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Over 2 billion people globall;kﬁ-ll,depend on polluting fuels such as firewood, charcoal

Ze rO - e m ISS I O n kItC h e nS and kerosene for everyday cooking. Projections indicate that Sustainable Development
Goal 7 (SDG 7: universal access to modern*energy) is unlikely to be achieved by 2030 (1).
i n th e G lo ba l So uth - Despite this, momentum for clean cooking is building, with countries like Kenya, Uganda
- and Tanzania incorporating clean cooking targets into national energy strategies.
z l t. b h - However, user perspectives are still not well integrated into these efforts.
I m p e m e n I n g e aVI 0 u r Most clean cooking strategies rely on public awareness campaigns and community
- - sensitisation, just two of 93 recognised behaviour change techniques (2]. Studies and
Cha n g e I n n at I O n a l Clea n policy framewaqrks stress the importance of understanding household cooking
) ) behaviourst0 desi@h effective interventions. This includgs“_ifying key behavioural
CO O kl n g St rate g I es detern‘énts -1 facto}, that influence whether and how households adopt and

consistently clean cooking technologies and fuels (3).

By Aine Petrulaityte

3

4

?::& M CS :\‘V:UKlnternational LOUgthI"OUQh ’ /
'(\,-,—)z e E, e Dovelopment University :

Partnership | Progress | Prosperity
,9

Background Aim

Cooking with electricity (eCooking) in the Global South is
expected to grow as access to clean and affordable electricity
Improves. However, the daily cost of eCooking depends not just Nepa[‘«_
on appliance efficiency, but also on user behaviour. Thus,
switching to eCooking requires behaviour change, especially for
low-income users sensitive to energy costs (4). Unlike familiar The a|m*
fuels like charcoal or firewood, electricity is intangible, making
It harder for users to understand and manage its consumption

Four ethnographic studies conducted in Ghana, Kenya,

' Uganda focused on observing cooking-related
electrlglty con%umptlon behaviours in 103 households.
tq&hed light on the conditions under which
househ&fds ushsalectrlaty for cooking and to summarise

(5). Though eCooking is typically more efficient than traditional the kGYBEhaVIOdF?l determinants for pOllcy

fuels (6], inefficient practices, such as using high power

unnecessarily, can triple energy use (7), leading to higher bills Interventlons “.\%
and discouraging sustained use. ‘ R % \\ \ !
‘ ‘,,:, - i
i 2’:{ ?(: X\ N \
RN \\\:“\
Approach and objectives Flndlngs 3 ‘e
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The studies were conducted by locally-based research The d@‘géfcolte@@@ le‘ﬂib\four kitchen behaviour studies gave many insights into how
organisations. Each country used a consistent mixed-method ,‘\\ \peapté‘gaol%’@&ﬁgm gﬁfla‘elped Identify and detail five determinants of existing cooking
approach: ‘,o
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1. Semi-structured entry interviews with participating cooks.
Used to gather baseline data on eCooking appliances and

other household cooking fuels and cooks’ perception of g Avéllablllty and reliability of grid electricity

eCooking. o , o, ‘: Acces to and cost of other fuels
. Participant observations through rapid ethnographic \ }}»Q «vi\Z@;‘,&*‘w:',g:q Q ;,nad;a.‘g/toq of household€ogkingsspac o —— T
fieldwork. Pre-designed data collection templates were 3;«»\ ""o‘iﬁ ;'Aqbfq"c -°s"b|a§usé old wiring and sqcket placement
used to record notable energy-consuming behaviours and e ‘bof«&, ““ﬁ,“f}r‘%ﬁ{;:gﬁesl dal heat desired inicooler weather 3
the cooking environment. "'\«g:;’;:f\v@\'i P A,;Q‘,',;;’,"!‘;‘f’ ,1
. Energy monitoring and self-reporting via WhatsApp. ‘,‘ ,@‘\4 < Q‘?;gf,; > : ",jj’" g';.'f'Z“ o
Energy meters were used to quantify observed behaviours, I e 2% ,‘_'1;‘5’@ 1Economic factors
with participants asked to document their usage before and Vo oS T, gé:”ufs : |
after cooking each meal. , ’”;}g‘«;d‘:“’ o & Cost of high-quality eCooking appliances
. Semi-structured exit interviews with participating cooks. S 'i!* e WO LBP 'R3ncing OpHoHE . : T
The studies were concluded by collecting feedback from o o0 5 RgBhand 't_s perception of.&e&lg—ng,wlth electricity
participants on how energy monitoring affected their * Cost of maifitenance and repair
cooking practices. y o2 ag
g I % ~ & ,1
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Conclusions - » o . ® Availability of eCooking appliances ' S
¥, .= @ Chaice of types and brands
Over 2 billion people in the Global South still rely on polluting 3 4 < . Automatedyfeatures: preset cooking modes BT,
fuels for cooking, making it unlikely that SDG 7 will be achieved : e Quality; energy efficiency, durability L 4
by 2030. While countries like Kenya, Uganda and Tanzania are ° Compat|b|[|ty with local Cgoking needs A
Integrating clean cooking into national strategies, user : ye 4 ,
behaviour remains poorly addressed. Most policies focus on ¢ —_
awareness ca_mpaigns, overlooking the.fl:lll range of behayiogr e Psychological facto‘rs and awareness
change techniques. As access to electricity grows, eCooking Is :
becoming more viable and desirable, but its success also * Perception g,f-the cost of eCooking
depends on user behaviour. Inefficient cooking practices can . * Perception®0f.appliance safety and ease of use -~
significantly increase energy use and costs, especially for low- b Irustin appliance performance and retiability
Income households. Ethnographic studies in Ghana, Kenya, . * Awareness of/appliance lifecycle S
Nepal and Uganda examined cooking behaviours in 103 |
households, using interviews, observations and energy
monitoring. Findings revealed five key behavioural
determinants, related to infrastructure, economics, culture,
psychology and technology, that shape how and whether
households adopt and sustain eCooking. These insights
highlight the need for behaviourally informed policies to support . De5|r fr m e;’
the transition to zero-emission kitchens in the Global South. e Community influence
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Quality data, Every time.
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