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Introduction

In 2004, DETI published its Strategic Energy Framew(SEF) with the objective ofathieving
a competitive, sustainable, reliable energy markgtthe minimum cost necessary in an all-
island, UK, and European conteXx In 2009 a review and consultation concludidttthe
overall objectives of the framework remained cdreew relevant. DETI has consulted on how
this policy should be revised, noting in particudarrent concerns about high energy prices.

Northern Ireland has a population of 1.75 milliohhe lack of an extensive gas network means
most homes are dependent on oil for heating. Tieatgmajority of Northern Ireland’s
electricity comes from three fossil-fuelled powtat®ns. Renewable electricity consumption in
the region stands at just under 10%.

Northern Ireland is governed by the Northern Irdla&xecutive with 11 Northern Ireland
Ministerial Departments. Ministerial positions aaflocated to all parties with significant
representation in the Northern Ireland AssemblyhisTstructure is designed to share power
between the different political parties.

Northern Ireland faces a number of significant éssun developing a sustainable energy future:

e High dependency on imported oil for transportatoa heating, and imported coal and
gas for electricity generation;

e Relative isolation from European and GB energy nets,

e Market dominance by a small number of energy utddmpanies;

< Difficulties in harnessing indigenous energy resesr

e The small scale of its domestic energy markets.

These factors lead to:

e Energy prices that are generally significantly legthan the UK and the rest of Ireland;
e Carbon emissions per capita that are a third hittear other parts of the UK;
e Reduced security of energy supplies.

Delivering a sustainable future for Northern Irelamill require major investment in new energy
infrastructure (such as electricity transmissiostems and renewable energy systems) which
are likely to be the subject of public controver®orthern Ireland also faces issues that indicate
that it may be difficult to achieve consensus orjomanergy policy measures — particularly
where these are expensive, involve significant gieexl environmental impacts, or have
differential impacts on different parts of Northdreland’s society:

e Social conservatism may act as a barrier to devejopupport for innovative energy
projects;

e The broader political context and structures foswséention on other issues, and makes
it difficult to create consensus on measures tkléadimate change;

e Political and administrative structures act to safg relevant powers making
implementation of a holistic approach difficult.

Opportunities are provided by NI's high degree afitcol of its own energy policy. The recent
creation of an all-island electricity market isala positive step given the above factors —
however consumer choice and competition has rerdimied.



The effectiveness of the Strategic Energy Frameworkhe medium and longer term will
depend to a significant extend on achieving changdsehaviour and attitudes amongst the
Northern Irish population. This will involve chamgy behaviour by organisations and
individuals — in homes, in communities, in busimsssand within the public sector. In some
cases, this will involve the widespread adoptiormaire sustainable options over alternatives;
reduced opposition (or indeed increased support)tfe development of renewable energy
infrastructure (such as waste to energy plants,dwiarms, and related transmission
infrastructure); or cumulative small-scale actiansindividual homes (e.g. waste reduction,
energy efficiency measures).

Understanding how to change people’s behaviour tdsvanore pro-environmental actions is

thus a critical part of the SEF success. This itepaamines the evidence currently available on
changing attitudes to sustainability and offersméaeon a number of different ways in which

behavioural change could be encouraged in Northeland.

Measuring change in environmental behaviour is dempSome approaches, especially those
led by government, have sought to identify headimeasures of behaviour in order to assess
change. In reviewing those adopted in the UK, tkgort argues that there may be limited
utility in such measures. This report examines adgaegmented approach’ can assist in making
interventions more effective, and targeted towasdgporting groups already adopting some
sustainable behaviour and encouraging more effdgtihose who so far have limited adoption.

A Sustainable Behaviour Questionnaire was useddwuige a benchmark of current behaviour
and attitudes in Northern Ireland. A series of ketiops were also used to discuss and develop
ideas in relation to sustainable energy productioth consumption.



Understanding behavioural change

It is accepted by many in the commercial, policg gublic arenas that, in order to secure a
more sustainable future, current patterns of behawhave to be modified.

Much less well understood is how such behaviounédtssare to be achieved. For some, the
emphasis is on providing better information andieglto enable more informed decisions by
individuals, households, organisations and govemate bodies. For others, more
interventionist approaches are sought to changedss towards the environment and provide
more compulsion to alter behaviour.

In light of such diverse views, research in areashsas anthropology, economics, human
geography, politics, social psychology, and sogglbave focussed on what measures will be
most effective to achieve these changes and thelaf@wnent/design of public policies to make
these changes. The main attitudinal-behaviouraddmas is that pro-environmental attitudes in
the UK - overwhelmingly presented in opinion sunaey public polls — have not brought about
significant behavioural shifts Moreover, sometimes significant shifts in bebavican be
achieved without any influence on the attitudingpect; for example, through regulation or
through economic instruments such as pricing, taiaand other incentives. However, such
attempts to change behaviour without changinguati$ contain acknowledged political risks.
This helps to explain why there is persistent ersghan all government-led campaigns on
raising the level of awareness and education.

To date the majority of government campaigns ild§ef the environment have been based on
the ‘information deficit modef. This assumes that improved environmental edutabiased on
the results of scientific findings, will help peeptee the link between policy and their choices,
change attitudes in relation to environmental iss@ad then act in ways which meet policy
objectived. Practical experience does not provide much sugppthis assumption. Reseafch
indicates that information provisiamaylead to a change in attitudes in such issues @ggn
and environment but has no significant impact ohab®ur. Moreover, attitudes are also
influenced by a variety of social, political andtoual factors aside from information provision.
The ‘information provision’ approach has been cised in the academic literature mainly for
its inability to take into account all the socigblitical and institutional factors that actually
form attitudes and behaviours (see Annex 1 for ndetails).

Changing behaviour — whether in relation to envimental concerns or more widely other

aspects of daily lives — has been subjected toiderable academic scrutiny. Over the last few
decades, many ‘models’ of consumer behaviour haverged, each placing differing of what

motivates and drives behaviour change. A summatigesfe is provided in Annex 1.

Reviewing this growing academic and related lita@t some key conclusions about the
relationship between attitudes, behaviour and p@moerge:

a) attitudes and behaviours are complex; and anyeglyanimed at
changing them must be based on thorough, inteptiisary,
understanding;

! This gap in correlation should not be surprisingg the complex nature of the attitudes and behasiand the
relationship between the two (Jackson, 2005).

? See Burgess et al. (1998).

% See Eden (1996)

* For example, see McKenzie-Mohr (2000)



b) tools used to modify attitudes and/or behaviouduite: regulation,
economic instruments and provision of informatie@nyironmental
education);

c) physical, social, cultural and institutional corteeshape and constrain
people’s choices and options, recent work on peépglehaviour has
provided a significant contribution towards undensting of these
influences;

d) behaviour is also affected by the living environin@nfrastructures)
and social norms;

e) the desire to target attitudes and behaviours usidgcation and
awareness-raising still remains strong; howevesséhmeasures tend to
have little or no influence on behavioural shifttliley run counter to
other powerful incentives, such as prices or sowains; and

f) the majority of recent work related to attitudesl drehaviours points
out the need for more interactive and efficient oamication between
decision-makers, technical experts, other stakemsldand public
(Stirling, 2004).

Recognising these points, and in particular, therging consensus that a holistic view - by that
we mean one that acknowledges that behaviouralgehaeeds to be considered within the
wider context and complexity of everyday lives edg to be adopted, this section of the report
offers the following main elements:

e an overview of existing theoretical models of atleé/behaviour formation and change
e consideration of measurement of behavioural chaggest the goals sought

e an outline of how to segment the population to @dimaximum impact on behaviour
e an assessment of how to motivate behavioural change



Overview of attitude/ behaviour formation

The success of the government policy interventiegends on a wide range of factors. As a
part of policy development, policy makers shoukktanto account the psychological aspects of
attitude and behaviour formation in order to masintihe effectiveness and long term impact of
the policy, in ways that are also both politicalyd ethically acceptable.

The section below explains some key models andigseof attitudes and behaviour formation
and change. Annex 1 provides some additional mahter

Models of attitude formation and change

Policy makers often homogenise the public — desmgmiampaigns, and policies, on a one size
fits all basis. Not taking account of the diffeces between different groups of people can result
in policy initiatives which are only partially effave — particularly where behavioural change is
the desired outcome. Therefore, in order to aehievaximum effect a policy should
differentiate between different types of individglgroups of individuals, and seek to understand
the main factors that influence their attitudes babdaviour.

Individual attitudes consist of three componentseciive (feelings), cognitive (beliefs) and
behavioural (actions). These three componentttatide form an individual’s attitude to a
subject or a policy measure.

Attitude formation starts at early stage — and safmthe key influences in attitude formation
are:

Actual and perceived experience of the world
Underlying personality

Early taught values, beliefs and culture

Family, peer group, work, community

Media

Marketing (including commercial, social, and palatf)

Attitudes are not a necessary predictor of behawvoand many earlier studies found weak
correlations between attitudes and performance ditional behaviours (known as the

Value/Action gap). However, under certain condisiattitude-behaviour link is strong (Kelley

and Mirer, 1984). The main question is under wdwatditions do what types of attitudes held
by what types of individual predict which typesh&haviour (Fazio & Zanna, 1981).

The theory of planned behaviour by Acek Ajzen (1988ggests the following mechanism of
attitude-behaviour transformation (Figure 1). Untlds model, attitude is only one of the
factors that influence behaviour, two other factbies influence behaviour are subjective norms
(the person's perception of what people who areitapt to him think he should do in relation
to the behaviour in question) and perceived cor{ti@ person’s belief that they can act in the
current situation). Together with attitude theynfican intention that transforms into behaviour.
Figures 2 and 3 below provide a driving-relatednegi® of attitude formation. The example
illustrates that where the subjective norm and gieedl control coincide with an individual's
attitude towards a certain activity the attitudansforms into intention and then into action.
Where these other factors oppose the individuéitsi@e it may not transform into action at all.



Figure 1. Theory of planned behaviour
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Figure 3. Theory of planned behaviour: Driving-Related Example continued
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Changing Attitudes and Behaviour
Attitudes and behaviours can be changed by a rahigetors:

New experiences

New personal, community or national situations
New information

Peer/group pressure

Media and marketing

But this is not an automatic or predictable procesg cannot assume that a given stimulus will
result in a given change of attitude or behaviougach individual.

Governments deploy many different methods to aehahanges in attitudes and behaviour:

Regulatory/legislative compulsion (eg wearing of seatbelts)

Pricing/taxation (eg high levels of taxation on tobacco)

Infrastructure/facilities (eg provision of recycling facilities)

Incentives (eg rewards for children for attending school tagy)

Penalties (eg higher levels of road tax on high carbon Jekic

Provision of information/education (eg provision of information on drugs and safer
sex)

Community involvement (eg reducing youth offending)

Personal involvement (eg parental involvement in schooling)

Confrontation (eg dealing with drug addiction, or allowing vios of crime to confront
perpetrators)

Peer/group pressure (egreducingracist attitudes in young people)

Political movements (eg developmemt of women'’s rights)

Media/Marketing (egroad safety, attitudes to disability etc)

These factors interact in a complex fashion — &eduse of just one measure is likely to be sub-
optimal in delivering behavioural change (eg delyvef a message without support, or backed
up by incentives or penalties, is likely to haveslénpact).

Many government interventions are based aroundatienal choice model — which assumes
that consumers make decisions by calculating tlkviolual costs and benefits of different
courses of action and choose the option that maesniheir expected net benefits. This model
has been the subject of significant criticism askies no account of habits and routines, social
and moral behaviours, emotional reactions, or $coiatext. These theories are set out in more
detail in Annex 1.

Government policies often rely to a significantesiton delivering effective communications to

the public. Hoyland et al. (1953) argues that rideo to change behaviour three main factors
need to be considered in relation to the commuoicathannels deployed: the source (who), the
message (what), and the audience (to whom). Ttaesers influence the degree to which a

message is believed and is likely to influencdwatés/behaviour.

Thesource factors are:
e Credibility/trustworthiness,



e Attractiveness;
e Likeability;
e Expertise/status in the subject area.

Message factors are:
e Order of arguments- last argument is the one niadylto be remembered;
e One vs. two-sided arguments
e Type of appeal (Fear, Humour)

Audience Factors
e Demographic (Gender, Age, etc.)
e Personality (e.g. Self-esteem)
e Interests and knowledge

All these factors need to be taken into accounlesign of an effective campaign. For example,
the results of the survey suggest that lack oft truggovernment or utility companies as the
source could damage the credibility of a messatieetled directly by these bodies.

In 1986 Petty and Cacioppo introduced the elabmmdtkelihood model. This model states that
in order to be persuasive a message requires alaar\Where an issue is seen as important an
individual invests time and resources to focustaissue (known as central processing); where
the issue seems to be trivial an individual save® tand resources by adopting peripheral
processing of the issue. Where central procgssirthe issue is adopted the possibility of
attitude change depends upon the quality of theraemgts provided in the campaign. Where
peripheral processing is adopted the possibilitattfude change depends upon the strength of
the superficial source/message cues (for exampiaber of arguments).

There is also a reverse causal link between att#tuhd behaviour, i.e. behaviour can change
attitudes. This phenomenon is known as cognitigsahance. Cognitive dissonance is a state
of tension generated when a person has two or mooasistent beliefs or behaviours. People
are motivated to reduce this dissonance, and one olaloing this is to alter inconsistent
elements. So where behaviour is inconsistent aitlattitude, a person may alter their attitude
to coincide with their behaviour.

Monitoring impact: towards headline goals

One of the primary challenges in assessing behelighifts has been in the identification of
‘headline’ measures against which the impact oéri@ntions can be assessed. For policy
makers, in particular, there has been a desireetabte to evaluate and quantify the effects of
actions on people’s attitudes towards and behaworelation to the interventions.

As sustainability and sustainable behaviour inveled parts of everyday life, such change
could be measured in relation to almost every dspefiuman existence. Consequently, as
possible actions can run into hundreds, there inerge agreement between national
governments and stakeholders that a more limited ,naore focussed, set béadline measures
should be deployed to assess changes towardsrakdeabehaviour. Generally, the selection of
such measures has reflected possible policy iméinses more directly than areas of concern for
action by the public. At the national level, DEFRAs developed for the government a set of 12
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headline behaviour godls Selected after a process of stakeholder engayeraed working
with the Green Alliance (an environmental thinkkgrnthe headline goals identified relate to
five main areas of consumer behaviour and are egpteas 12 ‘headline’ behaviour goals

(Table 1).

Table 1. UK headline measures of sustainable behaviour

Personal transport Use more efficient vehicles

Use car less for short trips
Avoid unnecessary flights (short haul)

Homes: energy

Install insulation
Better energy management
Install microgeneration

Homes: waste

Increase recycling
Waste less food

Homes: water

More responsible water usage

Eco-products

Buy energy efficient products
Eat more food locally in season
Adopt lower impact diet

Source: adapted fromHBRA (2008)

These 12 goals cover a relatively narrow range esfalgiour. A wider (much longer) list of
measures is also available from the same DEFRAyswiich offers more comprehensive
coverage of environmental dimensions, but in tusnracognised as less effective as headline

measures.

Adopting a focussed and limited set of behavioueabets has downsides. Research has
suggested that intervention to bring about voluyntpro-environmental behaviour change

usually have difficultiesn achieving durable chanyeConsequently, whilst gains in some areas
may appear to mark progress, these may have si@ti@h, and indeed run counter to changes

in other areas.

A key question is therefore whether such headlossgare of immediate relevance to issues
and policy objectives within Northern Ireland — peunlarly in relation to the Strategic Energy
Framework As national goals they may lack local specifiecihd relevance (ie be insufficiently
relevant to the current behaviours of people intheemn Ireland, and the overall changes
sought), and may not be sufficiently focussed ogrg@ynissues (eg other behaviours make much
more difference to energy consumption).

There may therefore be merit in developing add#if@iternative measures of progress.

As an alternative to headline measures, a morstiwéipproach could be adopted which:

(i) assesses the impacts across a wider rangetiohgaather than a narrow list (i.e. more
targeted to specific policies and technologies);
(if) evaluates impact by a combination of infornoation behaviour, attitudes and actions; and

® See the January 2008 report from DEFRA on ‘A framm for pro-environmental behaviours’; the headlin

goals are listed on p5.
® Staats, H. et al (2004) p341-367
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(iif) examines the interactions between differerd-pnvironment and sustainable areas.

This approach, primarily through a benchmarkingttiftudes and motivations now, and updated
regularly, can offer both a deeper understandinigetiavioural change and richer insights to its
durability and sustainability. This alternative papach, rather than just measuring how
individuals are behaving, would seek to understand:

e what motivated or caused a particular change imbehr;

e whether that behavioural change is long lasting, laow likely it is to change again if
circumstances change;

e how different behaviours may support or work aga@ash other;

e the overall contribution or impact to sustainapildf a particular behaviour, or set of
behaviours.

This would provide a more sophisticated set of ena to inform the development of public
policy. Identifyingwhat was changing — but more importantishy changes have occurred -
rather than just supplying a series of snapshotsebfiviours. Snapshots do not explain the
directions and drivers of change, which intervamti@are working and why, or whether wider
socio-economic issues are driving behavioural chang

Maximising behavioural change: segmented approach

Across the population as a whole, surveys sugdest in some areas of environmental
sustainability agenda there is widespread willirsgn® change behaviour and engage in more
sustainable practices. Few respondents indicatethiest are unwilling, for example, to waste
less food, manage energy use in the home betteseokvater more responsibly. Many already
participate in recycling schemes and are awareliofate change. However, research also
indicates that there are important differences eopbe’s willingness and ability to act more
sustainably. As a result, there is now an acceptanmwngst academics and policy makers that a
moresegmented approach is required; one that appreciates the differenmtgeople’s attitudes,
barriers, motivations and current behaviours.

In this report we review two of the main approacivbsch have been adopted in environmental
and sustainability research. The first has beed tis® Energy Savings Trust (EST) to classify
households by their energy consumption profiles: Mosaic system has been developed by
Experian and classifies consumers into 11 groupedan demographics, lifestyle, socio-
economic and cultural dimensions. The second has lagdopted the UK government in its
policy analysis of promoting more pro-environmeratitudes and behaviour. It was developed
for DEFRA to indicate seven groups characterisedhayr attitudes and motivations to pro-
environmental actions. We believe that both haeets and some limitations.
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Table 2. MOSAIC and DEFRA approach comparison

Merits Limitations
MOSAIC approach e Built on multivariable base » Most appropriate for integration
« Used as basis for existing opinion with large data sets
surveys e Economic and lifestyle-led
e Linked to postcode data sets categorisation
Adaptable (eg by EST into 10 groups) ¢ Links to environmental behaviour
less clear

e Less identifiable groups

DEFRA approach e Based on current environmental « Not linked to other data
behaviour & attitudes e Can be difficult to analyse
e Focussed on motivation populations into these groups in
interventions practice.

e Policy-focussed
» Identifiable groups

Experian Mosaic categorisation

Mosaic is a classification system of householdstimed by Experidn It covers the whole of
the UK and classifies all consumers into 61 ty@egregated into 11 groups. Using over 400
data variables and updated annually, it paintsch picture of UK consumers in terms of
demographics, socio-economics, lifestyles, culamd behaviour. The level of details provided
by Mosaic allows classification of households &t plostcode scale.

Due to its high quality and the wide range of Vialea the classification has been widely used by
different government as well as private comparke@s. example, this geodemographic system
has been used in the sampling for the Scottish étmld Survey (SHS) in 2001 and is also
being used by the UK Energy Saving Trust (EST) tyaio classify UK households by their
energy consumption profiles.

However, EST found the original Mosaic system Iedsvant to understanding environmental
issues. It therefore has adapted Mosaic to corsitsicown classification system reflecting

environmental habits and behaviours of the UK patoth. The EST-Mosaic system allocates
each household in the UK to one of the ten behaal@roups.

Table 3. Mosaic segmentation group description

Group Details

Environmentally Mature Rich, affluent couples, living in large detachedrss in the suburbs
or more rural villages. Despite their high energe they are well
educated regarding the environment and the dangérglobal
warming and have one of the most positive attitutbegards the
environment.

Educated Advocates A mixture of young city centre professionals andieated couples
still enjoying a city lifestyle. They form a critic group for the next
few years as their lifestyles develop into highewels of car

"Experian defines itself as an international compthay provides information, analytical and markgtiervices to
organizations and consumers to help manage thamgkeward of commercial and financial decisions.
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ownership and a greater need for larger housesc¢onamodate
growing families.

Discerning Elders

Professional couples on the cusp of retirements noup offers a
significant opportunities for behavioural changsgteey are not only
interested in environmental issues, but are aptiet in their lives
where mortgages have been paid off and childree teft home so
there are few financial commitments.

Comfortable Conservatives

Professional people who have established a cdea@l stability in
there careers and personal lives. There are sompertopities for
changing their environmental attitudes and behasioBut the way
to pursue them to implement change is to presem tvith all the
relevant information for them to make up their ommds in their
own time as they do not like to be pressured indliing decisions.

Britain Today

Reflection of ‘modern’ Britain. The majority of thigroup are
suburban couples who are strongly influenced byotdbpapers,
television programs and advertising. Household &hisles

emissions are not high due to smaller houses ariddhaccess to
cars. Their attitude towards the environment ioWweaverage, and
there is a relatively low potential for changingeithenvironmental
attitudes and habits.

Restful Retirement

Elderly couples and widowers with low energy uséisTgroup
represents elderly people, often widowed, who @teeestill living
independently or have moved into housing that sdtarthe elderly.
Little can be done for those in elderly housing, flou those who can
maintain an independent lifestyle it will be impant to save every
penny and therefore anything that could help inucety energy
expense will be considered. This group is likelybt targeted by
other government agencies as they would probaldifgudor grants
to implement changes.

Driving Dependency

Young sharers or couples living in new houses inape estates,
who see the car as the only way to get aroundtisrgroup their
cars are the lifeline. Almost all trips away frohethouse involve a
vehicle, whether going to work, doing the shoppig, visiting
friends and relations. Current attitudes towardsehvironment are
below average reflecting the ‘live for now’ attimidhat is prevalent
at this age. As these couples begin families thilyb@come more
conscious of their surrounding environment andrtthegacy’, which
represents significant opportunities for changimgirt environmental
habits.

Financially Burdened

Families with high expenditure on everyday livinghis group
reflects those families that despite having goodspects for
employment and careers have to spend most of timisehold
income on mortgage, grocery shopping, holidays, \&tcilst aware
of the environment they feel the financial constisiof there day-to-
day life restrict how much they can influence eammental
changes.

Ethnic Tradition

Ethnic Tradition consists of Asian families & othethnic groups
living in suburban semi-detached houses or indalstrérraced
housing. ‘Ethnic Tradition’ accords high importanme the family,
and many households consist of extended familiesuskhold
energy consumption for this group is high. Car owhip is limited.
Concern regarding the environment in general istdida However
some elements of this group have expressed int@resinging to a
green tariff for energy bills. Overall there is peofor changes in
their environmental attitudes.

Fixed Horizons

This group consists of poorer families and eldedyples living in
council or ex-council accommodation in towns antiesi Life is
hard for this group and their focus is on day-tg-darvival rather
than environmental issues and as such they sholowest level of
concern for the environment. Their CO2 emissionglk are just
below average, so there is a scope for reductiemicle ownership is
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low and most of the cars are second-hand use. Themme scope
for changing their environmental habits, especiallyen financial
incentives could be used.

Source: Energy Saving Trust, UK

Figure 4 compares the EST analysis for the didiobuwf households within each category for
the UK, Glasgow and Northern Ireland.

Compared with the UK, where 25% households aresified as being part of the
environmentally indifferent “Fixed Horizons” groum, Northern Ireland this group forms 40%.
Similarly, amongst the most environmentally matg®ups (discerning elders, educated
advocates, environmentally mature), there is apskhantrast between Northern Ireland (with
13.9%) and the UK as a whole (24.1%). On the tddethese factors would appear to indicate
that achieving significant shifts in pro-environnedrbehaviour in Northern Ireland is likely to
prove more difficult than many other parts of thi€.U

However whilst the Mosaic classification is rigogp@nd can be connected relatively easily to
other surveys of households, there is a lack afsprarency in the technique used to map
MOSAIC classifications to certain types of behavioand attitude in relation to the
environment, and how households or areas are &ldc® Mosaic categories in practice.
Mosaic (as applied by EST) is essentially an araseth approach that assumes that most
households in a certain postcode area think anaveein a similar way.

It appears that the Mosaic analysis essentiallyrass that all households with a certain socio-
economic make-up (ie income, education, age, dthinication) possess a certain set of
environmental attitudes and behaviours. This lelltrue to some extent, however it would be
more accurate to note that whilst a certain propormf a socio-economic group are more likely
to possess a certain set of beliefs, attitudesoahdviours on environmental issues it cannot be
assumed that all people in the designated group (f@signated area) have the same beliefs and
behaviours (eg we should not assume that all Astarseholds in suburban areas have the same
limited interest in environmental issues). Essdliytithe Mosaic approach appears to provide
policy makers and deliverers of programmes withoaigh guide” to the way that households in
certain area are likely to behave — it does notdvaw directly measure attitudes and behaviours.
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Figure 4. Mosaic segmentation by percentage of households
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The discussion below draws heavily on a recentyshydDEFRA on developing “A framework
for pro-environmental behaviours”. This comprelenseview offers an opportunity to align
with current policy development across the UK, ahgb to draw on the latest academic and
related research.

DEFRA behavioural segments

In 2008, the Department for Environment and Rurffidifs (DEFRA) reported on the outcome
of several strands of research exploring pro-emvivental behaviour. Concentrating primarily
on those behaviours which impact on carbon rednard linked to climate change mitigation,
the report includes a potentially useful classtfma of groups by their current behaviour and
motivation towards sustainable behaviours.

Adopting a segmentation approach, the DEFRA rebalustrates how the UK population can
be usefully divided into seven categories. Fighralustrates their conclusions, plotting the
groups relative to each other in terms of the mgitiess to act towards more sustainable
behaviour (the x-axis) and their differentiatedifpto act (y-axis).

Figure 5: The seven DEFRA segments
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Source: adapted from DEFRA (2008)

Note: A description of the main characteristiceath group are provided in Table 3 below

We explore the defining characteristics of eackthete groups further emphasising the essence
of each group and outlining the main motivationadl ehavioural characteristics. Drawing on
Figure 5, we suggest that there are three maigcaés:

e those who are pro-environmentally aware;
» those who are willing but remain cautious in theghaviour; and
» those who are largely disengaged from pro-envirartaidehaviour.

The DEFRA (2008) research provides more detaildach segment based on their national
survey and also suggests that at the national ,sealeh segment is composed of similar
proportions of the population. Their research sstgge that the largest groups were both the
most pro-environmental in their behaviour (the pesi greens) and the least (honestly
disengaged) — Table 4.
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Table 4. Size of behavioural segments at UK scale

Segment % Totals

The aware groups 44%
Positive greens 18
Concerned consumers 14
Waste watchers 12

The willing & cautious 28%
Cautious participants 14
Sideline supporters 14

Disengaged 28%
Stalled starters 10
Honestly disengaged 18

Total 100 100%

Source: DEFRA (2008) Report Supplement: segmeritlgso

This research indicates that more than two thifdhe population are willing to engage with
pro-environmental behaviour, although less tharf he¢ currently significantly involved in

making contributions to the headline measures.

In contrast to the Moasic segmentation, the DEFRBpr@ach enables each group to be defined

in terms of key motivational and attitudinal chaeaustics, a summary of which is:

The aware groups

Group 1: Positive Greens
Highly motivated, this group is both keen to chargehaviour but also has a hi

gh

potential for doing so without significant extern@akessure. They feel motivated primarily for

wider societal and environmental reasons, settsigeapersonal desires in the process.
group is often at the vanguard of sustainableaitmtes.

Group 2: Concerned Consumers
This significant segment recognises the value afabioural change but struggles

This

to

enact their concerns. Lifestyle and personal desirake their behaviour often inconsistent with

their environmental value systems. There is bottliengness and potentially an ability to act

more sustainably but requires some external madindad do so.

Group 3: Waste Watchers

Conscious about the levels of waste and with dingitess to avoid unnecessary

excesses, this group on the surface appears moaliout more sustainable behaviour. Howe

ver,

there is less evidence of a willingness to shifedoehavioural patterns, but an ability to make

smaller adjustments to personal consumption.

The willing, cautious groups

Group 4: Cautious Participants

Whilst often portrayed as the ‘silent majorityhjd group is often no larger than others,
and is characterised by its limited and targetesblirement with behavioural change. Small
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changes, in selected areas of personal consumptimoted, with deeper and larger change only
likely if shown (by others) to be beneficial.

Group 5: Sideline Supporters

A willingness to act, and often a good degree wéraness of the environmental and
sustainable issues, this group nevertheless dddsanglate this into personal action. Change in
behaviour is rare and actions often are at odds thvéir level of consciousness.

The disengaged groups

Group 6: Stalled Starters

This mixed group often has some characteristicsclwtit into more sustainablg
behaviour (eg public transport use, low energy us#) often this by default rather than
intention. Limited knowledge of the wider issuesassociated too with limited ability to act
upon advice.

Group 7: Honestly Disengaged

The one group whose levels of willingness to cleaisgowest, whatever their ability to
act. Personal behaviour is largely unaffected odifrel by sustainability arguments, and ajso
little influenced by others.

In Scotland the Scottish Environmental Attitudesd @ehaviours (2008) was used by the
Scottish Government to develop a different typolddye in part to differences between the
surveys). This typology was based purely on exga@sattitudes to climate change and the
environment (and did not factor in behaviours). e Thesearchers argued that this typology is
useful as “Environmental behaviours clearly starimetier chance of adoption if people believe
there is a need to take action and that thesenactice of value. A typology of environment

engagement was created to provide a clearer asalfshe types of people who may be more
open to environmental messages and potential cedaadeshaviour....”

The Scottish typology segments people into a hiasaof five groupings:

0 Deep Greens (14%): These are people who: said that the environmestana
important issue in Scotland or the most importaste in the world; believed that
climate change is an immediate and urgent probéem;said they know a great deal or a
fair amount about climate change. These peoplenast likely to be engaged with the
issues and the most proactive in terms of adotavg or alternative behaviours.

o Light Greens (14%): People who believe that climate change is an inatednd
urgent problem and an important issue globally vidubd do not necessary feel well
informed about climate change or think that itnsraportant issue in Scotland. This
group could be referred to as “aspiring greenseylimay be interested in adopting new
behaviours but tend to be more passive than thbseane highly engaged.

o Shallow Greens (30%): These are people who said that climate change is a
immediate and urgent problem, but not one of thetrimoportant issues globally or in
Scotland. These people accept that climate change issue, but may not be convinced
of the need to take more than minimal action asemée
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o Distanced (30%b): This group believe that climate change is mora pfoblem for the
future or hold no views on climate change. It ifkeaty that this group will readily
accept the need for anything more than minor atikadly easy changes to their lifestyle.

o Disengaged (14%0): These are people who are not convinced that airtlaange is
happening or, that if it is happening, believesihot a problem. This group are likely to
be the most resistant to messages about changimd#haviour.

The DEFRA typology offers an initial framework txanine how different people can be
classified according to shared sets of attitudes lagliefs. Importantly, as illustrated by the
DEFRA research, this segmentation approach hasigaband policy benefits. It supports the
development of a more targeted set of interventwimsh can be tailored to reflect the differing
motivations, barriers, attitudes and current betavassociated with each group. Consequently,,
this approach can be used to assist implementatidifferent interventions — both in relation to
policy and technology.

Like the Mosaic categorisation, the DEFRA studyerdf benefits to sustainability policy. In
particular, this approach has potential utilityitas

« offers meaningful and recognisable categories witach people can locate themselves
and be located by their existing behaviour andual#is;

« reflects the diverse levels of willingness and iaptio act in a more pro-environmental
way across any population;

e enables differentiating characteristics to defirfeecent segments; and

e enables different strategies to be adopted to ttéingse different groups.

Whilst not ruling out either approach as offeringlue, the DEFRA schema appears more
appropriate as this is more closely related taastbased on current environmental behavioural
patterns and thus of immediate relevance to thg etage development of the initiative and as
it will allow local actions in Northern Ireland tee related to UK government-led interventions.

In order to meet time and cost constraints theesuoonducted for this report had a smaller
number of questions than the survey conducted t6FRA. This means that analysis of the
results of the survey into the DEFRA typology ist &g reliable. However analysis of the
survey results broadly reflects the Mosaic analysmth a significantly larger proportion of
disengaged households in Northern Ireland tharwdlsee in the UK, and a smaller proportion
of the most aware groups. The analysis suggeatsviews and behaviours in relation to the
environment are in fact more negative than the Mosaalysis would suggest — with a smaller
proportion of greener households.

e Aware Groups — 6% (44%)
e Willing and Cautious Groups — 42% (28%)
e Disengaged Groups — 52% (28%)

UK percentages shown in brackets

This result suggests that around half of Northeetahd households are willing to engage to
some extent in pro-environmental behaviours — Imat shifting behaviour is likely to be

significantly more difficult than the UK as a whol@he disengaged share of the population is
much larger — suggesting that over the half of petpan of Northern Ireland are not receptive to
messages designed to change their behaviour throogbern about the environment. This
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report suggests a longer and more detailed surivejtitudes and behaviours be undertaken to
assist future policy development.

Motivating behavioural change in groups: the 4E’s

Understanding the different levels of motivationvaseness and ability to act in relation to
sustainability is important. Research points to tleenplexity of the current situation. Such
recognition is, however, of greatest importande énables translation into strategies and action
plans which address the needs of each group toobe sastainable in their behaviour.

Following the wider strategy of the UK governmethie DEFRA segmented approach can be
positioned within what has been termed the ‘4Egraach to changing behaviour; motivating
change through a mixture of ‘enabling’, ‘engagingncouraging’, and ‘exemplifying’. This
strategy recognises that each group has differet¢ngal to do more and differentiated
willingnessto act to do more.

The 4Es approach was developed as part of the 4kaBable Development Strategy in 2605.
It outlines four key areas of interventions, laygeld by government but including business and
community as well. Under each of the Es there anenaber of broad headline actions:

Table 5. Headline actions of the 4Es approach.

Enable: Engage:
remove barriers to motivation & create community action
action
give information & best practice develop co-prciiln
provide facilities for action deliberative fora
provide viable alternatives Support personal @a@ont &
enthusiasts
educate/train/provide skills media campaigns/apifiormers
provide capacity use networks
Encourage: Exemplify:
adjust tax system leading by example
offer grants & expenditure achieving consisteimcgolicy
provide reward schemes
create recognition & social
pressures (eg league tables)
impose penalties, fines and
enforcement action

Source: Securing the future, UK Sustainable Devekqt Strategy 2005

Research is divided over the merit of the 4 E’s.t# one hand, the need for collective and

inclusive forms of intervention is reinforced by#e four elements. All four emphasise the roles
for everyone (leaders and laggards) to be parthefdhanges in behaviour, and a suitable

balance between information, instruction and examghforcing and enabling can be achieved.

In addition, the 4 E’s recognises that motivatiomgproaches evolve with involvement and thus

no single approach is likely to have positive andaflle success. Further, the approach shows
how forms of intervention can have benefits for enttran one segment (or group).

8 Securing the future, UK Sustainable Developmerit&gy 2005

21



This strategy based on the 4 E’'s makes sense icahgxt of national government, and is
consistent with the earlier researtiwhich argued that government needed to investakem
solutions available, to change behaviour througficating examples of adoption, enable more
information on products, and undertake campaigrshtov collective action and support.

On the other hand, the 4 E’s works within a patéicfiorm of management, one that seeks a
partnership rather than a managerial, top-dowrctlivg of behaviour. It assumes that through
time all peoplewill see the interventions that are desirableaitidtherefore feel a desire to be
changing their own behaviour. As this takes tirhe, @évidential base for the impact in changing
behaviour of the 4 E’s is to date limited, oftensjoecific areas of activity (eg recycling of
waste).

An alternative (perhaps complementary) approado iseek to compel changes in behaviour
through regulatory and infrastructural changes.

The utility of the 4E’s lies in how this might réance the DEFRA segmented approach. Figure
2 illustrates one way in which different motivatadrapproaches (Es) are likely to have most
impact on each segment.

Figure 6: Combining the 4E’s and DEFRA segments
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and Willing
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Source: adapted from DEFRA (2008)

® Sustainable consumption round table report ‘I ifijlou will’ (2005)
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As a rule of thumb, those already well motivated avell informed (eg Group 1, Positive
Greens) are most likely to respond positively taldimg and engaging approaches. In contrast,
those in groups 6 and 7 above - the Stalled Staatied Honestly Disengaged - may need more
engagement (largely through collective action tkentnem feel included) and encouragement
(with a balance of rewards and penalties to fesrese of importance and imperative).

Developing policies to motivate segments

One key benefit identified in using a segmentatiwdel is that it assists tailoring interventions
for specific groups. The likely issues and oppattes, based on our understanding of each
segment’s attitudes, barriers, motivations anderurbehaviours, can be identified. Thus, for
example, we can understand which groups are liteelye most sceptical about changing their
behaviour to contribute to climate change mitigatts where most people are already actively
seeking to influence their friends and family torbere environmentally friendly.

Adopting the DEFRA segmentation we offer here samt&l thoughts on the opportunities and
issues for each segment and the implications effthi the way we develop interventions and
the way we engage with different groups. Even &t dlarly stage, it is evident there are some
possible actions cut across groups which in otlersvare very different.

This analysis can be expanded in later researcth, bp more specific information on the
characteristics of the groups in a Northern Irelaowhtext, informed by the benchmark
attitudinal survey (see below) and the initial fimgs of the other working groups in the
initiative.

A traffic light system has been used to illustriiie degree to which the segments argently

adopting pro-environmental behaviours. All groupan cbenefit from targeted policy
interventions, and the most effective ones araradibelow.
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Positive Greens

Main Policy Implications

- encourage to act as opinion shapers. For tleig iave to be provided with all the requir
information and tools they need. This group is hkely to respond to the mainstrea
communication campaigns led by the government gthen(low) level of their confidence i
the efficiency of the government activity.

ed
m

- trial new initiatives with the members of thisogp, like product labeling focused on the

environmental impact, which will also encouragepledo grow market for greener products.

- role-models to demonstrate positive impact odirthbehaviour and the extent of the

government commitment.

Waste Watchers

This segment is strongly focused on avoiding waat#pss a wide range of areas and

recycling, motivated more by local and national iemvment than the global environment.

to

There are high levels of knowledge, though the grisuess likely to seek to persuade others to

be environmentally friendly, and is generally contevith what they are doing to help the

environment. And they are also less likely to supgovernment led top-down measures {
are seen to ‘force’ people to change their behasiou

This group is heavily dependent on the car tramdlféying, and their car dependency and us|
is key. Changing their travel behaviours will berchaas they will resist persuasion

compulsion. There is a resistance to driving omfiyless, yet good potential for using mg
fuel-efficient cars.

Main Policy Implications

- unlikely to respond positively to climate changemmunications. Non-environment
motivations should be used instead.
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- should be targeted with behaviours that relatdhéer concern about the UK countryside, st
as plant for wildlife, water management in the gard

- reward and support: the efforts of this grouéhping the environment should be recognis
because despite the fact that this group is l&stylto want to do more, they are doing m
than most already.

- education: It may be possible to use an approla@hencourages them to share their ‘wa
not, want not’ approach with others, and to adaéip¢iobehaviours that fit with this approach.

- implementing top-down measures is not very edfitiwith this group without previou

ich

ed,
Dre

Aste

S

engagement.

Concerned Consumers

This segment’s environmental concern focuses anaté change. Being ‘green’ fits with th
group’s self identity. Knowledge levels are usuddiyer than some groups, and members
this group are on above-average income levels tih@urg not yet choosing to pay more
environmentally friendly products. They are les®ly to be led by the levels of governme
activity, or to support government led top-down sweas that are seen to ‘force’ people
change their behaviours.

Main Policy Implications

- there is an opportunity to try to motivate thisogp to do more; perhaps emotiof
engagement; a range of behaviour specific incesitive

- need to be challenging of current behaviours twoarage this group to be ma
environmentally friendly.

S
5 of
for
2Nt
to

nal

- should be engaged with prior to implementing dlopvn measures

Sideline Supporters

This segment has a green ecological worldview, lamid Positive Greens. They do not ¢
themselves as acting in ‘green’ ways. Moreover, e of this group have the greatest
between their attitudes and their behaviours. Tieye a sense of guilt about environmer
damage, but say they are willing to do more and foal more information. The need fq
behaviours to fit with current lifestyle is moreani issue.

Main Policy Implications

- need to encourage them to think ablootth the environment and their behaviour (e.g. in te
of resource saving) and adapt their behaviourg tadre closely with their principles.

- challenge here is to investigate whether gulkvahtion is a motivator and understand h
such messaging could be used.

- need for policy measures to ensure they then rheyend the small behavioural changes.

ee

jap
ntal
DI

rms
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Cautious Participants

Main Policy Implications

- need to be shown that others are acting, andattteiins have impacts (and personal bene
to convert their latent interest into action.

- effective action would be to develop a packagentdrventions that demonstrates collect
action.

- life-stage prompts should be developed to engmuaad support their move from ‘thinking’
doing.

fits)

ive

o

- need many and constant flows of information.

Stalled Starters

Main Policy Implications
- non-environmental motivations should be emphdsise

- not be opposed to others adopting more envirotatigrfriendly life styles (eg not activel
obstructing or speaking out against environmenfailindly behaviours).

<

Honestly Disengaged




Main Policy Implications

- approaches which are not explicitly environmeziated need to be applied

- use of the non-environmental motivations is testlhope of engaging “honestly disengaged”.

Source: DEFRA (2008)
Motivating local opinion shapers

Whilst this general approach at national or inteaomal scales may be appropriate, locally there
may be a case for a more targeted strategy basedhcathe principle of the 4 E’s. Before
examining these options, there are two fundamepiastions to ask:

(1) can devolved and local government, in partnershiih wther stakeholders, bring
about sufficient change in behaviour?
(i) do people believe that these stakeholders can bhbogt these changes?

The national surveys suggest that most people &iaexpectation of government — including:

e to support different types of interventions;
e to show what products and behaviour is appropraatd,
e to offer guidance and examples.

but they also do not wish government to implemeriauly top down financial approaches. The
guestion of whether this applies at local levdess clear, as there are few surveys addressing
this question on the regional/city level.

For example, the Scottish Government Environmeateai/ey (2005) provides some interesting
insights on the issue. One of the questions irsthiegey addressed respondents’ views on how
environmental protection might be paid for. Strastgaipport was found for the ‘polluter pays’
principle, meaning that those who pollute the emvinent should pay for any damage done
(93% of people agreed). The next most popular leaght in the idea of tougher legislation
(73% agreed). Under half of those surveyed agreid the other two suggestions — ‘The
Scottish Executive should find money to protect émvironment by spending less on other
things’ (46%), and ‘We should find the money totprd the environment by being prepared to
pay higher taxes’ (42% agreed).

Similar conclusions arise from in the European Cassian’s (2007) Special Eurobarometer
survey on “Attitudes of European citizens towar@ thnvironment”. Asked to choose two
actions from a list of six possibilities that theyee as the most effective in tackling
environmental problems, most respondents emphadined for offenders and enforcing
legislation (Figure 4). Some differences can beeplesd between the preferences in the old and
the new Member states. Respondents in the old Eldd Significantly more likely to mention
better enforcement of existing legislation (35%iaga27% in NMS12). Conversely, residents
of the newer countries tend to opt for stricter imynmental legislation and financial
punishments for offenders (respectively 29% agaidss in EU15 and 41% against 36% in the
EU15).

The emerging pattern of responses in such sunsysat legislative measures in general are

seen to be the best way to tackle environmentdllgnos. However it is worth noting that this
survey is looking at the wider environmental agendather than just energy issues.
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Figure 7: The most effective ways of tackling environmental problems

Introducing heavier fines for offende

Ensuring better enforcement of existing environnaé¢
legislation
Providing more information on environmental issi

Offering higher financial incentives (e.g.: tax &ks, subsidies)
to industry, commerce and to citizens who protéet t
environment

Introducing stricter environmental legislatio

Introducing and increasing taxation on environméntd
damaging activities

None of these (SPONTANEOUSY

Others (SPONTANEOUS

DK

Source: Eurobarometer survey, 2007

However, the abovementioned examples do not prdafielanswer to the question what types of
government environmental policies are supportetietegional or local level where the ability

to implement legislative and encouraging/puniticéan is considerable limited. And this lack

of clarity is further hindered by a lack of knowtgrdas to whether people believe that local
stakeholders and local government can offer intgreas at all. Without such expectation, it

will be more difficult to infer in advance what i@t any intervention will have in shaping

behaviour.

One key issue is to identifyho local residents believe should have responsikititynotivate
behavioural change andhat types of action they believe can be adopted byh docal
stakeholders and policy makers.
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Glasgow and Northern Ireland Survey
Design and Methodology

A lack of specific information on the current atties and behavioural patterns of residents in
Northern Ireland would make it difficult to havenfmlence in identifying the key areas for
interventions and specific actions, and to as$essipact of such actions.

Therefore, in October 2009, a local benchmark surwas designed by this study and
conducted, drawing on best practice and case studitonally and internationally, but adapted
to address the local context of the Northern Ir@élaB00 residents in Glasgow and 600 residents
in Northern Ireland were surveyed. The survey usedpresentative sampling technique — the
sample used a random geographic sample acrossexoitieland, and quota sampling to ensure
a fair representation of different household incogneups. Previous research suggests that
income is one of the crucial factors that deternimigvidual behavioural patterns and attitudes
to sustainability. Each respondent was 18 yeat®oblder and was interviewed by telephone.

Surveys are not objective, and instead rely ornviddals being able and willing to give accurate
assessments of their own attitudes and behaviandspeing willing report these honestly. A
number of issues need to be taken into accounbmsidering survey results on this type of
issue. There are a number of factors that matoatistort responses. The first factor is that the
very act of surveying an individual on a particuksue will tend to elevate the importance of
that issue in their minds (at least temporarilyy) second factor is that individuals may not fully
understand or acknowledge their own behaviour.uthér issue is that interviewees are often
tempted to please interviewers by giving what tpeyceive as the “right” answer, as well as
wanting to show themselves in a better light. Resps to surveys need to be seen in this
context. So, for example, in this survey the pripo of people stating they adopt pro-
environmental behaviours may be increased by tfaesers.

Table 6. Key Issues Included in the questionnaire and the rational for their inclusion

Key issues Rationale for inclusion

Priorities of the NI Placing environmental, sustainability & climate uss in
population context

Energy use Current actions to reduce energy ugeihome
Waste Current actions to recycle, compost and waatege
Transport Actions to avoid car use

Food consumption Actions shaping grocery purchasing

Water use Reduction methods currently being used
Motivational factors Key drivers for actions anaations
Pro-environmental Personal evaluation of green actions

assessment

Knowledge sources Key information sources and thestworthiness
Responsibility Views on who should tackle climaktacge

Possible interventions A gauge of reactions

Details of the questionnaire are attached at Arihex
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Survey Results

The following section presents the main resultshef questionnaire conducted in the City of
Glasgow and in the Northern Ireland.

The questionnaire consisted of 25 questions. Theeptage of respondents in each age category
is presented in the table below:

Age Group Percentage of Respondents in
the sample

15-19 3%

19-29 24%

30-39 25%

40-49 20%

50-59 13%

60+ 14%

The first section of the survey in particular askedpondents to rate on a scale of 1 (not
important) to 5 (very important) the big issuesconcerns for Northern Ireland at present. The
percentage of people in Northern Ireland who rarddéaf the issues under question as ‘very
important’ is given in the figure below.
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Figure 8. Issues noted as “Very Important” for Northern Ireland and Glasgow
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The figures suggest that highest importance igjasdito economic issues; crime and violence;
employment; education; health, family and relatiopsissues. Issues such as sustainability,
climate change, and the environment have gainecerlowmportance. The results broadly

correspond to the results of the Scottish Governndstitudes and Behaviours Survey

(SEABS), which also puts environmental issues tdwdhe bottom of the scale of importance.
The results tend to confirm that many people tenidhink of climate change as existing in some
future scenario that might affect others but natessarily them. People tend to place much
higher importance on current issues and discountirtiportance of the issues that will affect

them in future.

In what follows we summarise the answers to theests in more detail. The first question of
the section asked respondents to place the regpdpsfor tackling the causes of climate
change. The results show that respondents thirntkltlsal government (councils), Industrial
Companies and International Organisations shoultt bee highest responsibility. However
there is relatively little difference with about%0of respondents think that Communities, UK
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Government and the Northern Ireland Executive aspansible for tackling climate change
Issues.

Figure 9. Responsibility for tackling climate change, Northern Ireland and Glasgow
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The second question asks what sources are thetmasistorthy in providing information about
the climate change.

Figure 10. Trustworthy sources of information, Northern Ireland/Glasgow
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Business and industr
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UK Government

Northern Ireland Executive/Scottish Governmd 65.1%

0.0% 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0 60.0 70.0 80.0 90.0
% % %Glas%w % @¥orthedPirelan® %

The highest trust is given to friends and familyy hews programs, the council and

environmental groups. The last two answers coeuiidh the results obtained by other surveys
(Defra, 2007; SEABS, 2008). The high trust inride and family is striking, and would merit

further analysis to examine in more detail thegratof trust in different types of individual and

household, and to assess how this level of trustdcbe taken into account to make policy
measures more effective.

The third question of the section asked peoplexjoress their views regarding support of
examples of actions that could tackle climate ckandhe actions were chosen as simple
examples of policies that people might see in thearyday lives — rather than the actions that
would necessarily have the greatest impact on cagbussions.

33



Figure 11: Support for Charging for Driving in the City Centre
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Figure 12: Support for Introduction of Water Meters
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Figure 13: Support for shops charging for plastic bags
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All of the suggested actions receive strong or metee support from the majority of
respondents. However a question remains as tchethstpport would remain this strong if the
public were asked their views in relation to a megecifically defined scheme — eg a
congestion charging scheme with defined chargedrfeing in a specified area.

The next question showed that 90% of respondermisesged support in favour of renewable
electricity generation. However it should be notledt dramatically different results might be

seen if respondents were asked their views inioelad a specific renewable energy scheme in
their area. Further research in this area migbbgrattitudes in relation to different types of

specific hypothetical schemes in Northern Ireland/ar their local area.
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Figure 14. Support for more renewable electricity generation, Northern Ireland
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Strong support for renewable energy might be erplhito some extent by the response to the
next question that examined the level of concemutisecurity of the future energy supply.
About 80% of people are concerned about potenitaté shortages in energy supply.

Figure 15. Concern about future power cuts or petrol shortages, Northern Ireland.
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At the same time the readiness of people to pagrfwrrclean energy shows strikingly different
results. The results show that about 50% of respatsdvant electricity prices to be as cheap as

possible regardless of the impact on climate chanddle around 40% disagreed with this
proposition.
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Figure 16. Desire for electricity prices to be as cheap as possible regardless of the impact
on climate change, Northern Ireland
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The last question was designed to assess the treihgublic concern as to the aesthetic impact
of renewable energy infrastructure. Around 60%espondents stated they were willing to pay
20% more for electricity to avoid the building addiational electricity pylons. This suggests
there might be support for measures that wouldaedhe need for overhead wires — such as
sub-sea cables, or underground transmission limbsugh once again this response would need
to tested in more detail check whether support dalélcline if respondents thought there was a
high probability of this policy actually being brglt in practice — with its consequent impact on
bills.

Figure 17. Willingness to pay 20% more for electricity if it meant there would be no new
electricity pylons
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Summary of the survey results
Overall the results of the survey coincide withvives studies in this subject area and show

moderately high public concern about climate chaagd environmental issues. The major
concerns for people still lie in the present (ecoiwdfinancial issues, crime/violence, education
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etc). People are much more affected by the cumsgnation that by something that will be
happening in the future. However, the survey ablsegeals that public support for renewable
energy generation is strong — though the publispliein their willingness to pay more for this.

Explaining non environmental actions
Whilst most respondents to the survey identifieat they were engaging with some — and in a
few cases many — examples of pro-environmentalaeggions for not taking more actions were

also explored.

The most common reasons given for environmentatioas were expense, the amount of time
they take, “sometimes you just forget”, and infigant money savings.

Most common explanations for environmental inacion

Northern Ireland Glasgow
Too expensive 44.0% 42.9%
Takes too much time 43.2% 47.7%
Sometimes you just forget 42.0% 43.9%
Don't have a gardef 41.3% 41.4%
Insignificant money savings 40.8% 40.9%
No recycling facilities 36.3% 36.4%
Don’t have transport 29.3% 29.7%
It would restrict my lifestyle 25.7% 20.3%

Across the different income groups, none of thedal2ors offered (see Annex 2, Q 14 for full
list) was considered by a majority of the whole glagon as a reason for their inaction — though
different pictures appear when the survey is aealysy age or income groups. Amongst the
lowest income group, ‘it costs too much’ was idiedi as the most frequent response, by 44%.
The highest income group also explained their inadby ‘insignificant money savings’ and ‘it
costs too much’, 48% and 35% respectively, accompaaiso by ‘it's mainly up to the council’

— 40%. Financial issues are also an important rataivfor action: 85% of respondents in the
lowest income group indicated that they took pres@mmental action to save money; and 60%
in the highest income group included this factothigir explanations. The middle income group
identified as being the most positively green tigtothe wider range of actions, also offered a
wider range of explanatory factors for non-actimiuding ‘sometimes you just forget’ (40%),
‘too much time and hassle’ (37%), ‘money you savesignificant’ (42%) and ‘don’t see why
you should because hardly anyone else is doir{¢1€0).

When the sample is broken down by household tylpar priorities exist for those with younger
children and elderly couples living by themselvBse lack of financial benefits — both in terms
of ‘it costs too much’ and ‘money you save is imsiigant’ — as well time constraints — ‘too
much time and hassle’ and ‘sometimes just forgetwere mentioned by about 50% of
respondents.

Dividing the sample by age groups also offers cfetterns. For those in the youngest group
(15-19), this group was most likely to engage wibimposting of garden waste (61%) and have
a worm farm — but indicated they were less involireghaper and cardboard recycling (only
61% compared with the average of more than 80-85Békes too much time and is a hassle’

191 ack of a garden prevents adoption of certain bielias — eg composting, use of a worm farm, or hgviour
own roof to insulate or install renewable energyicies.
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were mentioned by 67% and importantly more tham 2 of this group indicated that “whatever
you do won't make a difference”. This contrastdshw25% of older groups mentioning this
factor. 60% of the youngest group also indicateat they “don’t see why you should because
hardly anyone else is doing it”.

For the 20s age group, the most frequently mendidaetor was “sometimes you just forget” —
outweighing financial dimensions. Also 67% of theugiger group respondents mentioned that
“it’'s mainly up to the council” to manage wasteyeng.

Another pattern different from national picturetige importance of financial incentives for
environmentally friendly behaviour for older agegps. The greenest age groups in terms of
recycling are the two older groups (40 to 59). W 35 to 40 percent of those between 40 and
60 years old mentioned ‘insignificant money saviagd ‘it costs too much’ among the reasons
for their environmental inaction. Around 40% of peadents aged between 40 and 60 have
explained their inaction by ‘sometimes you justgtt and around 30-35% - by ‘there’s no
recycling facility nearby’. Overall score suggesiiat the greenest age groups are people less
than 20 years old. And the majority of respondexfdain their inactions with financial reasons.
Average percent of those who mentioned the fagtocdsts too much’ as an important one
among all age groups is 46%. And around 45% ofaredpnts mentioned ‘takes too much time
and hassle’ among the factors that impact theirenmental behaviour.

Emerging policy implications

1. Caring about sustainability

In terms of carrying about sustainability the résudf the survey suggest that the highest
importance has been assigned to the economic jssui@se and violence; employment;
education; health, family and relationship issi@s.the other hand such issues as sustainability,
climate change, and environment have gained muelerlomportance. The results broadly
correspond to the results of the Scottish Governndstitudes and Behaviours Survey
(SEABS), which also puts environmental issues ebibitom of the scale of importance.

% respondents indicating factor ‘very important’ to them personally

Income group Sustainability Climate Change Environment

Northern | Glasgow | Northern| Glasgow| Northern Glasgow

Ireland Ireland Ireland

Overall 51.8% 50.3% 50.5% 50.3% 58.8% 59.2%
A (Lowest income) =  42% 45.6% 51% 50.3% 62% 58.6%
under £10k pa
B- 52% 48.0% 47% 41.0% 57% 48.0%
£10-20k pa
C (Middle income) 4  55% 60.9% 53% 57.0% 64% 62.3%
£20-30k pa
D - 56% 48.3% 53% 43.3% 50% 50.0%
£30-40k pa
E (Highest income) + 50% 51.1% 52% 51.1% 52% 49.9%
above £40k pa
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Age group Sustainability Climate Change Environment
Northern | Glasgow | Northern| Glasgow| Northern Glasgow
Ireland Ireland Ireland
Overall 51.8% 50.3% 50.5% 50.3% 58.8% 59.29
A 15-19 year olds 67% 50.0% 67% 50.0% 83% 72.2%
B 20-29 age group 54% 55.9% 58% 48.300 58% 49.0%
C 30-39 age group 48% 41.5% 39% 37.5% 50% 40.1%%
D 40-49 age group 56% 48.8% 52% 44.7% 58% 48.8%
E 50-59 age group 50% 46.3% 56% 47.5% 65% 60.0%0
F over 60s 47% 41.7% 47% 57.1% 65% 66.7%

The survey indicates that across the income graipse are differential levels of importance
attached to sustainability. Sustainability (55%)e tenvironment (53%) and climate change
(64%) were all rated very important by more peaplehe middle income group than other
groups. This group also undertook a wider ranga&vaste management and purchased goods
with least packaging (83%).

In contrast, sustainability, climate change andeih@ronment were of greatest concern to those
in the youngest cohort (15-19 age group).

Target Action:

1. ‘Positive greens’ — the middle income group #make in the younger age cohorts represent
the groups with most concern for sustainability gmwd-environmental behaviour. This is
reinforced (see below) by their wider range of eatractions and clearest awareness of how to
motivate them to undertake more. This represehktydarget group

2. ‘Reluctant participants’ - the lower income gosuespecially income group B, and those in
middle age groups (30-49 years) have least contmrrenvironmental concerns. This is
reinforced by limited pro-environmental behavionday them identifying a range of barriers
to changing their behaviour. This group could bigdted as having currently least awareness
and involvement and thus offering largest gains.

2. Waste and rubbish

According to the survey more than 90% claim to ckeyewspapers and magazines, more than
85% recycle glass and plastic bottles, and more than 3 buy products made from recycled
materials. Those on the higher incomes tend toctedgwer bottles and glass, and those on the
highest income groups purchase more products femycled materials.

Target Action:

The middle income group, earning between £20,0BM®MO000 pa are the greenest group across
this area. Like other groups they signal the latkoaal recycling facilities as part of the
explanation (33% mention this factor), a factor ethif addressed might significantly increase
their recycling of glass and plastic.

3. Transport

For the Northern Irish population, more than 50%esfpondents indicated that they walked or
cycled instead of using the car for some of theirfpeys. Unsurprisingly, more of the lowest
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income group used public transport most — with G&#cating journeys on public transport.
Amongst higher earners, the two groups above £80p#) 75% of respondents on average
indicated that they modified driving and maintairvethicles to reduce fuel consumption.

The reported pattern of use of public transporintsresting. As the table below illustrates,
except amongst the lowest income, more than 50%es@ondents in other groups do not use
public transport and, amongst those who did respoositively, other non-public transport

journeys may well have been made.

112

Income group % us
A —under £10k pa| 65.0
B — £10-20k pa 49.0
C — £20-30k pa 46.0
D - £30-40k pa 42.0
E — above £40k pa 23.0

Target Action

Enhancing use of public transport is a key targgteeially amongst those in other lower to
middle income groups. The survey revealed undeglgxplanations for the lack of use of public
transport.

Across all the groups, amongst the most cited reafwr not using public transport were related
to price, convenience of routes, infrequency aidbiity of services. The largest cited reason
is ‘I just love driving my car’ (mentioned by arai®0% of respondents) indicates that, in order
to increase the use of public transport, peoplditudes need to be adjusted to change their
perception of public transport.

For the key income group earning £10-20k pa, addrgghose factors mentioned below is thus
a priority:

e ‘it's too expensive’ — 44%

e ‘services are too infrequent’ — 38%

e ‘routes not convenient’ — 41%

e ‘public transport vehicles are too crowded’ — 40 %

e ‘ljust love driving my car’ — 55%

Policy Implications resulting from Survey Results

Drawing on the evidence from the opinion surveyNairthern Irish people, the table below
illustrates some of the key conclusions based @onre divisions within the population.
Analysis based on other divisions — economic, $amiggeographical — are also possible and
form part of the wider analysis. Analysis also riduthat division of respondents into the
DEFRA groupings was not straightforward — with magrgups showing significant overlaps.
The survey results suggest that an analysis bymecgroup and age band is valuable — and as
previous research has shown, income stratificdtambeen closely related to pro-environmental
behaviour.

The table summarises 4 sets of conclusions fronmttial survey;
1. those areas where each group is already contripstiongly at levels well above the

average for the city;
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environmental action, and

4. factors which they suggest motivate them to engpgsitively with sustainable

areas which merit specific attention for interventor action;
the barriers identified by the groups which act iakibitors or barriers to pro-

behaviour.
Current actions Key areas to Barriers Motivators
target
Lowest income | Switch off/lunplug More use of Costs too much | Save money
group electrical appliances | energy efficient | Too much time & | Good for health
Use public transport | appliances hassle Environment
Buy environmentally Don't have a concerns
friendly goods garden Friends
Lower middle | Turn out lights More use of Costs too much | Save money
earners Use of shower over | energy efficient | Money saved Friends
bath appliances insignificant
Raise use of Too much time &
public transport *| hassle
Don't have a
garden
No recycling

facilities nearby
Cost of public
transport

Middle income
group

Use energy saving
light bulbs
Reuse water

Increase bottle &
glass recycle
Greater use of

Insignificant
money saving
Don’t know what

Concerns for
sustainability
Safer and more

Grow own produce | public transport * | else to do frequent public
Purchase organic Mainly up to transport
food businesses
Compost garden
waste
Higher earners | Turn out lights Greater use of Don't have a Good for

Use of shower over | nearby recycling | garden environment
bath facilities It's mainly up to | Good for health
Efficient use of the council, Save money
dishwater
Highest Fuel efficient car use| Greater use of Too much time & | Good for
earners Purchase UK produce public transport * | hassle environment
and organic food Reduce high Don't know what | Ease and
Water garden less carbon else to do convenience
frequently in summer| behaviours (eg
unnecessary
flights)

Compost garden

waste

* Address concerns of all groups on security oldcansport, and the general preference for patscemsport
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Each group identified in the table requires specdpproaches in order to optimise their
response. In summary, the actions proposed for gracip are:

Suggested targeted actions

Lowest income group Offer information on energy efficient appliancesiethare
available at little or no additional cost over é&Bcient appliances

Lower middle earners Key target group — but difficult to motivate

Aim: greater use of existing services, including

i) public transport via changing preferences towatdving
i) recycling facilities and waste/rubbish separati

iii) information about purchasing of reduced padkggn
conjunction with key retail outlets

Middle income group Most motivated group — ambassadors of current @&tiorough
friends and social networks; exemplars for otheugs; target as
key members of community networks of champions

Aim: greater use of public transport via changingf@rences
towards driving

Higher earners Group least engaged in current action:

Aim: Appeal to their concerns for the environmeliustrate how
other people are taking action. Show they arentpldss action
than others. Use to concern over security of gnsugplies to gain
support for renewable energy.

Highest earners Offer more information on the range of pro-envir@mial actions
possible and encourage greater use of facilitiegable to provide
convenient action (e.g. cheap compost bins, locadyce); increass
awareness about individual responsibility for eorinent. Seek tg
reduce high carbon behaviours (eg unnecessaryd)igbse to
concern over security of energy supplies to gappstt for
renewable energy

AY”

By using the age segmentation of the Northern mietlpopulation, a similar set of policy
initiatives can be identified which reinforce exigt behaviour and assist to address those with
less engagement.

Suggested targeted actions

Youngest age groups Exemplify peers who are engaging, showing actignexamples
especially in waste reduction, recycling, waterirsgv

Reinforce their concerns about sustainability dlndtrate range of
possible actions

Emphasize continuation of pro-environmental behavioto later
years

Provide opportunities to tell peers about pro-esvinental actions

20s age group Key target group —

Make energy saving devices ‘attractive’

Focus on local and family benefits (such as imprognts to the
local community, provision of jobs) as well as fic#l savings

30s and 40s group Least concerned and active group, and least aldiendify
constraints — key target group
Improve access to facilities and pro-environmetgrahtives
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Indicate cost savings

50s group Offer more information on the range of pro-envir@mtal actions
possible and encourage greater use of facilitiafable to provide
convenient action (e.g. cheap compost bins, lowadyre)

60s group Reinforce concern for wider environment through ofspublic
transport, purchase local produce, greater reus@tr, increase
awareness about individual responsibility for eoriment

It is important to note that the income and ageugsoare not mutually exclusive. The table below
illustrates the relationships between these twegmates. It illustrates the strong linkage betwekh
age and lower incomes, and that households insth8s tend to have the highest incomes,

Income

in £000

per year? % of people in each income category by ag

1519 20 29 3039 40 49 50 59 60 +

<10 1.2% 16.0% 17.3% 6.2% 18.5% 40.7%
1020 3.5% 27.9% 22.6% 20.4% 14.6% 11.1%
2030 2.8% 18.0% 29.8% 21.9% 18.0% 9.6%
3040 3.3% 11.5% 36.1% 34.4% 9.8% 4.9%
40 + 4.1% 12.2% 22.4% 34.7% 16.3% 10.2%

Beyond these actions for different segments ofpibieulation, the Northern Irish survey also
provided useful indications of the apparent williegs of the population to support compulsory
interventions. Three questions were asked in cdioreavith charging covering different
impacts on people’s everyday lives. The policierenchosen as examples of policies that
would have an immediate impact on household budgetd were easy to understand, the
examples were charging for carriers bags; intradoabf water meters; and the introduction of
congestion charging. In each case, more than 2res@@ondents indicated their support for the
charges (table below).

Support | Support | Indifferent Oppose Oppose

strongly strongly
Charge 10p for a carrier bag  24.2% 48.5% 4.5% 18.0% 4.7%
Introduce water meters 15.7% | 53.5%| 12.8% | 13.8%  4.2%
Congestion charges 18.7% | 43.4% 8.4% 224%  7.1%
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Key points from Workshops held in Northern Ireland

A series of workshops was held in Northern Irelandthe Autumn of 2009 with invited
stakeholders to examine key issues and solutionglation to transforming attitudes. The
workshops were themed to cover energy productinargy consumption, transportation, and
the Strategic Energy Framework. The workshop®wapported by a series of presentations as
follows:

Understanding and transforming attitudes to energy

e Noel Williams — Head of Energy Saving Trust (NI)
e Richard Bellingham — Senior Research Fellow — Ursig of Strathclyde
e Dr Robert Rogerson — University of Strathclyde

Attitudes in relation to transport

e Roger Levett - Levett-Therivel sustainability coltants
e Stephen Stradling — Edinburgh Napier University
e Dr Chris Jones — Sheffield Hallam University

Strateqic Enerqgy Framework

e Jenny Pyper — Director of Energy Division, DETI
e Andy McCrea — Director of Aecom

The main issues raised by participants in thesé&staps are listed below. The listing does not
signify any endorsement by the researchers oftecpkar viewpoint or course of action.

e The need for major investment and expansion ofwabk& energy systems and related
transmission infrastructure in Northern Ireland tie subject of significant public
opposition

e The public is concerned about energy prices and beayeluctant to support very
significant further increases in prices directlysad by energy policies

* Northern Ireland has a relatively small landmassl aew energy structures will
therefore tend to have a greater material impac¢herandscape

e Certain technologies (eg wind power and waste &r@n were subject to significant
misconceptions and concerns, with some public saept on the need for wind farms

e There is an undue focus on wind farms rather thlhere@nergy technologies

e The public appeared to believe it had a right aleas to affordable energy without any
perceived impact or presence of new energy infregire (eg the need for new
transmission infrastructure)

e The public did not generally have a strong undeditey of energy prices or the energy
options available

e The public was most likely to adopt measures tlmandt require significant lifestyle
changes

e Some politicians and government bodies also netal@dprove their understanding of
energy and energy systems

e A socially conservative context creates problemacimeving change

e Social norms were a major obstacle (eg a car depedlture)
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e The administrative and political systems divides televant powers and acts as
obstacle to progress

e Quick progress would be necessary to achieve avabitienewable electricity targets
2020

an

by

e Northern Ireland needed to change otherwise NIdtdé left behind in terms of

employment, economy, lifestyle, and development.

A broad range of potential solutions were propdsggarticipants. These are reported bel

ow.

In the nature of these discussions many of thetpamade went significantly beyond issues

directly linked to attitudes and behaviours.

Political
» Need for coherent strategic political leadership

Structural
e Create a single department for energy and climzaege
e Create a non-governmental body with power to delthange
e Create an independent body to deal with plannimgals
« Create a one-stop advisory shop for energy advice

Regulatory/Legislative
e Create additional powers for government to compahge

e Revision of planning rules in relation to energypjpcts to give quicker and mo
certain results. Strategic projects to be deah Wy the government.

e Introduce stricter building regulations for enegfficiency
* New planning policies to promote walking and cyaé¢hs
e Plan transport into new developments

re

Incentives

e Incentivise local communities to support developtag¢hrough providing local jobs

discounted energy, education grants, and othenuarity benefits
e Examine options for local community benefits rediatie new pylons
e Create awards for eco-design
e Feature energy efficient homes on home sellinghdesia
» Create incentives for waste separation and reayclin
e Improve the quality and status of public transport
e Subsidise public transport fares
e Provide bonuses to employees using public transport
e Tariffs/measures to tackle fuel poverty

Penalties
e Vary property charges significantly based on enexaysumption
e Increase taxes and charges for high energy consumer
» Adopt congestion charging for city centres

Infrastructural/design

e Examine the design of energy infrastructure (pyleviad turbines etc) to make them

more attractive or less intrusive
e Consider making wind turbines a feature or a soupfeg the Angel of the North)
e Improve public transport systems
e Introduce smart meters
e Introduce remote working business centres
e Reduce car parking spaces
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Information/Communications
e Explain the benefits of new energy systems
e Health concerns in relation to new energy systeeeslio be addressed
e Encourage people to believe that even small acttangnake a difference
e Sell the idea of thinking of one’s own family
e Make the idea of wasting energy socially unaccdpt@y drink driving)
e Consider rebranding terminology to make more pasiti
e Make green strategies visually obvious or pedesaiaas
e Public bodies to lead by example
e Sell solutions as fashionable and up to date
e Create powerful personal stories that demonsth&t@aositive impacts
e Crises/blackouts are powerful ways of changing g@rons

Support Services
e Deliver “hand-holding” services for vulnerable gpsu

Education
e Retrain construction workers in green trades
e Educate younger children to create habits for life
e Teach children so they can teach their parents
e Educate government and counsellors about renevealeley

Social/ Community

e Create a bandwagon effect amongst people — egecseaial kudos for having |a
greener home

e Assist creation of community level energy schenegsdjstrict heating)

e Encourage car sharing in communities

» Facilitate creation of more transition towns

e Run outreach groups in communities

e Target existing social networks — mother and tagd¥l, men’s groups, churc
groups

e Embed professionals in communities

e Listen to community ideas and concerns in develppiolicies

e Introduce community ownership

=
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Conclusions

Attitudes and behaviours in relation to energy widve a critical impact on the ability of
government at all levels to deliver public polichjectives for the foreseeable future. It is
therefore an area that merits the developmentstifiomg understanding by policy makers.

Changing attitudes and behaviours is a complex teng process in which many factors — both
planned and unplanned - interact. It is notiglqar easy process. No single policy is likely
to deliver fundamental or lasting changing in atés and behaviour — and different segments
of the population need to be treated differentlpiider to produce changes. The need is for the
adoption of a sophisticated and evidence basedfgeblicies that are deliberately targeted to
deliver defined policy objectives. These poliared to be designed to support each other, and
operate over long periods of time, in order to émalmotivate and reinforce the behaviours
sought.

This section seeks to provide some relevant insighteffective policy design in this area in the

Northern Ireland context. The analysis is maingdd around Hoyland’s analysis that three
main factors need to be considered in relationotmraunications channels in order to change
behaviour — the source, the message, and the aedi&tructural and organisational issues, and
monitoring impact are also considered.

Structural and organisational issues

Behavioural change is more likely to achieved whaiitiple policies and factors interact in a
way that reinforces the behavioural change sougtiis can often require several government
bodies to work constructively together over longqus of time.

Existing political and administrative structures Northern Ireland were seen by workshop
participants as a barrier to progress. The sdparaif responsibilities between different
ministerial departments (and different politicalpes) appeared to prevent a joined-up strategic
approach — and furthermore could lead to differemistries appearing to work to frustrate each
others policies. Participants favoured the creatd cross-departmental working groups, or
indeed a single department responsible for energy dimate change issues. This latter
approach has already been adopted in the UK anitba8do

Building of political support and consensus will deritical step in the allocation of resources
and creation of appropriate policy measures. pieaps likely that politicians are more likely to
support measures in this area if these are cldadyssed on delivering jobs and achieving
competitive advantage (rather than just reducimgaraemissions).

Targeting action

A common approach to the targeting of governmenicyas to focus on those areas where
interventions will make the greatest contributioritte policy objectives sought.

Given the pattern of energy use in Northern Ireldredattitude/behavioural changes that would
appear to have most potential for delivering carbomnission reductions in a Northern Ireland
context are:

o0 reduced use of private transport
o0 increased adoption of energy efficiency measures
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0 increased support or reduced opposition to reneafiérgy systems
o switching away from oil fired heating for buildings

Delivering these changes will require differentatgies in each area. In relation to transport
and heating, infrastructural and market changes$ bél necessary to facilitate changes in
behaviour — as well as cultural/attitudinal changdscreased support for renewable energy
developments is likely to depend on the deliveriooél tangible benefits.

In addition different sections of the populatiorddousiness can be targeted. Policy makers
need to be clear about which section of the pubky are targeting and why. For example, is
there greater benefit in building on the pro-emvimental behaviours of a few, or achieving
small shift in behaviour by a much larger sectioh tlee population (eg lower income
households)?

There are different methods of segmenting the @joun. Complex consumer groupings based
on attitudes and behaviours (such as those usddEHRA) are difficult to produce without
detailed and wide-spread survey work. That saidpes appear to provide a more rigorous
basis for policy action However there also appd¢arbe a relatively strong linkage between
age, income and environmental attitudes and beties/io so designing measures around issues,
attitudes and behaviours targeted at groups artlygeage group and household income may
be sufficient to produce reasonable outcomes.

Around half the population in Northern Ireland agggewilling to engage in pro-environmental
behaviours of some sort. These groups are alstylio be wealthier (and hence have more
carbon intensive lifestyles). So it may make sdndarget these groups preferentially — as they
often more opportunity/ability to change behavioas, well as potentially offer quicker and
larger paybacks. The remainder of the populatfpear disengaged from environmental issues
and also tend to have less carbon intense lifestfds they tend to have lower household
incomes). Although these groups are unlikely tarimeved by pro-environmental messages it
may still be possible to gain their support andieah shifts in behaviour through non-
environmental messages and benefits (eg local ,javsgreation of networks od community
champions.

Given the differences between groups blanket cagngaand measures are likely to prove less
effective — and are likely to be more expensivddliver in practice.

Source Factors

The ideal source to deliver a message would betbakeis credible/trustworthy, attractive,
likeable, and possessing expertise and statu®iasubject area.

The comparative lack of trust by the public in gowveent, government agencies, and utility
companies on sustainability/climate change issigedikely to make campaigns directly
sponsored or delivered by these organisationsetfigstive. A contrasting approach would be
to build on the public’s strong trust in their figis and family members on sustainability/climate
change issues by creating networks of champiogenmmunities, employers, and schools. This
would involve providing training, support, and infoation materials to allow individuals to
provide their social networks at home and at woitk nelevant and well informed advice — and
to point them at appropriate sources of furtheicev
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This networking approach may be particularly appedp in younger age groups — as the survey
suggests they are far more concerned about thevibeh@and opinions of their peers.

Building on existing channels of communication aathtionships may be more effective than
attempting to create new channels of communicatiBn, for example, creating relationships
with trusted brands (eg the post office) may helpreate a more receptive audience.

Designing Effective Messages

Workshop participants saw conservative attitudeselation to the environment as a part of a
wider socially conservative context in Northernldrel. This was seen as major obstacle to
gaining widespread support for action on climatange in the short to medium term. It

therefore seems likely that greater political amtblig support will be gained by focussing on

the opportunities that action to tackle climate nde can create in relation to achieving

economic growth, inward investment, job creati@tkiing fuel poverty, and creation of new

revenue streams for public bodies (eg through putadidies acting as investors in low carbon
energy systems).

In designing measures and campaigns it is therafopertant to focus on the messages and
policy levers that are likely to be most effectweh the selected target group and the target
behaviour. For example, lower income households likely to respond more strongly to
messages about reducing waste, cost reductionjoéndreation rather than messages about
saving the environment. The effectiveness of cagmsacould be improved by the prior use of
surveys to check perceptions and priorities in $hkected target group ahead of campaigns
being designed.

The evident public concern voiced in the surveyuialibe security of energy supplies might
form the basis for a campaign based around thetltEainvestment in renewable energy is a
prudent and constructive step in ensuring the #gcof future energy supplies. Making this

direct link may mean that people and communitiesnaore willing to accept environmental and
price impacts.

Monitoring Impact

The development of good policy depends on a stemidence base. Part of that evidence base
needs to be based on effective monitoring of theaichthat policies actually deliver in practice.

Many existing government campaigns are based artwoddeas. First, that people who care
about the environment may lack the right informatio allow them to understand how to make
a difference — and that providing this informatwil trigger appropriate shifts in behaviour.
Second, that persuading people to care more almutetvironment will directly lead to
appropriate changes in behaviour. The evidencthtoeffectiveness of government campaigns
in this area is however limited, with proxy measuodten being used to measure campaign
effectiveness, such as brand recognition. Adnlittexttion by members of the public is
difficult to attribute to a given campaign — ass@action or inaction will also depend on factors
in the wider environment, and government may hawddd control over these other factors (eg
energy prices). Nevertheless, this study reconaimethat before new campaigns are
implemented greater consideration is given to hosveffectiveness of individual campaigns or
policy measures is assessed, and these assesameensed to inform the development of future
campaigns and policy measures.
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The use of UK headline behaviours to monitor impaay lack local specificity and relevance

(ie be insufficiently relevant to the current beloavs of people in Northern Ireland, and the
overall changes sought), and may not be suffigrefdtussed on energy issues (eg other
behaviours make much more difference to energywuapson).

There may therefore be merit in developing add#i@iternative measures of progress.
As an alternative to headline measures, a morstiwépproach could be adopted which:

(i) assesses the impacts across a wider rangetiohgaather than a narrow list (i.e. more
targeted to specific policies and technologies);

(ii) evaluates impact by a combination of infornoation behaviour, attitudes and actions; and
(iif) examines the interactions between differer-pnvironment and sustainable areas.

This approach, primarily through a benchmarkingatiftudes and motivations, and updated
regularly, can offer both a deeper understandinigetfavioural change and richer insights to its
durability and sustainability. This alternative papach, rather than just measuring how
individuals are behaving, would seek to understand:

e what motivated or caused a particular change imwehr;

« whether that behavioural change is long lasting, laow likely it is to change again if
circumstances change;

e how different behaviours may support or work aga@ash other;

e the overall contribution or impact to sustainapildf a particular behaviour, or set of
behaviours.

This would provide a more sophisticated set of enat to inform the development of public
policy. Identifyingwhat was changing — but more importantishy changes have occurred -
rather than just supplying a series of snapshotsebfiviours. Snapshots do not explain the
directions and drivers of change, which intervamti@are working and why, or whether wider
socio-economic issues are driving behavioural ceang
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Annex 1. Models of Consumer Behaviour

This annex provides a brief overview of differentodels of consumer behaviour and
behavioural change. Conceptual models play two rmapb roles in understanding what
motivates consumer behaviour and drives behaviahaige.

In the first place, they provide frameworks for Exmg and conceptualizing consumer
behaviour. In particular, they can help us undesthe social and psychological influences on
both mainstream and pro-environmental (or pro-$pc@sumer behaviour. For example, some
models offer conceptual insights into the psychalalg antecedents of behaviour; others
illustrate the way in which social norms are cotiieksed; others again highlight the impact of
different value orientations on behaviour, and g0 Bhis understanding can also help us to
identify points of policy intervention.

Secondly, these models can be (and have been)assé&dmeworks to test empirically the
strength of different kinds of relationships (betmwevalues and behaviours for example) in
different circumstances. This is important for saveeasons, not the least of which is that it
enables us to develop an empirical evidence baseddicular assertions about consumer
behaviour and consumer motivation. It also allovgsta interrogate the strength of these
relationships under specific conditions, and tol@ethe possibilities for behavioural change.

Rational Choice Model

The starting point for the discussion of modelscohsumer behaviour is the ‘rational choice
model’ that guides much of existing policy. Thisaebcontends that consumers make decisions
by calculating the individual costs and benefitdiferent courses of action and choosing the
option that maximises their expected net benefiesieral key assumptions underlie the model.
These are that:

e individual self- interest is the appropriate franoekvfor understanding human behaviour;

« ‘rational’ behaviour is the result of processesagnitive deliberation; and that

e consumer preferences are outside the model —dhatsay they are taken as a given without
further elaboration as to their origins or antecesle

The policy interventions that flow from this perspee are relatively straightforward. In the
first place, it is argued, policy should seek teswe that consumers have access to sufficient
information to make informed choices about the laléeé options. Secondly, it is recognised
that private decisions do not always take accot@isboial costs. Policy is therefore required to
‘internalise’ these external costs and make thesibke’ to private choice.

Against Rational Choice Model
The rational choice model has been subject to tandrd critique over a period decades, from a
wide variety of perspectives. This critique is lmhse the following important claims and

arguments.

e Habits and routines - which Simon (1957) referredats procedural rationality - bypass
cognitive deliberation and undermine a key asswnyif the model.
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« It is well-known that human behaviour is extremedtynplex and consists in social, moral and
altruistic behaviours as well as simply self- ie&ed ones.

e The assumption that behaviour is dominated by iddad choice is suspect. More often
behaviours are embedded in collective and socialsi®-making contexts. Social factors
continually shape and constrain individual prefesen

« Emotional or affective responses appear to confaagphitive deliberation. It is well-known
in marketing theory — for example — that consunen&l affective relationships with consumer
goods. Some evolutionary neurophysiology - suggtsis emotion ‘precedes’ cognition in
decision contexts.

Adjusted Expectancy Value Theories

Rational choice theory is a form of ‘expectancyuealtheory. In this kind of theory, choices are
supposed to be made on the basis of the expectednoes from a choice and the value attached
to those outcomes. A range of ‘adjusted’ socialcpsjogical models of consumer behaviour
seek to use this basic idea to go beyond ratiohaice and unravel the psychological
antecedents of consumer preferences. Some theds@sespond to critics by expanding on the
expectancy value structure of the rational choicaeh in various ways. In particular, they
attempt to account for the influence of other petphttitudes on individual behaviour. The
most famous example of this kind of theory is Ajzamd Fishbein’s ‘Theory of Reasoned
Action’. Ajzen’s ‘Theory of Planned Behaviour’ exi#s the same model to incorporate the
influence of people’s perceptions about their owntml over the situation. Attempts to apply
adjusted expectancy value theory to environmentalbnificant behaviour are useful in
understanding the structure of some intentionahbiehrs.

Moral and Normative Conduct

Moral and normative considerations are inherentaiy discussion of environmentally-
significant consumer behaviour. Rational choice et®@schew discussion of moral behaviour
and assume that it reflects an aspect of selfrdaate But incorporating moral beliefs into
adjusted expectancy value models appears to imphevepredictive power.

Moreover, some authors have made explicit attertgptanderstand the dimensions and the
antecedents of moral or pro-social behaviours. &ample, Schwartz’'s ‘Norm-Activation
Theory’ suggests that moral behaviours are theltre$a personal norm to act in a particular
way. These norms arise, according to Schwartz, ainrawareness of the consequences of one’s
actions and the ability and willingness to assuesponsibility for those consequences. The
most well-known work on the moral dimensions of-prvironmental behaviours is that of Paul
Stern and his colleagues. Their Value-Belief-Notmeary attempts to elucidate a chain of
influence from people’s value sets and beliefshitoémergence of a personal norm to act in a
given way. The importance of this work is its irfgighto the value basis of different behaviours
and behavioural intentions.

Cialdini's Focus Theory of Normative Behaviour al$@as important ramifications for
understanding consumer behaviour. Cialdini suggbstispeople are continually influenced in
their behaviours by social norms which prescrib@rscribe certain behavioural options. The
existence of such social norms can be a powerfgeftoth in inhibiting and in encouraging
pro-environmental behaviour. At one level, pro-eonmental behavioural change can be
thought of as a transition in social norms.
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The Matter of Habit

Expectancy value models still assume that behavi®uhe result of deliberative, cognitive
processes. But in practice, many of our ordinaverylay behaviours are carried out with very
little conscious deliberation at all. Cognitive peglogy suggests that habits, routines and
automaticity play a vital role in the cognitive @fff required to function effectively. This ability
for efficient cognitive processing becomes incneglyi important in a message-dense
environment, such as the modern society in whichiwvee

At the same time, the process of ‘routinisationewéryday behaviours makes them less visible
to rational deliberation, less obvious to underdtaand less accessible to policy intervention.
Habitual behaviours often undermine our best imb@st to change and are an important
structural feature of behavioural ‘lock- in’. Halt one of the key challenges for behavioural
change policy since many environmentally signifidaehaviours have this routine character.

Sociality and Self

Many social-psychological models assume an indalicapproach to human behaviour. But
experience tells us that we are often constrairyedtmat others think, say and do. Some social
theories go even further than this and suggestabnabehaviours, our attitudes, and even our
concepts of self are (at best) socially construeted (at worst) helplessly mired in a complex
‘social logic’. Social identity theory, for exampleegards key aspects of our behaviour as being
motivated by an evolutionary tendency towards hgm@up solidarity and inter-group
competition.

These kinds of theories provide a rich evidenceebfw the social embeddedness of
environmentally significant behaviour. They alsggest that behavioural change must occur at
the collective, social level. Individual changenether feasible nor sufficient.

The relationship between self and society is mediaby the particular form that social
organisation takes within a given society. Cultubaory suggests that historically there have
been only four main types of social organisation:atalist, hierarchical,
individualist/entrepreneurial and egalitarian. Ea€lthese cultural forms has a different view of
nature and a different view of how social and emwinental goals should be achieved. The
dominant cultural model in 24Century society is individualist. But this is ontye form of
social organisation and there is evidence to sugfeas it may not be sufficient to address the
complexity of proenvironmental behavioural change.

Integrative Theories of Consumer Behaviour

Some models of consumer behaviour focus on intemi@cedents of behaviour such as values,
attitudes and intentions. Others focus more onreatefactors like incentives, norms and
institutional constraints. Some models are goodiescribing internal (cognitive) aspects of
individual decisions but fail to reflect the impamtce of contextual or situational variables and
vice versa.

Making sense of behaviour inevitably requires atrdimensional view which incorporates

both internal and external elements. In particuéer,Stern has noted, a useful model has to
account for:
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e motivations, attitudes and values;
e contextual or situational factors;
e social influences;

 personal capabilities; and

« habits.

The question of whether consumers are free to roa&ees about their own actions or whether
they are bound by forces outside their controlgrasoked a long debate in the social sciences.
This debate - about the relative influence of huragency and social structure — culminated in
the development of Giddens' (1984) ‘structuratioe@otry’ which attempts to show how agency
and structure relate to each other. Giddens work fwa@vided the basis for a view of
consumption as a set of social practices, influénage the one hand by social norms and
lifestyle choices and on the other by the instiosi and structures of society. Giddens' model
proposes a key distinction between 'practical’ ‘@mtursive' consciousness. Most everyday,
routine action is performed in practical consciass But there is evidence to suggest that
intentional or goal-oriented behaviours requirebetation in discursive consciousness. This
insight is important in devising strategies to dmahabitual behaviour.
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Annex 2. Survey of Attitudes and Behaviours in Northern Ireland

Section A “Sustainability/the environment” in context

Q1. First of all, in your opinion, what would you say are some of the big issues or concerns
for Glasgow/Northern Ireland at present? And for you personally? Please rate on a scale
of 1 (not important) to 5 (very important) the following.

Q1 Q2

Big issues | Personal issues

a The environment

b Money/financial issues

¢ Crimel/violence

d The economy

e Sustainability

f Education

g Family/relationship issues

h Health issues

i Climate change

j Racial issues

k Sports

| Work/employment
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Section B: Attitudes to caring for the environment

The rest of this interview will focus on the environment and our behaviour to
sustainability. I’d like to ask about different things you and your family do in relation to
environmental issues — energy, water, waste, transport, and shopping.

Q8. I’d like you to think specifically about heating and the general use of energy in your
home. Can you tell me which of the following things you do regularly, out of habit?

Habits Yes No N/A

1 Turn the lights off in rooms that are not beingdige

2 Unplug appliances or switch them off at the wall
when they’re not in use

3 Use energy saving light bulbs

4 Use energy efficient appliances or electrical
equipment

5 Pull the curtains before dark to keep the heat in

h

—

6 Use blankets or warm clothes instead of turnirey
heating on

7 Air-dry clothes instead of putting them in a clegh
drier

Q9. Now thinking about how your household deals with rubbish and waste. Can you tell
me which of the following things you do regularly, out of habit?

Habits Yes No N/A

1 Recycle newspapers, magazines and cardboard

2 Recycle glass and plastic bottles

3 Recycle electrical products such as computers

4 Make your own compost

5 Separate green waste at the tip

6 Limit the use of council rubbish bags

7 Buy products made of recycled materials
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8 Use clothing bins

9 Have a worm farm

Q10. Now thinking about your transport and how you get around. Can you tell me which
of the following things you do regularly, out of habit?

Habits Yes No N/A

1 Walk or cycle instead of drive a private vehicle

2 Use public transport

3 Car pool

4 Have car-less days

5 Modify your driving style so you don’t use so rhyc
fuel

6 Maintain your motor vehicle so you don’t use as
much fuel

Q11. Now thinking about when you buy groceries or other things. Can you tell me which
of the following things you do regularly, out of habit?

Habits Yes No N/A

1 Read food labels for healthy products

2 Buy organic products/food

3 Buy goods that are environmentally friendly

4 Buy goods with little packaging

5 Buy UK made goods

6 Use green bags instead of supermarket bags

7 Buy food in bulk

8 Grow our own fruit and vegetables

9 Buy appliances and electrical products that are
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energy efficient

10 Buy products made out of recycled materials

Q12. Now thinking about your household’s water use can you tell me which of the
following things you do regularly, out of habit?

Habits Yes No N/A

1 Have showers instead of baths

2 Reuse the water from your washing machine

3 Only turn the dishwasher on when you have a fyll

load

4 Water the garden less frequently in summer

5 Make use of mulching materials in summer

Q13. And for which of the following reasons do you do these things? Is it ...

Reasons Yes No N/A

1 To save money

=

2 Because it's good for you and your family’s hieal
and well-being

3 It's what your friends are doing

4 It's good for the environment

5. Its easy and convenient

Q14. And for what reasons are you not doing these things/not doing more of these things?
CODE MANY. DO NOT READ.

Reasons Yes No N/A

1 The money you save is insignificant
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2 It costs too much

3 Takes too much time and is a hassle

4 Sometimes you just forget

5 Energy saving products are unattractive

6 It would restrict your lifestyle

7 Don’t see why you should because hardly anyof
else is doing it

8 Don’t know what else, or what more you can do

9 Whatever you do won’t make a difference

11 It's mainly up to businesses

12 You're not convinced there is a problem to be
doing anything about
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Section C: Interest in becoming sustainable

Q15. As you have probably gathered by now, this interview is about the things you can and
are doing to care for the environment. You have mentioned some things that you are
personally doing. Overall, would you say you are ...

1 Doing a lot to help with the environment

2 Doing a reasonable amount

3 Doing a little

4 Not doing anything at all

Q16. And in comparison, would you say most Glaswegians/Northern Irish residents in
general are ...?.

1 Doing a lot to help with the environment

2 Doing a reasonable amount

3 Doing a little

4 Not really doing much at all

Q18. How have you mainly found out about the things that you have done to help the
environment? Did you get your information from ...? READ. CODE MANY.

Yes No

1 Articles and stories on television, in the nevsyaor
magazines

2 Product advertising

3 Retailers

4 City or local councils

5 Government departments and agencies
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6 Scientific research organisations

7 Consumer organisations

8 Environmental groups

9 Community groups

10 Home and garden shows

Q19. Who in your opinion is responsible for tackling climate change and its causes?

Bodies Responsible for climate change Yes No

a The Scottish Government/Northern Ireland Office

b UK Government

c International organisations

d Industrial companies

e Transport providers

f Individuals

g All of the above

h Don’t know

Q20. What sources would you trust most to provide you with correct information on the
climate change issues?

Sources of information on the climate change Yes No

a The Scottish Government/Northern Ireland Office

b UK Government

¢ Television news programmes

d Independent scientists
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e Environmental groups

f Government scientists

g Broadsheet newspapers

h Tabloid newspapers

i Business and industry

j Don’t know

Q21. Do you support the following possible actions to help tackle climate change?

Policy Action SupportiSupport|/Neither|Oppose| Oppose
strongly|slightly |support
nor
oppose

slightly| strongly

a Requirement for the shops to
charge 10p for a carrier bag

b Introduction of water meters so
that the users would pay only for the
amount of water used

¢ Charging car owners for driving if
the city centres

—J

Q22. Do you agree/disagree with the following statements?

Agree | Agree |Neither |Disagree| Disagree
stronglyjslightly| agree |slightly | strongly
nor
disagree

a | believe there should be more
renewable electricity generation —
such as wind farms - in
Scotland/Northern Ireland

174

b I am concerned that in the future
there may be petrol shortages or
power cuts

¢ | want power companies to
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provide the cheapest electricity th
can - regardless of the impact on
climate change

4]

y

e | would be prepared to pay 20%
more for electricity if it meant ther
would be no new electricity pylong
in Scotland/Northern Ireland

1%}
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