to do; we ended up with more tasks. But it was 
also challenging. And in return we received new ideas, tips and new experiences. It 
was interesting." (female participant) 
 
"It was tiring. I was happy to get home, but I still needed to read the meters. Sometimes 
I wished I did not sign up." (female participant) 

 
ELL2 participants offered similar comments about participation at the end of the closing focus 
group discussion. Participants generally loved being part of the ELL2 and nobody had any regrets 
about joining. For all it was great to belong to this group and participate at the meetings. 
 
People loved the challenge kits and the meters. However, they also liked the fact that the ELL was 
all carefully thought out and everything was carefully planned. And even though there was a 
challenge, they could also choose their own challenge, which was good. The ENERGISE Living 
Labs felt like a game with rules. 
 
The most important comment, about which a lot of participants were quite vocal, is that through 
participating in the ELL2 they gained confirmation, support and inspiration for leading 
environmentally friendly lifestyles as well as reducing their consumption. Furthermore, a lot of them 
would like to continue with their efforts for which there is also proof in sign-ups for various local and 
national sustainable lifestyle an programmes run by GDI (e.g. the local Climate Club, the national 
E.ON EnergyNeighbourhoods programme). 
 
In addition, participants welcomed the opportunity and gained positive energy and inspiration from 
belonging to the ELL2 group. 
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Finally, 14 participants offered comments about participation and the ENERGISE Living Labs at 
the end of the follow-up survey. These comments are overwhelmingly positive, and several 
participants even expressed their thankfulness for being able to participate. Below, we provide the 
translation of several of these comments: 
 

"It was a great experience for me to participate in this project, it was really inspiring, it 
has had an impact on other environmental aspects of my life as well. GreenDependent 
implemented the project in a very professional way, congratulations!!!" (female 
participant) 
 
"This is a great initiative! There definitely was a challenge. The presents were great 
and very good quality :)" (female participant) 
 
"I had a great time at the group events. The questions and tasks were good as they 
helped me become even more conscious about my energy use and focus more on my 
use. I think paying attention to these kinds of things has become part of my everyday 
life, thank you." (female participant) 
 
"It was interesting, I'd be happy to do the same with other focus areas." (female 
participant) 
 
"Thank you for the opportunity to participate, we have truly learnt and experienced a 
lot!' (female participant) 
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6. CONCLUSIONS AND REFLECTION 

As it was shown and detailed in the previous chapters, change towards more sustainable energy 
use and consumption occurred in many different ways during and even after the ENERGISE Living 
Labs. There were also quantitative and qualitative aspects of the change. 
 
As for the quantitative aspects, in terms of doing laundry and washing clothes, there was change  

 in the number of washes done every week (i.e. reduction on average in the ELL group); 

 in the temperature of the washes (i.e. reduction on average); and also 

 in the electricity consumption of doing laundry. 
As for heating, the quantitative changes consisted of the following: 

 reduction of indoor temperatures; and 

 reduction of heating-related consumption. 
 
The qualitative change that occurred also has several aspects. In the case of laundry changes in 

 how participants use their washing machine; 

 why participants decide to wash a piece of clothing; 

 what kind of and how many practices they apply to avoid having to wash clothes; and also 
in 

 a general level of awareness about the energy consumption of washing, social norms 
related to washing and how washing relates to the size and quality of our wardrobe. 

 
In the case of heating the change was also manifold, relating to 

 an awareness of temperature and the many factors that influence our indoor comfort; 

 the use of the thermostat, thermostatic valves, doors and windows in the home and how 
their use has an impact on thermal comfort and heating energy consumption; 

 the perception of what constitutes the ideal indoor temperature in various rooms; and to 

 practices participants use to keep warm without having to turn the heating on. 
 
It also needs to be noted that based on an analysis of responses given to the follow-up survey 
administered three months after the conclusion of the ENERGISE Living Labs, changes continued 
to occur even after the Living Labs ended, both in quantitative and qualitative terms. This is very 
encouraging; however, it would be useful to investigate what happens in the longer run, for 
example a year after the Living Labs ended. 
 
As for differences between ELL1 and ELL2, or in other words between participating individually 
or in a group format, our analysis is still ongoing. Nevertheless, based on the results that we 
already have, it appears that confirming our previous findings from the literature in the Changing 

Behaviour project (Heiskanen et al., 2010), the group format seems to be more motivating for 

participants. This is supported by  

 how their mood changed during the process and the lower level of anxiety and higher level 
of excitement experienced by ELL2 participants (see Figure 24); 

 the higher level of commitment by ELL2 participants measured, for example, in the number 
of weekly surveys not filled in, which is higher for ELL1 participants; 

 and the many reported positive aspects of participating in group meetings that provided 
confirmation of sustainable lifestyles practices, learning opportunities as well as a sense of 
belonging to a group of like-minded individuals for participants.  

 
It is also important to mention that organizing group-based living labs is less resource intensive 
than individual ones, so scaling up becomes more viable. 
 
Dissemination and scaling up of the ENERGISE Living Lab experience, outcomes and 
lessons learnt in Hungary has been ongoing and is happening in various ways and at different 
levels. First of all, it is important to mention dissemination in the local community in which the 
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organization of the final ELL community event played a big role. At this event, with participation 
from local decision makers, stakeholders, local and national experts as well as ELL participants, 
the outcomes of the Hungarian ELLs were discussed, and potential ways forward were presented 
and debated. Local media reported on the event and outcomes both online and in a printed format. 
Then, we also need to note that several living lab participants have now become regulars at the 
local climate club, which is open to all local residents, and the local club also invited selected ELL 
participants to a roundtable discussion of their experience. 
 
Finally, as noted above (see Table 30), several Living Lab participants have been active in 
spreading their experience and learning to family members, neighbours and co-workers. 
 
Here, we also need to note that quite a few participants expressed interest in continuing the 
reduction of their energy consumption through the energy efficient renovation of their homes as 
well as installing renewable energy generation capacity. 
 
The expert community in Hungary already heard about the ENERGISE Living Labs at various 
professional events, but they will also have the opportunity to read the present final report along 
with a summary in Hungarian. Furthermore, selected stakeholders - researchers, policy makers 
and intermediaries - will be invited to an expert workshop organized by GDI in the fall (2019) to 
further discuss outcomes and consider potential ways of using the methodology and taking the 
results further. 
 
In addition, GreenDependent is in the process of considering how to apply the lessons learnt for its 
own national and European projects, both ongoing and planned. 
 
Finally, in terms of policy implications, the Hungarian ELLs point to the importance of drawing 
attention to the role and responsibility of households in the energy transition, including the fact that 
even seemingly small changes in daily practices like reducing the temperature or the number of 
weekly washes can have big effects if each and every household makes them. Related to this and 
regarding methodology, combining qualitative and quantitative programme elements is a very 
effective way of helping participants change their practices.  
 
To conclude, we should also underlie the significance of embedding initiatives like the ENERGISE 
Living Labs locally in order to contribute to their longer-term impact. The fact that GDI was known 
in the local community made the recruitment of participants easier and also helped to keep them 
involved in the programme. And since GDI - and other local initiatives - offer opportunities for ELL 
participants to stay engaged in sustainable lifestyles programmes, their longer term commitment, 
activity and further change is managed more easily and become part of a natural process. 
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ANNEXES 

ANNEX 1.  

A SELECTION OF PHOTOGRAPHS TAKEN DURING ELL IMPLEMENTATION 

 
Training for GreenDependent colleagues before the start of ELLs 

 

 

 
Discussing important questions with energy experts in preparation for the ELL1 interviews 
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Background office work: configuring thermologgers 

 
 

 
Sustainable delivery of challenge kits and starting the interviews 
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Challenge kits for ELL2 households – 1st focus group meeting 

 

 

 
At the time of the first focus group meeting none the ELL participants knew what had been 

hidden in the challenge boxes  
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A half-term ELL2 meeting inspired household to take the challenges serious 

 
 

 
Discussing the experiences of heating and laundry challenge at the final focus group 

meeting 
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ELL2 and some ELL1 households celebrating the successful closure of the Living Lab 

challenges 
 
 

 
Living Lab participants were given gifts (books, green vouchers) to appreciate their efforts 
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ENERGISE meeting at Budapest (Jan-Feb. 2019) hosted by GreenDependent Institute 

(with a picture exhibition of Hungarian ELLs in the background) 
 

 

 
Results, experiences and analysis methodology of ELLs were broadly discussed at the 

Budapest meeting (here: presenting some of the Hungarian results) 
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Closing event of the ENERGISE Living Labs with more than 100 participants 

 
 

 
Exciting results of ELL were shared in detail at the closing event  
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One of the experts invited talked about community energy (a way forward after the ELLs...) 
 

 
An energy expert shared information about solar panels, heat pumps and the importance 

of proper insulation of homes (another way forward after the ELLs...) 
 

 
The third expert was an eco engineer, presenting the concept of autonomous houses (still 

another way forward after the ELLs...) 
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At the closing event ELL1 and ELL2 participants had a chance to discuss their 

experiences 

 
 

 
ELL participants and local stakeholders listen to the presentations 
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ELL1 and ELL2 households with their family members at the closing event 

 
 

 
Delicious food was served at the closing event, including seasonal food and cakes with 

Living Lab logo from the local confectionery  
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Households were given native fruit trees at the end of the closing event to offset carbon 

footprint of the ELL events 
 
 

 
A happy native fruit tree owner 
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ANNEX 2:  

THE ENERGYNEIGHBOURHOODS METHODOLOGY USED TO CALCULATE 

ENERGY SAVINGS 

Some of the basic principles for calculating energy saving using the 
EnergyNeighbourhoods methodology and online calculator: 

 The calculator automatically downloads the daily average temperature values for the given 
town/region/country from an official meteorological site. 

 The historical or reference (i.e. prior to the project saving period) energy use of the 
household is calculated based on the preferably one year historical data (start value and 
end value) provided by the household. Households collect and share data for all relevant 
energy carriers (e.g. gas, electricity, water, coal, wood). 

 The calculator transforms every value (J, MJ, m3, kg, etc.) into kWh and after a climate 
correction step for the heating values it provides users with an overall historical 
consumption for the household (e.g. X family - 18,300 kWh/year). 

 The households start sharing meter readings at the beginning of the programme, in this 
case the ENERGISE Living Labs, and continue to do so regularly (e.g. every month) until 
the end of the programme, in this case 3 months after the ELLs concluded. 

 After the second entry (e.g. a month into the programme period) the calculator calculates 
the used energy in kWh and after an extrapolation step it indicates whether the given 
household is going to save energy or not by the end of the saving period compared to the 
historical reference data. All the energy carriers can be seen, thus it may happen that a 
household saves in gas usage, but overuses electricity, etc. 
The saving is modified after each new data (i.e. meter reading) entry. 

 
Below, the technical part of the detailed calculation process is explained18: 
 
1) Theory 
In which way is the energy saving calculated? There have been three important matters taken into 
account: 

- the partitioning of the energy usage into the different household applications (such as 
cooking, central heating, warm water, etc.); 

- the influence of temperature and seasons on the heating, but also on sanitary en electrical 
use; 

- making sure the measured periods are comparable. 
 
The partitioning of the usage concerning the applications 
Each participant has to provide certain information. How he cooks (electrical, gas, etc,) how he 
heats (on oil, gas, electrical, wood,…), how he heats up his sanitary water, and how well his home 
is insulated (the insulation categories are defined based on national averages obtained from 
experts). 
 
The programme (i.e. online calculator) calculates how much percent of gas and electricity usage 
goes to the different types of applications. This calculation is based on historical data and statistics.  
 
Gas is divided between:  

- central heating 
- cooking 
- production of hot water 

 

                                                 
18

 Source: EnergyNeighbourhoods 2 project and was developed in 2011 by the project consortium (project 

no. IEE/10/2013/SI2.589413). GDI has been using this methodology in its EnergyNeighbourhoods project for 
7 years, continually updating the variables. 
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Electricity is divided between 
- heating 
- cooking 
- production of hot water 
- other 

 
Why is this important? 
If it is colder outside, you will use more energy. But the temperature only affects on that part of the 
energy consumption, used for heating and in a lesser extent on the production of sanitary hot 
water. On cooking it has no influence. So for each type of usage, there has to be other corrections. 
 
The influence of temperature and seasons 
 
Central Heating 
The energy used for central heating depends on outside temperature. 
The outside temperature is notated in number of degree-days. 
A degree day is the number of degrees below 16.5°C. If the average temperature is higher than 
16.5°C, that day has zero degree-days. This method assumes that when its warmer than 16.5°C, 
you don’t have to heat up your house. 
  
Example: if the average temperature for one day is 3°C, that day has 13.5 degree-days (16.5-
3=13.5) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Production of sanitary hot water 
The energy consumption for hot water also depends on the outside temperature but to a lesser 
degree and the influence has a delay. 
 
In the wintertime, people us a little bit more hot water than in the summertime. The difference is 
smaller than the curve of central heating. 
There’s a delay: when it freezes, the temperature of your water will cool down after a few days, so 
you don’t need more energy right away to heat up your water.  
 
This unit is expressed in the fictional term “hot-water-day”. 
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Other uses of electricity 
The use of electricity depends on the outside temperature to a very small degree. In the wintertime 
lights stay on longer and people spend more time indoors. 
 
Cooking 
Cooking does not depend on the outside temperature. 
 
Making the measured periods comparable 
The reference period (the period to which we compare the current measured energy usage) is 
minimum 9 months, including a winter. To compare these two periods, both the reference data and 
the measured data have to be converted to a year.  
 
 
2) Formulas 
Converting the reference use to a corrected reference use 
Step 1: 
The reference use “gas used for central heating” is converted to a standard reference use 
(Corrected Referenc-useaCV ), by carrying out a correction on temperature (degree-days) and a 
time-correction (period) 
 
Corrected Referenc-useaCV  =     number of kWh in reference period          * average number of degree-days in 1 year (2140)  
 
                                                   number of degree-days in reference period 

 
Step 2:  
The reference use “gas used for hot water” is converted to a standard reference use (Corrected 
Referenc-useaWW ), by carrying out a correction on temperature (warm-water-days) and a time-
correction (period) 
 
Corrected Referenc-useaWW  = number of kWh in reference period                   *average number hot water-days/year 
(365) 
                                                number of warm-water-days in reference period 

 
Step 3: 
The reference use “gas used for cooking” is converted to a standard reference use (Corrected 
Referenc-useaKO ), by carrying out a time-correction (period) 
 
Corrected Referenc-useaKO = number of kWh in reference period *365 
                                                number of days in reference period 
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Step 4: 
The calculations for electricity are analogous with the calculation for gas.  
For the correction of the other uses of electricity, an extra correction with the "electricity days” is 
necessary.  
The end results for electricity must be multiplied once more with 2.5 (conversion to primary usage). 
This takes into account the fuel which is consumed for the production of electricity.  
 
As a next step, the figures of gas and electricity are added up. 
 
 
Converting the measured use to a corrected measured use 
The measured use is converted in the same way as the reference use. 
 
Corrected measured-useaCV  = number of kWh in measured period            *average number degree-days/year  
                                                number of degree-days in measured period 

 
 
Comparing the corrected usages: 
Now it can be calculated how much percent the corrected measured usage differs from the 
corrected reference usage, and this for each application (aCV, aKO, aWW, aDI, eCV, etc.).  
 
Thus, we arrive at the saving percentage of a participant.  
 
For the percentage of a group, we do not take the average of all percentages. No, we add up all 
primary usages of the participants and we compare measure - and reference period of all 
participants together. Therefore someone with large energy consumption, counts heavily, someone 
with small energy consumption weighs less in the calculations. 
 
 
Comments 

 -The partitioning of the usage is based on averages. It is possible that this doesn’t match a 
specific situation, example, when your house is very well isolated, the percentage of energy 
for central heating will be less. 
The averages are different for each country in Europe.  
 

- The use of central heating not only depends on the outside temperature but also on wind, 
behaviour, what type of boiler participants have, etc,… 

 

 The degree days need to be measured/collected separately for each European region. 
 
The longer the period you measure (i.e. have meter readings for), the better the results!  
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ANNEX 3: 

THE METHODOLOGY USED FOR CALCULATING LAUNDRY-RELATED 

AVOIDED CO2 EMISSIONS 

First, we calculated how many tons of CO2 emissions can be avoided in a month through the 
electricity consumption reduction achieved during 4 weeks (~ 1 month) by ELL participants, as 
shown in Table 27, repeated here: 
 

 Total kWh consumed by 
washing machines 

Before laundry challenge  
(4 weeks) 

417.12 

During laundry challenge  
(4 weeks) 

315.56 

Electricity saved 101.56 

 
In Hungary, 1 kWh entails the emission of 0.25 kg CO2

19. So, 101.56 kWh means that 25.39 kg (or 
0.025 tons) of CO2 were avoided, which was achieved by 38 households.  
 
From this, we can calculate the emission of how much CO2 could be avoided if all households in 
the town of Gödöllő, and in Hungary saved the same amount20. These values will be for 1 month 
(see the first three rows of the table below. 
 
From this we can arrive at the value for 1 year, which, of course, assumes that all households in 
Hungary will adopt practices like those adopted in the ELL households, and will keep doing them.  
 

 
CO2 

(tons) 

How many average Hungarian 
citizens emit this amount of CO2 

in a year? 

ENERGISE Living Lab participants in 1 month  
(38 households)  

0.025 - 

All households in the town of Gödöllő in 1 month 
(12,015 households)  

8 2 

All households in Hungary in 1 month 
(4,105,708 households)  

2,742 566 

All households in Hungary in 1 year 32,908 6,788 

 

                                                 
19

 Covenant of Mayors Default Emission Factors for the Member States of the European Union Dataset 

Version 2017 
20

 Household number values are from the Central Statistical Office (HCSO, 2011d) 


