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Abstract
__________________________________________________

This thesis examines how recipient cognition is influenced by prior knowledge when presented
with a distributional justice message. It is hypothesised the cognitive response of high prior
knowledge recipients to the advocacy of a counter-attitudinal message can lead to attitude
moderation in the desired direction. There is a lack of empirical evidence identifying how prior
knowledge biases the evaluation of persuasive communications. The research employs a
quantitative in-person survey of householders located in close proximity to the proposed route
of a controversial high-voltage overhead electricity line. Ability and motivational variables of
the Elaboration Likelihood Model of Persuasion are measured. The counter-attitudinal
message presented relates to the provision of ‘community gain’. The findings support the
hypothesis that the levels of attitude moderation to the advocacy of a counter-attitudinal
persuasive distributive justice message correlates with the levels of prior knowledge of
message recipients. High prior knowledge receivers are not a homogenous group in how they
cognitively process a new issue-relevant persuasive message, and have the capacity to
moderate their attitude when presented with a persuasive message. The extent of receptivity
or resistance to a new counter-attitudinal persuasive message correlates to the message
receiver’s level of prior knowledge, and their elaboration valence is dependent on their level
of prior knowledge to the attitude topic. This research demonstrates distributive justice
initiatives such as community gain messaging and delivery, if communicated effectively, can
assist in moderating attitudes in controversial circumstances. It increases the capacity to
address community acceptance challenges, which are key constraints to infrastructure
development.

xi

Chapter One: Thesis Introduction
_________________________________________________________________________

1.1 Introduction
In introducing this thesis, this chapter provides an overview of the study’s literature and
research context, which includes outlining the research purpose, question, objectives and
hypotheses. The research approach and methodology are presented. The chapter ends with
the study’s contribution to scholarship and an overview of the thesis structure.
This thesis reflects research undertaken into the role of prior knowledge (PK). PK is an ‘ability’
component of the Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM), a theory of persuasion. Prior
knowledge is understudied, an assertion acknowledged by the most prolific academic in this
area of literature, Petty (Petty and Cacioppo, 1986), who is a co-author of ELM theory.
A significant amount of the PK research undertaken over the past few decades used college
students as the data collection base in experimental research, as opposed to field research.
Research based on students as the population means “that only researchers associated with
Petty and Cacioppo (1986) were able to generate results consistent with the ELM’s
predictions” (Kitchen el al., 2014, p. 2044). This research, neither involves students, nor is the
researcher associated with Petty and Cacioppo (1986). Instead, it focuses on field-work data
collection, where the subjects were householders located in close proximity to the proposed
route of an infrastructure project, specifically the siting of a high voltage overhead electricity
transmission line (HVOTL). This data collection context also represents a new departure in
prior knowledge research, not only its infrastructure context, but also with respect transmission
lines, the proposals for which are usually highly contentious.
The literature review and research focuses primarily on PK with a view to testing this
component of the ELM and advancing the literature in the domain of the ELM and PK. It is
necessary to measure other variables to ensure PK is not tested in isolation. Hence, not only
are PK variables tested, but other motivational components of the ELM, such as ‘prior
relevance’, ‘prior involvement’ and ‘need for cognition’ are tested. These and other
components such as ‘prior attitude’, ‘attitude certainty’, ‘attitude confidence’ and ‘thought
certainty’ are measured and compared to PK, as they are understudied and understanding
them advances the ELM model.
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Due to the complex nature of the data collection environment, the nature of the persuasive
message advocated to subjects and uniqueness of this research endeavour, the literature
review also reflects this contextual relevance. In doing so, the literature review includes
distributive justice, facility siting and public consultation. There is a richness and relevance in
this literature that should not be overlooked. The advocated ‘counter-attitudinal’ persuasive
message content and desired attitude-change by the prior knowledge message receivers has
its academic and practitioner backdrop in distributive justice literature.
In the context of most types of infrastructural projects globally, the method of communicating
the information on the issue-relevant topic is by public consultation to the wider public and
host communities. This information dissemination via public consultation, however
meaningful, engaging, or effective, is meant to be a major contributor to forming at least some
foundational information towards informing of the receiver’s prior knowledge. The findings
demonstrate the advances in prior knowledge and the ELM this research puts forward has
implications for those involved in public policy formation and implementation. For example, it
is reasonable to assume there would be a high level of prior knowledge among a community
which has been consulted for many years. Surprisingly, this research finds there is a low
number of subjects with high prior knowledge. In their thirty year review of the ELM, Kitchen
et al. (2014), articulated criticisms of the model, encouraging model adjustments to reflect the
new realities of the 21st century. They allude to the importance of ensuring its relevance to
practitioners, rather than serving “to widen the chasm between academics and practitioners”
(Kitchen et al., 2014, p. 2044). The summary points of this research are outlined in Figure 1.1.
Figure 1.1 Summary Points of Research

PK is recognised as being understudied.
The PK variable is split into subjects who know and subjects who think they know.
To date, the variables prior relevance and prior involvement have to a large degree been
used interchangeably. This research measures them as two distinct variables.
PK is measured in terms of amount and substance by employing the prior attitude variable
and ‘thought listing’ categorisation.
PK is tested through the collection of data from the field, not from students.
Infrastructure and transmission line construction is a new context for PK research to be
tested.
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1.2 Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) of Persuasion
Prior knowledge (PK), well recognised in marketing literature, is rooted in the realm of
‘persuasion’ and more specifically the Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) of Persuasion.
Although, the ELM is highly influential in marketing communication research, it needs to be
updated to reflect 21st century realities, ensuring it is relevant to practitioners (Szczepanski,
2006; Kitchen et al., 2014).
Ability, the capability for issue-relevant thinking, is one of the factors which influence the
amount of elaboration by a message receiver. A receiver’s amount of prior knowledge about
the topic is one of the factors which influence elaboration ability within the ELM. Persuasion is
the central goal of many marketing communications, by changing attitudes and forming new
judgments (Petty et al., 2009; Kruglanski et al., 1993). Research to date has not clearly
established whether communication recipients who possess issue-relevant high retrieval
ability use the same type of information as people who lack prior knowledge. Persuasion
occurs when the recipient’s attitudes change and form a new judgement in response to the
persuader’s advocacy (Petty et al., 2009; Kruglanski, et al., 1993).
A lacuna exists in prior knowledge literature due to a lack of empirical evidence in determining
what level of influence prior knowledge exists when individuals evaluate new information and
in identifying how prior knowledge biases the evaluation of persuasive communications. This
research is mindful not to conflate prior knowledge that relates to the main context topic with
prior knowledge relevant to message specific content. It is also attentive to differentiating
between prior knowledge, involvement, relevance and attitudes, and to the amount versus
substance of prior knowledge.
Knowledge, or working-knowledge, is the amount of attitude-relevant information the message
recipient can retrieve from their memory (Wood et al., 1995). People who have extensive
working knowledge can access a considerable store of attitude-relevant beliefs and prior
experiences. Equally, people with lesser prior knowledge possess a relatively impoverished
base of information concerning the attitude issue. This research presumed the majority of
subjects would be found to possess a high level of prior knowledge, although, it proved not to
be the case.

3

1.3 Distributional Justice
“Distributive justice focuses on the equitable distribution of outcomes for public goods (e.g.,
infrastructure) and public burdens (e.g., hazardous waste)” (Kuehn, 2000, p. 10684). Political
theorists and justice commentators view social justice as a subcategory of justice (Gross,
2007). In discussing the relationship between environmental sustainability and social justice,
Dobson (1998) notes while the distribution of benefits and burdens is frequently associated
with social justice, it also characterises the idea of justice. Distributional justice is a central
tenet of environmental justice theory, as is procedural justice, which focuses on the fairness
of decision-making processes. “Social scientists have recognised that justice is a key issue in
our lives”, and “a number of theories deal with people’s concerns about fairness” (van den Bos
et al., 1997, p. 95).
Unfair outcomes or the perceptions thereof may lead to acrimony among communities.
Relationships among groups and individuals may be damaged for the short or long term,
resulting in a fractured community, which may be as a result of elevated expectations from a
process that were not delivered. Some members of the community may have benefited, or
perceived to have benefited, more than others (Gross, 2007). Communities are “influenced by
different aspects of justice, namely by outcome fairness, outcome favourability and process
fairness” (Gross, 2007, p. 2727).
The acceptability of the provision of public goods versus monetary compensation in response
to public harms is explored by Mansfield et al. (2002), whose research suggests a public goods
offering is more desirable and acceptable than monetary compensation. Mors et al. (2012, p.
130), in the context of researching siting Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) facilities,
“conclude that while host community compensation is no panacea, it has the potential to help
prevent or solve (CCS) facility siting controversies.”

1.4 Research Context
While there is evidence of high levels of public resistance to the development of controversial
infrastructure projects, there is a knowledge vacuum regarding distributive justice initiatives to
help them become more socially acceptable. This research explores the communication,
consultation,

and

distributive justice considerations

associated with

infrastructural

development and how these dove-tail with the ability and motivational components of the ELM,
in particular PK.

4

When a public policy infrastructure project (e.g., pipeline, power station, motorway, waste
treatment plant) is being promoted, usually by a large company or state entity, a level of
stakeholder consultation takes place. This consultation is normally part of the statutory
planning process as determined by the local, regional, and/or national administrative
authorities. In some cases, only the statutory amount of consultation takes place, whereas in
others, the promoter choses to go beyond what is statutorily required. Once the planning
processes are complete and the project has achieved planning permission, the promoter has
more information to communicate to the relevant stakeholders, which include local host
communities. The amount of local communities and other stakeholders (e.g., businesses,
elected public representatives, special interest groups) depends on the type of infrastructure.
The methods by which project promoters consult and communicate with local stakeholders
includes public meetings, consultation evenings, newspaper advertisements, project web site,
and social media presence. At organised consultation events, the attendees are shown project
drawings, illustrations, access to project representatives and given project brochures to take
with them. However, these events may not be well attended. Hence, the project promoter may
not know whether those who attended live beside the proposed project, whether they will read
the project brochures, or whether they understand the project. People who do not attend
organised consultation events may be ambivalent about the project, have no involvement in
their local community or concerned action groups, or feel the project is not personally relevant
to them.
Such considerations and dynamics have a direct relationship with the ability and motivational
elements of the ELM, namely prior knowledge, personal involvement, personal relevance and
need for cognition. Once the communication and consultative endeavours of the project
promoter have taken place (i.e., procedural justice considerations), the question becomes
whether they grasp the levels of knowledge among the local stakeholder audience(s). Apart
from negative publicity about the project in national, regional or local media, the project
promoter should comprehend attitudes among those who will live nearest the new
infrastructure. It could be argued that not appreciating the ability and motivational profile of
such an important grouping is a project weakness. Knowing this profile would inform the
design of any project messaging. Message design and the communications platforms used
could be tailored to reflect for example whether the local stakeholder is largely ambivalent to
the project, has expressed certain concerns that need to be addressed, are involved in their
local community youth and sports groups or have a high, medium or low prior knowledge of
the project and/or certain aspects of it, such as their interest, acceptance or knowledge of
‘community gain’/distributive justice, the message being used in the context of this research
endeavour.
5

1.5 Research Purpose
This research examines how recipient cognition is influenced by differing levels of prior
knowledge when in receipt of a persuasive/counter-attitudinal message. It is hypothesised the
cognitive response will vary between high and low prior knowledge recipients to the advocacy
of a counter-attitudinal message, leading to attitude moderation/modification in the desired
direction. The research examines the levels of prior knowledge of householders located in
close proximity to a proposed infrastructure project. Media reporting indicated a high level of
antagonism towards the project. The perception among the general public and elected public
representatives may presume such media comment is a true reflection of the attitude by all
stakeholders. However, is national policy on infrastructure developments being informed by
research data or by media sentiment and soundbite?
The terms public, social and community acceptance are often used interchangeably in general
discourse. Wustenhagen et al. (2007) explore these issues and recognise procedural justice,
distributive justice and trust as components of community acceptance. Whereas procedural
justice explores the consultation piece, trust explores the promoters involved such as local
authorities and project developers. This research explores distributive justice in the guise of a
community gain message to a host community. It surveys the levels of prior knowledge (i.e.,
high, medium or low), which exists among a population of householders living beside the route
of a proposed high voltage electricity transmission line. The research first establishes their
level of prior knowledge, meaning what they think they know and what they actually do know
about the proposed project. Secondly, the research establishes their level of knowledge about
a community gain message, which was communicated to them by the project promoter. A
message is communicated to them to assess their prior knowledge of the message promoted
by the project developer. The nature of their knowledge is explored in terms of the amount of
knowledge they have and is their attitude positive or negative.
Based on their level of prior knowledge of the project and the community gain message, the
research explores how they process the community gain message. That is, whether they use
their cognitive files to develop a counter argument to the message, therefore, processing
through the central route of the ELM, or whether they accept the message as they do not have
the ability to counter-argue. If a large amount of the message receivers have high prior
knowledge and they dismiss it with counter arguments, does the message have little chance
of moderating their viewpoint towards the project, or do they use their ability/knowledge to
assess objectively the message with their high prior knowledge level facilitating this objective
cognitive process?
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If there is a high number of low knowledge message receivers, how differently do they process
the message? As they do not know much about the project or the message content, is it the
case they do not have the ability to elaborate to any great degree and therefore accept the
message? Or perhaps low prior knowledge receivers, not having the ability to produce counter
arguments, give the message a ‘chance’ and objectively assess what it is advocating?
Throughout the literature, high and low prior knowledge set the predominant narrative, not
giving much consideration to the medium prior knowledge grouping. How does this medium
prior knowledge group cognitively process a persuasive message; are they representative of
a silent majority who are willing to listen and objectively process a message on its merits?

1.6 Research Question and Objectives
Most people accept there is a need for energy, transport, utilities and communications
infrastructure. To have these benefits, infrastructure must be built. Governments, national
through to local municipalities, have a responsibility to establish policy and budgets to enable
the provision of such infrastructure. However, what might please one stakeholder group (e.g.,
general public, consumers, and investors) may not please other stakeholders (e.g., host
communities, environmentalists and special interest groups).
Delivery of infrastructure, whether a single-site involving a limited amount of stakeholder
groups, or a multi-site development along a linear corridor involving multiple stakeholders,
ultimately comes down to the householders that are expected or chosen to live beside it. The
literature suggests, regardless of where these householders live, the community acceptance
issues are the same, namely: procedural and distributive justice, and trust. Hence, the
research question is:
How and to what extent is recipient cognition influenced by prior knowledge when in receipt of
a persuasive distributive justice message?
This research determines the cognitive response of message recipients, with varying levels of
prior knowledge, to the advocacy of a counter-attitudinal distributive justice message. The
outcome of this cognitive response are different levels of attitude moderation and modification
in the desired direction. Some recipients may use the message to bolster their originally held
position, and therefore there is no attitude moderation, whereas others may moderate
somewhat or significantly. It is hypothesised the levels of attitude moderation to the advocacy
of a counter-attitudinal persuasive distributive justice message will correlate with the levels of

7

prior knowledge of message recipients. The research objectives are outlined in Figures 1.2
and can be translated into hypotheses as shown in Figure 1.3.

Figure 1.2 Research Objectives

1.

Examine whether issue-relevant knowledgeable receivers are more likely to
be expert objective processors or biased processors when in receipt of a
counter-attitudinal message.

2.

Explore the closed-minded orientation associated with strong attitudes
shielding high knowledge receivers against attitude change/moderation,
being cognisant of differentiating prior knowledge and prior attitudes.

3.

Explore the extent of receptivity or resistance to a new counter-attitudinal
(positive issue-relevant) message/persuasion by high, medium and low prior
knowledge recipients.

4.

Examine if recipients elaboration valence (predominately positive or negative
thoughts evoked) to the same message is dependent on their extent of
actual prior knowledge to the attitude object/topic.

Figure 1.3 Research Hypotheses

H1.

High prior knowledge receivers are not a homogenous group in how they
cognitively process (objective or bias/subjective) a new issue-relevant
persuasive message.

H2.

Strong attitude high knowledge receivers have capacity for attitude
moderation.

H3.

The extent of receptivity or resistance to a new counter-attitudinal
persuasive message will correlate to the message receiver’s level of prior
knowledge.

H4.

The message receiver’s elaboration valence is dependent on their level of
prior knowledge to the attitude topic.
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The objectives and hypotheses are borne from the overarching aim of this research to
determine if and how a person’s cognitive processing of a community gain message is
influenced by their level of prior knowledge. It is recognised the prior knowledge component
of the ELM is understudied, a significant amount of existing literature emanates from
experimental rather than field based research. This research aims to embellish the prior
knowledge component by using field research in a context where it has not been applied
heretofore. It addresses the dearth of prior knowledge research and highlights how it
contributes constructively to real world challenges.
Each research objective (1-4) is matched with one of the hypothesis (H1-H4) with a view to
addressing the overarching aim of this thesis endeavour. The extant literature does not
sufficiently address the stated research objectives and matching research hypotheses of this
thesis, the researcher’s aim is to respond to this insufficiency and contributes to the literature.
The ELM framework, its central and peripheral routes of persuasion and its prior knowledge
ability component, has informed this research endeavour, which in turn serves to enrich the
ELM by demonstrating its potential for an enhanced relevance. The dissemination of this
research will bring the potential of prior knowledge to a whole new audience.
1.7 Research Approach
Deduction owes more to positivism and induction to interpretivism (Saunders et al., 2009).
Deduction is used for testing theory and induction is for building theory. This research reflects
a deductive approach, although elements of induction also resonates with this research by
gaining an understanding of the meanings humans attach to events and a close understanding
of the research context. In the case of this research, aspects of induction appear via open
ended survey questions. Nonetheless, this research is firmly situated in the deductive research
approach, which involves the validation and enhancement of theory through rigorous testing.
Employing a deductive approach means the research employs a highly structured
methodology to facilitate replication (Gill and Johnson 2002) and to ensure reliability. In the
case of this research, a highly structured survey instrument is used. In order to pursue the
principle of scientific rigour, deduction dictates the researcher should be independent of what
is being observed.
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1.8 Research Methodology
One significant trend noted from methodologies employed by other researchers, with
particular reference to their data set, is the predominance of students in US universities
completing questionnaires. That is, a significant number of prior knowledge studies used
university students as research subjects. Hence, datasets other than students would
constructively contribute to prior knowledge research endeavours (Kitchen et al., 2014).
This research avails of field research with residents faced with a live project as the data set.
The focus is to research households located within 500 metres adjacent to the proposed route
of siting the North South Interconnector high-voltage overhead electricity line. A systematic
random sample of dwellings to participate in the study was selected. This process employed
a probability-based selection criteria where each dwelling had an equal chance of being
selected. Stratifying the population in this way ensured a consistent proportion of dwellings
were selected within each of the key variables of geographic location, type of dwelling and
impact categorisation, as determined by the Independent Study contained within the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). “Dividing the population into a series of relevant strata
means that the sample is more likely to be representative, [ensuring] each of the strata is
represented proportionately within [the] sample” (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 228). In the case
of this research study, it was possible to distinguish the significant strata from the detailed
information provided in the publicly available EIS, provided as part of the planning application.
The survey instrument is a 23 page questionnaire, comprising of 72 questions, which are
predominantly of a quantitative nature. Some questions, including thought-listing, allowed for
some qualitative responses, and are designed so as to be conducive to quantitative analysis
techniques. Part A of the questionnaire concentrates on measurement of the variables: Prior
Knowledge, Prior Relevance, Prior Involvement, Prior Attitude and Need for Cognition. In Part
B, respondents began by reading a message and then answered questions, beginning with
‘thought-listing’, on their reaction to the message, and concluding with demographical
questions. Respondents (N=187) are informed the research is academic in nature and aims
to contribute, to academic literature and future policy development in the area of environmental
projects and communicating with relevant stakeholders. The summary points of the research
process are outlined in Figure 1.4.
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Figure 1.4 Research Process

Stage 1: Literature Review
Review of literature;
Persuasion, ELM, Prior
Knowledge; Distributive
Justice; Facility Siting &
Consultation.

Stage 2: Empirical
Research
Field Survey using
quantitative survey
instrument.

Stage 3: Primary Data
Analysis

1.9 Dissemination Activities
To explore the research gaps, several workshops, seminars and conferences were attended
and meetings arranged with internationally recognised academics in the field of social
acceptance and infrastructure. These activities progressed from exploration to participation
and dissemination involving contributions to workshops and seminars, then advancing to
submitting papers to doctoral colloquia and conferences. During this time the researcher was
also an invited guest lecturer / speaker where the preliminary findings of this research were
conveyed. A list of these activities are provided in Appendix No.19.
The researcher is currently preparing two articles for publication. The academic journals
being considered in terms of 1st and 2nd preference are:

Article 1 Title: The Influence of Prior Knowledge and Distributional Justice Messaging on
Recipient Cognition
1st Journal of Marketing
2nd European Journal of Marketing
3rd Journal of Public Policy and Marketing
Abstract: This paper examines how recipient cognition is influenced by prior knowledge when
presented with a distributional justice message. It is hypothesised the cognitive response of
high prior knowledge recipients to the advocacy of a counter-attitudinal message can lead to
11

attitude moderation in the desired direction. There is a lack of empirical evidence identifying
how prior knowledge biases the evaluation of persuasive communications. The research
employs a quantitative in-person survey of householders located in close proximity to the
proposed route of a controversial high-voltage overhead electricity line. Ability and
motivational variables of the Elaboration Likelihood Model of Persuasion are measured. The
counter-attitudinal message presented relates to the provision of ‘community gain’. The
findings support the hypothesis that the levels of attitude moderation to the advocacy of a
counter-attitudinal persuasive distributive justice message correlates with the levels of prior
knowledge of message recipients. High prior knowledge receivers are not a homogenous
group in how they cognitively process a new issue-relevant persuasive message, and have
the capacity to moderate their attitude when presented with a persuasive message. The extent
of receptivity or resistance to a new counter-attitudinal persuasive message correlates to the
message receiver’s level of prior knowledge, and their elaboration valence is dependent on
their level of prior knowledge to the attitude topic. This research demonstrates distributive
justice initiatives such as community gain messaging and delivery, if communicated
effectively, can assist in moderating attitudes in controversial circumstances. It increases the
capacity to address community acceptance challenges, which are key constraints to
infrastructure development.
Article 2 Title: The potential influence of distributional justice messaging for community
acceptance of infrastructure projects.
1st Energy Policy – The International Journal of the Political, Economic, Planning,
Environmental and Social Aspects of Energy.
2nd Journal of Environmental Policy and Planning
Abstract: This paper examines how distributive justice messaging can influence host
community acceptance of infrastructure projects, in particular high voltage over-head
electricity lines. It is hypothesised the advocacy of a counter-attitudinal message can lead to
attitude moderation in the desired direction. There is a lack of empirical evidence identifying if
and how proposed host communities of unwanted infrastructure can be influenced by the offer
of community gain. The research employs a quantitative in-person survey of householders
located in close proximity to the proposed route of a controversial high-voltage overhead
electricity line. The findings support the hypothesis that the levels of attitude moderation to the
advocacy of a persuasive distributive justice message resonates and finds traction with
message recipients. It finds local residents are not a homogenous group in how they
cognitively process a new issue-relevant persuasive message, and have the capacity to
moderate their attitude when presented with a persuasive message. This research
demonstrates distributive justice initiatives such as community gain messaging and delivery,
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if communicated effectively, can assist in moderating attitudes in controversial circumstances.
It increases the capacity to address community acceptance challenges, which are key
constraints to infrastructure development.
The researcher is preparing two publications, which will highlight the relevance of the thesis
findings to academics and practitioners. The first publication is a best practice guide in
community impact and stakeholder engagement for the offshore wind industry. The second
publication is a book on infrastructure development and community impact, which addresses
the areas of community gain / distributive justice, engagement, participation and consensus
building. The findings of this thesis are highly relevant and applicable to creating more
harmonious relationships between host communities and infrastructure developers globally.

1.10 Research Contribution and Implications
This research supports the work of academics, policy-makers, regulators, developers,
marketers, communicators and other stakeholders involved in national and international
infrastructural development projects in sectors such as energy, transport and waste
management. It highlights practical implications such as the potential for distributive justice
initiatives and the contribution of prior knowledge analysis can make to developing marketing
and communications strategies. It increases the capacity to address successfully challenges
associated with siting high voltage overhead transmission lines (HVOTLs) and other
controversial infrastructure projects.
In terms of societal contribution, this research accelerates the development and deployment
of energy infrastructure including new renewable technologies in Ireland. A better
understanding of the role of community gain programmes will assist policy makers and those
stakeholders tasked with the delivery of large energy and other infrastructure projects.
The data collection context also represents a new departure in prior knowledge research, due
to its infrastructure context and its specific focus on transmission lines, which are usually
contentious. The research findings demonstrate the advances in prior knowledge and how the
ELM has implications for those involved in public policy formation and implementation.
It is evident from the literature that prior knowledge is understudied, an assertion which was
acknowledged to the author during this research by the most prolific academic in this area of
literature, Petty (Petty and Cacioppo, 1986) a co-creator of ELM theory. A significant amount
of the prior knowledge research undertaken over the past few decades used college students
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as the data collection base, as opposed to field and does not reflect the new realities of the
21st century research (Kitchen et al., 2014).
In response to these criticisms of the ELM, this study does not involve students, nor is the
researcher associated with Petty and Cacioppo (1986). It provides field-work data collection
where the subjects are householders located in close proximity to the proposed route of an
infrastructure project, in this case the siting of a high voltage overhead electricity transmission
line. This data collection context also represents a new departure in prior knowledge research,
not only its ‘infrastructure’ context, but specifically transmission lines, proposals which are
usually contentious.
This study is largely supportive of Petty and Cacioppo’s (1986) ELM; it recognises the value
of the framework it presents and the role of its ability and motivational variables. This study
sees how the ELM could add value in its application by practitioners, how it can bring clarity
and structure as a roadmap to analysing challenges and developing solutions. However, there
is a general narrative throughout the ELM related literature, where there is an elevated
emphasis on high prior knowledge subjects. Further, low prior knowledge subjects are
perceived as less important because they do not engage in cognition to a great extent and
make quick, ill-informed decisions because they may not have the ability and motivation to do
otherwise. In contrast, this study sees great value in the potential of low prior knowledge
subjects because they are interested in building their knowledge base and pursue a central
processing route through the ELM. There is evidence the low prior knowledge and medium
prior knowledge subjects underestimate their ability, perhaps suggesting a modesty, which is
not as prevalent among the more confident high prior knowledge subjects.
Due to the complex nature of the data collection environment, the nature of the persuasive
message advocated to subjects and uniqueness of this research endeavour, the literature
review includes distributive justice, facility siting and public consultation. The advocated
‘counter-attitudinal’ persuasive message content and desired attitude-change by the prior
knowledge message receivers has its academic and practitioner backdrop in distributive
justice literature.
In examining the role of prior knowledge in the context of product information, Wood and Lynch
(2002) find more knowledgeable consumers have undue confidence that new product
information is redundant. Hence, they may process less extensively than their capabilities and
less than those consumers who believe they know less about a product (Wood and Lynch
2002). In testing the mediating role of cognitive responses in the ELM, Stephenson, Benoit
and Tschida (2001) find support for the ELM’s prediction that high quality arguments produce
more favourable thoughts and subsequently more attitude change for high involvement
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receivers. This researcher’s findings concur with these findings, where a high quality argument
produced favourable thoughts and subsequently attitude change by high involvement
receivers.
This research is theoretically significant to the prior knowledge domain, whereby it extends
current knowledge in the ‘prior knowledge’ component of the Elaboration Likelihood Model of
Persuasion. Although, this study set out to explore the influence of prior knowledge, in
examining the ELM literature, other variables needed to be explored. This decision was
justified, as the inclusion of motivational variables (i.e., personal involvement and personal
relevance) and their interaction with the ability prior knowledge variable, evidently enriched
and added value to the findings.

1.11 Overview of Chapters
Chapter One introduces the research study and relevant areas of literature. The research
context, research question and objectives of the study have been outlined, along with the
overall structure of the thesis.
Chapter Two explores the Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM), with a focus on prior
knowledge literature, in additional to other ability and motivation components of the ELM.
Chapter Three begins with explaining the link between prior knowledge and infrastructural
development. It sets the scene for the background to the research question, exploring aspects
of procedural and distributive justice in the context of facility siting, it explores where this
research contribution fits in with literature on the development of marketing thought, marketing
theory, and the creation and utilisation of marketing knowledge.
Chapter Four describes the methodology associated with the fieldwork component of the
study. The research process is described and detailed, comprising of the study design,
sampling approach and data collection procedure. Prior to setting out the methodological
aspects of the research undertaken, the research philosophy, perspective, context, question,
objectives and approach are explained.
Chapter Five presents the data analysis procedure, the main findings of the research study,
responding to the study’s central research questions and objectives outlined previously.
Chapter Six reviews the study’s key findings in the context of existing knowledge, presented
in Chapter Two. This discussion draws on results obtained from the study’s survey,
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interpreting these in light of relevant academic literature. The limitations of this study are also
addressed. The chapter concludes with the researcher’s interpretation of the study’s central
contribution and provides recommendations for future research.
1.12 Chapter Summary
Chapter One introduces the literature on the ELM, PK and distributional justice. The research
context of public policy infrastructure is explained and the purpose of the research. The
research question, objectives and hypotheses are introduced and the study approach and
methods applied to address these. Research contribution, practical and social implications are
outlined followed by an overview of the chapters to follow.
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Chapter Two: Prior Knowledge
_________________________________________________________________________
2.1 Introduction
Ability, the capability for issue-relevant thinking, is one of the factors which influence the
amount of elaboration by a message receiver. A receiver’s amount of prior knowledge about
the topic is one of the factors which influence elaboration ability within the Elaboration
Likelihood Model (ELM) of Persuasion. Persuasion is the central goal of many marketing
communications, by changing attitudes and forming new judgments (Petty et al., 2009;
Kruglanski et al., 1993).
It is not clear from the literature whether communication recipients, in possession of issuerelevant high retrieval ability, use the same type of information as people who have lower prior
knowledge. A lacuna exists in prior knowledge literature due to a lack of empirical evidence in
determining what level of influence prior knowledge exerts when individuals evaluate new
information and in identifying how prior knowledge biases evaluating persuasive
communications.
Knowledge, or working-knowledge, is the amount of attitude-relevant information the message
recipient can retrieve from their memory (Wood et al., 1995; Fabrigar et al., 2006). People who
have extensive working knowledge can access a considerable store of attitude-relevant beliefs
and prior experiences. Equally, people with lesser prior knowledge possess a relatively
impoverished base of information concerning the attitude issue.
Defining knowledge as the amount of information relevant to the attitude object has precedent
in the attitude literature. Converse (1970) argued the cognitive component of attitude centrality
or knowledge is represented in the ‘sheer amount of ancillary information held by the subject
with respect to the object’. Correspondingly, Rosenberg and Abelson (1960) proposed
people’s cognitive files of information relevant to the attitude object have important implications
for their willingness to change the attitude. Knowledge can affect message reception for a
variety of reasons. In the political realm, high levels of accurate knowledge about the political
system are thought to be an aspect of cognitive engagement. Accordingly, Converse (1962)
makes the point of a strong correlation between stored political information and the motivation
to monitor communications for additional current information.
Thinking about the content of a persuasive message is enhanced when there is high issue
personal involvement and can result in increased or decreased acceptance (Petty and
Cacioppo, 1979). There is a relationship between greater involvement with an issue and
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increased resistance to persuasion (Triandis, 1971). Persuasion, for those with accessibility
to memory attitude–relevant information, depends on how valid they perceive message
content (Wood et al., 1985). In examining susceptibility to persuasion, in the context of
persuasive messaging, the cognitive response is a function of the nature of thoughts
generated by recipients in response to the communicated message (Wood, 1982; Greenwald,
1968; Petty and Cacioppo, 1979). Attitudes drawn from the supporting beliefs and experiences
of the message recipient may be ineffective when presented with a counter-attitudinal
message due to the information available in memory to construct a counter-argument to the
message content (Wood et al., 1985). The greater the amount of attitude-relevant and
consistent information available from memory, the greater the attitudinal resistance to counterattitudinal information (Muthukrishnan et al., 2001). It follows that providing more information
that is relevant to and consistent with the initial evaluation should generally cause less revision
upon a subsequent challenge. Hence, future research on resistance and judgement revision
should also examine how the prior (pro-attitudinal) target information-including the prior
evaluation-interacts with the information contained in the challenge.

2.2 Persuasion and the Elaboration Likelihood Model
Prior knowledge is rooted in the ELM of Persuasion, which is highly influential in marketing
communication research (Kitchen et al., 2014). The ELM is an approach developed by Petty
and Cacioppo, (1986a). It exemplifies a dual-process approach to social informationprocessing (Chaiken and Trope, 1999), focusing on persuasion phenomena. An alternative
dual-process image of persuasion has been provided by the heuristic-systematic model (HSM)
(Chaiken, 1987; Chen and Chaiken, 1999;). Although the two models differ in some important
ways, the ELM and HSM see persuasion being achieved through two general routes which
vary in the amount of careful thinking involved (O’Keefe, 2016).
Persuasion is an interactive process where a message alters an individual’s understandings
(e.g., knowledge or beliefs) to varying degrees (Murphy et al., 2005). Persuasion occurs “when
the recipients’ attitudes were modified in the desired direction” (Petty et al., 2009, p.149). The
persuadee’s formation of a new judgement in response to the persuader’s advocacy is seen
as an essential part of the persuasion process (Kruglanski et al., 1993).

As a theory of persuasion, the ELM is recognised as having made a contribution to marketing
and consumer behaviour. Since its introduction several decades ago, the ELM has been
central to consumer behaviour studies and believed to have been a very influential theory in
researching marketing communications (Szczepanski, 2006; Kitchen et al., 2014). It explores
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the variables which influence change processes in the judgement of objects, and the strength
of judgements resulting from these processes. The ELM has made a significant contribution
to the study of persuasion which includes highlighting key insights such as recognising the
variable character of topic related thinking (elaboration) engaged in by message recipients,
and that one particular variable can play different roles in persuasion (O’Keefe, 2008). For
example, the ELM suggests a person’s level of involvement during message processing is
important in determining which route to persuasion is likely to be effective. However, the
literature does sometimes conflate the related motivational factors of ‘involvement’ and
‘relevance’, a point which will be expanded upon later in this research. The ELM contributes
to persuasion research by emphasising the psychological reasons why communications can
influence audiences (Perloff, 2010). Indeed, “the ELM linked cognitive processes to
communication effects in a coherent way … [and] instructs communicators to tailor their
arguments to audience members’ motives and abilities” (Perloff, 2010, pp.150-152).

One of the reasons the ELM has been widely applied is due to the prevalence of persuasion,
featuring as an essential role in politics, religion, psychotherapy, education and day-to-day
interactions (Petty and Brinol, 2011). As people engage in trying to persuade others and are
also the targets of persuasion, legitimate questions can be asked such as: Are attractive
people particularly persuasive?; Are experts more persuasive than non-experts in convincing
a jury? (i.e., source credibility questions); or Is fear a good emotional tool or is it
counterproductive in order to stop people from engaging in risky behaviour?

2.2.1 Central and Peripheral Routes to Persuasion
The ELM identifies the central route and the peripheral route as the two ways a communication
can be persuasive, the route pursued is dependent upon the receiver’s processing ability and
motivation.
Attitude change obtained through central route persuasion is likely to be more enduring over
time, more resistant to counter persuasion and more directive of subsequent behaviour. The
central route to persuasion which involves a greater level of elaboration by the message
recipient, has the effect of producing stronger attitudes than peripheral route persuasion.
Therefore, the ELM implies the formation of attitudes via the central route are more beneficial
in the longer-term as new attitude formation is likely to be more resistant to change and more
stable over time, resulting in a greater influence on future behaviour. If the communicated
message provokes predominately negative thoughts about the advocated view (i.e., negative
elaboration valence), then little or no attitude change is likely to occur. However, if the recipient
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has predominately positive thoughts about the advocated position, then the message is likely
to be relatively successful in changing the receiver’s attitudes in the desired direction.
Therefore, the outcome of persuasive endeavours will largely depend on the predominant
valence of the receiver’s issue-relevant thoughts which will be informed by components of the
ELM such as the receiver’s levels of prior knowledge, involvement and relevance. The
following figures (Figure 2.1 and 2.2) are two examples of how the ELM is depicted. It is noted
both of these are sourced from Petty and Cacioppo, the former (1983) using the terms ‘issue
familiarity’ and ‘appropriate schema’ to represent the knowledge component, with the latter
(1986) using the term ‘prior knowledge’.
Figure 2.1 The ELM of Persuasion

Source: Petty and Cacioppo (1983, p.6)
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Figure 2.2 Central and Peripheral Routes to Persuasion

Source: Petty and Cacioppo 1986, p126.

The peripheral route is characterised by receivers’ use of heuristics, due to lower levels of
cognitive effort and involvement. Hence, receivers are more influenced by the communicator’s
credibility and likeability, and other people’s reaction to message.
ELM independent variables are (i) argument/message quality and strength, (ii) source features
such as credibility and likeability, how the recipient is influenced by how others react to
message, and (iii) situational involvement such as the receiver’s level of involvement.
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2.2.2 Elaboration Valence
Elaboration is the degree of issue-relevant thinking in which the receiver engages, the thought
process activity in response to a message such as an advertisement in broadcast or print
media or promotional material. The application of cognitive resources in response to such
marketing communications i.e. issue-relevant material will depend on independent variables
such as the strength and or length of the message and the credibility of its source.
Sometimes receivers engage in extensive issue-relevant thinking by paying attention to the
presented message, scrutinising the arguments it contains and reflecting other issue-relevant
considerations recalled from memory or arguments they devise. However, receivers
sometimes do not undertake so much issue-relevant thinking as no one can engage in such
effort for every persuasive topic or communication they receive, therefore displaying relatively
little elaboration.
The receiver’s initial attitude coupled with consideration of the message’s advocated position
will influence the valence of elaboration. When the advocated position is in a similar direction
to which the receiver is already favourably inclined (i.e., when the message advocates a proattitudinal position), the receiver is likely to have favourable thoughts about the position
advocated. By contrast, when the message advocates a counter-attitudinal position, receivers
are inclined to have unfavourable thoughts about the view being advocated. Hence, everything
else being equal, one expects pro-attitudinal messages to evoke predominately favourable
thoughts and counter-attitudinal messages to evoke predominately unfavourable thoughts.

However, sometimes people are persuaded by the arguments contained in counter-attitudinal
communications, and the ELM suggests a second influence on elaboration valence is the
strength of the message’s arguments. In this regard, it is worth considering how to determine
whether an intended message is counter-attitudinal, a point is explored further in this study.

A number of means have been developed for assessing variations in the degree of elaboration
that occurs in a given circumstance (Petty and Cacioppo, 1986a:35-47). Perhaps the most
straightforward of these is the thought-listing technique (which was employed in this research
endeavour). Immediately following the receipt of a persuasive message, receivers are simply
asked to list the thoughts that occurred to them during the communication, which is a rough
index of the amount of issue-relevant thinking (O’Keefe, 2016). When a message is
communicated the evoked thoughts of the recipient is their elaboration valence, which is
predominately of a positive or negative nature (Figure 2.3). This elaboration valence is
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influenced by whether the message (e.g., advertisement, promotional material) advocates a
pro- or counter-attitudinal position and by the quality (i.e., strength, length) of the message.
Figure 2.3: Predominant Valence of Receiver’s Issue-relevant Thoughts

Predominately positive
Predominant Valence
(positivity of evoked
thoughts) of
Receiver's issue-relevant
thoughts

thoughts of advocated
view
Predominately
negative thoughts of
advocated view

Relatively successful in
changing attitude in
desired direction

No attitude change

The message may advocate a pro-attitudinal message where the receiver is already
favourably inclined, or a counter-attitudinal position (see Figure 2.4). In this regard it is
important to differentiate between prior attitudes and prior knowledge between the main topic
and the message being advocated. With pro-attitudinal messages, recipients may be inclined
to have favourable thoughts about the position advocated, however, the degree of this
favourability is influenced by the level of prior knowledge present, be that knowledge the
recipient thinks they possess or actually do. When the message advocates a counterattitudinal position, receivers are inclined to have unfavourable thoughts about the advocated
view, and therefore produce counter-arguments depending on their ability to do so which in
turn depends on their level of prior knowledge. Thus, everything else being equal, one expects
pro-attitudinal messages to evoke pre-dominantly favourable thoughts, and counter-attitudinal
messages to evoke predominately unfavourable thoughts. Testing this proposition is central
to this research study.
A blind acceptance of what the ELM puts forward in this regard would represent a resignation
by communicators in their endeavour to achieve a break-through by changing the attitudes
and behaviour of high prior-knowledge strong-attitude receivers. It also has to be borne in
mind whether the message recipients possess high, medium or low prior knowledge
establishing this level of prior knowledge could inform message content and placement.
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Figure 2.4: Influence of Position Advocated by Message

Pro-attitudinal
position

Relatively
successful in
changing attitude
in desired direction

Message
Advocates

Counterattitudinal
position

Less likely to achieve
attitude change

However what if message
advocated was positive
but introduced to a
counter-attitudinal, high /
low prior knowledge,
receiver environment?

Elaboration valence is also influenced by argument strength, which relates to the quality of the
arguments advanced in the message (see Figure 2.5). Under conditions of high elaboration,
message recipients are closely scrutinising the message’s content, and the valence of
receiver’s elaboration are likely to reflect the results of this scrutiny.
If close examination of the message reveals weak arguments, dubious reasoning, or poor
evidence, the predominately negative elaboration is likely. If the message is found to contain
powerful arguments, sound reasoning, and good evidence, then predominately positive
elaboration is more likely. However how objective or subjective is the elaboration process?
Will the message receiver make an informed judgement objectively based on the information
contained in the message or will they subjectively retrieve a counter-argument from their
cognitive files irrespective of how strong the message is? Under conditions of high elaboration,
argument quality influences the evaluative direction of elaboration and hence influences
persuasive success. Message quality also prompts high elaboration among low and medium
prior knowledge message receivers.
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Figure 2.5: Influence of Message Strength

Powerful/strong
- sound reasoning

Predominately
Positive

-good evidence

Elaboration

Message/Argument
Strength/Quality
Weak

Predominately

-dubious reasoning

Negative

-poor evidence

Elaboration

However what if
message advocated
was positive but
introduced to a
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The factors that influence the amount of Elaboration are:


Motivation: the desire to engage in issue relevant thinking, and



Ability: the capability for issue-relevant thinking.

Subjects who possess high ability and motivation invest their time and effort in processing the
information (e.g., new message) they receive and develop their attitude through the central
route. On the other hand, when ability and/or motivation are low, the peripheral route is used
where individuals process information cues. Sometimes receivers engage in a great deal of
elaboration where they carefully analyse the message arguments and evidence, perhaps
using other information and arguments stored their memory. On other occasions, receivers do
not engage in much thinking about the persuasive message. For extensive elaboration, both
motivation and ability must be present.

2.2.3 Motivation: Relevance and Involvement
Motivation is influenced by the receiver’s level of involvement with the persuasive issue.
Involvement is related to but sometimes conflated with the amount of direct personal relevance
of the topic to the message recipient. The more involvement a person has in the topic, the
more motivated they are to elaborate on new information. Again, this researcher believes it is
important to differentiate between related issues and between the receiver’s level of
involvement versus their level of relevance. For example, a receiver’s relevance level could
be high and their involvement level low, or vice versa, whereas the literature seems to use the
language of involvement and relevance interchangeably, perhaps understandably so but not
necessarily correctly. On personal relevance, O’Keefe (2016) notes that personal relevance
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has often been labelled as variations in the receiver’s level of involvement with the message
topic. For instance, in the high-relevance condition, receivers would be said to be ‘highly
involved’ with the topic. But in persuasion research, the term involvement has also been used
to cover other variations in the sort of relationship that message recipients have to the topic of
advocacy, including the person’s judgement of the importance of the issue, the degree to
which the person is committed to the issue, the extent to which the person’s sense of self is
connected to the stand taken, and ego-involvement, an omnibus concept meant to encompass
the number of such elements. O’Keefe (2016) points out these are different properties,
stressing the importance to bear in mind that the involvement manipulations in ELM research
are specifically ones that induce variation in the personal relevance of the topic.

2.2.4 Motivation: Need for Cognition
Motivation is also influenced by receiver’s level of need for cognition (NFC) (Cacioppo et al.,
1996; Petty et al. 2009), a variable unique to each individual concerning the degree to which
they engage in and enjoy thinking. People who generally enjoy thinking hard are more likely
motivated to process persuasive messages closely. A good deal of research suggests NFC
influences elaboration likelihood (O’Keefe 2016). Persons high in NFC are likely to report a
larger number of issue-relevant thoughts following message exposure, than are persons low
in NFC (Cacioppo et al., 1996).
NFC is a “tendency to engage in and enjoy thinking” (Murphy et al., 2005, p. 116). While
examining NFC and message processing (e.g., persuasion), Cacioppo et al. (1983, p. 80)
found “individuals high in NFC provided more discriminating judgements” (of the message
arguments than did the individuals on the low end of NFC.

2.2.5 Ability
The other factor influencing the amount of elaboration is ability, which is the capability to
engage in issue-relevant thinking. Elaboration ability is influenced by the receiver’s amount of
issue-relevant prior knowledge. An important aspect explored in this research is the level of
receiver prior knowledge of the main issue and of the issue-relevant message content. For
example, the message recipient/subject may have a high level of prior knowledge about the
main issue, but the issue-relevant information contained in the communicated message may
not be as familiar to them. Therefore, the receiver will possess high, medium or low prior
knowledge about the message content, and also varying amounts of knowledge about the
main issue, not to mention the substance of such knowledge, be it positive, negative or neutral.
26

Elaboration ability is influenced by a number of different factors, namely the receiver’s amount
and substance of prior knowledge about the topic(s) and the presence of a distraction in the
persuasion setting. “Distraction refers to the presence of some distracting stimulus or task
accompanying a persuasive message (beep sounds, flashing, other manipulations)” (O’Keefe,
2016, p.154). Distraction can disrupt the elaboration process by for example reducing
persuasive effectiveness in situations where a receiver would normally be inclined to engage
in favourable elaboration. However, distraction may also enhance persuasive effectiveness in
situations where a receiver would normally be inclined to engage in unfavourable elaboration
(O’Keefe, 2016).

2.3 Prior Knowledge
Prior knowledge, well recognised in marketing literature, is rooted in the realm of ‘persuasion’
and more specifically the Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) of Persuasion. Research to date
has not clearly established whether communication recipients who possess issue-relevant
high retrieval ability use the same type of information as people who lack prior knowledge. It
is argued this area is understudied and there exists a lack of empirical evidence in determining
what level of influence does prior knowledge exert when individuals evaluate new information
and in identifying how prior knowledge biases the evaluation of persuasive communications?
Persuasion occurs when the recipient’s attitudes change, form a new judgement in response
to the persuader’s advocacy (Petty et al. 2009; Kruglanski, et al., 1993). Although, the ELM is
highly influential in marketing communication research, it needs to be updated to reflect 21st
century realities, ensuring it is relevant to practitioners (Szczepanski, 2006; Kitchen et al.,
2014).
For the purposes of this research, it is important to recognise and understand where ‘prior
knowledge’ sits in the marketing literature. Ability, the capability for issue-relevant thinking, is
one of the factors which influence the amount of elaboration by a message receiver. A
receiver’s amount of prior knowledge about the topic is one of the factors which influences
elaboration ability within the ELM.

One function of knowledge is to assist the maintenance of strongly held attitudes (Wood et al.,
1995). Such attitudes are considered strong when they display a resistance to change, a
position that persists over time. People with a high degree of knowledge can have strong
attitudes and are thoughtful and expert in processing new information (Wood et al., 1995). As
generally supported in the literature, such processing is biased to bolster and protect their
favoured attitude position. However, one motivation of this research is that it is not a fait
accompli. It is worthwhile to persuade or moderate opinion because high knowledge recipients
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may not necessarily bias their response in favour of their already firmly established
attitude/opinion by producing counter-arguments from their issue-relevant cognitive stores. It
is also important to consider the impact of persuasive messages on subjects with lower prior
knowledge, their elaboration process and likelihood of being persuaded. Before developing
and communicating a marketing message perhaps the marketer should first establish the prior
knowledge profile of their target audience.

Exploring the close-minded orientation of high prior knowledge individuals, responsible for
generating considerable stability and persistence in attitude judgements, is central to this
research. Is this closed-minded orientation associated with strong attitudes shielding high
knowledge receivers against attitude change, while being cognisant of differentiating prior
knowledge and prior attitudes, and distinguishing between the amount and substance of that
knowledge? Recipients may have the same amount of knowledge, but the substance of their
knowledge may differ and are, therefore, likely to have different processing likelihoods. The
nature of their prior knowledge may be neutral, balanced or imbalanced, strong, weak or
perhaps complex. An empirical examination is required to understand whether issue-relevant
knowledgeable receivers are more likely to be expert objective processors or biased
processors when in receipt of a counter-attitudinal message. In addition to contributing to
strong attitudes maintenance, does knowledge also facilitate objective, unbiased processing
of information? In this role, knowledge will not always assuage attitude change. Because
knowledgeable people have the capacity to understand and recognise the merits of new
information contained in communicated messages advocating a particular position, they may
be open-minded to alter their attitudes or opinions to align with a cogent, well-reasoned
position.

In assessing levels of prior knowledge among subjects, it is important to recognise and
measure, the difference between what people know and what they think they know.
2.4 Knowledge Schema
The organised structure of knowledge or schema is as an important variable affecting
information processing activity (Petty and Cacioppo, 1986). Prior knowledge influences
cognitive processing through schema that have been shown to influence perception, learning
and performance (Britton and Tesser 1982) and diverse literatures (e.g., Schank and Abelson,
1977;) show prior knowledge as being used extensively in cognitive processing. In recognising
prior knowledge as an enabler for more objective information processing in some but not all
cases, as stored knowledge tends to be biased in favour of an initial opinion, more often than
not this prior knowledge enables subjective analysis of externally provided messaging.
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This cognitive process is not dissimilar to the contention that schema-driven processing tends
to be biased, such that external information is processed in a manner that contributes to the
perseverance of the guiding schema (Wood el al., 1995). Thus, the more issue-relevant
knowledge people have, the more they tend have the ability to counter-argue communications
opposing their heretofore position and cognitively bolster congruent messages. Although a
high prior knowledge receiver may have the ability to counter-argue using their issue-relevant
cognitive files, it cannot be assumed they will do so. The assumption cannot be made that the
cognitive processing that occurs when a counter-attitudinal external communication is
received will result in a counter-argument. In the case of this research, the thrust of the
communicated message will be related to the attitude-relevant topic, but will be somewhat
different, or in addition to, the content of messages previously received.

The literature suggests research is generally consistent with the view simple or peripheral
cues are more likely to affect susceptibility to influence low rather than high prior knowledge
recipients (e.g., Petty and Cacioppo, 1986; Petty, 1992). Studies (e.g. Brooks-Harris et al.,
1996) of gender in persuasion have provided some support for the view that females are more
susceptible to influence than males in some contexts, with one explanation of this effect based
on the idea that females may have been socialised to be more agreeable than males.

2.5 Prior Knowledge and the Elaboration Likelihood Model
Prior knowledge research generally provides support for the ELM view that when prior
knowledge is low, simple cues in persuasion content affect influence, but when prior
knowledge is high, message processing is biased because previous knowledge enables the
counter-arguing of incongruent messages and the bolstering of congruent ones.

2.5.1 Message Strength
More definitive support for the ELM analysis of prior knowledge requires studies in which
knowledge is varied along with argument strength and a peripheral cue (Petty and Cacioppo,
1986). In this regard, undergraduates were asked to list their beliefs and behaviours relevant
to environmental preservation. When messages of varying strength/quality and length were
presented, they found argument quality had a stronger impact on attitudes among individuals
with higher levels of issue-relevant prior knowledge. Wood et al. (1985) also concluded
message length exerted a stronger influence on those with little knowledge of the issue.
Similarly, in an online survey by Chailland and Raantz (2008) assessing participant knowledge
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and attitudes toward soft drink consumption, found the nature of the message and the
message receiver’s characteristics must be taken into account in assessing attitude change.
A number of studies indicate, as the extent of receiver’s prior knowledge increases, more
issue-relevant thoughts occur, the influence of the argument strength on persuasive effects
increases, and the influence of peripheral cues (e.g. source likeability, message length)
decreases (Averbeck et al., 2011; Lacniak et al., 1995; Wood, 1982; Wood and Kallgren, 1988;
Wood et al., 1985). Hence, the literature suggests when receivers exhibiting extensive prior
knowledge experience counter-attitudinal messaging, they are more capable of generating
counterarguments and hence are less likely to be persuaded (i.e., in comparison with receivers
with less extensive topic knowledge). But receivers with extensive prior knowledge are also
more affected by variations in message argument strength, so increasing the strength of a
counter-attitudinal message’s arguments will presumably enhance persuasion for receivers
with extensive knowledge but will have little effect on receivers with less extensive knowledge.
Such contentions will be explored and tested in this research study.

2.5.2 Confidence
An interesting observation, of which this research is cognisant, is whether consumers are
understood to be highly knowledgeable, perhaps characterised by being over-confident, that
new product information will be redundant with what consumers know already, or think they
already know (Wood and Lynch, 2002). Hence, over-confident consumers may inadvertently
process less extensively than their capabilities and learn less than those who believe they
know less. It could be argued this position, although credible, would be contradictory of the
ELM, which suggests more knowledgeable message recipients’ process more attentively by
central route processing, which may not necessarily be the case.

Studies by Wood (1982), Wood and Kallgren (1988), and Wood et al. (1985) use the same
message topic with what appear to be similar messages, which in O’Keefe’s (2016) view
means this research evidence does not underwrite generalisations as confident as one might
prefer. O’Keefe (2016) believes a further complexity is that although elaboration ability may
be enhanced by prior knowledge, it could also diminish elaboration motivation which may
happen if receivers think that they have sufficient information therefore, due to overconfidence, expecting that there would be little gained from close processing of the message.
In distinguishing among variables that affect message processing in a relatively objective or
subjective manner, a message’s counter-attitudinal stance might enhance motivation to
engage in specifically negative elaboration, that is, counter-arguing (Petty and Wegener,
1999; O’Keefe (2016). In exploring such message processing, this research is mindful of
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whether a message is received as being counter-attitudinal or otherwise as determined by the
receiver’s level of prior knowledge. For example, a low prior knowledge recipient may not have
the ability to counter-argue and therefore may not have the motivation to learn more having
an open mind to objectively process a new message they find interesting.

Exploration of metacognitive states such as thought confidence (i.e., confidence in the
accuracy or correctness of one’s thoughts or beliefs) and attitude confidence (i.e., confidence
in the accuracy or correctness of one’s attitude) are representing an expansion of the sorts of
persuasion-relevant outcomes that researchers might examine (Petty and Brinol, 2010;
O’Keefe 2016. In addition to assessing attitude (i.e., valence and extremity of a general
evaluation), one might assess the putative determinants of attitude, such as thought
confidence (Brinol and Petty, 2009a; 2009b; Petty and Brinol, 2010) and properties of attitude
other than valence and extremity (e.g., attitudinal certainty or confidence; Petty, Brinol,
Tormala, and Wegener, 2007). Research on the determinants and consequences of these
additional properties (i.e., thought confidence, attitude confidence, attitude certainty) is a
promising development, although not yet as extensive as the research concerning attitude
valence and extremity (O’Keefe, 2016).

2.5.3 Cognitive Ability
In alignment with ELM, people centrally or peripherally process messages depending on
cognitive ability, or knowledge (Perloff, 2010). Hence, when people are issue-relevant
knowledgeable, they process information more carefully and skilfully. As they have a greater
processing capacity or ability to decipher or critically assess information and are therefore
likely to do so. Therefore, people with greater prior knowledge are better equipped to evaluate
the cogency of information and are proficient in identifying shortcomings in message
arguments. The majority of the literature supports the likelihood of high prior knowledge
recipients using their ability to carefully process new information, is credible and likely in most
cases. People who are or believe themselves to be topic-knowledgeable may be more likely
both to carefully attend to and act upon receipt of a persuasive appeal, assuming the message
has activated message-consistent attitudes from memory (Nabi et al., 2008). As perceptions
and attitudes are themselves subjective, differentiating between those who are actually
knowledgeable and those who think they are knowledgeable is important as this can be
influential to receivers when information is subjectively meaningful (Wood et al., 1995).

The case is made by Mosler and Martens (2008) that ability is determined by attitudeconsistent knowledge and distraction, knowledge being the level of a person’s objective
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knowledge, an ability-promoting variable, a contention this research would not necessarily
take at face value and suggest requires further exploration. Also, Petty and Cacioppo (1986),
in stating prior knowledge serves as cognitive argumentation against persuasive messages,
is deserving of further examination. They contend agents develop their arguments from the
knowledge they possess, allowing or leading them to conclude that the agent’s argumentation
schema is integrated into his/her knowledge; similar considerations are found in Petty et al.,
(1994).

2.6 Prior Knowledge and Attitudes, Ability and Motivation
While considering how a person’s knowledge about an attitude issue can influence
persuasion, Petty and Wegener (1999), define knowledge as information about the attitude
object. They believe it can vary in both its nature and its amount, and can have an impact by
both motivational and ability means. In referring to most prior studies on knowledge, Petty and
Wegener (1999) point out that the amount of knowledge is measured (Wood et al., 1995)
rather than manipulated. Because people are likely to have knowledge that is consistent with
or supportive of their attitudes, people who are categorised as especially high in knowledge
are likely to be those who are also especially high in attitude-congruent knowledge. In general,
the greater one’s attitude-congruent knowledge, the more able one will be able to defend one’s
position from attack. Thus, it might not be surprising that the typical effect reported in the
literature between amount of knowledge and persuasion is that increased knowledge
increases resistance to persuasion (Wood et al., 1985).
Past research has failed to establish clearly whether people with prior attitudes use the same
types of information as people who lack prior attitudes (Kumkale et al., 2010). For example,
an individual with general knowledge of a product area (e.g., cell phones) may not have prior
attitudes about a specific attitude object (e.g., a specific brand of cell phone). Also, people
may hold attitudes towards something or someone (e.g., a particular politician) without
possessing much information about them (e.g., their specific policies).

Reactions by individuals to persuasive attempts depend on their cognitive ability to make
sense of, and critically evaluate the persuasive messages, and their motivation to apply that
ability toward the processing of message information (Kruglanski et al., 1993). A person
possessing relatively objective or balanced knowledge about an issue is unlikely to be
subjective due to ability factors. Instead, they may be more able to assess equally the merits
or faults compared to a person with little knowledge about the issue. The dimension of prior
knowledge is useful for understanding attitude formation and subsequent message
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processing, where relevant prior information exists, an individual can assess the message
content (Averbeck et al., 2011). When relevant prior information does not exist, some heuristic
may be used to stand in for an under-informed decision.

2.6.1 Resistance
The greater the amount of attitude-relevant and consistent information available in memory,
the greater the attitudinal resistance to counter-attitudinal information (Muthukrishnan et al.,
2001). It follows that providing more information that is relevant to and consistent with the
initial evaluation should generally cause less revision upon a subsequent challenge. Hence,
future research on resistance and judgement revision should also examine how the prior (proattitudinal) target information-including the prior evaluation-interacts with the information
contained in the challenge. A ‘search-and-alignment’ model of interaction is proposed by
Pham and Muthukrishnan (2001). According to this model, exposure to information that
challenges a previous target evaluation triggers a spontaneous dis-confirmatory memory
search for target information that can refute the challenge. In examining consumers’ prior
knowledge of product categories, when there is a fit between message processing and prior
knowledge, evaluations are more favourable than when a fit is absent (Hong and Sternthal,
2010). Hong and Sternthal (2010) adopt the term ‘processing fluency’ to refer to the conditions
under which prior knowledge can influence the impact on consumers of a message through
the subjective experience arising from their judgement and decision-making process.
Regarding attitude research, Muthukrishnan et al., (2001) found retrieval of larger number of
consistent beliefs led to greater resistance to challenges and the amount of information
relevant to the attitude object is an important determinant of resistance.

2.6.2 Source Credibility
According to research by Kumkale at al. (2010), repeated exposure to the message or having
extensive knowledge about an issue should allow people to form a new attitude on those
bases. Therefore, prior attitudes, prior knowledge, or repeated exposure to the message may
reduce the influence of source credibility. One reason is that prior attitudes, knowledge, and
message content are generally perceived as being more valid bases for judgement than is the
credibility of the source (Petty and Cacioppo, 1984). Source credibility or likeability of source
are not explored as part of this research. However trust is an important component of
community acceptance (Wustenhagen et al, 2007). For example, the involvement of local
authorities or other (local or national) state institutions as promotional sources leads to
credibility issues for target audiences.

33

2.6.3 Counter-arguments
In exploring cognitive response analysis, Wood (1982) contends message persuasiveness is
a function of the nature of thoughts recipients generate in response to the communication.
Wood (1982) supports the notion of closed-minded orientation being associated with strong
attitudes. Attitudes emanating from one’s own supporting beliefs and experiences may be little
affected by a counter-attitudinal message because information is available for the effective
generation of counter-arguments to the material presented. Individuals who have limited
access to such attitude-relevant information in memory may display less resistance to
persuasion because they cannot effectively counter-argue the message and, instead, may
generate primarily favourable responses. Although prior information may be available to
subjects, it cannot be surmised it will be used for subjective generation of counter-arguments;
the subject may be open-minded and influenced by counter-argumentative messages, albeit
depending on variables such as personal relevance and message strength cogency.
When the message topic is deemed important, with the receiver believing themselves to be
more expert than the source this can also lead to extensive counter-arguing of what the source
has to say on the topic. Such instances are explored in this research. If for example a high
level of subjects have a low level of prior knowledge, whether it is actual or perceived
knowledge, this could for example represent fertile ground for a positive message. If the low
knowledge receivers do not have the ability or indeed motivation to counter-argue, the
message may have a better chance of persuading recipients to change or moderate their
attitude in the desired direction. Therefore, people with less prior knowledge could be a much
more desirable audience to engage with, and if they represent a large percentage of the total
population the communicated message could prove successful in moderating the attitudes of
many.
2.6.4 Amount and Processing of Information
The amount of information an individual holds relates to the type of processing used. When
there is little or no prior information, there will likely not be a relevant attitude for the topic of
the message (Kruglanksi et al., 1993). However, if the message recipient acknowledges they
do not have much information on or knowledge of the message content, they may express an
interest in acquiring more knowledge before making a judgement.
It is well established that prior knowledge has strong effect on text comprehension and
memory (Kim and Van Dusen,1998). People with greater knowledge in a domain are more
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likely to generate elaborations than subjects with less knowledge and subjects with more prior
knowledge exhibit greater frequency of recall of the target information (Glaser 1985).
In reference to prior information and processing, Averbeck et al. (2011) declare the more
information an individual holds about a specific subject, the more likely it is that one has formed
an attitude concerning that subject. Then, when in receipt with a new message on the topic,
the attitude and any relevant information can be recalled to process the message. However,
when there is no existing attitude, the individual will either need to discern whatever
information he or she can rely on or some other means to process the message.

In

considering such assertions, one needs to be cognisant of differentiating between prior
knowledge on the topic and how useful this prior knowledge is, when in receipt of new
information relevant to the topic, but the prior knowledge on the new information is low.
Therefore, prior knowledge on the topic may be relatively high, however the new information
being communicated, although relevant to the topic, is sufficiently new that the prior knowledge
available to the recipient is low, but enough to enable for the recipient sufficiently digest.
That prior information research does not look at how much information is held by the individual
is highlighted by Averbeck et al., (2011); rather, it examines whether information is present or
absent (Wood and Kallgren, 1988). Initial knowledge is just a check of whether or not the
individual has any information. Simply having information does not necessarily mean one is
equipped to attend to an argument on the same topic. Averbeck et al., (2011) refer to an
important distinction that prior information is concerned with specific information. Lewan and
Stotland (1961) found persons with prior information are less likely to be influenced by
emotionally tinged communications. Prior specific knowledge allows the individual to
cognitively elaborate on the message content instead of relying on some shortcut.
The introduction of information beyond the previously held knowledge base alters the
willingness of a respondent to cognitively process information (Averbeck et al., (2011). The
processing of a message without any attitude relevant information, that is, topic specific
information, results in information processing guided by external cues. The recall and
evaluation of attitude relevant information results in information processing that evaluates the
message content (Wood and Kallgren, 1988) rather than attitude formation. When topic
relevant information is cognitively retrieved, persuasion prediction is unclear (Wood, 1982). If
the information retrieved is at odds with the message, and the message does not sufficiently
refute the previously held attitude, then the message will be ineffective. However, this
perspective seems not to consider the message recipient expressing a desire to learn more
before making a judgement, as opposed to being prepared to make a decision based on little
or no prior knowledge. Low prior knowledge receivers may be more open minded to listen and
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learn than the high prior knowledge (perceived or actual) subject who tend to be more closeminded.
It is often difficult to assess how much information is held by the individual prior to the
persuasive attempt, resulting in uncertainty regarding prediction. Hence, when an individual is
introduced to new topic relevant information, they do not necessarily think more negatively or
positively about the topic of persuasion. This point is important and is examined as part of this
new research. The subject may have prior information on the main topic, but low information
on the new topic relevant information. This aspect is empirically tested in this research.

2.6.5 Other Models
Muthukrishnan et al. (2001) purport that according to prior research, the greater the amount
of attitude-relevant and consistent information available in memory, the greater the attitudinal
resistance to counter-attitudinal information. It follows that providing more information that is
relevant to and consistent with the initial evaluation should generally cause less revision upon
a subsequent challenge. They use the example of Anderson’s (1981) averaging models of
evaluations, which predicts because the counter-attitudinal information would be averaged
with prior information, a larger amount of prior information would produce a smaller deviation
from the initial evaluation than a smaller amount. Similarly, Muthukrishnan et al., (2001) noted
that in belief-updating tasks, when judges receive information contrary to their prior beliefs,
longer series of prior information would result is a ‘primacy effect’ (i.e., a position consistent
with the initial judgement), whereas shorter series may result in a ‘regency effect’ (i.e. a
position consistent with the new information that contradicts prior beliefs).
Wood (1982) found the amount of information available was measured at the time participants
encountered a challenge. Haugtvedt et al., (1994) manipulated the amount of information to
test its effects on attitudinal resistance to a counter-attitudinal message. They found that
subjects who had been previously exposed to nine product claims revised their initial attitudes
less than did subjects who had been exposed to only three claims.
According to the search-and-alignment model, Pham and Muthukrishnan (2001) determine
that once pro-attitudinal information has been retrieved, it will also be compared with
information contained in the challenge in order to access how much the latter ‘damages’ the
former. They propose that mental ‘damage assessment’ is based on a process of structural
alignment whereby discrepancies between the pro-attitudinal information and the challenging
information that are highly commensurable provoke strong inclinations toward judgement
revision. They see the process of damage assessment as clearly worthy of further research,
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as it presumably characterises many situations in which consumers update their attitudes,
judgements and beliefs.
Other slightly related models include the Persuasion Knowledge Model (PKM) developed by
Friestad and Wright (1994) exploring the persuasions agent’s goals and tactics, implying how
consumers use marketers’ advertising and selling endeavours to refine their attitude towards
the product and marketers themselves. The Pricing Tactics Persuasion Knowledge (PTPK)
extends research on persuasion knowledge to the pricing domain and marketers’ pricing
tactics, and consumers’ responses to tactics such as comparative price claims and price
matching (Gopalakrishna et al., 2012; Hardesty et al., 2007).

2.7 Prior Knowledge Research
One of the main criticisms of the ELM and the Prior Knowledge component is that the previous
studies rely heavily on experimental rather than field research, and university students have
been the subjects for data collection. Another criticism is that Petty in has been involved in a
number of these studies or the researchers had a strong affiliation with Petty. In contrast this
research introduces a degree of independence which has been lacking in these earlier studies.
Table 2.1 demonstrates the over-reliance on student subjects for data collection and Petty’s
involvement as a researcher. This research proceeded in a way which was cognisant of such
criticisms. Hence, this research was not conducted in a controlled university setting, it tests
prior knowledge and the ELM by surveying residents in an area chosen to host an unwanted
infrastructure project. As this research is conducted in the context of ‘infrastructure’, it is
heretofore a unique contribution to prior knowledge and ELM literature.
Table 2.1 Prior Knowledge Studies
Authors
Petty, R.E. & Cacioppo,
J.T. (1979)

Data Collection
24 sound engineering male
students
72 male & female
introductory psychology
course students

Research Details
Mechanism mediating the effects of high issue
involvement. Issue involvement can increase or
decrease persuasion by enhancing messagerelevant responses.
(Ex1 topic: sound quality)
(Ex2 topic: quality of radio editorials)

Wendy Wood (1982)

166 University Psychology
Students

Study on Attitude Assessment (on preservation of the
environment)

Wood, Kallgren &
Preisler (1985)

122 University Psychology
Students

Study on Attitude Assessment (on preservation of the
environment)

Cole, Gaeth & Singh
(1986)

45 undergraduate students

Measuring Prior Knowledge. This paper assesses the
convergent, divergent and criterion validity of
alternate methods of measuring prior knowledge. The
context used is the playing of board games
(Monopoly & Life). Evidence is found for all three

37

types of validity for objective test and self-reported
knowledge measures of prior knowledge.
Haugtvedt, Schumann,
Schneier & Warren
(1994)

Study 1: 75 undergraduate
students
Study 2: 117
undergraduate students

Study 1. Structure underlying attitudes (Topic: media
evaluation-e.g. Simpsons)
Study 2. Influence of reception strategies on the
relative persistence of attitudes and their resistance
to change in face of counter-persuasive information
(Topic: New Pen)

Haugtvedt & Wegener
(1994)

Ex1: 50 undergraduates,
Ex2: 137 undergraduates

Attitude change processes. (Topic: Ex1:Exams graduation requirement, & Ex2: Nuclear power)

Stephenson, Benoit &
Tschida (2001)

364 students, 45 randomly
assigned to each one of
the eight message
conditions, 55% female,
avg 20yao.

Test the mediating role of cognitive responses in the
ELM. Cognitive response theories such as the ELM
have been criticised for lacking appropriate and
rigorous empirical testing. As a result the ELM in
particular has little support for the proposed causal
mechanism, cognitive responses, as a mediating
variable between messages and attitude change.
Using argument quality and source credibility
manipulations, this investigation supported the ELM's
prediction that high quality arguments produce more
favourable thoughts and subsequently more attitude
change for high involvement receivers.

(Stacy) Wood & Lynch
(2002)

Study 1. 188 students
Study 2: 147 students
Study 3: 59 students

Topics: allergy medications, tooth whitening
processes and optic migraines.
Examines the role of prior knowledge in examining
new product information. Three studies demonstrate
that, compared to consumers with lower prior
knowledge, those with higher prior knowledge learn
less about a new product. Further, higher knowledge
consumers are able to learn more but learn less due
to motivational deficits. If more knowledgeable
consumers have undue confidence that new product
information will be redundant with what they know
already, they may process less extensively than their
capabilities and learn less than those who think they
know less. Results suggest that PK may negatively
impact new product learning.

Priester & Petty (2003)

Ex1: 65 undergraduates
Ex2: 106 undergraduates

Petty, R.E., Cacioppo,
J.T., Strathman, A.J., &
Priester, J.R. (2005)

No survey

Topics: Athletics & Advertising.
Influence of spokesperson trustworthiness on
message elaboration, attitude strength and
advertising effectiveness.
Conclude: Argument quality is a more important
determinant of persuasion when personal relevance
is high rather than low.
Argument quality is a more important determinant of
persuasion for people high in the need for cognition
than for people low in the need for cognition.

Lane, Harrington,
Donohew &
Zimmerman (2006)

322 students

The primary purpose of this study was to develop a
perceived message cognition value (PMCV) scale
and provide preliminary evidence concerning its
reliability and validity. The manuscript presents
PMCV as a theoretical construct consisting of three
distinct dimensions: cognitive challenge, credibility,
and clarity. It concludes with an argument that a
reliable and valid PMCV scale can aid persuasion
researchers in designing more effective health
behaviour change messages.

Fabrigar, Petty, Smith
& Crites (2006)

Ex1: 550 undergraduates
enrolled in an introductory

Understanding knowledge effects on attitudebehaviour consistency: the role of relevance,
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Petty, Brinol &
DeMarree (2007)

Nabi, R.L., RoskosEwoldsen, D. & Dillman
Carpentier, F. (2008)

psychology course Ex2:
456 undergraduates
enrolled in an introductory
psychology course. Ex3:
310 undergraduates
No survey

complexity, and amount of knowledge. The role of
properties of attitude-relevant knowledge in attitudebehaviour consistency is explored in 3 experiments.

263 undergraduates

Topics: cancers - breast for women, testicular for
men.
Role of health knowledge on the effectiveness of
fear-based persuasive appeals. Research highlights
the importance of subjective rather than objective
knowledge (as assessed by facts about the disease).

Meta-Cognitive Model (MCM) of Attitudes:
Implications for attitude measurement, change, and
strength. The MCM holds that in situations of
changing attitudes from one valance to another, there
is the potential for implicit ambivalence. This is
because when the validity tags are ignored, both
positive and negative evaluations are associated with
the attitude object.

2.8 Chapter Summary
This chapter brings together relevant literature on the ability and motivational components of
the ELM of Persuasion, in particular prior knowledge which is the main focus of this study. It
explores the variables which influence elaboration processes via the two main routes (central
and peripheral) of persuasion, the predominant valence of evoked thoughts when in receipt of
a new communication (message) and how the advocated position of such communications is
likely to influence attitude change.
Many different components (e.g. source credibility, argument quality, personal relevance) of
the ELM have been extensively studied, however, it is acknowledged prior knowledge is
understudied which represents a gap in the ELM persuasion literature. As the literature in prior
knowledge is limited, this study contributes meaningfully by examining it in the field, rather
than a controlled university environment. The fact this research study involves testing the
application of the ELM and prior knowledge in a new (infrastructure) environment among
residential householders using a message type (distributive justice) not before employed in
prior knowledge research is an exciting prospect which addresses the dearth of research and
literature gap in this regard.
In order to present a complete understanding of how this study fuses the ELM and prior
knowledge, perhaps for the first time, with an environment where it is believed new
opportunities abound, the next chapter explores the literature of this environment. How prior
knowledge can inform distributive and procedural justice is pursued in this regard and its
relevance in the domain of marketing thought.
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Chapter Three: Distributive and Procedural Justice

3.1 Introduction

When an infrastructure project is proposed it goes through many stages of development such
as design, planning, construction and operation. This is a complex process which can
encounter many challenges and changes on the journey to completion. Central to such
processes is the proposed location or locations for siting the infrastructure. Invariably it will
have to be located in proximity to a local population in a rural or more urban setting. The
peculiarities unique to each location(s), such as the type and structure of local stakeholder
individuals and groups, will inform the design, planning, construction and operation of the new
infrastructure which may take the form of a single site (e.g., waste management facility) or a
linear alignment traversing several localities (e.g., pipeline).
Throughout this process, it is necessary, if not mandatory, under planning law, to consult with
and inform local stakeholders. Among these stakeholders is usually the community in closest
proximity who will ‘host’ the new infrastructure. In the literature the nature and fairness of such
consultation and participation is referred to as procedural justice, and the costs and benefits
as distributive justice.
How these consultative and participative ‘procedures’ are implemented and their effectiveness
will involve ‘knowledge’ transfer, which may be in addition to (already existing) prior knowledge
among members of the local population / host community. The levels of prior knowledge that
already exist or are created by the consultative procedures may influence the reaction to the
proposed project for their locality. This knowledge may be informed by those promoting the
project and by external sources such as local, regional, national media or lobby and action
groups.

3.1.1 Infrastructure Projects and Public Consultation
Each time a new ‘national need’ infrastructure project is initiated, it encompasses a multitude
of public policy and community stakeholders, and the potential for conflict is high. The question
is how to learn from past mistakes? Is conflict inevitable? What measures will deplete the
likelihood of conflict while also respecting differing stakeholders’ perspectives? The literature
offers insufficient empirical research in assessing the effectiveness of environmental related
disputes, which is often referred to as environmental mediation, environmental conflict
resolution or public policy dispute resolution (Amy, 1983; Dukes, 2001, Emerson et al., 2009).
Interest has grown in collaboration, consensus building, facilitation, mediation, and other forms
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of alternative dispute resolution through assisted negotiation and voluntary settlement (Innes
and Booher, 1999; Daniels and Walker, 2001; Wondolleck, 2010). Taking an early intervention
approach, preceded by an assessment stage, is advocated in helping achieve ultimate
mediation success in environmental disputes (Susskind et al., 1999; Bean et al. 2007; Moore,
1996; McCarthy and Shorett, 1984).
Consultation, usually an integral part of the statutory planning process, involves
communicating various aspects of the project to relevant local stakeholders. This consultation
can take the form of public meetings and consultation evenings using illustrations, brochures
and other forms of communication. How effective such communications are in educating and
informing these stakeholders is related to this thesis. For example, it is not known what levels
of knowledge are created from such consultation and engagement and how these
communications are cognitively received by individuals with differing levels of ability and
motivation.
Public policy infrastructure projects often lead to fractured relationships between project
promoters and local communities. There are many recent examples of contentious Irish
infrastructure projects across the energy, transport and waste management sectors. Project
related disputes lead to trenchant public debate, project delays and elevated costs. “While
proponents of private or public facilities search for strategies designed to achieve public
acceptance, opposition groups regularly demonstrate a capacity to halt or delay new projects
using a variety of legal and political tactics. [T]hese actions … expose the inherent
weaknesses of facility siting processes in effectively balancing regional and/or national needs
and locally perceived negative impacts” (Keegan and Torres, 2014, pp. 95-96).
Although there is considerable research on the complexities associated with infrastructure
development (Cowell et al., 2011; Szarka, 2007; Ellis et al., 2007), there is a gap regarding
community benefit agreements. There is limited research on benefit sharing in the context of
community acceptance and siting high voltage overhead transmission lines (HVOTLs). While
there is demonstration of significant public resistance to the siting of overhead lines (Fischlein
et al., 2013; Buijs et al., 2011; Cain and Nelson, 2013; Vajjhala, 2007), there is a lacuna
regarding initiatives to facilitate their social acceptance. Cotton and Devine-Wright (2012) note
the dearth of research on the social-cultural issues surrounding the process of electrical
transmission line siting. They observe how siting HVOTLs and substations are publicly
controversial due to their environmental, social, and economic impacts. It is unclear how sociopolitical and community acceptance is developed to siting HVOTLs in Ireland and which
actions can be taken to develop positive acceptance towards siting them.
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3.2 Community Acceptance
At present, it is unclear how socio-political and community acceptance is developed to siting
HVOTL’s in Ireland and elsewhere and which actions can be taken to develop positive
acceptance towards siting HVOTL’s. It is not clear how to best communicate to the general
public and more specifically to host communities. As linear alignment projects such as
electricity lines traverse long distances, many mostly rural based communities are impacted.
Wustenhagen et al. (2007) make the case for social acceptance (see Figure 3.1), while
recognising it as a term often used in policy literature, however clear definitions are rarely
given. They distinguish three dimensions of social acceptance, which are interdependent.
Figure 3.1 The Triangle of Social Acceptance of Renewable Energy Innovation

Source: Wustenhagen, Wolsink and Burer (2007, p. 2684)

They define community acceptance, as the specific acceptance of siting decisions and
renewable energy projects by local stakeholders, (particularly residents and local authorities).
They explore the factors influencing community acceptance by highlighting the relative
importance of:


Distributional justice: how are costs and benefits shared?



Procedural justice: is there a fair decision-making process giving all relevant
stakeholders an opportunity to participate? and



Trust: does the local community trust the information and the intentions of the
investors and actors from outside the community.
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They recommend further research on ‘community acceptance’ and the formulation of new
relevant and rigorous research questions. This call for further research is central to the context
of this research study.
Opposition from local groups constitutes one of the main obstacles for the timely and effective
completion of HVOTL projects. The European Network of Transmission System Operators for
Electricity (ENTSO-E) (2010) recognise electricity infrastructure projects are neither
considered as being necessary nor are their benefits understood by the general public. The
result is considerable objections by numerous individuals and groups against a project at
regional planning procedure stage and at project approval stage. ENTSO-E believes the main
reasons for this are as follows:


Doubts about the necessity for the project



Visual impact



Environmental impact



EMF (alleged adverse health effects for both humans and animals)



Property devaluation



Belief alternative solutions such as that a mix of demand side management (DSM) and
renewable energy resources (RES) are able to avoid the need for the new line.

Currently, the public interest and need for electricity infrastructure is usually only advocated
by TSO’s (Transmission System Operators) during the planning application phase. It is likely
in the future that greater stakeholder engagement and support will be required from business,
political, community and industry stakeholders. Although achieving total community
acceptance is likely to prove unrealistic, effective approaches, such as the successful design
and deployment of Host Community Benefit Schemes (HCBS’s), may help increase levels of
community support.
Perceiving community benefits as a way of fostering social acceptability suggests an
insufficient comprehension of the complex nature of acceptability, how it relates to the
institutions governing decision-making, and resource use (Cowell 2007). It ignores the
multiplicity of ways stakeholders involved in development processes interpret and rationalise
these practices (Cass et al., 2010) by conflating acceptance with acceptability (Szarka et al.,
2007).
The time dimension and longitudinal aspect of siting a project is an important feature of
community acceptance. The classic U-curve can typify the pattern of community acceptance,
experiencing high acceptance at the beginning, following a downward trajectory during the
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planning and construction phases and returning to high acceptance post-completion (Wolsink,
2007). It can be argued in modern society and a democracy, public decisions should be
acceptable to those people who will be affected by them (Laws, 1996). However, people may
interpret the concepts of ‘social’ and ‘acceptance’ differently. Social may refer to society as a
whole and its different groupings and acceptance can range from passive consent (e.g., the
silent majority) to active approval in the form of vigorous involvement. Cain and Nelson’s
(2013) framework integrates existing theories in exploring siting outcomes. In the siting
process, the community shapes an individual’s “sense of place”, the project’s perceived
impact, and the level of trust among stakeholders (Cain and Nelson, 2013, p.207). When the
level of opposition is high, those located in close proximity to each other may create
‘community based organisations’. They create a sense of belonging and purpose, and then
have the organisation, structure, ability and momentum to campaign and lobby relevant
stakeholders. This group interaction enables individuals to oppose projects, otherwise their
impact on large-scale projects, such as HVOTLs, would be limited.
Ellis et al. (2007) conclude, from their exploration of discourses of support and objection, “the
understanding of the motivation to either object or support a wind farm proposal defies simple
explanation, yet much previous work in this area has aspired to locating precise and
quantifiable answers to what are, ultimately, matters that reflect deep values and conviction”
(Ellis et al., 2007, p.540).

3.3 Defining Communities
The meaning of ‘community’ is explored by Boynes-Watson (2006) explaining it may have
positive or negative connotations in terms of association, inclusion or exclusion. How and by
whom community benefit agreements are negotiated may be subject to intense negotiations
by a coalition of representatives from a diverse community (Aitken, 2011). Who is ‘in’ and who
is ‘out’ of the coalition is important with respect to accountability and legitimacy. Hence, local
authority officials and developers may negotiate agreements with community representatives
and groups preferred by them, stakeholders who may not reflect or be (officially nominated or
elected) representative of the full range of community concerns. In this context, Aitken (2011)
explores who are the local community and what constitutes a legitimate project. She believes
“communities of place do not constitute communities of interest” (Aitken, 2011, p.6073). The
diversity of communities, in terms of geography, culture and population composition,
inherently excludes a catch-all approach to community marketing interventions (Edwards et
al. 2000).
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Community psychology also plays a role in informing community development practices by
reframing social capital theory (Perkins, Hughey and Speer, 2002). Social capital can be
defined at different levels, as either interpersonal, community, institutional, or societal within
which networking and relationships prevail. A geographical community definition conveys a
territorial context such a neighbourhood, village, town or city (McMillan and Chavis, 1986).
Different forms of community are not mutually exclusive (Gusfield, 1975); modern society
develops community around interests and skills, rather than around locality (Mendieta Y
Nunez, 1964).
As highlighted in the Croke Park – Garth Brook’s controversy (Keegan and Torres, 2015), the
‘community’ is not defined by geography of where people are located, but how people perceive
themselves to be connected to others. Hence, how people network, interact, participate in
groups, and feel a sense of belonging is what defines a community; proximity does not
necessarily infer connectedness (Aitken, 2011; McCold and Wachtel; 1998). Therefore,
modern society develops community around interests and skills, rather than around locality.
Project promoters should be cognisant of how the local community is defined. For example,
communities may comprise of those who are impacted (e.g., visual, noise, traffic), share an
interest (e.g., sport, cultural, religious), or on a regional basis (e.g., historical, administrative,
geographical). Defining community plays a critical role in negotiating and administering a
community benefit agreement/scheme. A community may correspond to a professional
society or group, a community of interest, a community of place, with the latter referring to a
group of people who share specific local areas (within administrative boundary, townland,
village, parish) and social contexts for activities (Edwards et al., 2000).
Communication, transparency and genuine consultation and engagement need to be in the
bloodstream of projects. ‘Decide-announce-defend’ does not work. A coordinated consensus
building approach should be embraced, therefore, diminishing the potential to repeat past
mistakes. Regarding initiatives of national importance, this approach will make a constructive
contribution towards a more harmonious economy and society.
There are variations and contingencies in a ‘community system’ and mechanisms can be
designed to reinforce behaviours leading to an iterative sense of community (Glenwick and
Jason, 1980). Hence, project promoters should consider how the local community is defined.
The political and electoral system can play an important role in how a community is defined,
as how the community self-defines as a ‘town-land’ or ‘parish’. Defining community in the
context of a ‘corridor’ or ‘linear alignment’ project for siting an electricity transmission line plays
an important role in negotiating and administering a community benefit agreement.
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3.4 Distributional Justice

Distributive justice seeks to allocate equitably public goods (e.g. infrastructure) and public
burdens (e.g., hazardous waste) (Kuehn, 2000). Political theorists and justice commentators
view social justice as a subcategory of justice (Gross, 2007). While the distribution of benefits
and burdens is frequently associated with social justice, it also characterises the idea of justice
(Dobson, 1998). Distributional justice is a central tenet of environmental justice theory, as is
procedural justice, which focuses on the fairness of decision-making processes.
“Distributive justice focuses on the equitable distribution of outcomes for public goods (e.g.,
infrastructure) and public burdens (e.g., hazardous waste)” (Kuehn, 2000, p. 10684). While
discussing the relationship between environmental sustainability and social justice, Dobson
(1998) notes while the distribution of benefits and burdens is frequently associated with social
justice, it also characterises the idea of justice. Distributional justice is a central tenet of
environmental justice theory, as is procedural justice, which focuses on the fairness of
decision-making processes. “Social scientists have recognised that justice is a key issue in
our lives”, and “a number of theories deal with people’s concerns about fairness” (van den Bos
et al. (1997, p. 95).
For instance, equity theory states people judge an outcome as fair when the
ration of their own inputs and outputs equals the ration of inputs and outputs of
comparison to others. Another important notion of justice is formulated in relative
deprivation theory, which argues people judge an outcome as unfair when the
outcomes they receive fall short of their expectations. Although equity theory and
relative deprivation theory differ in certain aspects, they are theories of distributive
justice, because they focus on outcome fairness (van den Bos et al., 1997, p. 95).

Unfair outcomes or the perceptions thereof may lead to acrimony among communities.
Relationships among groups and individuals may be damaged for the short or long term,
resulting in a fractured community, which may be as a result of elevated expectations from a
process that were not delivered. Some members of the community may have benefited, or
perceived to have benefited, more than others (Gross, 2007). Communities are “influenced by
different aspects of justice, namely by outcome fairness, outcome favourability and process
fairness” (Gross, 2007, p. 2727).
The acceptability of the provision of public goods versus monetary compensation in response
to public harms is explored by Mansfield et al. (2002), whose research suggests a public goods
offering is more desirable and acceptable than monetary compensation. In the context of
researching the siting Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) facilities, Mors et al. (2012),
“conclude that while host community compensation is no panacea, it has the potential to help
prevent or solve (CCS) facility siting controversies” (2012, p. 130).
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3.5 Host Community Benefit Agreements
Host community benefit agreements (HCBAs) are now an acceptable feature of developing
infrastructure in Ireland. Although it is Government policy to have community gain associated
with the development of transmission line projects, there is a knowledge vacuum of how to
approach this difficult subject in an effective manner. The Irish Government Policy Statement
of the Strategic Importance of Transmission and other Energy Infrastructure (July 2012)
acknowledges the need for social acceptance and advocates for energy project developers
examining appropriate mechanisms of building ‘community gain’ considerations into project
planning and budgeting. A better understanding of the role of HCBAs should assist policy
makers with the siting of HVOTL projects.
In the context of wind farm developments, Cowell et al., (2011) explains how developers
provide funds to communities living in close proximity to their project and local benefits can be
in the form of new community facilities or environmental enhancement. In the UK, the
commonest form entails wind-farm developers providing funds to communities living closest
to their project. The level of benefits is usually calculated in terms of £ per megawatt (MW) of
installed capacity, to be paid per annum, with funds available for an array of community
purposes. The benefits can take other forms, where developers directly implement
investments in community facilities or environmental enhancement. Community benefits are
usually seen as distinct from conventional economic benefits (such as jobs), though there are
connections. An important feature of community benefit schemes is that they are viewed and
administered as distinct from traditional economic benefits (local supply chain, employment),
though there are complimentary synergies. How community benefit schemes could serve to
address environmental justice issues is explored by Cowell (2007). He believes the unequal
distribution of environmental and economic costs and benefits needs to be addressed
(including distributive and procedural aspects of justice), and the balance of responsibility
between public and private sector stakeholders in addressing the social costs of
developments. Cowell (2007) has a particular perspective on community acceptance, which
is reflected in the Scottish Government led Good Practice Wind website (EU project, 2012)
that states:
… community buy-in is influenced by the destination of financial revenues from
wind farms: community funds providing indirect community benefits, equitable
benefit schemes, and electricity price reductions can help create a basis for
community acceptance.
A community benefits agreement (CBA) is seen by Salkin and Lavine (2009) as an exchange
for the community's support, or quiet acquiescence, of its proposed development. The promise
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of community support may be especially useful to a developer seeking government subsidies
or timely project approvals. Such immediate tangible assets (Evans et al., 2010) can take the
form of affordable housing, living wage jobs, first-source hiring, card-check neutrality, and
parks and open space (Cummings 2007).
CBAs come in many forms and there are significant disagreements about "what counts" as a
CBA (Cummings (2007). A CBA may be thought of as a negotiated agreement between
community groups and developers (or sometimes city agencies) that require the delivery of
specific benefits to communities affected by the development project. Examples of benefits
include affordable housing, living wage jobs, first-source hiring, card-check neutrality, and
parks and open space. Cowell et al. (2011) find conflict around wind farm development has
stimulated interest in 'community benefits', which they define as the provision of financial or
material benefits by the developers to the area affected by these facilities. By and large, both
policy makers and researchers have couched the rationale for community benefits in
instrumental terms. That is, an increased flow of community benefits will improve the social
acceptability of these facilities and thereby expedite planning consent. Their paper questions
this conventional rationale. Proponents of this rationale neglect the institutionally structured
terrain of the planning process; the provision of community benefits can shift in significance
depending on whether or not the 'affected community' has any significant influence over wind
farm projects. Similarly, their discourse analysis conducted in Wales shows that community
benefits are seen predominantly as compensation for impacts, without any clear implication
that they should change social attitudes. They conclude the dominant, instrumental rationale
for community benefits obscures other, equally important justifications: the role of community
benefits in promoting environmental justice; and how flows of community benefits might better
serve the long-term sustainability of wind farm development areas.
The provision of community benefits in a ‘toolkit guide on the delivery of community benefits
from wind farms’ produced for the UK government department responsible for national energy
strategy (DTI, 2007), identifies four different types of community benefits:
Category 1: Community funds where the developer delivers a lump sum or regular
payments into some sort of fund for the benefit of local residents.
Category 2: Benefits in kind where the developer directly provides or pays for local
community facility improvements, environmental improvements, visitor facilities,
school and educational support.
Category 3: Local ownership of shares in the energy project by local people, either
through their own investment or through a profit-sharing or part-ownership scheme
designed to tie community benefits directly to the project performance.
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Category 4: Local contracting and associated local employment during construction
and operation.
Considering the motives, tensions and complexities, what then are the commonly understood
motives or rationales for providing community benefits? The UK governmental toolkit for
'Delivering Community Benefits from Wind Energy Developments' suggests three motives:
1. 'Being a good neighbour', a gesture that fits with commitments to corporate social
responsibility (Roberts, 2003);
2. 'Paying compensation' for the impact of the wind farm on the landscape and local amenity
and the inconvenience caused by the construction process; and
3. 'Sharing the rewards', a view that, since the wind is a 'common' which no one owns, local
communities should share in the rewards reaped from farming the wind blowing across their
locality (DTI, 2007).
What benefits are provided and at what level are the subject of intense negotiations, usually
undertaken by a coalition that includes representatives from different community
organizations. Communities presented with the option of a CBA is seen by Ho et al. (2007)
as representing a significant evolution in collective bargaining providing an the ability or
opportunity for divergent groups to come together and take a common position on a topic.
They examine how these agreements have created greater overall value for all three sectors
involved in large scale publicly subsidized redevelopment projects and how to improve upon
the community benefits negotiation process. It provides historical analysis using many US
case studies.

In the context of siting on-shore wind energy, Cowell et al. (2007) finds community benefits
may have a significant role in transitions to more sustainable energy provision. They explore
how community benefits might serve environmental justice, in terms of addressing the unequal
distribution of environmental and economic costs and benefits, and the balance of
responsibility between public and private sectors for addressing the social costs of
development. They raise the question whether just outcomes can be achieved through bilateral negotiations between what are often large corporations and small rural communities,
given the inequalities of power and resources between them.

The findings of a UK Government Report (CSE, 2005) of the public accepting benefits (in the
context of wind farms) as rightfully being taken into consideration in planning decisions was
partly supported by Cass et al. (2010). This report outlines the potential latitude for the UK to
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take up the lead of other countries in formalising community benefits as a legitimate material
consideration in decisions. It is suggested it would increase transparency and clarify the
political nature of such planning committee decisions, but it might still lead councillors to bow
to the questioning of motivations that circulate in their constituents’ discourse. Ring-fenced
business rates and ‘community tariffs’ are potential measures to resolves these issues, but
may not resolve this fundamental tension that has been entrenched in debates about planning
gain since the 1960s. Cass et al. (2010) conclude from this piece of research it may never be
possible to change the nature of planning decisions that are linked to localised benefits as
intrinsically sensitive and political.

The provision of 'community benefits' — some form of additional, positive provisions for the
area and people affected by major development — is a staple concern of facility siting debates
(Gallagher et al., 2008), and has become a prominent feature of discussions about renewable
energy. At first glance, it might seem surprising that additional benefits may be required as
renewable energy is widely viewed as more environmentally benign than fossil fuel or nuclear
power. However, as numerous analysts have noted, renewable energy facilities are not
without impacts, and are scarcely less prone to opposition than more conventional energy
facilities (Upreti 2004, Devine-Wright 2005, Upham and Shackley 2006). Thus, providing some
form of benefits to the communities living with these technologies has acquired a role in
managing distributional conflicts, in which the carbon reduction benefits of renewable energy
accrue globally, but other environmental impacts are concentrated in particular localities
(Hvelplund 2001, Wolsink 2007, Zografos and Martinez-Alier 2009).

The way compensation works to legitimise public policies is by removing any distributional
objections to the consequences of those policies (Goodin, 1989). Compensation has evolved
into a key policy tool for achieving both equity and efficiency in facility siting (Himmelberger et
al., 1991). From an economic standpoint compensation helps internalise the full social and
environmental costs associated with unwanted facilities, thereby achieving a more socially
desirable mix of facility locations and sizes than would be the case where the locality shoulders
the adverse impacts without offsets (Kunreuther and Susskind, 1991). From an equity
perspective, compensation to host communities and households is a necessary adjustment
mechanism to achieving fairness, especially when integrated with mechanisms for risk
reduction and risk sharing. From both perspectives, compensation plays an increasingly
promising role in resolving a wide variety of siting disputes.
Compensation and incentives offer alternative benefits to a host community for accepting the
facility’s impacts (Zeiss & Lefsrud,1996). Compensation appears to be significant only if it is
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used to redress possible specific losses; used in this manner, compensation is a lossreduction measure. Though there is the danger that proponents will use large incentives to
buy off host community concerns about significant impacts. However, compensation and
incentives are least preferred and are effective only when linked to the specific impacts.

Cass et al. (2010) study why and how the provision of community benefits has become a more
common component of renewable energy project proposals in the UK. This study raises
questions as to the purposes these benefits are fulfilling and the ways in which they are
perceived by the many different stakeholders involved in the processes of project development
and approval. That is whether, they are they seen as an effective strategic element in
negotiations around planning consent; as a right for communities whose resource is being
exploited, or who are experiencing the dis-benefits of technology implementation; or as a way
of bribing or buying off protestors or key decision-makers? Cass et al. (2010) draw on
evidence from a series of interviews with key stakeholders involved in renewable energy policy
and development, and from a set of mixed method, diverse case studies of renewable energy
projects around the UK to examine the viewpoints of different stakeholders (including
developers, local publics, politicians, activists and consultants). They discovered variation in
the extent and type of benefits on offer, reflecting the maturity of different technologies, based
on a number of rationales. They also found in the public's views a high degree of ambivalence
towards both the benefits on offer, when they were known or acknowledged, and the reasons
for providing them. The case for providing community benefits appears to be accepted by all
involved, but the exact mechanisms for doing so remain problematic.

Acceptance of the facility is what the community has to offer, what the developer has to offer
is some package of mitigation (i.e., measures that make an undesirable outcome less likely or
less harmful), compensation (i.e., measures that recompense the community for undesirable
outcomes that cannot be prevented) and incentives (i.e., measures that reward the community
for accepting the facility) (Sandman, 1985). The terms are value judgments. For example, a
developer is likely to see as an incentive what the community sees as mere compensation.
The distinctions among the three nonetheless have great psychological importance.
Communities tend to see mitigation as their right. Compensation for economic costs is seen
as similarly appropriate, but compensation for health risks strikes many people as unethical.
Incentive offers, especially where health is the principal issue, may be perceived by the
community as a bribe.
In their analysis of negotiations connected with siting twenty-four solid-waste landfills in
Wisconsin, Himmelberger, Ratick & White (1991) examine the association between the type
and amount of compensation paid to host communities by facility developers and the size of
51

facilities, certain facility characteristics, the timing of negotiated agreements, the size of the
host community, and the socioeconomic status of the host area. Their findings suggest the
level of compensation after adjusting for landfill capacity is positively associated with the
percentage of total facility capacity dedicated to host community use, positively associated
with the percentage of people of the host area who are in poverty, and larger for public facilities
that accept municipal wastes.

Caplan et al. (2007) investigates various compensation alternatives and elicits quantitative
estimates of the value of these alternatives in the siting of a waste landfill site in Utah. He
details a community survey model based on the paired alternatives approach, used to
determine at what level would non-host residents have to compensate host residents such
that they are made whole in the event that a landfill is sited in their community. He developed
a series of paired-comparison questions along the lines of Breffle and Rowe (2002) with
alternatives designed to reflect realistic and meaningful compensation alternatives. Two types
of compensation packages are considered: local community payments and new public
services.

Room exists for the non-host community to compensate fully the host community for any
negative effects, actual or perceived, that might eventually occur due to the new landfill
(Garrod and Willis, 1998). This finding has two implications. First, by virtue of passing a simple
compensation test, the siting of an in-county landfill results in positive net benefits for Cache
County residents in the aggregate relative to the selection of either of two possible out-ofcounty sites. Second, non-host-community households are indeed willing to compensate the
host community at a level that would make the typical host-community household whole. This
compensation could take the form of strictly a monetary payment, or a combination of
monetary payment and the provision of new public services. As a result of having conducted
the survey, local decision makers are now informed as to possible compensation packages
that can potentially make the host community whole.

Bechtel (2007) explains how as a strategy to make real estate developers accountable to local
neighbourhoods and community coalitions, developers are increasingly signing CBAs, legally
binding contracts through which developers agree to provide benefits to affected communities
in exchange for the coalition's support when a project reaches the local legislature for
approval. The CBA concept originated with the LA Alliance for a New Economy (LAANE) and
has been used extensively in California. Over time, CBAs have come to be used in other states
and have incorporated various community benefits, including first source hiring, living wage
agreements, affordable housing assistance, open space expansion and environmental
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improvements. In New York City, all but one of the CBAs have been negotiated by informal
and unincorporated coalitions of community groups. This has been the norm in other states
as well.

Dear (1992) observes there seems to be every reason to accede to host community demands
if they lead to the withdrawal of community opposition and do not compromise the service’s
purpose, operations, and effectiveness. A little can go a long way in demonstrating the
operator’s willingness to listen and be a good neighbour. Typically, operators offer
concessions that relate to the design and operating characteristics of their facility. These
include landscaping, property rehabilitation, parking arrangements, and adjustments to
operating procedures (e.g., levels of supervision, operating times). In addition, whenever
possible, operators should identify ways the service will benefit the host community beyond
direct service provision. These include local employment opportunities; utilizing local
contractors for building renovation, food, and linen supplies; the availability of the facility for
community meetings and programs; and obtaining additional funding to be spent in the host
community. A ‘hierarchy of acceptance’ is presented stating the most welcome facilities
include: School, Day care centre, Nursing home, Hospital, Medical clinic; Mixed reviews:
Group home (mentally retarded), Homeless shelter, Alcohol rehabilitation centre, Chronic
mentally ill facility; & Absolutely unwelcome: Shopping mall, Group home (AIDS patients),
Factory, Garbage landfill, Prison;

Brisson & Pearse (1995) examine briefly a number of studies, which explore the impact of
Waste Facilities on Real Estate Values. They find all hedonic property price studies have found
a significant effect on house prices owing to the existence of landfill sites nearby. Generally,
no price effects have been found for houses further than four miles away from a site. Using a
number of English case studies Healey et al. (1996) examine the shift in the relationship from
dominance to partnership, the processes of mediation among competing environmental
interests, the emergence of community benefit ideals in planning processes, mitigating the
impact of developments, the rationale for developers’ contributions and government policy.

Gallagher et al. (2008) examine one of the most controversial planning issues internationally
which is the siting of waste disposal infrastructure in local communities. Compensation is
viewed as a possible solution to siting difficulties in many countries. Gallagher et al. (2008)
note existing legislative and administrative frameworks within individual US states, Germany
and some other European statutory planning systems give a legal basis for compensation of
communities that host LULU (locally unwanted land use) development, although differences
exist in how this redistribution of costs and benefits is typically implemented in European
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countries relative to the US (White and Ratick 1989; Cowell 1997, 2000; Kuiper 1997; Wilding
and Raemaekers 2000; Rundcrantz and Skarback 2003). In Europe, compensation is not
regularly applied in siting decisions, and the existing literature and practice more often focus
on environmental restoration as compensation rather than the transfer of community facilities
or services, or cash transfers (Cowell 1997, 2000, Kuiper 1997, Wilding and Raemaekers
2000, Rundcrantz and Skarback 2003). On the other hand, compensating host communities
has become an important part of US siting processes where the cost of developing strategic
infrastructure takes the cost of constructing and operating the required infrastructure and
compensation payments to host communities into account (Jenkins et al., 2004; Caplan et al.,
2007).

Cowell (2000) explores the possibility of compensating for environmental damage by creating
commensurate environmental benefits – ‘environmental compensation’. He determines that it
has been increasingly mooted as a potential environmental management instrument. He
concludes the pitfalls of using environmental compensation to promote nature conservation
objectives have also been widely discussed, with much attention focusing on the technical
difficulties of creating or trans-locating complex ecosystems.

Wolf (1988) examines equity concerns and contends the class of problem we are dealing with
may thus be characterized as one of perceived low benefits and high disadvantages to
potential host communities and regions. Wolf’s (1988) examples point to the efficacy of nonmonetary incentives in securing community acceptance. He points out that community
acceptance can also be gained through a variety of nonmonetary (environmental and sociopolitical) incentives whose aim is to remedy any aversion to risk that the community might
have. These incentives include:


Access to information on site development and management;



Funds for hiring independent experts;



Community monitoring of site operations;



Representation on the facility governing board; and



Local power to shut down the facility until treatment or management deficiencies are
corrected.

One frequently cited method for addressing NIMBY (not in my back yard) concerns is the use
of compensation to increase acceptance of LULU (locally unwanted land use) facilities and to
reimburse affected parties for potential losses Schively (2007). The use of compensation as a
means of gaining support for facility siting assumes that a viable market for distributing noxious
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facilities can be created. In economic terms, monetary compensation works if the amount of
compensation is large enough to offset the negative externalities of the proposed facility (Frey,
Oberholzer-Gee, and Eichenberger 1996). As an alternative to direct compensation, property
tax credits and funding for local schools and roads also have been investigated (Bacot, Bowen,
and Fitzgerald 1994).

Other compensation-type methods have been proposed to deal

specifically with property value impacts. Although there is inconsistent evidence of property
value impacts from LULU facilities, perceived and/or actual impacts might be mitigated through
these techniques. However, compensation may not be viable in most cases due to the political
environment in which siting decisions are made. In this environment, moral principles play an
important role, and, thus, monetary incentives are often downplayed (Frey, Oberholzer-Gee,
and Eichenberger 1996). Jenkins et al. (2004) explain that host fees have evolved as an
effective means to ease the siting process. However, the fee amounts are far from uniform.
For example, in 1996, a city in Virginia received generous donations to various community
programmes such as the YMCA worth a total of $5000; while a city in California received fees
per ton of waste entering their landfill totalling over $20 million. While most states in the US
do not mandate host compensation for solid waste landfills, there are at least four states (i.e.,
Georgia, Massachusetts, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania), which require private landfills to
pay host communities a fee of at least $1.00 per ton of waste received. The variation in host
compensation across landfill sites and the factors that influence compensation are relatively
unexplored.

In examining distributive equity, Baxter, Eyles & Elliott (1999) explain distributive equity as
been traditionally been dealt with through compensation measures whereby prospective host
communities are offered financial incentives beyond those directly associated with the facility
itself (e.g., tax relief, community facilities). However, many have found compensation is usually
ineffective on its own, especially if it is not offered in an appropriate manner. For example, in
a study which compared host and control communities Zeiss (1991) found procedural equity
issues of prevention, control and mitigation overshadowed compensation (social equity) as
effective and fair waste management practices. Similarly, Kunreuther et al. (1993) and Rabe
(1992) recommend that only after residents are convinced adequate prevention and mitigation
measures are in place should issues of compensation be raised. Thus, a potential tension
exists if managers only pay attention to distributive social equity concerns vis-à-vis
compensation and ignore other procedural mechanisms for dealing with risks from
environmental hazards.
In the UK and Ireland, and indeed throughout Continental Europe, it is recognised wind farm
developments can have a significant visual impact on local rural communities. Consequently,
these communities have come to question what benefit might accrue to them from such
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commercial developments as they see all the value leaving the local area. To address these
concerns wind farm developers are increasingly offering to provide some form of local
community support. Consequently, the wind farm industry has developed community gain
protocol mechanisms.

The mining industry in Australia, for example, also endeavours to play a central role in building
and maintaining the financial strength of local communities through making contributions that
support the development of small businesses and projects which build communities’ capacity.
However, there is also a risk that communities become dependent on mining industry support,
which can cause significant issues when a mining operation eventually closes. Therefore,
community contributions are the most effective when the projects they support can survive
without input from a mining company; in other words, the projects are sustainable. The overall
aim is community dependence on mining activities decreases over time.
Rio Tinto Coal Australia’s (RTCA) community contributions are provided in three main areas.
Contributions in 2007 were AUD $5.7 million (excluding mitigation costs). Mitigation involves
paying for any infrastructure, or managing any impacts, that have been directly caused by
mining operations. Examples include road relocation, water supply, energy supply, noise and
dust mitigation measures and land rehabilitation. In addition to mitigation, community
development fund applications are assessed by a board, of both RTCA and community
representatives, with the aim of contributing to local communities in a manner that improves
their long-term sustainability. In 2007, Rio Tinto Coal Australia’s seven community
development funds approved $3 million in funding.

In a report for the Renewables Advisory Board and Department for Trade & Industry (UK)
(2007) on delivering community benefits from wind energy it stated that “The routine provision
of meaningful benefits to communities hosting wind power projects is likely to be a significant
factor in sustaining public support and delivering significant rates of wind power development”
(p.68). Wind energy developments can produce significant benefits – financial, environmental
and social. They also produce impacts, most obviously on the local landscape.

Powe and Willis (1998) find, despite their location near residential populations, limited
disamenity property rights have been granted to chemical firms in accordance with
Government legislation in most developed countries. These rights include to produce limited
harmless odours, noise and visual intrusion, and, as long as restrictions to the property rights
are not breached, no compensation will be payable. With these considerations in mind it is
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essential the magnitude of these residential amenities are evaluated before granting the
relevant property rights for the local environment. Their study presents a relatively novel
approach to monetary estimation of such disamenity using local knowledge of the housing
market. Monetary estimates are provided for the cost of residential disamenities received and
the relative importance of the different types of externality associated with permitting chemical
works to be located near to residential areas. The results suggest that although such propertyright decisions can be efficient in economic terms, local residents may still have to shoulder
sizeable wealth reductions. Even for a long-time established chemical industry, the results
suggest the main causes of disamenity for local residents to be from their perceived health
risk rather than visual or distance amenity.

3.6 Electricity Transmission Siting Difficulties
A tension exists between a growing need for transmission capacity and the nature of differing
planning and implementation processes at local and regional level (Fischlein et al., 2013). Grid
development is facing considerable challenges in the immediate future, which will contribute
to the endangerment of security of supply and limiting the trade of electric energy. Despite the
mounting need for grid infrastructure investments to meet demand, because of dated and lifeexpired grids, it is increasingly difficult to secure new line permitting and construction (Buijs et
al., 2011). The lack of local community acceptance leads to long delays, protracted legal
challenges and major cost burdens to utilities, generators and ultimately the public (Cain and
Nelson, 2013). The development of new electricity transmission lines is one of the most
extreme examples of facility siting difficulty (Vajjhala, 2007). One study highlights the public’s
negative perception of new transmission lines, as 82% of respondents considered them to
adversely affect the natural landscape (Soini, 2011). The Association for Conflict Resolution
(ACR) Environment and Public Policy Section (2009) outlines the issues associated with
transmission lines siting and how organised stakeholders can make the siting of a locally
unwanted transmission line project an extremely difficult process.
Although most wind farm developers have established protocols for HCBAs, these protocols
do not exist for siting overhead power lines. Such projects throughout Ireland, UK and
Continental Europe are encountering a sense of urgency to deliver, but they are experiencing
significant cost overruns and time delays. Public resistance among host communities is
leading to numerous problems for national governments in terms of energy supply security
and meeting renewable energy target obligations. The energy sector is under pressure to meet
renewable energy targets and to progress interconnection among European countries.
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The conventional argument that HCBAs generate greater social acceptance of wind farms is
scrutinised by Cowell et al. (2011) scrutinise, making the case community benefits should not
only be seen as compensating for impacts but also as promoting environmental justice. If the
Irish Government’s plans for renewable energy expansion materialise, one result may be a
proliferation of community benefit funds percolating throughout relatively sparsely populated
rural areas. This potential outcome emphasises the importance of policy makers and project
proponents giving careful thought to the role, purpose, negotiation, design and management
of community benefit agreements. In the context of researching how to improve acceptance
and legitimacy for Germany’s 380kv grid extension, Sander (2011) recommends further
research on “compensation of individuals or potential benefit sharing” and “how compensation
could help to increase acceptance of grid extension projects” (2012, p. 70).
Diamond (2011, p. 227) identifies numerous cases where there is a demonstrated need for
energy reliability and local opposition delayed transmission line projects, noting:
… local opposition to a major electricity infrastructure facility is at the heart of its
failure to be built, and in a highly charged, politicised atmosphere, demonstration of
public need for the facility seems inadequate to persuade local landowners to its
favour. Indeed, a project’s success is usually dependant on site-specific
circumstances, including local economic conditions, the community’s need for tax
revenues that would flow from the facility’s development, population density, and the
composition of local political bodies responsible for the siting process.
Mediation is found to be highly successful in reconciling land-use disputes (Diamond, 2011).
A research study of land-use conflict resolution processes that involved mediation found 86%
of participants viewed the process favourably, and 85% believed the mediator was critical to
achieving a successful outcome (Susskind et al., 1999).
It is recognised that electricity, as well as communication and transportation channels, is a
necessity in the modern world (Soini, 2011). The media regularly reports on projects and
policies that attract controversy. Many of these projects and policies are intended to contribute
to Ireland’s economic and social development. These controversial projects are experiencing
cost and time overruns – protesters are seen digging tunnels, tying themselves of trees,
blocking site entrances, getting arrested and incarcerated, marching,

protesting,

demonstrating, taking court actions and so forth.
There are many examples in the Irish context of environmental public policy and private /
commercial projects that have proved to be very controversial. A lot of these are high profile
infrastructural projects that are either site-specific or multi-site along a linear alignment. These
include roads, rail, utilities (gas, electric, water, telecoms, waste management), urban
development areas, special development zones, neighbourhood planning and precinct
improvements.
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All of these projects endure negative publicity, time and cost overruns, injunctions and general
acrimony. Depending on the project promoter, some extent of public participation took place,
and none in other cases. Communities galvanize, become married to the conflict as individuals
and as action groups. Research can add value to this context, giving direction to better way
forward for future infrastructural development at home and abroad.
Governments should engage stakeholders in a consensus-building process to develop the
“up-stream” regulatory framework or “rules of the road” ahead of applying those rules to
specific “down-stream” projects’ (Raab and Susskind, 2009). In this regard they put forward
six principles for using consensus building to improve licensing and siting of large-scale energy
infrastructure:
1. Initiate stakeholder involvement process as early as possible and set realistic but firm
timetables
2. Include broad representation of legitimate stakeholder groups (including government
agencies, and for site-specific projects –citizen groups)
3. Seek consensus, and consider using professional neutrals to facilitate collaborative
decision-making
4. Do not exclude contentious issues, instead seek ways to address negative aspects of
any proposal (including compensation, contingent agreements)
5. Consider incorporating alternative siting processes (such as voluntary processes, preapproval, competitive solicitations)
6. Structure stakeholder involvement processes to supplement but not supplant formal
back-stop process, while modifying formal processes to better accommodate
consensus building opportunities. (Raab and Susskind (2009, p. 9)
The energy infrastructure which will power citizens’ homes, industry and services in 2050, as
well as the buildings which people use, are being designed and built now (EC Energy
Roadmap, 2050). The pattern of energy production and use in 2050 is already being set, it is
estimated (Citi, Sept. 2010) decarbonisation costs across the EU by 2020 could be €938bn.
Such market conditions and estimates demonstrate the scale of investment in new
infrastructure the sector must find. The scale of investment over the next 20 years is generally
seen to be twice to three times that of the past 20 years, hence public, social, community
acceptability challenges are important to address and overcome.
Difficulties are sometimes encountered by large infrastructural projects during the planning
and construction stages. Whether a project is single-site or multi-site, it will in most cases
involve the siting of a particular facility or facilities (i.e. something that has to be constructed)
at a location or number of locations which usually involves a local host community or
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communities. In a lot, if not most cases, the community will not be in favour, for a multitude of
reasons, with hosting the proposed facility. If this is not understood and approached in the
right manner by the project proponent, they will encounter difficulties with the host community
resulting in time and cost over-runs.
Infrastructure projects are usually commercial ventures led by either private or state interests,
or a combination of both structured and presented as a Public Private Partnership. Some
projects are led by public / state organizations which are not necessarily commercial but
essential (e.g. utilities) to the operation of a locality, region or country. The project may be a
combination of the two, where the state company is involved in commercial ventures, or a
private company involved in a commercial project that is an integral part of national and
international public policy. It may be the case there is flexibility in where to locate a facility, or
there may be no flexibility.
Added to this complexity, there is the practice of community benefit / gain agreements with
host communities. Some project promoters overtly engage in these agreements as a matter
of automatic protocol, whereas other promoters will not even consider the matter, and if they
do, it will be conducted in a secretive manner. Some projects capitulate to community benefit
agreements only after it has incurred significant time and cost over-runs and reputational
damage.
While there is evidence of high levels of public resistance to the siting of overhead lines, there
is a lacuna regarding initiatives to facilitate their social acceptance. Perception of new
transmission lines in the research study area by Soini (2011) were very negative, as 82% of
respondents considered them to have a negative effect on landscape, and only 7% regarded
them as positive. Cotton and Devine-Wright (2011) note the dearth of research on the socialcultural issues surrounding the process of electrical transmission line siting. They observe how
siting HVOTLs and substations are publicly controversial due to their environmental, social,
and economic impacts. It is unclear how socio-political and community acceptance is
developed to siting HVOTLs in Ireland and which actions can be taken to develop positive
acceptance towards siting them.

3.7 Public Consultation and Participation
Public participation in the context of guiding facility siting is well represented in the literature.
Much of this literature argues that the form of participation, ranging from selective community
input to active involvement in the structure and administration of the process, can greatly affect
siting success (Arnstein, 1969). However, most siting processes seem to focus more broadly
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on principles for effective public participation including such elements as early public
involvement, consistent public involvement, provision of intervener funding, a collaborative
rather than authoritarian/paternalistic environment, and flexibility (Rabe, 1992; Petts, 1995)
and procedural control (Lawrence, 1996).
The case is made by Bartram (2008) that, all too often, consultation on major infrastructure
projects is an afterthought. The failure of project directors to build communication and
consultation into the bloodstream of projects from the start can have consequences for the
integrity of consultation processes and the likely success of projects. There is evidence,
although few claims have been tested, that stakeholder participation can enhance the quality
of environmental decisions by considering more comprehensive information inputs (Reed,
2008). Just as Aitken (2011) recommends community benefits should be institutionalized,
Reed (2008) argues for stakeholder participation to overcome many of its limitations, it should
be institutionalized, creating organizational cultures that can facilitate processes where goals
are negotiated and outcomes are necessarily uncertain.
How the public can be more successfully involved in the development of the planning policies
that set the parameters for major projects is explored by Bartram (2008) who muses if the
scope of early debates can be widened and made more transparent. He concludes project
directors need to understand the benefits of involving communications and consultation
professionals from the start of their projects to help them to determine what to consult on and
when, to raise levels of awareness and support for the aims of the project, and to ensure that
projects generate the information necessary for the consultation in good time.
Orr (2011) recognises that not engaging the public at the beginning of any infrastructure
project is an invitation for possible public obstruction. In a separate document entitled, Citizen
Engagement Projects in California, Peterson (2015) encourages improvement of policymaking by empowering the ‘voices’ of informed citizens.
Dispute resolution processes which emphasise face-to-face deliberation, problem solving, and
consensus building among a relatively small group of participants selected to represent the
wider public is encouraged by Beierle and Cayford (2003). According to Innes and Booher
(2010), a major challenge is that policy makers and state agencies tend to operate on the
assumption they have the prerogative and obligation to make their own autonomous decisions.
They sometimes have a silo mentality who do not interact or engage in a joint approach to
problem

solving.

Such

secretive

approaches,

absence

of

sharing

and

general

noncollaboration among regulatory agencies mirrors the Decide, Announce, Defend syndrome
(DAD), which wreaks havoc on public engagement with decision making. Collaborative efforts
are gradually transforming traditional institutional structures and norms.
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The existence of hard-to-identify or unforeseen external parties is recognised by Del Rosario
and Goh (2007). Such indirect stakeholders can emerge who can significantly influence the
execution and outcome of a project. Mismanagement of such a key component of procedural
justice can result in authoritative rejection of development permit applications and strong local
opposition that consequently increase costs and delay to the project. A weak community
stakeholder management process in the planning stages can cause problems to the project,
or worse, in some cases lead to project failure and abandonment by the developer (DecideAnnounce-Defend-Abandon).
Arnstein (1969) likens the idea of citizen participation to eating spinach: no one is against it
in principle because it is good for you. Petts (1995) concludes the proactive adoption of
consensus-building approaches is essential, but is considerably more expensive and resource
demanding than traditional consultation methods and requirements. Therefore, voluntary
adoption is most likely to be promoted where disagreement and loss of credibility is already
engrained.

3.8 Facility Siting
Public opposition to the siting of specific public and private facilities is well documented
(O’Hare, 1977; Himmelberger et al., 1991; Mitchell and Carson, 1989). Environmental conflicts
between local groups, powerful economic interests and public authorities are sometime the
result of such opposition. The type of facility siting may involve resource management (fishing
rights, forests, water quality), hazardous waste disposal, power plants, large scale property
development (housing, hostels for the homeless, traveller accommodation, incarceration,
hotels, tourism), air quality (pharmaceutical plants, toxic waste, refineries) or energy activities
(power plants, wind farms, electricity pylons). While the proponents of such facilities
endeavour to achieve social acceptance, action groups have the capacity to delay projects,
attract adverse media attention, involve political and legal stakeholders, all of which culminates
in time and cost overruns, and in extreme cases project abandonment.

Such facility

development problems persistently thwart efforts to implement public policy to meet
environmental needs, they expose the weaknesses of siting and planning processes in
effectively balancing regional needs and local impacts.
In examining host community attitudes towards solid waste landfill infrastructure, Gallagher et
al. (2008) explore community interest in compensation for LULU (Locally Unwanted Land Use)
developments. A study by Powe and Willis (1998) presents a relatively novel approach to
monetary estimation of disamenity (limited disamenity property rights have been granted to
chemical firms close to residential areas in accordance with Government legislation) using
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local knowledge of the housing market. Their results suggest that although such property-right
decisions can be efficient in economic terms, local residents may still have to shoulder
sizeable wealth reductions. In cases of a long-time established chemical industry, their results
suggest perceived health risk rather than visual or distance amenity as the main causes of
eroding local residents’ amenity.
Opinion polls throughout Europe have indicated high levels of public support for renewable
energy, however, actual projects have often met with local opposition (Toke, 2005; DevineWright, 2011) commonly referred to as ‘NIMBYism’, defined by Dear (1992) as the
protectionist attitudes of and oppositional tactics adopted by community groups facing an
unwelcome development in their neighbourhood. NIMBY as a concept has been critiqued in
the literature as a pejorative label typically used to discredit often well-founded objections by
local residents (Burningham, 1988), a simplistic description of varied, complex attitudinal
positions (Ellis, Barry, and Robinson, 2007), and as lacking empirical support for the presumed
negative effect of spatial proximity upon public attitudes. Such arguments have led to
recommendations that the NIMBY concept be abandoned (Devine-Wright, 2011b; Wolsink,
2007).
While analysing how to build relationships of trust Burke (1999) suggests three program
strategies for implementing the neighbour of choice principle: build trust relationships in
communities, identify and monitor issues and concerns that can have a likely impact on the
company, and design community support programs so they respond to company and
community needs. He promotes building sustainable relationships in local communities.
Similarly Mitchell and Carson (1989) promote a focus on procedural principles such as
developing community trust and participation.

3.9

Contribution to Marketing Theory

It is important to give some consideration to where this research contribution fits in the
development of marketing thought, marketing theory, the creation and utilization of marketing
knowledge.
“The purpose of theory in broad terms is to increase understanding through systematised
structure but the practitioner’s cooperation will ensure that theory is developed in the right
direction to the maximum utility” (Baker 1995, p. 21). This researcher has a practitioner
perspective and a strong appreciation for the contribution academic research and theoretical
development has for enhancing practice.
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One important aspect relevant to this research is highlighted by Hunt (2010, p. 9) stating “the
movement to expand the concept of marketing probably became irreversible when the Journal
of Marketing devoted an entire issue in 1971 to marketing’s changing social/environmental
role”. Hunt quotes Dawson chastising marketers for ignoring many fundamental issues
pertaining to the social relevance of marketing activities:
Surely, in these troubled times, an appraisal of marketing’s actual and potential
role in relation to such [societal] problems is at least of equal importance to the
technical aspects of the field. Yet, the emphasis upon practical problem-solving
within the discipline far outweighs the attention paid to social ramifications of
marketing activity (Dawson, 1971p. 71).
This debate has interesting parallels with this thesis contending societal marketing and
problem-solving marketing have complimentary synergies. First, exploring prior knowledge
and the Elaboration Likelihood Model is firmly situated in the realm of marketing knowledge,
marketing thought and theory. As the subject matter for data collection relates to infrastructure
which will address the climate change obligations by facilitating renewable energy projects the
marketing challenges relate to societal and environmental issues. Although this research
could also be viewed as taking a problem-solving emphasis, it contributes to the advancement
in marketing knowledge in this area of social and societal marketing. Building necessary
infrastructure is a challenge facing most economies and societies. It is a problem which in
order to be successfully addressed needs to draw on the best of marketing knowledge, theory
and practice. How infrastructure development is marketed and communicated is pivotal to the
success of a growing modern, but responsible, economy and society.
In exploring what phenomena does marketing theory attempt to explain, Hunt (2010)
proposes, in line with the perspective of other prominent marketing theorists (Bagozzi 1974;
Alderson 1965; Kotler and Levy 1969; Anderson et al. 1999; Houston and Gassenheimer
1987), “that the basic subject matter of marketing is the exchange relationship or transaction.
The discipline of marketing has its normative or ‘applied’ side, which is not science. The
positive or ‘basic’ side houses the science of marketing. Therefore, marketing science is the
behavioural science that seeks to explain exchange relationships” (Hunt 2010, p. 119).
Considering the marketing theorists perspective of exchange and transaction, this does
resonate with the message communicated as part of the research which has been undertaken.
It could be argued that the offer of ‘community gain’ represents an exchange or transaction
between the policy maker / developer and the individual householder / host community, that
benefits are exchanged in recognition of the costs incurred by the local society and local
environment.
It was recognised by Bartels (1974) that during the 1960’s marketing became more cognisant
of social responsibility, that consumers were not only economic participants, but also
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individuals within a society and societal process. He refers to Lazer in 1969 succinctly phrasing
this as “marketing’s responsibility is only partially fulfilled through economic processes”. Here
again this has parallels with this research where economic imperatives clash with societal
response, and questions the social responsibility of the marketer. For example, a marketer
may be charged with and see the development of wind farms as addressing the issue of
climate change which it could be suggested is socially responsible. This socially responsible
project will also be environmentally responsible and provide ‘clean’ power to consumers, the
majority of that consumption base located in cities to where the power has to be transferred.
However, what about the more localised social participants who have to live beside the wind
farm or the transmission line transporting that power to the cities? Are community impacts,
such as their quality of life, their loss of visual amenity, health concerns for their children, the
noise of the turbines, socially, ethically, morally, environmentally responsible? “The focus is
shifting away from tangibles and toward intangibles, such as skills, information, and
knowledge, and toward interactivity and connectivity and ongoing relationships. The
appropriate unit of exchange is no longer the static and discrete tangible good. A more
appropriate unit of exchange is perhaps the application of competences, or specialised human
knowledge and skills, for and to the benefit of the receiver” (Vargo and Lusch, 2004, p. 15).
This observation by Vargo and Lusch is very relevant to this thesis. Skills, competencies,
knowledge, the intangibility of sensitivities and socially interactive skills the marketer should
or needs to possess in order to successfully market or communicate, even if the good or
service that are offered to the consumer is of a tangible nature. Even to first be aware of the
requirement of such interactive and connectivity skills is a step towards the marketer being
ultimately successful.
It should also be recognised, that in parallel with the advancement of marketing through the
‘4 Eras’ (Wilkie and Moore, 2003), so too have the marketers and consumers evolved in the
context of this research subject matter. For example, while energy infrastructure projects may
be necessary, in terms of the provision of electricity, and address the common good in terms
of reducing carbon emissions and help meet a nation’s climate change obligations, such
individual projects involve a melting pot of ‘marketers’ comprising public policy makers, state
companies, commercial and public companies. The ‘consumers’ also comprise a mix, for
example energy consumers in both rural and urban populations, and those who are being
encouraged, persuaded, convinced, marketed to, to accept living beside electricity generating
infrastructure, be that a wind farm, high voltage overhead transmission lines or sub-station,
about which they may have concerns and may therefore resist. The same challenges face
those charged with implementing public policy of fracking, nuclear plants, plutonium storage,
refugee accommodation or drug treatment centres. It is also the case, that although certain
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infrastructure may be necessary and generally accepted being for the common good,
depending on the planning system, it may only require one person or special interest group to
disagree with this preface resulting in protracted legal cases.

In the same ‘4 Eras’ paper, the Wilkie and Gundlach (2003) framework of topics is illustrated
which emanated from their project to capture all public policy-related articles published in
marketing between 1970 and 1990. One of the framework categorisations they named is
‘Consumerism and Consumer Protection Issues’. A number of the issues listed are relevant
to aforementioned complexities and considerations of ‘marketers’ and ‘consumers’. Some of
these considerations are: socially conscious consumers, quality of life, legal aspects,
marketing of governmental programs, marketer behaviour, consumer information, consumer
education, vulnerable segments, environmental issues, energy conservation, consumer
satisfaction / dissatisfaction, ethics, social marketing, general consumer protection. (Wilkie
and Moore 2003, p. 138). This thesis has complementary synergies with many of these issues.
In identifying public policy makers (e.g., elected officials, political appointees, career
bureaucrats) as one of the constituencies of marketing knowledge, the American Marketing
Association Task Force (1988) acknowledge their powerful influence on marketing. In
recognising this influence they believed it important “that government officials be well informed
about the marketing process and the state of marketing knowledge” (AMA, 1988, p. 3), which
is particularly important considering the disciplines associated with such policy makers, such
as economics and law, are not traditionally appreciative of marketing knowledge. This point
has relevance in the context of this research considering public policy infrastructure is the
focus of the data collection. It is therefore important to be mindful of what is the level of
marketing knowledge and marketing thought evidenced among the public policy makers and
those responsible for its delivery.
Robin (1970) explores the goals and policing of marketing science and ethical dilemmas. He
draws attention to increased profits for marketers may result from the increased efficiencies
from applying science. However, such gains must be considered in relationship to loss of
satisfaction by consumers. In the context of this thesis, Robin (1970) prompts the need for
analysis of ethical desirability, that although marketing or consultation efficiencies being
implemented by marketers in order to expedite projects, what adverse societal affect does this
have, for example dissatisfied (consumers) householders and disunity among heretofore
content communities. Are project promoters cognisant of their moral compass? How do they
feel about leaving a trail of fractured relationships within a community behind them? The
marketing of community gain schemes can be interpreted as ‘bribery’, where some see the
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benefit of such schemes to a community whereas those opposed to a project point to such
schemes as ‘buying’ community acceptance.
While recognising ‘marketing is a science in the original Greek sense of the word since it has
a body of knowledge that can be taught’. O’Shaughnessy and Ryan (1979, p.151), at that point
believed claims for the current status of marketing (Hunt 1976a, 1976b) as a science were
premature. They also make the distinction that “science is concerned with knowing that
something is the case, while technology is concerned with how to do something”
(O’Shaughnessy and Ryan 1979, p. 155). Many definitions of science are explored in pursuit
of the question ‘can marketing be a science’. Bartels (1951) concludes “marketing theorists,
in contrast to marketing technicians, will endeavour to integrate and to balance in a systematic
body of knowledge stemming from observation and investigation, on the one hand, and from
theoretical deductions, on the other” (Bartels 1951, p. 328).
If the seller or marketer entity, in the case of this thesis the policy maker and deliverer, does
not have an appreciation of the marketing challenges they may face in terms of the history of
marketing thought or knowledge, this may suggest their approach is disadvantaged if not
flawed. It would be interesting to know how many public policy organisations have access to
marketing expertise, and indeed where this may be the case, how many of these marketers
have a true appreciation or have been exposed through their marketing education to the
philosophy and theory of marketing. Anderson et al. (1999), while exploring exchange in
contemporary marketing and recognising the paradigm shift from transactional to relational
exchange, note that irrespective of exchange occurring within a transaction or a relationship,
an exchange must still occur.
Rossiter (2001) places emphasis on distinguishing between marketing knowledge and
marketing skills. Borrowing from Armstrong’s (1988) list of marketing skills (i.e., forecasting,
planning, analysing, creating, deciding, motivating, communicating, and implementing), he
contends marketing knowledge must exist independently of practitioners’ ability to use it, so
that marketing knowledge can be documented and passed onto others (Rossiter, 2001, p. 10).
Rossiter puts forward four forms of marketing knowledge as follows:
1. “Marketing Concepts, which are definitional building blocks of knowledge in our
discipline;
2. Structural Frameworks, which are lists of concepts selected and organised to frame
marketing problems so that they might better be solved;
3. Strategic Principles, which are conditional ‘if, do’ recommendations for managerial
actions; and
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4. Research Principles, which are conditional ‘if, use’ recommendations about the
research techniques that are likely to give the best answers based on managers’ states
of knowledge about the market.
Marketing knowledge in the sense of ‘market information’ is incorporated as a strategic
principle rather than being seen as an additional form of knowledge.” (Rossiter, 2001, p.
20).

3.9.1 Other Theories
In addition to marketing theory, this research draws on theories of consumer behaviour,
attitudes, persuasion and utility, many of which complement the Elaboration Likelihood Model
and / or some of its components. Petty et al., (1997) described the Elaboration Likelihood
Model as is an information processing theory and as a theory of attitude change.
3.9.1.1 Social Judgement Theory: The central tenet of social judgement theory is that
messages produce attitude change through judgemental processes and effects (O’Keeffe,
2016, p.19). The claim is that the effect of a persuasive communication depends upon the way
in which the receiver evaluates the position it advocates. Hence attitude change is seen as a
two-step process: First, the receiver makes an assessment of what position is being advocated
by the message. Then attitude change occurs after this judgement – with the amount and
direction of change dependent on that judgement. Social Judgment Theory (Sherif and Sherif
(1967), is a self-persuasion theory defined as the perception and evaluation of an idea by
comparing it with current attitudes. According to this theory, an individual weighs every new
idea, comparing it with the individual's present point of view to determine where it should be
placed on the attitude scale in an individual's mind. This theory arose from Brunswik’s work
on socio-psychological theories (1950’s), the concept was intended to be a method to explore
when persuasive messages are more likely to succeed.
Attitude change is the fundamental objective of persuasive communication. Social Judgement
Theory seeks to specify the conditions under which this change takes place and predict the
direction and extent of the attitude change, while attempting to explain how likely a person
might be to change his or her opinion, the probable direction of that change, their tolerance
toward the opinion of others, and their level of commitment to their position. Expectations
regarding attitude change could be based on the message receiver's level of involvement, the
structure of the stimulus (and how many alternatives it allows), and the value (credibility) of
the source. This theory has obvious similarities with the Elaboration Likelihood Model.
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3.9.1.2 Cognitive Dissonance Theory: Developed by Festinger (1957) this theory explores
cognitions and relations among cognitive elements which are any belief, opinion, attitude, or
piece of knowledge about anything – about other persons, objects, issues, oneself, and so on.
This theory was preceded by cognitive consistency theories such as Balance Theory (attitude
change theory by Heider, 1958) and Congruity Theory (consistency theory of attitude change
Osgood and Tannenbaum, 1955). When two cognitions are in dissonant (inconsistent)
relation, the person with those two cognitions is said to have dissonance, to experience
dissonance, or to be in a state of dissonance.

3.9.1.3 Theory of Reasoned Action: This theory (see Fishbein and Ajzen, 2010 (originally
developed in 1967) is one of the three classic models of persuasion and is also used in
communication discourse as a theory of understanding. The theory was derived from previous
research that began as the theory of attitude in an endeavour to explain the relationship
between attitudes and behaviours within human action. It is used to predict how individuals
will behave based on their pre-existing attitudes and behavioural intentions. “It is focused on
understanding behavioural intentions. A behavioural intention represents a person’s readiness
to perform a specified action” (O’Keefe, 2016, p.99).

3.9.1.4 Information Processing Theory: This theory (Atkinson and Shiffrin, 1968) is based on
the idea that humans process information they receive, rather than merely responding to
stimuli. According to the standard information-processing model for mental development, the
mind’s machinery includes attention mechanisms for bringing information in, working memory
for actively manipulating information, and long-term memory for passively holding information
so that it can be used in the future. The theory emphasises a continuous pattern of
development, in contrast with Cognitive Developmental theorists such as Jean Piaget (1936)
that thought development occurred in stages at a time.
3.9.1.5 Social Influence Theory: refers to how an individual in a social network is influenced
by the behaviour of others to conform to community behaviour patterns (Venkatesh & Brown,
2001). Deutsch and Gerard (1955) distinguish two types of social influence, informational and
normative. Informational social influence is “influence to accept information obtained from
another as evidence about reality”, while normative social influence refers to “the influence to
conform to the expectations of another person or group”. Normative influence occurs in groups
based on a desire to maintain group harmony or to elicit positive evaluations from others, and
where discussion content presents the positions favoured by other group members (Kaplan &
Miller, 1987). This theory has relevance to this thesis as it points to where people may get
their information and why they chose to use it to form their attitude. The level of social influence
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can persuade people, determine their attitude or contribute to ‘knowledge’ formation, whether
this knowledge is factual, biased, actual or perceived.
3.9.1.6 Other theories related to this thesis are Social Impact Theory (Latane, 1981) which
places emphasis on the number, strength and immediacy of the people trying to influence a
person to change their mind.
As community gain/distributive justice could be viewed as incentives, then more so economics
based theories are relevant such as Incentive Theory (Elms 1967), the Theory of Incentives
(Laffont & Martimort 2002) and Utility Theory (Fishburn, 1970). Welfare Economics Theory
(Hicks, 1939) is also very relevant as it suggests that, if compensation is to be paid, the level
of community compensation should equal the value of the marginal social costs the facilities
in question place on the local residents. Welfare Economics, the Theory of Fairness and
Distributive Justice (Varian, 1975), and Environmental Justice Theories (Taylor, 2000;
Holifield, 2001) all have a direct connection to this thesis. During an earlier stage of this
research, stated preferences and discrete choice experiments as methodologies were
explored, but ultimately dismissed due to their economic rather that marketing theoretical
basis.
Lancaster’s (1966) paper, A New Approach to Consumer Theory, was also explored in this
context which contended it is not just a good or commodity anymore, it is the characteristics,
quality variations, attributes that make up that good or commodity. Stakeholder Theory
(Mitroff, 1983) purports when values and beliefs are combined can be thought of as creating
attitudes, which themselves relate to attitude objects (e.g., transmission line, public policy,
national energy policy).

3.10 Chapter Summary
This chapter begins with explaining the link between prior knowledge and infrastructural
development. It brings together relevant literature on community acceptance, distributional
justice and public participation. It explores where this research contribution fits in with literature
on the development of marketing thought, marketing theory, the creation and utilization of
marketing knowledge. In this regard marketer’s social and environmental responsibilities and
the concept of the exchange relationship are highlighted.
Both literature review chapters set the foundation for the next chapter on methodology where
the understanding, relevance and application of the literature will be harnessed and evident.
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Chapter Four: Research Methodology
_________________________________________________________________________
4.1 Introduction
In advance of explaining the methodologies used in this research study, this chapter begins
with an exploration of the research philosophy and perspective taken by the researcher,
followed by an explanation of the research context and purpose.
Two ways of explaining research philosophy are ontology, which relates to the nature of social
phenomena as entities, and epistemology, which relates to what constitutes acceptable
knowledge in a field of study. Pragmatism argues the most important determinant of the
research philosophy adopted is determined by the research question, where one question
may be more appropriate than the other for answering particular questions. Interpretivism
advocates the necessity for the researcher to understand differences between humans in their
role as social actors. In the context of this research, the social world is too complex to lend
itself to theorising by definite laws in the same way as the physical sciences. Subjectivism is
defined as understanding the meanings that individuals attach to social phenomena and
understanding the reality behind these meanings (Saunders et al., 2009). Hence, the
researcher needs to understand the subjective meanings motivating actions of social actors
(Remenyi et al., 1998).
In terms of ontology, subjectivism is more closely related to this research than objectivism. In
terms of epistemology, interpretivism is more closely associated with the inductive research
approach, whereas positivism is associated with deductive research. Although there are
elements of interpretivism, this research is more closely aligned to positivism (see Table 4.1),
where “working with an observable social reality and that the end product of such research
can be law-like generalisations” (Remenyi et al., 1998, p. 32).
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Table 4.1 Criteria for Pursuing a Positivist Epistemology
Criteria

Research Plan

Observed phenomena leads to the
production of credible data

To make legitimate knowledge claims, facts
derived from a scientific method is
necessary. Hence, a quantitative
methodology is pursued, involving the
collection of ‘scientific’ data that is precise
and based on measurement with the
intention the findings are generalisable.
Facts, rather than impressions, are
Positivism sees observable evidence as the
consistent with the notion of
only form of defensible scientific findings.
‘observable social reality’
Factual data is collected using a detailed
quantitative questionnaire. Impressions of
social reality are not as defensible or
generalisable as facts.
The research strategy to collect data The ELM of Persuasion Theory provides a
uses existing theory to develop
robust framework from which to develop
hypotheses
hypotheses with a view to building upon
and enriching the ELM.
Hypotheses are tested and
The ELM, in particular its ‘prior knowledge’
confirmed, in whole or part, or
ability component is explored by testing four
refuted, leading to theory
hypotheses which does contribute to the
development
development of the ELM theory of
persuasion.
The researcher uses a highly
A quantitative questionnaire comprising n72
structured methodology to facilitate
questions is employed.
replication
The emphasis is on quantifiable
observations that lend themselves
to statistical analysis
The researcher is external to the
process of data collection and can
do little to alter the substance of the
data collected
The researcher is independent and
neither affects or is affected by the
research’

The factual quantifiable observations are
analysed using SPSS, a proven and
reputable programme for statistical
analysis.
This point is important to the research plan.
The researcher is not involved in the data
collection, instead a research grant funded
a team of field work researchers.
The researcher is independent and has no
conflict of interest. The researcher confirms
they neither affected nor are affected by the
research.

Sources: Adapted from Saunders et al. (2009), Remenyi et al. (1998), and Gill and Johnson (2002)
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4.2

Research Perspective and Paradigm

In exploring radical change versus regulatory perspectives, this research is more
representative of the regulatory perspective. Radical change relates to a judgement about the
way organisational affairs should be conducted and suggests ways in which these affairs may
be conducted in order to make fundamental changes to the normal order of things. Whereas,
the regulatory perspective is less judgemental and critical. Regulation seeks to explain the
way in which organisational affairs are regulated and offers suggestions as to how they may
be improved within the framework of the ways things are done at present. In other words, the
radical change dimension approaches organisational problems from the viewpoint of
overturning the existing state of affairs; the regulatory dimension seeks to work within the
existing state of affairs. The latter better reflects the research approach undertaken. Therefore,
in terms of Burrel and Morgan’s (1992) Four Paradigms for the Analysis of Social Theory, the
bottom left corner best reflects the perspective and paradigm of this research (see Figure 4.1).

Figure 4.1 Burrel and Morgan’s (1992) Four Paradigms for the Analysis of Social
Theory

4.3 Research Context
While there is evidence of high levels of public resistance to the development of controversial
infrastructure projects, there is a gap regarding initiatives to help them become more socially
acceptable. In reviewing disputes to public policy infrastructure projects, there is consistency
with respect to objectors’ arguments and in the approach of the state body charged with project
delivery. Although it is Government policy to have community gain associated with the
development of transmission line projects, there is a knowledge vacuum of how to approach
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this difficult subject in an effective manner. This research explores consultation and distributive
justice considerations associated with infrastructural development and how they dove-tail with
the ability and motivational components of the ELM, with a focus on prior knowledge in
particular.

When a public policy infrastructure project, such as a power station, road, hospital, or waste
treatment plant, is promoted by a large company or state entity, a level of stakeholder
consultation takes place. This consultation is normally part of the statutory planning process
as determined by the local, regional and/or national administrative authorities. In some cases,
only the statutory amount of consultation takes place, whereas in others the promoter choses
to go beyond what is statutorily required. Also, once the planning processes are complete and
the project has achieved planning permission and therefore the right to build, the promoter
has more information to communicate to the relevant stakeholders, which include local host
communities. The amount of local communities and other stakeholders (e.g., businesses,
elected public representatives, special interest groups) depends on the type of infrastructure.
For example, a pipeline (e.g., oil, gas, water) or electricity transmission line, which traverses
sometimes hundreds of miles or kilometres impacts many communities along its linear
alignment, whereas a stand-alone facility (e.g., waste treatment or power plant) may only
affect those communities in close proximity to the facility.

The methods by which project promoters consult and communicate with local stakeholders
can vary. These methods usually comprise of public meetings and consultation evenings,
newspaper advertisements, project web site, and social media presence. At organised
consultation events, the attendees have access to project drawings, illustrations, the project
representatives, and project brochures to take home. However, these events may not be well
attended, which means the project promoter may be unaware of who attended. That is, are
they people who live beside the proposed project? If so, do they read and understand the
information within the project brochures? People who do not attend organised consultation
events may be ambivalent about the project, have no involvement in their local community or
locally organised concerned action groups, or feel the project is not personally relevant to
them.

Such considerations and dynamics have a direct academic relationship with ability and
motivational elements of the ELM, such as prior knowledge, personal involvement, personal
relevance and need for cognition. Once the communication and consultative endeavours have
taken place, do the project promoters know what levels of knowledge exist among the local
stakeholder audience(s)? Apart from negative publicity about the project in national, regional
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or local media, most likely promoted by an action group opposed to the proposed project, do
the project promoters know the attitude of those who live nearest the proposed infrastructure?
It could be argued that not knowing the ability and motivational profile of such an important
grouping is a project weakness. Without this profile information, do project promoters know
how to communicate effectively with stakeholders? Knowing this profile would inform the
design of any project messaging. Message design and the communications platforms used
may be tailored to reflect whether the local stakeholders are ambivalent to the project, have
expressed certain concerns to be addressed, or have high, medium, or low prior knowledge
of the project. The level of stakeholders’ interest, acceptance, or knowledge of community
gain/distributive justice, is considered in the context of this research endeavour.

4.4

Research Purpose

This research examines how recipient cognition is influenced by differing levels of prior
knowledge when in receipt of a persuasive/counter-attitudinal message. It is hypothesised the
cognitive response varies between high and low prior knowledge recipients to the advocacy
of a counter-attitudinal message, leading to attitude moderation/modification in the desired
direction. A lacuna exists in prior knowledge literature, due to a lack of empirical evidence
identifying how prior knowledge, in amount and substance, biases the evaluation of persuasive
communications.

The research methodology examines the levels of prior knowledge of householders located in
close proximity to a proposed infrastructure project. Media reporting suggests there is a high
level of antagonism towards the project. The perception among the general public and elected
public representatives may presume such media comment is an accurate reflection of the
attitude by all stakeholders. However, is it the case? Is national policy on infrastructure
developments being informed by actual research data or by media sentiment and soundbite?
This scenario is typical of any type of infrastructure project, whether in Ireland or elsewhere.

The terms public, social and community acceptance are used interchangeably in general
discourse. However, do policy makers distinguish between these terms or know what they
mean? How is acceptance defined? How is community defined? What is the difference
between general public, social and community acceptance? Wustenhagen et al. (2007)
recognise procedural justice, distributive justice and trust as components of community
acceptance. Whereas procedural justice explores the consultation piece, trust explores the
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promoters involved such as local authorities and project developers, this research explores
distributive justice in the guise of a community gain message to a host community.

This research explores the levels of prior knowledge (i.e., high, medium or low), which exists
among a population of householders living beside the route of a proposed high voltage
electricity transmission line. First, the research establishes householders’ level of prior
knowledge. What they believe they know and what they actually know about the proposed
project. Second, the research establishes householders’ level of knowledge about a
community gain message, which has been communicated by the project promoter. The nature
of their knowledge is explored in terms of the amount of knowledge they have and whether it
is positive or negative.

The research explores how, based on their level of prior knowledge of the project and the
community gain message, how a householder processes the community gain message. Does
the householder use their cognitive files to develop a counter argument to the message,
thereby processing through the central route of the ELM? Or does the householder accept the
message, as they do not have the ability to counter-argue?

If many householders have high prior knowledge and they dismiss the message with counter
arguments, does the message have little chance of moderating their viewpoint towards the
project? Or do householders use their high prior knowledge to assess the message
objectively?

If many householders have low prior knowledge, how differently do they process the
message? As these householders do not know much about the project or the message
content, is it the case they do not have the ability to elaborate to any great degree and accept
the message? Or perhaps these low prior knowledge receivers, not having the ability to
produce counter arguments, give the message a chance’ and objectively assess what it is
advocating? This scenario questions whether it is better to have a low prior knowledge
population. If so, should consultation be kept to a minimum from the project’s outset?

Throughout the literature, high and low prior knowledge set the predominant narrative,
perhaps at the expense of ignoring the medium prior knowledge grouping. How does this
group cognitively process a persuasive message? Are they representative of a silent majority,
who are willing to listen and process a message objectively on its merits?
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4.5 Research Question

Most people accept the need for energy, transport, utilities, and communications; to secure
these benefits, infrastructure must be built. Governments, national through to local
municipalities, have a responsibility to establish policy and budgets to enable the provision of
such infrastructure. However, what might please one stakeholder group (e.g., general public,
consumers, and investors) may not please other stakeholders (e.g., host communities,
environmentalists and special interest groups).
Delivery of infrastructure, whether a single-site involving a limited amount of stakeholder
groups, or a multi-site development along a linear corridor involving multiple stakeholders,
ultimately comes down to the householders that are expected or chosen to live beside it. The
literature suggests, regardless of where these householders live, the community acceptance
issues are the same, namely procedural and distributive justice, and trust. Hence, the research
question is: How and to what extent is recipient cognition influenced by prior knowledge
when in receipt of a persuasive distributive justice message?

This research determines the cognitive response of message recipients, with varying levels of
prior knowledge, to the advocacy of a counter-attitudinal distributive justice message. The
outcome of this cognitive response are different levels of attitude moderation and modification
in the desired direction. Some recipients may use the message to bolster their originally held
position, resulting in no attitude moderation, whereas others may moderate somewhat or
significantly. It is hypothesised the levels of attitude moderation to the advocacy of a counterattitudinal persuasive distributive justice message directly correlates with the levels of prior
knowledge of message recipients.

As a professional community engagement practitioner on infrastructure projects, this
researcher closely observes projects in Ireland and other high-profile projects internationally.
Many projects come to the attention of the general public through broadcast, print and on-line
media platforms, especially when they attract negative publicity and controversy. This
scenario prompts on to question whether there is a better way of communicating with
stakeholders? Can the fracturing of relationships be avoided by using different project
methodologies and delivery systems?
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4.6

Research Objectives and Hypotheses

The research objectives for this study are to:
1.

Examine whether issue-relevant knowledgeable receivers are more likely to be expert
objective processors or biased processors when in receipt of a counter-attitudinal
message.

2.

Explore the closed-minded orientation associated with strong attitudes shielding high
knowledge receivers against attitude change/moderation, being cognisant of
differentiating prior knowledge and prior attitudes.

3.

Explore the extent of receptivity or resistance to a new counter-attitudinal (positive
issue-relevant) message/persuasion by high, medium and low prior knowledge
recipients.

4.

Examine whether recipients’ elaboration valence (i.e., either predominately positive or
negative thoughts evoked) to the same message is dependent on their extent of actual
prior knowledge to the attitude object/topic.

This research establishes the cognitive response of message recipients, with varying levels of
prior knowledge, to the advocacy of a counter-attitudinal message. The outcome of this
cognitive response is the different levels of attitude moderation and modification in the desired
direction. Some recipients may use the message to bolster their originally held position,
therefore there is no attitude moderation, whereas others may moderate somewhat or
significantly. The overarching hypothesis is stated as:
The levels of attitude moderation to the advocacy of a persuasive message advocating
distributive justice correlates with the levels of prior knowledge of message recipients.
The research objectives can be restated into hypotheses as follows:
H1.

High prior knowledge receivers are not a homogenous group in how they cognitively
process (objective or bias/subjective) a new issue-relevant persuasive message.

H2.

Strong attitude high knowledge receivers have capacity for attitude moderation.

H3.

The extent of receptivity or resistance to a new counter-attitudinal persuasive message
correlates to the message receiver’s level of prior knowledge.

H4.

The message receiver’s elaboration valence is dependent on their level of prior
knowledge to the attitude topic.
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4.7

Methodologies Considered

In advance of deciding on the methodology this research ultimately employed, several other
methodologies were considered. One significant trend noted from methodologies employed
by other researchers, with particular reference to their data set, was the predominance of
students in US universities completing questionnaires. Appendix No.7 outlines the
methodologies in prior knowledge research studies to date. Although there is no suggestion
of previous research being defective, datasets other than students would constructively
contribute or enhance prior knowledge research endeavours (Kitchen et al., 2014). As this
researcher works with infrastructural projects that experience social acceptance difficulties,
field research with residents faced with a live project as the data set emanated as the clear
preference.

A number of qualitative and quantitative methodologies were investigated for their suitability
as were the inclusion of data collection from stakeholders other than householders, such as
those involved in the development of policy, regulation, planning and development. Possible
methodologies included q-methodology, case study, in-depth interviews/discourse analysis,
and discrete choice experiments using stated preference questionnaires.
4.7.1 Q-Methodology
Devine-Wright & Cotton (2011) used Q-Methodological research to assess the discourses
emerging from stakeholder and local community actor responses to line siting in the context
of proposed transmission upgrades in the south-east of England to support a new nuclear
power station. Q-methodology examines human subjectivity and attempts to combine the
qualitative study of attitudes with the statistical rigour of quantitative research techniques
(McKeown & Thomas, 2013). This methodology was not suitable for this research, as a selfcompletion questionnaire was desirable (i.e., q-cards are used in Q-Methodology) and as Qmethodology works with a small non-representative sample, conclusions are limited to those
who participated in the study. Therefore it is not as generalisable as a survey with a
representative sample.

4.7.2 Case Study
Petts (1995) provides a detailed study of a process which seemed doomed by public
opposition, but appeared to have been turned around by adopting an extensive community
consensus building exercise. The case study used in their research was a two-year (199379

1995) investigation of a community in Caledon, Ontario, Canada, that was the preferred site
for a regional solid, non-hazardous waste landfill. The qualitative methodology used in the
study centred on face-to-face, semi-structured depth interviews (n44) designed to develop an
understanding of the social construction of environmental risk and facility siting in its
community context. The contextual limitations and sensitivities of this research study would
neither accommodate the risks associated with focus groups, in-depth face to face interviews,
nor is it conducive to being longitudinal.

4.7.3 In-depth Interviews and Discourse Analysis
The methodology Murphree, Wright & Ebaugh (1996) used involved data drawn from a fouryear study of a proposed hazardous waste site near Houston that began in 1989. There were
three principal sources of data in their study: (a) transcripts of the local review committee
meetings, (b) in-depth interviews with members of the committee, community leaders and
representatives of local toxic waste opposition groups and (c) observation and field data. Their
findings suggest co-optation explains the successes and failures of this siting effort and offers
a promising conceptual framework for analysing environmental conflicts surrounding the
placement of new treatment facilities in the future. Again, the contentious nature of the data
collection context was not conducive to in-depth interviews, knowledge of the study at an early
stage would have jeopardised any future cooperation to participate in the study which had to
take place within a short time window. It was also highly unlikely that any balance of opinion
would be available from transcripts, opposition groups or any way of knowing if such output
would be representative of the host community stakeholders.

4.7.4 Discrete Choice Experiment
Discrete choice experiment (DCE) is an attribute-based approach assuming utility is derived
from attributes and respondents choose that alternative that gives them the highest utility
(Lancaster, 1966). It could be used in valuing preferences for new transmission lines with
respect to incentives available during transmission line projects and to investigate the
community’s strength of preferences for attributes associated with incentives available
alongside new transmission lines. Community preferences could be researched by exploring
the trade-off between incentives (benefits) and WTA (willingness to accept) a new
transmission line. It was considered to examine the extent to which the attributes of the
transmission line affect (influence, moderate) community members attitude towards
acceptance and the nature of trade-offs between the incentives available and the perceived
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negativities of transmission lines (Rose & Bliemer (2013); Skjoldborg, Lauridsen & Junker
(2009)). Recent research on social acceptance of wind farms has used DSE as the preferred
methodology (van Rensburg 2018; Brennan & van Rensburg, 2016). DCE is used more often
in economic research and is not used in prior knowledge research (Ek and Persson, 2014).
As prior knowledge and community gain are the focus of this research, researching these
areas would be better served using a methodology other than DCE. Also, many community
gain alternatives are not necessarily numerical options or variations and are not interpreted or
communicated in this way.

4.8 Questionnaires as the Selected Methodology

Evaluating various methodologies options resulted in a decision to conduct quantitative
research using a detailed questionnaire. A number of questions, such as thought listing after
reading a message, allowed for some qualitative responses, but designed in such a way the
analysis would be conducive to conversion to quantitative analysis techniques allowing for the
production of graphs, charts and statistics. Field data collection efficiency was also a
consideration believed best served by using a questionnaire. In order to achieve approximately
200 completed survey responses, a quantitative questionnaire was deemed most appropriate.

4.9 Survey Instrument
Previously validated questionnaires were studied and some previously validated questions for
attitude and confidence scales (Petty and Brinol, 2016) were included in the final
questionnaire. Minor modifications were made to suit the context of this research. The survey
instrument was a n23 page questionnaire (Appendix No.1) comprising n72 questions, many
with sub-division questions. Part A of the questionnaire concentrated on measurement of ELM
variables: Prior Knowledge, Prior Relevance, Prior Involvement, Prior Attitude and Need for
Cognition (see Table 4.2).
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Table 4.2: Questionnaire Part A: ELM Variables

Abbreviation index

Variable

PKP

Prior Knowledge Proposal

PKPCG

Prior Knowledge Proposal Community Gain

PRP

Personal Relevance Proposal

PRCG

Personal Relevance Community Gain

PIP

Personal Involvement Proposal

PAP

Prior Attitude Proposal

PACG

Prior Attitude Community Gain

NFCS

Need for Cognition Scale

In Part B of the questionnaire, respondents began by reading a message and then answered
questions, beginning with ‘thought-listing’, on their reaction to the message, concluding with
demographic questions.
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Table 4.3

The Abbreviation Index Used to Facilitate Data Analysis

Tables 4.2 and 4.3 serve to demonstrate that each survey instrument question/section was
included to address different aspects of the literature. Each question was allocated a category
name. Each category represents a group of questions that measure a category objective. The
categorisation, as summarised in Table 4.3, was neither specified in the questionnaire, nor
was it made known to the respondent. The survey instrument is found in Appendix 1.
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The majority of Part A of the questionnaire was designed to address ELM variables of Prior
Knowledge, Personal Relevance, Personal Involvement and Prior Attitude to the proposed
project and to community gain. Prior Knowledge questions were designed to determine not
only the respondent’s level of knowledge (later analysed as high, medium and low), but
whether they actually knew the correct answer or thought they knew, which also addresses
the issue of confidence. These questions address the literature as described in Chapter 2
concerning knowledge, relevance, involvement and attitude (Wood et al., 1995; Petty and
Cacioppo, 1986; Petty, 1992; Wood and Lynch, 2002; Wood and Kallgren, 1988; O’Keefe,
2016; Petty and Brinol, 2010; Perloff, 2010).

Other Part A questions explore attitude certainty (A.10.4, A10.5, A10.6 & B3), attitude intensity
(A10.7), likely to persuade others (A10.9) and likely to express view to others (A10.10).
Exploration of metacognitive states such as thought confidence (i.e., confidence in the
accuracy or correctness of one’s thoughts or beliefs) and attitude confidence (i.e., confidence
in the accuracy or correctness of one’s attitude) represent an expansion of the sorts of
persuasion-relevant outcomes that researchers might examine (Petty and Brinol, 2010;
O’Keefe 2016; Wood and Kallgren, 1988). In addition to assessing attitude (i.e., valence and
extremity of a general evaluation), the literature suggests assessing the putative determinants
of attitude, such as thought confidence (Brinol and Petty, 2009a; 2009b; Petty and Brinol,
2010) and properties of attitude other than valence and extremity (e.g., attitudinal certainty or
confidence (Petty, Brinol, Tormala, and Wegener, 2007). Research on the determinants and
consequences of these additional properties (i.e., thought confidence, attitude confidence, and
attitude certainty) is a promising development, although not yet as extensive as the research
concerning attitude valence and extremity (O’Keefe, 2016).

At the end of Part A, the Need for Cognition Scale (NFC) (Cacioppo et al., 1996; Petty et al.,
2009) is presented and explained. Motivation is influenced by a receiver’s level of NFC, a
variable unique to each individual concerning the degree to which they engage in and enjoy
thinking. People who generally enjoy thinking hard are more likely motivated to process
persuasive messages closely. As the literature suggests, NFC influences elaboration
likelihood (O’Keefe 2016). Persons high in NFC are likely to report a larger number of issuerelevant thoughts following message exposure, than are persons low in NFC (Cacioppo et al.,
1996). NFC is a “tendency to engage in and enjoy thinking” (Murphy et al., 2005, p. 116).
While examining NFC and message processing (e.g., persuasion), Cacioppo et al. (1983, p.
80) found “individuals high in NFC provided more discriminating judgements” (of the message
arguments than did the individuals on the low end of NFC.
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Part B of the questionnaire begins by a persuasive message presented to the respondent after
which they are first asked to list their thoughts. An advantage of experimental research is the
opportunity to vary messages in terms of argument quality and length. This possibility was
explored in designing the questionnaire, and data set and collection methodology, where 50%
of respondents would be presented with a short (weak) message and 50% with a longer
(strong) message. However, this pursuit was ultimately rejected as the response groups would
have been too small for meaningful comparative purposes (e.g. two sets of 100 responses as
opposed to one data set of 200). Hence, one strong message was employed, that was
considered to be counter-attitudinal. That is, a message of positive merit was introduced to a
geographic area where project sentiment was believed to be largely negative. Attitudes drawn
from the supporting beliefs and experiences of the message recipient may be ineffective when
presented with a counter-attitudinal message due to the information available in memory to
construct a counter-argument to the message content (Wood et al., 1985).
Wood et al. (1985) also concluded message length exerted a stronger influence on those with
little knowledge of the issue. Similarly, in an online survey by Chailland and Raantz (2008)
assessing participant knowledge and attitudes toward soft drink consumption, found the
nature of the message and the message receiver’s characteristics must be taken into account
in assessing attitude change.
A number of studies indicate, as the extent of receiver’s prior knowledge increases, more
issue-relevant thoughts occur, the influence of the argument strength on persuasive effects
increases, and the influence of peripheral cues (e.g. source likeability, message length)
decreases (Averbeck et al., 2011; Lacniak et al., 1995; Wood, 1982; Wood and Kallgren, 1988;
Wood et al., 1985). Hence, the literature suggests when receivers exhibiting extensive prior
knowledge experience counter-attitudinal messaging, they are more capable of generating
counter-arguments and are less likely to be persuaded (i.e., in comparison to receivers with
less extensive topic knowledge). Receivers with extensive prior knowledge are also more
affected by variations in message argument strength, so increasing the strength of a counterattitudinal message’s arguments will presumably enhance persuasion for receivers with
extensive knowledge but, will have little effect on receivers with less extensive knowledge.
Such contentions are explored and tested in this research. Hence, a number of survey
questions are designed to examine responses to the ‘message’.

In exploring cognitive response analysis, Wood (1982) contends message persuasiveness is
a function of the nature of thoughts recipients generate in response to the communication.
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Wood (1982) supports the notion of closed-minded orientation being associated with strong
attitudes. A number of means have been developed for assessing variations in the degree of
elaboration that occurs in a given circumstance (Petty and Cacioppo, 1986a: p.35-47). The
most straightforward technique is ‘thought-listing’ (Question B1). Immediately following the
receipt of a persuasive message, receivers were simply asked to list thoughts that occurred
to them during the communication, which is a rough index of the amount of issue-relevant
thinking (O’Keefe, 2016). When a message is communicated the evoked thoughts of the
recipient is their elaboration valence, which is predominately of a positive or negative nature.
This elaboration valence is influenced by whether the message (e.g., advertisement,
promotional material) advocates a pro- or counter-attitudinal position and by the quality (i.e.,
strength, length) of the message.
Question B2 was designed to measure the positive or negative reaction to the message,
whether it was persuasive and relevant to the respondent. This question was designed to
ascertain how the message was received, which on its own may not divulge much insight, but
when analysed in the context of recipient cognition based on their previously measured (Part
A) levels of prior knowledge, relevance, involvement attitude, are revealing.

Questions B4 and B5 are predominately perceived resistance measures, a number of which
were provided to the researcher following a meeting with Petty & Brinol (July 2016). Also,
responses to questions B4.3 & B4.4 were analysed to help determine clusters of open and
closed minded and neutrals respondents. One function of knowledge is to assist the
maintenance of strongly held attitudes (Wood et al., 1995). Such attitudes are considered
strong when they display a resistance to change, a position that persists over time. The typical
effect reported in the literature between amount of knowledge and persuasion is that increased
knowledge increases resistance to persuasion (Wood et al., 1985). There is a relationship
between greater involvement with an issue and increased resistance to persuasion (Triandis,
1971). Persuasion, for those with accessibility to memory attitude–relevant information,
depends on how valid they perceive message content (Wood et al., 1985). In examining
susceptibility to persuasion, in the context of persuasive messaging, the cognitive response is
a function of the nature of thoughts generated by recipients in response to the communicated
message (Wood, 1982; Greenwald, 1968; Petty and Cacioppo, 1979). The greater the amount
of attitude-relevant and consistent information available from memory, the greater the
attitudinal resistance to counter-attitudinal information (Muthukrishnan et al., 2001). It follows
that providing more information that is relevant to and consistent with the initial evaluation
should generally cause less revision upon a subsequent challenge. Hence, future research on
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resistance and judgement revision should also examine how the prior (pro-attitudinal) target
information-including the prior evaluation-interacts with the information contained in the
challenge.
Regarding attitude research, Muthukrishnan et al., (2001) found retrieval of larger number of
consistent beliefs led to greater resistance to challenges and the amount of information
relevant to the attitude object is an important determinant of resistance. Wood (1982) supports
the notion of closed-minded orientation being associated with strong attitudes. Attitudes
emanating from one’s own supporting beliefs and experiences may be little affected by a
counter-attitudinal message because information is available for the effective generation of
counter-arguments to the material presented. Individuals who have limited access to such
attitude-relevant information in memory may display less resistance to persuasion because
they cannot effectively counter-argue the message and, instead, may generate primarily
favourable responses. Although prior information may be available to subjects, it cannot be
surmised it will be used for subjective generation of counter-arguments; the subject may be
open-minded and influenced by counter-argumentative messages, albeit depending on
variables such as personal relevance and message strength cogency.

Question B6 comprised the perceived message cognition value (PMCV) scale (Lane,
Harrington, Donohew & Zimmerman, 2006), a theoretical construct consisting of three distinct
dimensions: cognitive challenge, credibility, and clarity. Respondents were asked for their
reaction to the message (at beginning of Part B) using this scale. Lane et al. (2006) conclude
that a reliable and valid PMCV scale can aid persuasion researchers in designing more
effective behaviour change messages.

4.9.1

Cognitive Test and Pilot Study

The questionnaire was cognitively tested with n15 MSc marketing students (Appendix No.4)
from the National University of Ireland Galway. The results of this test were used to inform the
questionnaire using for the pilot testing. Visual aids (Appendix No.5) were used to explain the
nature of HVOTL. This test also gave a good indication of how long the questionnaire would
take to complete, highlighted anything that seemed out of place or unusual about the
questionnaire, such as awkward phrasing and explanations. Subjects received €20 for their
time to participate.
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A pilot study of 17 households was conducted in two pockets of the proposed project during
week beginning 19th September 2016. Its main purpose was to explore potential defects with
the questionnaire and assess local sentiment in advance of the main survey. A review of the
pilot informed the final questionnaire design with respect to wording, content, timing,
receptiveness, and general feedback from fieldworkers. Changes to survey instrument which
were informed by feedback from the pilot study included:


Some questions being re-ordered in the questionnaire



Some rephrasing of questions to make them more understandable



The size of the type font was increased



An explanatory note was included at the beginning of questionnaire sections to ensure
respondents understood the terms: Environmental Impact Assessment, Proximity
Payment and Community Gain.

The pilot identified respondents’ top concerns, which were then included in the text of
questionnaire ‘message’ (i.e. residential / landscape issues, health concerns and the impact
on property values).

4.10 Questionnaire Development

4.10.1 Scales
The questionnaire was developed to establish levels of prior knowledge, involvement,
relevance, attitude, need for cognition, and then to measure the respondent’s cognitive
response after reading a proposal related message. Several measurement methods were
researched with a view to establishing the best approaches to measuring the variables. Cole
et al. (1986, p. 64) note “one of the major difficulties with this stream of research is the lack of
consensus over appropriate methods of measuring prior knowledge.” Their own review of the
literature suggested “there are three approaches to measuring consumers’ prior knowledge of
a product class: tests of knowledge, self-assessed measures of knowledge and self-reported
usage history” (Cole et al., 1986, p. 64). They correctly distinguished between product
knowledge and knowledge ability. In terms of self-assessed measures such as Likert
statements, Cole et al. (1986, p. 64) believe “they may reflect generalised self-confidence
more than any actual state of knowledge because people who are self-confident may report
more knowledge than those with less confidence”. Averbeck et al. (2011) measured the
knowledge base by using a multiple-choice test; this approach is used in a number of
questions in this research to measure level of actual prior knowledge.
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An attitude is an evaluation of an object of thought. Attitude objects comprise of anything a
person may hold in mind, ranging from the mundane to the abstract, including things, people,
groups and ideas (Bohner and Dickel, 2011). To measure attitudes researchers frequently use
self-report scales (Himmelfarb, 1993; Greenwald and Banaji, 1995). The rationale behind selfreport scales of attitude is that people are both willing and able to accurately report their
attitudes. However, these conditions are not always met, as attitudes may not be open to
introspection access or people may try to hide their attitudes in order to present themselves
positively (Krosnick et al., 2005; Schwarz, 2008). Hendrick et al., (2013, p.1539) emphasise:
self-report measures are often criticised on the basis of their tendency to be
susceptible to socially desirable responses by those responding, as well as their
inability to measure any mental processes inaccessible through introspection.
Theories or models that assume attitudes are stored in memory emphasise that
strong attitudes are stable and reliable predictors of behaviour, and that those
attitudes can be measured reliably using explicit methods (e.g. Krosnick and Smith,
1994; Schuman and Presser, 1996).
This questionnaire employed Likert scales for several questions, most of which were 7-point
scales, which reaches the upper limits of reliability. Likert scales were developed in 1932 as a
familiar five-point bipolar response format with which most people are familiar today It is
prudent to use as wide a scale as possible, as it is possible to collapse the responses into
condensed categories for analysis purposes.

Such explicit attitude scales have been by far the most popular measures used in
questionnaires (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995). The rationale behind self-report scales of attitude
is that people are willing and capable to report their attitudes accurately (Crano and Prislin,
2006;). Self-reported attitude scales represent current practice in adequate assessment of
reliability, validity, and dimensionality (Hendrick et al., 2013). Within the area of ELM, Fabrigar
et al., (2006) used a 7-item scale with positive and negative evaluations (good/dislike) to
measure attitudes, dimensions of knowledge, positivity of knowledge and behavioural
relevance of knowledge (Crites, et al., 1994). Haung et al. (2014) measured two dimensions
of prior knowledge: expertise (i.e., objective knowledge) and familiarity (i.e., subjective
knowledge).

Other than Likert scales, another form of direct measurement is semantic differential rating
scales, which are also employed in this questionnaire. Semantic differential rating scales, are
frequently used in consumer research to determine underlying attitudes. This technique
developed by Osgood et al. (1957), asks a person to rate an issue or topic on a standard set
of bipolar adjectives (i.e., with opposite meanings) each representing a 7-point scale.
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Respondents tick to indicate how they feel about what is being measured. The semantic
differential technique reveals information on three basic dimensions of attitudes: evaluation,
potency (i.e., strength) and activity. An attitude scale is designed to provide a valid, or
accurate, measure of an individual’s social attitude.

The shortcomings associated with self-report scales of attitudes relate to problems that affect
the validity of attitude scales. The most common problem is that of social desirability, which
refers to the tendency for people to give socially desirable answers to the questionnaire items.
People are often motivated to give replies that make them appear well adjusted, unprejudiced,
open minded and democratic. Self-report scales that measure attitudes towards race, religion,
sex, are heavily affected by social desirability bias. This survey does not focus on such
attributes. It is also confidential and anonymous, which significantly decreases the probability
of bias. Also, no individuals or groups in their social sphere would know their responses and
the internal consistency of the results verify the unlikely presence of bias. Respondents who
harbour a negative attitude towards a particular group may not wish to admit to the interviewer,
or to themselves, that they have these feelings. Consequently, responses on attitude scales
are not always 100% valid.

4.10.2 Message Development

Message development went through several iterations of strength and length. Originally, a
number of messages of varying strength and length were considered, however, this approach
was not pursued arising from concerns of possibly confusing the respondent and the
navigation and flow of the questionnaire. Using more than one message would also have
decreased the sample size, which would have been too small for analytical purposes. Also,
the intricacies of message argument, quality and construction were not central to the research
objectives.

Use of an electronic/iPad-based questionnaire was also considered. However, it was deemed
unsuitable given the rural nature of the data collection area, possible reticence by some
interviewees and likelihood of resulting in an interviewer–interviewee methodology rather than
self-completion, which would lead to inconsistencies in data collection.
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4.10.3 Survey Comfort Letter and Questionnaire Cover Page

This research was presented to householders as an independent survey carried out by the
National University of Ireland Galway, and part-funded by the Energy Research, Development
and Demonstration Programme 2016, which is administered through the Sustainable Energy
Association of Ireland (SEAI). Respondents were informed the objective of the research was
primarily of an academic nature in order to contribute to academic literature and future policy
development in the area of environmental projects and communicating with relevant
stakeholders.

When the field researcher called to each property they showed their photo identification and
explained the purpose of their visit. They explained the survey, its subject matter, the
questionnaire completion process, the gratuity payment, time involved, its independence and
confidentiality. Before commencing the questionnaire, each subject was given a ‘letter of
comfort’ (Appendix No.2) to read, which they were told they could keep for future reference.
As they read the comfort letter, the institutions, the names of those involved in the research
and their contact details were pointed out to each respondent.

As was the case with the comfort letter, the purpose of the questionnaire cover page was to
offer assurance to the subject of the survey’s legitimacy, independence and confidentiality.
The logos of the National University of Ireland Galway (NUI Galway), the Sustainable Energy
Association of Ireland (SEAI), and the third-party research companies, Insight Statistical
Consulting and Fieldwork Future were again prominently displayed. The gratuity payment (i.e.,
€20) was confirmed, as well as the estimated time to complete the survey (i.e., 45 minutes).
Before commencing the questionnaire, the respondent was asked to confirm they are 18 years
of age or older and are normally resident at that address.
4.11 Dataset Development

The North-South 400 kV Interconnection Development project corridor, traversing counties
Meath, Cavan, Monaghan and Tyrone, comprises 140km, of which 105km (75%) is in the
Republic of Ireland. Two other projects, Grid West and Grid Link, proposed for other parts of
Ireland, were both considered to be the context projects for this research. However, due to the
stage of development and profile of the North South Interconnection project, it was identified
as the project most suitable to be the focus of this research.
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The population of dwellings within 500m of the proposed North-South 400 kV Interconnection
Development project corridor line were stratified by geographic location (i.e., 35 maps or zones
along the line), type of dwelling (i.e., residential or commercial and/or commercial/residential),
and impact on residential visual amenity (Appendix No.3), as independently assessed in the
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). Detailed information on the type and location of
every relevant dwelling, and the independent assessment of impact of residential visual
amenity was available from the EIA. A selection of the EIA maps, pertinent to this study’s
context, are shown in the Appendix No.8.

4.11.1 North South 400kV Interconnection Development
EirGrid and Northern Ireland Electricity (NIE) are jointly proposing the construction of a major
cross-border

transmission

infrastructure

development,

primarily

consisting

of

an

approximately 140km long 400kv overhead electricity interconnector, and associated
infrastructure. The proposed interconnection development, at an estimated cost of €300
million investment, extends between the existing electricity transmission network in Northern
Ireland, from a proposed new substation at Turleenan, Co.Tyrone, to the existing transmission
network in the Republic of Ireland, terminating at the existing Woodland 400kv substation,
near Batterstown, Co. Meath (Appendix No.8). The proposed development includes a new
substation in the vicinity of Kingscourt, Co. Cavan (specifically Moyhill, Co. Meath), which
allows a tie-in of the existing Flagford-Louth 220kv line, which connects to the North-East
region of the Republic of Ireland.

4.12

Sample Population and Sampling Procedure

The survey included households located within 500 metres adjacent to the proposed route of
siting the North South Interconnector high-voltage overhead electricity line. The Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS), submitted as part of the planning application, contained a certain
amount of information on the areas along the proposed line route. This information coupled
with demographics available from the Central Statistics Office Census of 2011 provided data
set information, in particular on households in the vicinity of the subject area.

A systematic random sample of dwellings to participate in the study was selected. When
subpopulations within an overall population vary, it is advantageous to sample each subpopulation (stratum) independently. Stratification is the process of dividing members of the
population into homogeneous subgroups before sampling. Simple random sampling or
systematic sampling is applied within each stratum. This approach often improves the
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representativeness of the sample by reducing sampling error. It can produce a weighted mean
that has less variability than the arithmetic mean of a simple random sample of the population.

It was possible to distinguish the significant strata from the detailed information provided in
the publicly available EIS as part of the planning application, which means “the sample is more
likely to be representative, [because] each of the strata is represented proportionately within
[the] sample” (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 228). Stratifying the population in this way ensures a
consistent proportion of dwellings were selected within each of key variables of geographic
location (i.e., 500m, CMSA-n457 properties/MSA-n598 properties and ordered by each of 35
Map No’s), type of dwelling, and impact categorisation as determined by the Independent
Study contained in the EIS.

Any household interviewed or refused to participate during the pilot phase were excluded from
the data collection. Field workers that conducted the pilot data collection covered the same
geographic areas for the main survey data collection and, therefore, knew to exclude the
houses approached during the pilot phase. In order to mitigate potential negative reaction from
agitation groups, there was a limited window to complete the data collection.

From the n1,000 total population along the n105km project corridor in the Republic of Ireland,
every 5th household was selected by computer. In order to address time constraints, these
dwellings were chosen as the “starting point”, after which the next nearest dwelling could be
approached by fieldworkers if an interview with that particular dwelling was not possible (i.e.,
they tried to make contact on at least two occasions at different times of the day). It was
understood this approach may lead to some selection bias, but the overall objective was to
reach as close to a probability-based sample as possible within the timeframe allowed. A postfieldwork assessment of dwellings achieved was undertaken, which demonstrated an evenly
distributed sample of the selection criteria.

In advance of the research survey, it was acknowledged it was to be carried out at locations
where the proposed siting of high voltage overhead electricity lines is known to be contentious.
An increased number of households were approached to mitigate the risk of non-participation,
which ensured the sample was statistically significant based on known small area population
statistics from the Census of Population for the region. In advance of data collection, the
fieldworkers were tutored on the sensitivity of the subject matter and provided with guidelines,
as outlined in Table 4.4.
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Table 4.4 Fieldworkers’ Data Collection Process Guidelines

Stage

Guidelines
The interviewer visits to the assigned starting point (i.e., dwelling). If there is
no reply, they try again at a different time of the day. If the first attempt is during
the day, they should try again in the evening (i.e., 6-8 p.m. All attempts to
obtain a response should be recorded.
If there is a person in the dwelling who is eligible to complete the questionnaire,
the interviewer should ask that person to complete the questionnaire. If no
eligible person is available to answer the questionnaire, the interviewer should
record the time and the reason for not completing the questionnaire, and if
appropriate, return at a later stage.
If no one is at home or the person refused to complete the questionnaire, the
interviewer should go to the next nearest dwelling. Fieldworkers are to record
the unique dwelling code for post-analysis and also detail the outcome of the
attempt.
The above process (i.e., points 1-3) should be carried out until they obtain a
successful interview.
Visit the next dwelling on the list.

1

2

3

4
5

The initial approach to households offers an introduction to the research being conducted.
Potential respondents are asked to express their interest in completing a 45-minute survey.
Due to the sensitive nature of the survey, an interviewer remains with the respondent at all
times during the interview, returning to selected households as necessary in order to complete
the return. To encourage interest and acknowledge participants’ time, an incentive of €20 is
offered.

4.13

Data Collection

The planning application for this project was submitted, under the Strategic Infrastructure Act
2006, to An Bord Pleanála (ABP), Ireland’s Independent National Planning Authority, in June
2015. Approximately 900 submissions, most of which were objections from affected residents
and landowners, were submitted to ABP, which then convened an Oral Hearing from MarchMay 2016. Its planning application decision followed in December 2016. Being cognisant of
the Oral Hearing and ABP’s anticipated decision date in late 2016, data collection took place
in October 2016. Due to the sensitivity of the topic being researched in this defined study area
it was imperative data collection took place in the shortest period possible. This approach
minimised the questionnaire content being discussed prior to fielding within a particular
dwelling and preserved the integrity of the post-message responses. It also had to be highly
efficient, as a negative reaction to the survey by action groups was possible.
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Interviews were spread out across all maps across both study areas (Meath Study Area-MSA
and Cavan-Monaghan Study Area-CMSA) with the exception of a small number of maps
comprising very few households. Approximately two-thirds of all households in the region were
visited (at least once) to achieve an interview and a relatively high number of refusals were
noted, in particular for the Cavan-Monaghan Study Area resulting in a higher proportion of
interviews being achieved from Meath Study Area. It was not always possible to obtain a
response from the exact household selected from the stratified random sample in each map
during the collection period. Reasons for non-participation are outlined in Table 4.5.
Table 4.5 Reasons for Questionnaire Non-Participation

Non-Participation
Category
Refusal

Refusal
Refusal
Unavailable
Unavailable
Unavailable

Description
Household refused because of general distrust of any research
concerning pylons and sympathy with local interest groups holding
alternative views
Household refused because of contentious topic post oral hearing
and pre-decision from An Bord Pleanála, some anti-Eirgrid signage
were observed
The time factor was too long for household to consider
participation
No-one was at home after multiple visits (i.e., up to three visits)
The property was not accessible, i.e. electric gates, gates locked,
beware of dog sign
The property appeared vacant or derelict
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4.14

Response Rate

Households were selected across the entire length of the proposed line (see Appendix No.9).
Of the 1,031 dwellings within the population, 688 dwellings of the (67%) were visited at least
once with a view to participating in the research. Of the 688 dwellings visited, 187 completed
the questionnaire, representing a response rate of 27% (see Table 4.6). However, considering
only the dwellings where inhabitants decided whether they wanted to participate, the
participation rate is 60% (i.e., 187/(187+127)). Hence, when an interviewer actually spoke to
an inhabitant of the dwelling, a successful interview was achieved in 60% of cases. The
proportion of ‘unavailable’ dwellings (i.e., no one was home, not accessible, or vacant/derelict)
is high. However, the data collection needed to be achieved within a narrow timeframe
because the decision regarding the planning permission was imminent.
Table 4.6 Questionnaire Response Rate
27%

187

Completed Questionnaires

18%

127

Refusals

54%

374

Unavailable

100%

688

Total

4.15

Statistical Methods

Different methods were used to assess the robustness of the research outputs. The analysis
availed of descriptive statistics using indices such as mean and standard deviation, rather than
inferential statistics which are used more frequently to draw conclusions from data that are
subject to random variation. The quantitative method used emphasises objective
measurements drawn from the data collected through the questionnaire.
SPSS was used for data analysis, which is designed to aid the analysis of quantitative data
which consists of a series of measurements for each of one or more variables. Once the data
was cleaned and verified, it was transferred to an SPSS file. The variable value data was
labelled, where the text of the questions and variables were inputted alongside the value data
(i.e., numbered/coded responses). This process facilitated the interpretation of the data
analysis, rather than revisiting the questionnaire so as to match the question numbers and
value labels within the questionnaire. Each question was allocated a category name, each
category representing a group of questions that measure a category objective.
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The findings are first presented in a more general fashion using frequency tables followed by
a more detailed analysis using factor, confirmatory, exploratory and multi-variate analysis
(CRT – classification and regression trees), where applicable. Chi-squared testing (to
determine whether there is a significant difference between the expected frequencies and the
observed frequencies), p value (level of marginal significance) and Cronbach’s alpha (the
measure of internal reliability and consistency with the data) are used throughout the analysis,
as are inter-item correlations.

4.16

Study Limitations

In conducting this study, the main limiting factor was the sensitivity in the geographical area
to siting the proposed high voltage overhead electricity line. This sensitivity narrowed data set
and data collection options. For example, data collection methods such as focus groups, indepth interviews, postal questionnaires or surveying people in local towns and villages were
not an option. There was a likelihood that if project opposition groups became aware of the
study they would use print, broadcast and social media to encourage people to not cooperate
with the study. As the survey neared completion, representatives of action groups became
aware of the study and reacted by involving regional print and broadcast media, which
included drawing statements from at least one Government Minister. The action group claimed
the project promoter (EirGrid) had organised the study and would not entertain assurances
NUI Galway was involved.
As several settlements (e.g. Navan, Carrickmacross, Castleblaney, Shercock) are located
between 2km-6km from the proposed project, focus groups and street surveys were originally
considered so comparisons could be made between those living in close proximity to the
proposed project alignment and those in local towns and villages. Such data would have
added value to this study, however, it was not possible due to the sensitivity as explained.
Many of the prior knowledge research studies heretofore are based on experimental controlled
settings, none of these similarly research in an infrastructure environment. A limitation to this
study is the absence of similar field research studies which could be used for comparative
purposes. Due to the complexities and sensitivities involved, it is unlikely that similar field
studies will be forthcoming.
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4.17

Chapter Summary

This research takes a positivist deductive approach, and a regulatory perspective with a view
to suggesting improvements within a framework which already exists. Consultation and
distributive justice considerations are explored in the context of how infrastructural
development is influenced by ability and motivation variables as components of the ELM.
Levels of prior knowledge are measured among a population of householders living beside
the route of a proposed high voltage electricity transmission line. It is hypothesised the levels
of attitude moderation to the advocacy of a persuasive message advocating distributive justice
correlates with the levels of prior knowledge of message recipients. After evaluating various
methodologies, it was decided to conduct quantitative field research using a systematic
random sample of dwellings to participate; a 60% response rate was achieved.
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Chapter Five: Findings and Analysis
_________________________________________________________________________
5.1

Introduction

This chapter explains how the data has been analysed, the results are presented and
interpreted. The findings are first presented in a more general fashion followed by a more
detailed analysis using factor, confirmatory, exploratory and multi-variate analysis, where
applicable.

5.2

Data Analysis using SPSS

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) is the software used for data analysis,
which is designed to aid the analysis of quantitative data which consists of a series of
measurements for each of one or more variables. SPSS is widely used to aid the statistical
analysis of data, particularly data collected in the course of research. SPSS is the programme
widely used by university researchers, especially those working in psychology and the social
sciences, by private and government research organisations, large private companies and
non-governmental organisations (Brace et al., 2012). SPSS is menu driven and designed for
quick easy statistics. There are three stages in using SPSS. First enter the raw data, second,
select and specify the analysis required, and third, examine the output produced by SPSS
(see Figure 5.1).
Figure 5.1 Stages in SPSS Data Analysis
Data Entry
The data are entered into the Data Editor window and saved as a data file

Analysis
An appropriate analysis is selected and specified using the dialogue boxes

Inspection of Results
The results of the analysis (the output) are inspected in Viewer window. An
additional analysis is selected and/or the results are printed and reported
Source: Brace, Kemp and Snelgar (2012, p.15)
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5.2.1

Data Entry

Raw data from the N=187 completed questionnaires was inputted to an Excel file. The data
was cleaned by a data entry verification process, which involved re-entering a random sample
of questionnaire raw data, and cross-checking to ensure data entry mistakes were not made.
Very few data entry errors were identified. Each questionnaire had a unique identifier (ID No.)
representing each household where a questionnaire was completed. For ethical purposes
each questionnaire was anonymised. The personal details of the householder were inputted
and separated from the main data entry file. These personal details have been retained and
filed, should they ever be required for future reference. Each unique household is identified by
the code it was allocated in the Environmental Impact Statement maps.

Once data was cleaned and verified, it was transferred to an SPSS file. The variable value
data was labelled, where the text of the questions and variables were inputted alongside the
value data (i.e., numbered/coded responses). This process facilitates the interpretation of the
data analysis, rather than revisiting the questionnaire so as to match the question numbers
and value labels within the questionnaire.
5.2.2

Sampled Population

The North-South 400 kV Interconnection Development project corridor, traversing counties
Meath, Cavan, Monaghan and Tyrone, comprises 140km, of which 105km (75%) is in the
Republic of Ireland. The Environmental Impact Statement identified the number of properties
in the two study areas (within 500m of the proposed project alignment) of Meath (i.e. Meath
Study Area-MSA-n598 properties) and Cavan-Monaghan (Cavan Monaghan Study AreaCMSA-n457 properties).

Of most relevance to the proposed transmission line development are the population numbers
and structure relating to settlements in these two study areas in the vicinity of the proposed
development. The main urban settlements that lie within the local and wider vicinities of the
proposed development are profiled as follows.

Urban settlements, such as Navan and

Carrickmacross generally include a range of residential, commercial and community facilities.
Smaller villages typically include a school, church, local shops as well as other community and
recreational facilities.
Outside of identified settlements, it is recognised that other more dispersed settlements, often
comprising of groups of individual dwellings (termed Graigs in the Meath CDP (County
Development Plan 2013-2019)) occur frequently in the vicinity of the proposed development.
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Single (one-off) dwellings, outside groups of dwellings, are also a significant feature of
settlement patters in the two study areas. These are both dispersed, and in clustered or linear
patterns, throughout the receiving environment of the proposed development. The 2011
Census Statistics Office population figures for these areas is detailed in Appendix No.20 and
the response rate details for MSA and CMSA in Appendix No.9.
Table 5.1 Demographic Descriptive Statistics
Please indicate your gender:

Valid

Male
Female
Total

Missing

System

Total

Frequency
83

Percent
44.4

Valid
Percent
47.2

Cumulative
Percent
47.2

93

49.7

52.8

100.0

176

94.1

100.0

11

5.9

187

100.0

Please provide your age-band:

Valid

Missing

18-24

Frequency
10

Percent
5.3

Valid
Percent
5.5

Cumulative
Percent
5.5

25-34

19

10.2

10.5

16.0

35-44

30

16.0

16.6

32.6

45-54

35

18.7

19.3

51.9

55-64

36

19.3

19.9

71.8

65+

51

27.3

28.2

100.0

Total

181

96.8

100.0

6

3.2

187

100.0

System

Total

101

How many children aged under 18 are normally resident at this address?

Valid

0

Frequency
89

Percent
47.6

Valid
Percent
58.6

Cumulative
Percent
58.6

1

22

11.8

14.5

73.0

2

28

15.0

18.4

91.4

3

9

4.8

5.9

97.4

4

2

1.1

1.3

98.7

5

1

0.5

0.7

99.3

6

1

0.5

0.7

100.0

152

81.3

100.0

35

18.7

187

100.0

Total
Missing

System

Total

What is the highest level of education you have obtained?

Valid

Missing

Frequency
3

Percent
1.6

Valid
Percent
1.7

Cumulative
Percent
1.7

Primary education

29

15.5

16.4

18.1

Lower secondary

23

12.3

13.0

31.1

Upper secondary

39

20.9

22.0

53.1

Technical or Vocational

26

13.9

14.7

67.8

Advanced certificate/Completed
apprenticeship
Higher certificate

13

7.0

7.3

75.1

18

9.6

10.2

85.3

Ordinary bachelors degree or national
diploma
Honours bachelors degree/professional
qualification
Postgraduate diploma or degree

11

5.9

6.2

91.5

9

4.8

5.1

96.6

3

1.6

1.7

98.3

Other

3

1.6

1.7

100.0

Total

177

94.7

100.0

No formal qualification/training

System

Total

102

10

5.3

187

100.0

How would you describe your present principal status?

Valid

Frequency
73

Percent
39.0

Valid
Percent
41.0

Cumulative
Percent
41.0

Looking for first regular job

1

0.5

0.6

41.6

Unemployed

7

3.7

3.9

45.5

Student or pupil

8

4.3

4.5

50.0

Looking after home/family

52

27.8

29.2

79.2

Retired from employment

30

16.0

16.9

96.1

5

2.7

2.8

98.9

2

1.1

1.1

100.0

178

95.2

100.0

9

4.8

187

100.0

Frequency
159

Percent
85.0

Valid
Percent
85.0

Cumulative
Percent
85.0

28

15.0

15.0

100.0

187

100.0

100.0

Working for payment or profit

Unable to work due to permanent sickness
or disability
Other
Total
Missing

System

Total

Household Type

Valid

Residential
Commercial or Split Purpose
Total

5.3

Data Analysis

Once this categorisation was inputted to SPSS, the first four categories were analysed to
identify the groupings of High, Medium and Low Prior Knowledge respondents, by grouping
and analysing questions with identical scales. The group results were then combined to
determine each group of High, Medium and Low Prior Knowledge respondents. PKP_T and
PKP_A were cross-tabulated to identify how many of those who thought they were HPK (High
Prior Knowledge) were actually HPK.
During this process, it was also important the selected cohorts were significantly large to be
statistically relevant in the analysis. In some cases the threshold in identifying, measuring and
determining the levels between what represented High, Medium and Low (H, M & L) had to
be altered to accommodate a statistically significant threshold. In one instance, a question was
removed from a category, as it skewed the cohort size. Further, it was determined the question
did not belong in the category to which it had been originally allocated.

When some early analysis was possible, the cohort size of the PK (Prior Knowledge) H, M &
L were determined to be sufficiently large (i.e., approximately H=20%, M=60% & L=20%) to
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be statistically relevant. Also, early cross-tabulation analysis testing indicated results which
were expected. For example, the ranking of PK was evident where the HPK cohort were more
knowledgeable of PKP details and LPK respondents were less knowledgeable. Although this
exercise involved testing with incomplete data categorisation, it was early evidence the data
analysis was indicating what was expected in terms of facilitating data interpretation. It was
decided to use PKP_A, rather than a combination of PKP_A and PKP_T for analysis purposes
using a proportional spread of 30/30/30 using PKP_A.

A frequency table was produced for each question in order to assess distribution. This process
illustrates how evenly the responses are distributed, or if they are unrepresentatively skewed
by a particular question. A selection of frequency tables are available in the Appendices No.1013) via their categorisation (i.e., Prior Knowledge, Personal Relevance, Personal Involvement,
Attitude).

The SPSS file has three distinct components:
I.

Data file (i.e., raw data)

II.

Syntax (i.e., frequency of variables – the middle piece between data and output –
instructions to create requested results)

III.

Output (i.e., findings)

The most appropriate way to combine variables and categorise them into levels of High,
Medium and Low Prior Knowledge was first to tabulate average scores per respondent
(N=187) across similarly scaled questions. After which, the pattern of responses becomes
clear, as does the distribution among the target value labels of High, Medium and Low. This
process creates a new mean variable and recognises any missing values.

When determining the threshold to split each category into High, Medium and Low, it was
important to bear in mind a relatively even population distribution among these categories, so
there are enough respondents in each category to facilitate, and not limit the later stages of
analysis.

The continuous variables (i.e., tabulated analysis of responses to four questions scaled 1-7),
are tabulated by categorical variables (i.e., the continuous variables are categorised into 1, 2,
or 3), which represents the threshold splits denoting Low, Medium and High. Value labels are
then created where 1’s are labelled as ‘Low’, 2’s as Medium and 3’s as ‘High’.
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It was important to analyse the frequency tables in order to assist in determining the thresholds
for combining results into meaningful tables for interpretation. In three of the PKP_A questions,
only three of the 187 respondents answered all three questions correctly. Of the 75
respondents who identified themselves as being Very Expert, only 14 answered all three
questions. Hence, if HPK were categorised as those that answered all questions correctly,
there would not be enough in the category for further meaningful analysis. Therefore, the
threshold was relaxed.

The intention was to create three categories of H, M and L and that each category would have
enough respondents for a meaningful analysis of the total population by the value labels of H,
M and L. It was considered at a later stage to analyse further via the two Categories of H and
L, by distributing the M results, however, this approach diminishes the granularity of H, M and
L analysis.

The PKP_A has a correct answer and is assessed differently from the PKP_T, which is an
opinion.

Combining PKP_T and PKP_A, in order to identify a single PKP value for H, M and L, 18%
said they knew (specific details about the project proposal) and actually did know. This finding
represents 35 people who backed up what they indicated they thought they knew (their
opinion) with what they did know. The Chi Square and combination table is extremely
important. The Chi sq high and the p value is low, meaning there is a strong relationship
between PKP_A and PKP_T. Also, a number of people who think they know (specific details
about the project proposal) , do not actually know. Further, a number of people who think they
do not know, know more than they think they do. Table 5.2 illustrates how category variables
(1, 2 & 3) and value lables (H, M & L) were derived.
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Table 5.2

Derived Variable Description
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5.4

Findings

At the outset of this research, it was thought prior knowledge among subjects would
predominately be high due to the high profile controversial nature of the proposed project and
the amount of ‘consultation’ which took place over many years and over several iterations of
project proposals. Based on the expectation of prior knowledge being high, it was anticipated
the overwhelming reaction to the ‘message’ communicated during the research, would be
treated as counter-intuitive or counter-attitudinal. That is, the message advocating distributive
justice/community gain would meet with resistance of counter-arguments produced by an
ability to do so, due to the high prior knowledge nature of the message recipients. The literature
suggests, high prior knowledge message receivers are more likely to process such a message
subjectively, as they have the ability to develop counter-arguments using the prior knowledge
stored in their cognitive files.

However, a key research finding is that the levels of high prior knowledge were lower than
anticipated, with many subjects displaying medium and low levels of prior knowledge. Hence,
it could be argued the message is not necessarily interpreted as counter-attitudinal, and may
have a better chance of being persuasive. Consequently, it is more likely to be processed
objectively. Or, as the ELM suggests, due to the recipients’ low prior knowledge, they use the
peripheral route of persuasion involving little processing of the information. Hence, the
recipients do not have the ability to process to any great extent (Petty and Cacioppo, 1986a).
Still, the research did reveal that High Prior Knowledge subjects (HPK) were not as objective,
whereas, Low Prior Knowledge (LPK) and Medium Prior Knowledge (MPK) subjects were
more open to attitude moderation, which is significant as the combination of both categories
represents the majority of respondents.

Based on the high level of project consultation over many years, it was expected there would
exist a high level of prior knowledge regarding the proposed project and the offer of community
gain. This research did not uphold this expectation and draws into question how projects are
communicated to local stakeholders. The findings demonstrate an offering of distributive
justice, in the context of infrastructure projects, does moderate attitudes and there is an
appetite for more information among the local stakeholder population, including among those
with low prior knowledge. This finding suggests a more informed approach by project
promoters can result in a more productive and harmonious relationship with stakeholders. The
following sections illustrate the findings in line with the research objectives and hypotheses
they address.
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Research Objective

Research Hypothesis

1. Examine whether issue-relevant
knowledgeable receivers are more likely to
be expert objective processors or biased
processors when in receipt of a counterattitudinal message.

H1. High prior knowledge receivers are not
a homogenous group in how they
cognitively process (objective or
bias/subjective) a new issue-relevant
persuasive message.

5.4.1

Prior Knowledge

Of the 68 High Prior Knowledge (HPK) subjects, many under-rated their level of knowledge;
only 35 thought they have HPK (see Table 5.3). They know more than they claim or they
under-rate their level of knowledge. Of those who considered themselves HPK_Tc (Think)
(i.e., think they have high prior knowledge) when tested, only 56.5% demonstrate that are
actually HPK_Ac (Actual), this cohort representing 33.2% scored over 4.25 on 7-point scale
averaged over combined 4 questions.
Conversely, of the 58 subjects who considered themselves Low Prior Knowledge (LPK), 10 of
them (17.2%) were actually HPK_Ac, (i.e., they under-rated they level of prior knowledge) (see
Table 5.3). There is evidence to suggest prior knowledge is related to personal involvement,
personal relevance, prior attitude to proposal, and prior attitude (certainty). Half of LPK
subjects have a Low Degree of Certainty and there is also evidence to suggest prior
knowledge is related to different components of prior attitude. Similarly, of the 67 who
considered themselves Medium Prior Knowledge (MPK)_Tc, 23 of them (34%) were actually
HPK_Ac. Therefore similar to LPK subjects, a number of MPK subjects under-rated they level
of prior knowledge (see Table 5.3).
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Table 5.3

5.4.2

Prior Knowledge (Actual vs Think) Analysis

Personal Involvement

All results are tested for significance at α=5%. There is evidence to suggest that prior
knowledge is related to personal involvement (2=62.89, df=4, p=<0.01). From Figure 5.2,
87% of all respondents with high personal involvement have high prior knowledge, this figure
reduces to 17% of respondents with low personal involvement.
Figure 5.2

Prior Knowledge by Personal Involvement
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5.4.3

Personal Relevance

There is evidence to suggest that prior knowledge is related to personal relevance (2=24.80,
df=4, p=<0.01). as shown in Figure 5.3, 54% of all respondents with high personal relevance
have high prior knowledge, this figure reduces to 19% of respondents with low personal
relevance.

Figure 5.3

5.4.4

Prior Knowledge by Personal Relevance

Technical Arguments Over-ground v Under-ground

The qualitative responses to the question, A3.5 (i.e., To the best of your knowledge, what are
the technical arguments being put forward for placing lines over-ground and underground?)
are detailed by level of prior knowledge in Appendix No.14. There is evidence of the difference
in responses depending on level of prior knowledge. For example, those who answered ‘Don’t
Know’ is: LPK 30 responses, MPK 20, and HPK 16. Further, the word count indicates the
higher the level of knowledge the more detailed the qualitative response (i.e., LPK 107 word
count, MPK 613, and HPK 764) (see Figure 5.4).
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Figure 5.4

5.4.5

Word Count by Level of Prior Knowledge

Need for Cognition Scale (NFC) (Q.A11)

The Need for Cognition (NFC) Scale, although unrelated to the project, facilitates in measuring
cognition (Cacioppo et al., 1984). For each of the statement (see Figure 5.5), the respondent
indicates whether the statement is characteristic of what they believe. Need for cognition refers
to an individual’s tendency to engage in and enjoy effortful cognitive endeavours. Research
on NFC suggests this characteristic is predictive of the manner in which people deal with tasks
and social information (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982; Cohen, 1957).
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Figure 5.5

Need for Cognition by Prior Knowledge
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Figure 5.6

Need for Cognition by Gender

There is a relationship between NFC and level of prior knowledge, however, it is not significant.
There is a higher proportion (64%) of Lower Prior Knowledge subjects demonstrating a lower
NFC, whereas there is an even split in NFC among High Prior Knowledge subjects. There is
also a greater number of male subjects characterised by a higher NFC (see Figure 5.6).
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Research Objective

Research Hypothesis

2. Explore the closed-minded orientation
associated with strong attitudes shielding
high knowledge receivers against attitude
change/moderation, being cognisant of
differentiating prior knowledge and prior
attitudes.

H2. Strong attitude high knowledge
receivers have capacity for attitude
moderation.

5.4.6 Open- and Close-Minded
In order to establish who are the steadfast/close-minded respondents versus those who can
be persuaded/open-minded, each respondent was assigned to one of three categories. The
classifications of neutral, close- and open-minded were cross-tabulated by most other
variables and factors (Appendix No.18), followed by a Pearson chi-square test.

Cross-tabulating data from B4.3 (Did the community gain message persuade you in coming
to a decision on whether to support or reject the transmission line proposal?) and B4.4 (Did
the community gain message change your opinion in coming to a decision on whether to
support or reject the transmission line proposal?) to establish those who are open minded,
close minded, or neutral shows 36% of respondents are open minded, 36% are close-minded
and 28% are neutral (see Figure 5.7). When this analysis is cross-tabulated with the other
factors, chi-square analysis reveals several significant relationships, a selection of which are
commented on below.

Figure 5.7

Clusters of Open & Closed Minded and Neutrals
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Table 5.4

Open and Closed Mindedness by Variables

Variable

Findings and Comments

Prior Knowledge (Actual)

Of the respondents who are close-minded, 52% have
high prior knowledge (HPK), in comparison to 16% of
close-minded respondents with low prior knowledge
(LPK). There is a strong relationship between
open/close mindedness and level of prior knowledge.
LPK are more likely to be open-minded and HPK are
more likely to be close-minded. A Chi-square of .038
shows there is a significant relationship between level of
prior knowledge and respondents being open- or closeminded.
Respondents are more likely to be close-minded (61%),
in comparison to LPR (20%), as evidenced by chisquare of .000.
Respondents are more likely to be open-minded if they
have low personal involvement. If they are personally
involved, they are likely to be closed-minded.
The chi-square is .027, which is significant. The
difference between open and close-minded respondents
is not significant in terms of those who are likely or
unlikely to change their attitude over time. However,
those who answered ‘Don’t Know’ is significant,
irrespective of whether they were open- or closeminded.
The chi-square is .000. Those with high attitude certainty
are close-minded (67%), in comparison to 18% of those
with low attitude certainty
The chi-square is .000. Of high attitude intensity
respondents, 67% are close-minded and 19% of low
attitude intensity are close-minded.
The chi-square here is .000. 63% of respondents who
reacted negatively are closed minded compared to only
18% closed mindedness among those with a positive
reaction.
The chi-square here is .000. 54% of those with high
certainty are closed minded compared to only 17% of
low certainty respondents.
The chi-square here is .005. 68% of those with a positive
elaboration to the message were open minded
compared to 26% open mindedness of those with
negative elaboration.
Of those not likely to change their mind, 60% are closed
minded. 53% of all others are open minded.
Chi-square of .0197. Younger people (18-44yoa) are
more open minded, level of closed minded increases are
people get older. Older are more pronounced in their
closed mindedness.

Prior Relevance (PR)

Personal Involvement (PInv)

Prior Attitude Proposal

Prior Attitude Proposal
Certainty
Prior Attitude Proposal
Intensity
General Reaction to
Message

Attitude Certainty (Post
Message)
Composite
(favourable/unfavourable
thought-listing post
message)
Likelihood to Change
Attitude to the Project
Age
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Table 5.5 summarises further the characteristics of close-minded versus open-minded
respondents.
Table 5.5

PK Characteristics of Open- and Close-Minded

5.4.7 Multi-variate Analysis
Frequency tables for some of the main data variables can be viewed in Appendices No.10-13.
Two classification and regression trees (CRT), which split the data into segments that are as
homogeneous as possible with respect to a dependent variable, were then created. In the first
model (see Table 5.6), actual prior knowledge was the dependent variable, analysed in the
context of a number of independent variables including prior knowledge community gain,
personal relevance, personal involvement, attitude, reaction to message and so forth. This
multi-variate analysis showed personal involvement as the most likely predictor of prior
knowledge. It indicates that a subject with high or medium personal involvement is twice as
likely to have high prior knowledge. This finding makes sense, given the questions used to
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determine personal involvement such as attendance at public meetings, the oral hearing and
those who submitted planning objections.
Table 5.6

Multi-variate Analysis (Actual Prior Knowledge as dependent variable)
Model Summary

Specificati
ons

Growing Method

CRT

Dependent Variable

PKP_Ac Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)

Independent Variables PKCG_Ac Prior Knowledge Com m unity Gain Actual (Grouped),
PRPc Pers onal Relevance Propos al (Grouped), PIPc Pers onal
Involvem ent Propos al (Grouped), PAPc Prior Attitude Propos al
(Grouped), ACc Attitude Certainty, Com pos ite, BB9.2 Age Band,
BB9.3 Children, BB9.4 Education, BB9.5 Principal Status ,
B2_General_Reaction, B2_Powerful_Pers uas ive,
B2_Im portance_Relevance, B9.1 Pleas e indicate your gender:
Validation

None

Maxim um Tree Depth

Res ults

5

Minim um Cas es in
100
Parent Node
Minim um Cas es in
50
Child Node
Independent Variables PIPc Pers onal Involvem ent Propos al (Grouped), PRPc Pers onal
Included
Relevance Propos al (Grouped), B2_Im portance_Relevance,
PKCG_Ac Prior Knowledge Com m unity Gain Actual (Grouped),
B2_Powerful_Pers uas ive
Num ber of Nodes
3
Num ber of Term inal
Nodes
Depth

2
1

Risk
Es tim ate
0.455

Std. Error
0.036

Growing Method: CRT
Dependent Variable: PKP_Ac Prior
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A measure of the tree’s predictive accuracy, the risk estimate is the proportion of cases
incorrectly classified after adjustment for prior probabilities and misclassification costs (see
Table 5.7). The dependent variable for the second CRT was open and close mindedness as
determined by previous analysis of questions B4.3 & B4.4. The CRT model shows the biggest
predictor of open v closed mindedness is the independent variable of personal relevance (as
measured by responses to question A7.1-A7.5). Those with high personal relevance (58.7%)
are more closed-minded, and the less personal relevance of the proposal the more openminded subjects become.

Table 5.7

Multi-variate Analysis (Open/Closed Views as dependent variable)
Model Summary

Specificati
ons

Growing Method

CRT

Dependent Variable

Split Open/Clos ed Views

Independent Variables

PKCG_Ac Prior Knowledge Com m unity Gain Actual
(Grouped), PRPc Pers onal Relevance Propos al
(Grouped), PIPc Pers onal Involvem ent Propos al
(Grouped), PAPc Prior Attitude Propos al (Grouped),
ACc Attitude Certainty, Com pos ite, BB9.2 Age Band,
BB9.3 Children, BB9.4 Education, BB9.5 Principal
Status , B2_General_Reaction,
B2_Powerful_Pers uas ive,
B2_Im portance_Relevance, B9.1 Pleas e indicate
your gender:, PKP_Ac Prior Knowledge - Actual
(Grouped)
None

Validation
Maxim um Tree Depth

Res ults

Minim um Cas es in Parent
Node
Minim um Cas es in Child
Node
Independent Variables
Included

Num ber of Nodes

5
100
50
PRPc Pers onal Relevance Propos al (Grouped),
PIPc Pers onal Involvem ent Propos al (Grouped),
B2_Im portance_Relevance,
B2_Powerful_Pers uas ive, PKP_Ac Prior Knowledge Actual (Grouped), PKCG_Ac Prior Knowledge
Com m unity Gain Actual (Grouped), ACc Attitude
Certainty
3

Num ber of Term inal Nodes

2

Depth

1
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5.4.8

Appetite for more information about HVOTL’s

The response to question A2.4 demonstrates (Table 5.8) an appetite across all categories for
more information. This the desire to know more increases with each level of prior knowledge
(i.e. LPK 46%, MPK 59% to HPK 63%). This finding is not statistically significant, but does
show a strong trend, also demonstrating the benefit that the granularity of analysis of three
rather than two variables makes obvious (i.e. LPK, MPK and HPK versus LPK and HPK).

Table 5.8

Analysis of Question A2.4 Wish to know more HVOTL

A2.4 - Would you like to know more about the proposed transmission line project?
* Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)
Crosstab
Count

Prior Knowledge - Actual
(Grouped)
Low

Would you like to know more about the
proposed transmission line project?

Medium

High

Total

No, I know enough

8

8

16

32

2

5

4

3

12

3

5

7

1

13

4

9

9

5

23

5

8

9

8

25

6

7

14

12

33

Yes, I need to know more

8

18

23

49

50

69

68

187

Total

Grouped A2.4 into High and Low
Crosstab
Count

Prior Knowledge - Actual
(Grouped)
Low

Would you like to know more about the
proposed transmission line project?

Medium

High

Total

Low (I know enough)

27

28

25

80

High (need to know more)

23

41

43

107

50

69

68

187

Total

Chi-Square Tests

Value
Pearson Chi-Square

3.713 a

df

Asymptoti
c
Significan
ce (2sided)
2
0.156

Likelihood Ratio

3.694

2

0.158

Linear-by-Linear Association

3.289

1

0.070

N of Valid Cases

187

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is 21.39.

46%

119

59%

63%

Research Objective

Research Hypothesis

3. Explore the extent of receptivity or
resistance to a new counter-attitudinal
(positive issue-relevant)
message/persuasion by high, medium and
low prior knowledge recipients.

H3. The extent of receptivity or resistance
to a new counter-attitudinal persuasive
message will correlate to the message
receiver’s level of prior knowledge.

5.4.9

Community Gain

The qualitative responses to question A6.6 (i.e., I would welcome a community gain scheme
to contribute funds towards local projects) are detailed by respondent level of prior knowledge
in Appendix No.15 and the response to type of projects people are interested in can be viewed
in Table 5.9 below. As was the case in responses to question A3.5, the word count increased
with the level of prior knowledge. The amount of ‘Don’t Know’ responses was HPK 19 versus
LPK 26. Also, the higher the level of prior knowledge, the more strongly they disagreed with
welcoming the community gain scheme (i.e., Strongly Disagree responses: LPK 6, MPK 18
and HPK 32).
The qualitative responses to the questions (i.e., A9.2 and A9.3) regarding the potential benefits
and adverse effects of the transmission line are detailed in Appendix 16. Again, the word count
increased with the level of prior knowledge. This finding demonstrates the more strongly
respondents’ held their views, their greater ability to elaborate.
Table 5.9

Analysis of Question A8.10 Ranking of Community Benefits

A8.10 Do you think any of these groups would benefit from
the Community Gain Scheme associated with the proposed
transmission line project?

$A8.10

$A8.10

Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)
Count
Low
Medium High
Total
Sporting
12
27
21
Environmental
5
7
6
Conservation
6
8
5
Heritage & Culture
9
9
6
Tourism
4
5
4
Charitable
5
10
7
Youth
9
12
9
Other
4
10
6
Total
35
53
35

60
18
19
24
13
22
30
20
123

Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)
Percentage
Low
Medium High
Overall (average)
Sporting
34%
51%
60%
49%
Environmental
14%
13%
17%
15%
Conservation
17%
15%
14%
15%
Heritage & Culture
26%
17%
17%
20%
Tourism
11%
9%
11%
11%
Charitable
14%
19%
20%
18%
Youth
26%
23%
26%
24%
Other
11%
19%
17%
16%
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5.4.10 Attitude
LPK and MPK subjects were much more open to attitude moderation, whereas, HPK were not
as objective. The findings indicate 50% of LPK_Tc have a Low Degree of Certainty; the
corresponding figure for HPK_Tc is 16%. Chi square suggests there is a relationship between
PK(T) and Attitude Certainty. There is also evidence to suggest prior knowledge is related to
prior attitude (i.e., intensity) and prior attitude (i.e., persuade). The literature recommends
including measuring the properties of attitude confidence and certainty, and thought
confidence, as they “represent additional possible targets for persuasive efforts” (O’Keefe,
2016, p. 155).

There is evidence to suggest that prior knowledge is related to prior attitude (certainty)
(2=23.09, df=4, p=<0.01). As shown in Figure 5.8, 52% of all respondents with high prior
attitude (certainty) have HPK, which reduces to 20% of respondents with low prior attitude
(certainty).
Figure 5.8

Prior Knowledge by Prior Attitude (Certainty)
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Figure 5.9

Prior Attitude (Intensity) versus Prior Knowledge

There is evidence to suggest that prior knowledge is related to prior attitude (intensity)
(2=24.17 df=4, p=<0.01). As shown in Figure 5.9, 54% of all respondents with high prior
attitude (intensity) have high prior knowledge, this reduces to 21% of respondents with low
prior attitude (intensity).
Findings indicate a relationship between the level of prior knowledge and the likelihood to
change attitude to the transmission line over time (see Table 5.10 and Figure 5.10). Of the
High Prior Knowledge respondents, 62% are unlikely to change their attitudes over time,
compared to 27% of Low Prior Knowledge, and 38% of Medium Prior Knowledge respondents
who are not likely to change their attitude. This is highly significant (2=15.917, df=2, p=<0.01)
indicating a significant relationship between level of prior knowledge and likelihood to change
attitude over time.
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Table 5.10

Analysis of Question A10.8 – Likelihood of Attitude Change Over Time
Towards HVOTL Project

Figure 5.10

Likelihood of Attitude Change Over Time Towards HVOTL Project by PKP
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5.4.11 Reaction to Message
Of the HPK respondents, 49% had a general negative reaction to the message, compared to
only 20% of LPK respondents. As the chi-square test is .014, it is statistically significant.
Therefore, a strong relationship exists between prior knowledge level and reaction to the
message. Across the 8 variables, per response, the measure of internal consistency within the
data (cronbach’s alpha) is .627 indicating a strong consistency of answering the questions.
Further analysis detailed later in this chapter of the pre-determined factors, reveals stronger
cronbach’s alpha results among two factors and less so for the third factor (General Reaction
.906, Importance-Relevance .802 and Powerful-Persuasive .667).
LPK subjects thought about the message just as much as the HPK subjects and most LPK
subjects said: This [information] is interesting, I’d like to know more. Hence, the findings
suggest there is an appetite for more information.
Figure 5.11

General Reaction

Figure 5.12

Powerful Persuasive
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Figure 5.13

Importance Relevance

As shown in Figure 5.14, 55% of those with high personal relevance reacted negatively to the
message, whereas only 23% of those with low personal relevance reacted negatively. This
finding was statistically significant when testing at an alpha of 5% (chi-squared=37.9. df=4,
p<0.01). This relationship is consistent across all levels of prior knowledge, but particularly
true for high prior knowledge respondents (see Figures 5.11, 5.12 and 5.13).

Figure 5.14

Reaction to Message by Personal Relevance
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The research demonstrates an appetite among the host community for community gain. Of
those with HPK, 48% indicated they would not be persuaded by the community gain message.
This finding corresponds with 25% of those with low prior knowledge (Figure 5.15)
Figure 5.15

Level of Persuasion by Level of Prior Knowledge

In order to better understand B2 data further analysis of cronbach’s alpha and inter-item
correlations was explored (Table 5.11), followed by confirmatory factor analysis and then
exploratory factor analysis of the three predetermined factors: B2_General_Reaction,
B2_Powerful_Persuasive, B2_Importance_Relevance.
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Table 5.11

Cronbach results by pre-determined factor B2 General Reaction

The General Reaction cronbach’s alpha of .906 demonstrates reliability and consistency of
the data. The responses hang well together, the respondents answered consistently. The
mean average of 3.01 from the 7-point scale is slightly negative and there is a consistence to
the standard deviation. The inter-item correlation (where 1=perfect correlation and 0=no
correlation) between like/dislike and positive/negative is strong / highly correlated at .716 as
illustrated in Figure 5.16. Favourable/unfavourable and accept/reject are also strongly
correlated at .742.
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Figure 5.16

Question B2 Analysis, Scatter-graph of Like by Positive

The powerful-persuasive variables have a weaker cronbach’s alpha of .667 compared to the
previous .906, which is supported by the weaker .501 correlation, therefore explaining the
‘dragging down’ the cronbach’s alpha providing evidence it is not as strong a factor.
The importance-relevance cronbach’s alpha is again strong, evidenced also by a strong interitem correlation of .671 and more positive mean average of over 4.0.

Further exploratory factor analysis further illustrates there are four instead of three factors
splitting the powerful-persuasive factor into two different factors. The first four variables
measuring the general reaction factor load together, the importance-relevance variables load
together in to one factor, however, the powerful-persuasive variables split into two factors,
previously indicated by the low correlation of .501. Powerful and Persuasive variables do not
fit well together. Table 5.12 demonstrates this.
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Table 5.12

Exploratory Factor Analysis B2 General Reaction

General reaction items fit well together, as do importance-relevance but powerful-persuasive
items split into their own factors.
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5.4.12 Ambivalence, Elaboration, Resistance
With respect to ambivalence and prior knowledge variables, the results (see Table 5.13)
demonstrate a significant relationship (chi-squared=9.433. df=2, p<0.01) between these two
variables. Those with higher prior knowledge are more steadfast, whereas low prior knowledge
receivers are more likely to have mixed feelings. Of the LPK, 72% have a high degree of mixed
feelings compared to 67% of MPK and 46% HPK, indicating a significant trend based on the
level of knowledge.
Table 5.13

Subjective Ambivalence Measure

To what extent do you have mixed feelings about the message?
* Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)
Crosstab
Count
Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)
Low
To what extent do you have mixed
feelings about the message?

Low (One-sided)

14

Medium
22

High (Mixed)

36
50

Total

High

Total
35

71

44

30

110

66

65

181

Percentage
Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)
To what extent do you have mixed
feelings about the message?

Low
28%

Low (One-sided)
High (Mixed)

Total

Medium
33%

72%

67%

46%

61%

100%

100%

100%

Value
9.433 a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
2
0.009

Likelihood Ratio

9.410

2

0.009

Linear-by-Linear Association

8.379

1

0.004

N of Valid Cases

181

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is 19.61.
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Total
39%

100%

Chi-Square Tests
Pearson Chi-Square

High
54%

With respect to elaboration and prior knowledge variables, the results (see Table 5.14)
demonstrate a significant relationship (chi-squared=7.198. df=2, p<0.03) between these two
variables. Those with higher prior knowledge thought (i.e., elaborated) more deeply about the
community gain message, whereas low prior knowledge receivers thought less deeply. Of the
LPK, 46% thought deeply about the message, compared to 70% of MPK and 65% HPK,
showing a significant trend based on level of knowledge.
Table 5.14

Perceived Elaboration Measure

Did you think deeply about the information contained in the community gain message?
* Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)
Crosstab
Count
Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)
Low
Did you think deeply about the
information contained in the
community gain message?

Low (not at all)

27

Medium
20

High (Definitely)

23
50

Total

High

Total
23

70

46

42

111

66

65

181

Percentage
Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)
Did you think deeply about the
information contained in the
community gain message?

Low (not at all)
High (Definitely)

Total

Low
54%

Medium
30%

High
35%

Total
39%

46%

70%

65%

61%

100%

100%

100%

100%

Chi-Square Tests
Value
7.198 a

Pearson Chi-Square

df

Asymptotic
Significance
2
0.027

Likelihood Ratio

7.113

2

0.029

Linear-by-Linear Association

3.541

1

0.060

N of Valid Cases

181

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is 19.34.
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With respect to resistance and prior knowledge variables, the results (see Figure 5.15)
demonstrate a strong, but not statistically significant relationship (chi-squared=5.048. df=2,
p=0.08) between these two variables. A higher number (40%) with higher prior knowledge
were persuaded in coming to a decision on whether to support or reject the transmission line
project, whereas more of those (61%) with low prior knowledge were persuaded.
Table 5.15

Perceived Resistance Measure - Persuade

Did the community gain message persuade you in coming to a decision on whether

to support or reject the transmission line proposal? * Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)
Crosstab

Count
Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)
Low
Did the community gain message
Low (Did not persuade)
persuade you in coming to a decision High (Persuaded me)
on whether to support or reject the
Total

19

Medium
33

High

30

33

26

89

49

66

65

180

Total
39

91

Percentage
Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)
Did the community gain message
Low (Did not persuade)
persuade you in coming to a decision High (Persuaded me)
on whether to support or reject the
transmission line proposal?
Total

Low
39%

Medium
50%

High
60%

Total
51%

61%

50%

40%

49%

100%

100%

100%

100%

Chi-Square Tests
Value
5.048a

Pearson Chi-Square

df

Asymptotic
Significance
2
0.080

Likelihood Ratio

5.086

2

0.079

Linear-by-Linear Association

5.014

1

0.025

N of Valid Cases

180

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is 24.23.
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The results in Table 5.16 demonstrate a significant relationship (chi-squared=9.778. df=2,
p<0.01) between resistance and prior knowledge variables. Although 40% of those with higher
prior knowledge were influenced to change their opinion, 69% of low prior knowledge receivers
were influenced in changing their opinion. This finding again supports the contention that a
distributive message has the potential to change opinion, even among the high prior
knowledge cohort, who are associated with a close-minded orientation. The message has
impact.
Table 5.16

Perceived Resistance Measure – Opinion Change

Did the community gain message change your opinion on whether

to support or reject the transmission line proposal? * Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)
Crosstab

Count
Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)
Did the community gain message
Low (Did not change my
change your opinion on whether to
opinion)
High (Changed my opinion)
support or reject the transmission line
proposal?

Low
15

Medium
33

34

Total

49

High

Total
39

87

33

26

93

66

65

180

Percentage
Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)
Did the community gain message
Low (Did not change my
change your opinion on whether to
opinion)
High
(Changed my opinion)
support or reject the transmission line
proposal?
Total

Low
31%

Medium
50%

High
60%

Total
48%

69%

50%

40%

52%

100%

100%

100%

100%

Chi-Square Tests
Value
9.778 a

Pearson Chi-Square

df

Asymptotic
Significance
2
0.008

Likelihood Ratio

9.982

2

0.007

Linear-by-Linear Association

9.360

1

0.002

N of Valid Cases

180

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is 23.68.
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Figure 5.17 illustrates 47% of HPK subjects will change their opinion based on receipt of the
community gain message. This figure increases to 71% for MPK and 79% for LPK; therefore,
supporting the hypothesis that attitudes moderate upon presentation of a persuasive message
advocating community gain/distributive justice.

Figure 5.17

Opinion Change by Level of Prior Knowledge
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5.4.13 Perceived Resistance Measures

With respect to respondents’ success in finding flaws in the message and their level of prior
knowledge, the results (see Table 5.17) demonstrate a significant relationship (chisquared=13.410, df=2, p<0.01) between these two variables. A much higher proportion (80%)
of those with higher prior knowledge believe they were successful in finding flaws in the
message, as opposed to those with lower levels of knowledge (MPK 64% and LPK 43%),
showing a significant trend based on level of knowledge.

Table 5.17

Perceived Resistance Measures: Success in Finding Flaws in Message
(Petty & Brinol)
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With respect to respondents’ success in continuing to support the reasons for their initial
opinion and prior knowledge, the results (see Table 5.18) demonstrate a significant
relationship (chi-squared=24.109, df=2, p<0.01) between these two variables. A much higher
proportion (88%) of those with higher prior knowledge believe they were successful in
continuing to support reasons for their initial opinion, as opposed to those with lower levels of
knowledge (MPK 63% & LPK 38%), showing a significant trend based on level of knowledge.

Table 5.18

Perceived Resistance Measures: Success in continuing to support the
reasons for your initial opinion
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With respect to respondents’ success in critically evaluating the quality of the message they
read and prior knowledge, the results (see Table 5.19) demonstrate a significant relationship

How successful do you think
you were
in critically
evaluating
quality
the message
you read?
* Prior
Knowledge - Actual (Group
(chi-squared=13.658,
df=2,
p<0.01)
between
thesethe
two
variables.
A much
higher
proportion

(81%) of those with higher prior knowledge believe they were successful in critically evaluating
Crosstab
the quality of the message they read, as opposed
to those with lower levels of knowledge
Count

Prior Knowledge - Actual
(MPK 61% & LPK 42%), showing a significant trend based on level of knowledge.
(Grouped)

Low
How successful do you think you were in critically
evaluating the quality the message you read?

Table 5.19
Total

Low (unsuccessful)

19

High (successful)
Measures
: Success

Perceived Resistance
quality the message you read?

in in

14
critically

Medium
21

High

33
evaluating

33

Total
10

50

43
the

90

53

140

High
19%

Total
36%

54

Percentage
Prior Knowledge - Actual
(Grouped)
How successful do you think you were in critically
evaluating the quality the message you read?

Low
Medium
58%
39%

Low (unsuccessful)
High (successful)

Total

42%

61%

81%

64%

100%

100%

100%

100%

Chi-Square Tests

Value
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear Association
N of Valid Cases

13.658 a
13.998
13.554

df

Asymptoti
c
Significan
ce (2sided)
2
0.001
2

0.001

1

0.000

140

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is 11.79.
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Further analysis of these responses indicates there is a strong internal consistency in
responses (chronbach’s alpha .830) supported by a high inter-item correlation matrix and
positive leaning mean values, as demonstrated by Table 5.20.
Table 5.20

Perceived Resistance Measures

B5 - Reaction to message - successful thinking

Case Processing Summary
N
Cases

%

Valid
Excluded
Total

139
a

74.3

48

25.7

187

100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's Alpha
Based on Standardized
Items

Cronbach's Alpha
0.830

N of Items

0.830

3

Item Statistics
Mean

Std. Deviation

B5.0x1 How successful do you think you were in finding flaws in the
arguments in the message you read?
B5.0x2 How successful do you think you were in continuing to support
the reasons for your initial opinion about the proposed transmission
line project?
B5.0x3 How successful do you think you were in critically evaluating the
quality the message you read?

N

5.23

1.612

139

5.15

1.676

139

5.19

1.604

139

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix
B5.0x2 How successful
do you think you were in
B5.0x1 How successful continuing to support B5.0x3 How successful
do you think you were in
the reasons for your do you think you were in
finding flaws in the
initial opinion about the critically evaluating the
arguments in the
proposed transmission quality the message
message you read?
line project?
you read?
B5.0x1 How successful do you think you were in finding flaws in the
arguments in the message you read?
B5.0x2 How successful do you think you were in continuing to support
the reasons for your initial opinion about the proposed transmission
line project?
B5.0x3 How successful do you think you were in critically evaluating the
quality the message you read?
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1.000

0.631

0.600

0.631

1.000

0.628

0.600

0.628

1.000

5.4.14 Community Gain Project Preferences
These results (see Table 5.21) demonstrate a significant relationship (chi-squared=14.622,
df=2, p<0.01) between community gain project preferences and prior knowledge. A much
lower proportion (17%) of those with higher prior knowledge have particular projects for which
they may be interested in applying for such funding, as opposed to those with lower levels of
knowledge (MPK 45% and LPK 44%), showing a significant trend based on level of
knowledge.

Table 5.21

Local Project Preferences based on Prior Knowledge

Do you have any particular local projects or groups in mind that may be interested in applying for such funding? *
Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped) Crosstabulation
Count

Prior Knowledge - Actual
(Grouped)
Low

Do you have any particular local projects or groups in mind that
may be interested in applying for such funding?

Yes

21

Medium
30

No

27
48

Total

Percentages

Total
11

62

36

55

118

66

66

180

17%

Total
34%

Prior Knowledge - Actual
(Grouped)
Low

Do you have any particular local projects or groups in mind that
may be interested in applying for such funding?

High

Yes

Medium

44%

No

Total

High

45%

56%

55%

83%

66%

100%

100%

100%

100%

Chi-Square Tests

Value
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear Association
N of Valid Cases

Asymptotic
Significan
ce (2sided)

df

14.622 a
15.605

2

0.001

2

0.000

10.301

1

0.001

180

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is 16.53.

Are these projects or groups involved in any of the following activities?

Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)

$B7.2

Low

Medium

High

Total

Count

Count

Count

Count

Sports facilities for young people

9

14

5

28

Availability of community facilities

1

3

2

6

Community services for elderly
people
Energy, conservation &
environmental projects
Heritage conservation projects

4

4

3

11

4

5

1

10

5

8

1

14

Education bursaries

3

4

1

8

Small business grants

1

3

2

6

Employment initiatives

0

2

1

3

Other

3

0

2

5

Total

21

30

11

62
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Research Objective

Research Hypothesis

4. Examine if recipients elaboration valence
(predominately positive or negative
thoughts evoked) to the same message is
dependent on their degree of actual prior
knowledge to the attitude object/topic.

H4. The message receiver’s elaboration
valence is dependent on their level of prior
knowledge to the attitude topic.

5.4.15 Thought-Listing and Attitude Change Post Message Presentation

Attitude elaboration is the extent to which an individual has carefully scrutinised and thought
about the merits of information relevant to the attitude. In order to measure elaboration,
participants are usually asked to list their thoughts about the attitude object. Cognitive
responses are the thoughts an individual has while processing a persuasive message. The
ELM postulates that people’s attitudes can be changed in response to a communication,
processing information results in forming an evaluation of an object of thought.

Part B of the questionnaire (see Appendix No.1 for Questionnaire) began by the respondent
reading a message advocating community gain associated with the proposed high voltage
overhead electricity line project. They were asked to list their thoughts having read the
message (Appendix No.17). Respondents were first categorised (independently by trained
researchers with Insight Statistical Consulting) as to whether their thoughts were in favour,
opposed, or neutral/don’t know/no opinion. Then respondents were analysed according to
their level of prior knowledge, involvement, relevance, and attitude. These categorisations
were formed by applying a score of 1 to comments in favour, 0 to neutral, and -1 to opposing
comments, giving a total score for each respondent. This score was then classified into a
single composite assessment for each respondent. That is, in favour would have a positive
score; neutral/don’t know/no opinion would have a score of zero; and opposed would have a
negative score. Once one composite assessment for each respondent was available, these
results were cross-tabulated with Prior Knowledge (actual). The findings (see Figure 5.18),
indicate almost 40% of HPK subjects had neutral or favourable thoughts. The same figure for
MPK is 41% and for LPK is 54%.
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Figure 5.18

Thoughts on Message by Prior Knowledge (Actual)
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5.4.16 Perceived Message Cognition Value Scale
Respondents were also asked for their reaction to the message using the perceived message
value cognition scale (PMVC), which was developed by Lane et al. (2006) as a theoretical
construct consisting of three distinct dimensions: cognitive challenge, credibility and clarity.
Lane et al. (2006) conclude that a reliable and valid PMCV scale can aid persuasion
researchers in designing more effective behaviour change messages, in their research case
used in a health messaging context.

Irrespective of prior knowledge levels, the following results (see Figure 5.19) demonstrate an
appetite for the community gain message among all respondents. The combined neutral and
positive responses clearly outweigh the negative responses.

Figure 5.19

Survey Response to Perceived Message Cognitional Value (PMCV)
Scale

142

Upon further analysis of the three PMCV factors of clarity (5 variables), cognitive challenge (5
variables) and credibility (3 variables) by levels of prior knowledge, high prior knowledge
subjects demonstrate much more positive scores in the clarity and cognitive challenge factors,
whereas the credibility factor lacks consistency (see Figure 5.20).

Figure 5.20

PMCV by Prior Knowledge
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A confirmatory factor analysis was run with the three factors allowing correlations between
factors. The resulting fit measures suggest it is not a good model for these data.
Cognitive challenge is a good fit, although the cronbach’s alpha at .688 is found not to be as
strong as the clarity factor. The inter-item correlation analysis shows a poor relationship
between ‘Intellectually Stimulating’ and ‘Intellectually Engaging’ which explains the weaker
cronbach’s alpha.
The credibility factor has a very weak cronbach’s alph of .534. The mean scores are also lower
than the other two predetermined factors and the relationship between the three credibility
variables explains the weakened cronbach’s alpha.

This lack of consistency and relationships suggests the predetermined three factor analysis,
supported by the confirmatory factor analysis, is not a great fit for the data. To investigate why,
exploratory factor analysis is required which shows ultimately the data is better supported by
five factors than three or four. The exploratory three factor model explains 52% of the
cumulative variance, which increases to 62% when another factor is added, and to 69% with
a five factor model.
The exploratory three factor analysis shows a cognitive challenge variable ‘would make people
think’ bleed into the third factor (i.e., it is loading on two different factors.) At this point, the five
clarity variables, the other four cognitive challenge variables, and the three credibility variables
fit well together. Upon exploratory four factor analysis, this cognitive challenge variable loads
heavily (.812) into a fourth factor, and the credibility factor splits with one of its variables
bleeding into a fourth factor.

When this analysis is extended to exploratory five factor analysis, it is revealed that the clarity
factor represented by five variables hangs together very well. Cognitive challenge is
predominately captured by two factors (representing 2 + 2 variables), credibility by a fourth
factor (2 variables) and a fifth factor comprises two variables, one a cognitive challenge
variable and the other a credibility variable. Although this finding introduces more complexity
to the three predetermined factors of the established PMCV scale, it does lend to the
refinement of the data by demonstrating the optimum model for the data is represented by five
factors. The fewer factors it takes to represent the thirteen predetermined variables, the better.
However, as three factors explained only 52% of the variance, it was necessary to use
exploratory factor analysis to further explore what the data means. The exploratory five factor
analysis is detailed in Table 5.22.
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Table 5.22

PMCV Exploratory 5-Factor Analysis
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5.5

Other Findings

5.5.1

Demographics

With respect to gender, education and age, there is a higher level of PK among older, less
educated working males with children (see Figure 5.21)
Figure 5.21

Prior Knowledge by Demographics
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5.5.2

Impact Assessment

The survey findings on ‘impact assessment’ were quite revealing. The project EIS included a
‘Impact on Residential Visual Amenity’ report (see extract, Appendix No.3), which was an
independent assessment of how each property would be visually impacted by the high voltage
overhead line proposed to be located near their property (i.e., within 500m). Interestingly,
respondents self-assessed their properties as highest (major) impact, however, only one
dwelling was independently assessed as being major. Further, 71 respondents self-assessed
as major or moderate-major, whereas only 8 of these dwellings were independently assessed
as this level of impact. Of those who said they did not know the independent impact
assessment, 63% were from the major or moderate-major cohort. The level of ‘Don’t Knows’
regarding self-assessment impact decreases as the level of prior knowledge increases (i.e.,
70% of LPK don’t know, 34% of MPK & 20% of HPK). In summary, the findings demonstrate
the self-assessment presents a far more damaging level of impact than the independent
assessment does.
5.5.3

Proximity Payments

Information on the level of proximity payment entitlement per household was available to all
relevant householders along the proposed project alignment. The closer the household is to
the HVOTL infrastructure, the entitlement increases accordingly. The level of knowledge
concerning proximity payments was significant, as 60% did not know the amounts involved
and almost 50% did not know whether their property met the criteria for the proximity payment.

5.6

Chapter Summary

Overall, the levels of high prior knowledge were lower than expected. LPK and MPK subjects
were more open to attitude moderation, which is significant as the combination of both
represent the majority. Word counts indicate the higher the level of knowledge, the more
detailed the qualitative response. This finding demonstrates respondents’ ability to elaborate,
particularly those with strongly held views.

The survey findings on impact assessment were quite revealing. The findings demonstrate
the self-assessment presents a far more damaging level of impact than the independent
assessment. The level of knowledge concerning proximity payments was significant, as 60%
did not know the amounts involved and almost 50% did not know whether their property met
the criteria for the proximity payment.
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Regarding thought listing, findings indicate almost 40% of HPK subjects had neutral or
favourable thoughts, the same figure for MPK is 41% and for LPK is 54%. Of the HPK
respondents, 49% had a general negative reaction to the message, compared to only 20%
of LPK respondents; therefore, a strong relationship exists between the level of prior
knowledge and reaction to the message. LPK subjects thought about the message just as
much as the HPK subjects, hence, the findings suggest there is an appetite for more
information.

Of those with high personal relevance, 55% reacted negatively to the message, whereas
only 23% of those with low personal relevance reacted negatively. The research demonstrates
an appetite among the host community for community gain. Of those with HPK, 48%
indicated they would not be persuaded by the community gain message. Those with higher
prior knowledge are more steadfast and thought (i.e., elaborated) more deeply about the
community gain message.

Of those with higher prior knowledge, only 40% were influenced to change their opinion.
However, 69% of low prior knowledge receivers were influenced to change their opinion. This
finding supports the contention that a distributive message has the potential to change opinion,
even among the high prior knowledge cohort, who are associated with a close-minded
orientation. With respect to resistance, a much higher proportion of those with higher prior
knowledge believe they were successful in finding flaws in and critically evaluating the quality
of the message they read. The response to the PMCV scale indicates, irrespective of prior
knowledge levels, there is an appetite for the community gain message. The combined neutral
and positive responses clearly outweigh the negative responses. A much lower proportion
(17%) of those with higher prior knowledge have particular projects for which they may be
interested in applying for such funding, as opposed to more so among those with lower levels
of knowledge (MPK 45% and LPK 44%).
Personal involvement is the most likely predictor of prior knowledge. A subject with high or
medium personal involvement is twice as likely to have high prior knowledge. The biggest
predictor of open- versus close-mindedness is the independent variable of personal
relevance. Those with high personal relevance are more closed-minded, and the less
personal relevance of the proposal, the more open-minded subjects become.
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Chapter Six: Conclusion
_________________________________________________________________________
6.1 Introduction

A key constraint to the development of infrastructure projects is community acceptance. Terms
such as social acceptance, public acceptance and community acceptance are used loosely
and

interchangeably,

however,

defining

acceptance

is

challenging

and

perhaps

misunderstood.

The motivation for this research is a recognition, borne out of a gap in the academic literature,
and repeated evidence of difficulties in achieving community acceptance associated with
developing public policy projects. At the moment, the lack of community acceptance leads to
fractured relationships within communities and acrimony between communities and those
charged with implementing public policy. This acrimony creates a social discourse narrative,
which in turn, influences political debate, legislation, regulation and public policy change.
Throughout such processes communities are negatively impacted and infrastructure that
would benefit a country and its people is delayed or abandoned. Further, there is reputational
damage, and ultimately the tax payer pays for this disharmony.

This research has explored prior knowledge as a way of improving community acceptance,
thereby improving the success of infrastructure projects. Projects are typically proposed for
locations, which are most suitable from an engineering perspective, but lack an understanding
of the local population. For example, a wind farm may need to be situated in a specific location
because it is where wind readings are optimal. However, it is the local community that
experiences the ‘pain’ of hosting what they perceive to be unwelcomed infrastructure, while
other communities, possibly in more urban settings, ‘gain’ from the development of the
infrastructure.

If logistics dictates a transmission line must traverse certain rural communities, then should it
be the case that those charged with implementing such a public policy project learn as much
as they can about these communities? What does the community know or think they know
about the project? How will a community gain offering be received? Will it be interpreted as a
bribe? The data collection context for this research endeavour is a high voltage overhead
transmission line. However, it could have been any type of infrastructure context for the
energy, transport or utility sectors.
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Based on these observations, the author developed a research question, set of objectives and
hypotheses. In advance of discussing how the findings contribute to and integrate with the
existing body of literature, the following serves as a reminder of the research question,
objectives, and hypotheses (see Table 6.1).

Table 6.1 Research Question, Objectives and Hypotheses
Research
Question

How is
recipient
cognition
influenced by
prior
knowledge
when in
receipt of a
persuasive
message
advocating
distributive
justice?

Research Objectives

Research Hypotheses

1. Examine whether issue-relevant
knowledgeable receivers are more
likely to be expert objective
processors or biased processors
when in receipt of a counterattitudinal message.

H1. High prior knowledge
receivers are not a homogenous
group in how they cognitively
process (objective or
bias/subjective) a new issuerelevant persuasive message.

2. Explore the closed-minded
orientation associated with strong
H2. Strong attitude high
attitudes shielding high knowledge
receivers against attitude
knowledge receivers have
change/moderation, being cognisant capacity for attitude moderation.
of differentiating prior knowledge and
prior attitudes.
3. Explore the extent of receptivity or
resistance to a new counterattitudinal (positive issue-relevant)
message/persuasion by high,
medium and low prior knowledge
recipients.

H3. The extent of receptivity or
resistance to a new counterattitudinal persuasive message
will correlate to the message
receiver’s level of prior
knowledge.

4. Examine if recipients elaboration
valence (predominately positive or
negative thoughts evoked) to the
same message is dependent on their
degree of actual prior knowledge to
the attitude object/topic.

H4. The message receiver’s
elaboration valence is dependent
on their level of prior knowledge
to the attitude topic.

6.2 Objective 1: Knowledgeable Receivers’ Processing of Counter-attitudinal Messages

Attitude-relevant knowledge can contribute to biased, defensive processing of new
information, as well as to objective, critical processing (Biek et al., 1996). This research
determined the levels of issue-relevant knowledge among the receivers of a distributive justice
message, and differentiated between the knowledge of two issues: 1) the proposed electricity
line project and 2) the community gain offered in conjunction with this project. All subjects
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have some level of issue(s)-relevant knowledge and the amount and substance of that
knowledge varies from high, medium, and low levels of knowledge.

6.2.1 Counter-attitudinal Messages
The cognitive response to the message, includes whether to process the message objectively
or subjectively, depending on the level of knowledge. However, not all subjects with a high
issue-relevant knowledge had a biased processing reaction because they drew on counterarguments from their cognitive files, or they automatically processed the message objectively
because of their knowledge and the substance of that knowledge. The difference in the
findings is the proportion of those who objectively or subjectively process the message based
on their levels of knowledge. Also, it would be incorrect to analyse the cognitive response of
message recipients based on their issue-relevant knowledge alone, as motivational factors
such as personal involvement and personal relevance also influence processing direction.
The term ‘counter-attitudinal’ message should also be discussed. It is presumptuous to
determine whether a message is pro- or counter-attitudinal at the outset. However, if such an
assumption is based on secondary research, which strongly suggests the existence of a
negative environment, it is legitimate that a message is perceived as counter-attitudinal. If a
significant proportion of the secondary research emanates from print, broadcast and social
media, it provides a degree of assurance that this information is a reasonably accurate
reflection of the local community.

In exploring this question of what is counter-attitudinal, it may also be worth considering the
area of ‘counter-conditioning’ or ‘stimulus substitution’, which involves replacing negative,
unpleasant, or unwanted emotional responses to a stimulus, with one that evokes more
positive, pleasant or desirable responses.

6.2.2 Knowledgeability and Levels of Prior Knowledge
This research objective dove-tails with the second research objective of exploring closedminded orientation. An extensive knowledge base enables those subjects with high prior
knowledge to evaluate critically the strengths and weaknesses of new material and whether it
supports or opposes their views (Biek et al., 1996). However, it must be emphasised this
extensive knowledge may be result from the subjects’ motivational attributes of personal
involvement and relevance. Those with lower levels of prior knowledge may not have had such
motivations to assemble such knowledge. If these motivational factors were present, the same
subjects would more likely have assembled more extensive information and therefore had the
ability to evaluate critically the proposal and the new material (i.e., message).
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It is important that researchers and academics do not conflate ‘knowledge’ and ‘prior
knowledge’. Wood et al. (1995) explore this area by referring to knowledgeable people as
those who can attend to and understand the merits of new information and are likely to change
their attitudes to align with a cogent argument. They define knowledge by working knowledge,
or the amount of attitude-relevant information. However, others need to be cognisant of this
distinction. In this regard, Wood et al. (1995) identified people with lesser knowledge as people
who possess a relatively impoverished base regarding the issue-relevant topic. This thesis
highlights that the absence of motivational factors may be the reason for fitting the profile of a
low prior knowledge subject.

Consistent with the literature, the findings indicate there is a level of misplaced confidence
among high prior knowledge respondents. Of those who considered themselves to have high
prior knowledge (HPK_Tc (Think)), when tested, only 56.5% demonstrate they actually have
high prior knowledge (HPK_Ac (Actual)). Also, there is a modesty among those who actually
have a high level of prior knowledge. Of the 68 high prior knowledge (HPK) subjects, many
under-rated their level of knowledge; only 35 believed they have high prior knowledge. Hence,
they know more than they claim, or they under-rate their level of knowledge. Conversely, of
the 58 subjects who considered themselves to have low prior knowledge (LPK), 10 of them
(17.2%) were actually high prior knowledge (i.e., HPK_Ac (Actual)) and under-rated their level
of prior knowledge.

There is evidence to suggest prior knowledge is related to personal involvement, personal
relevance, prior attitude to proposal, and prior attitude (i.e., certainty). Half of Low Prior
Knowledge (LPK) subjects have a Low Degree of Certainty. There is also evidence to suggest
prior knowledge is related to different components of prior attitude. Similarly, of the 67 subjects
who considered themselves Medium Prior Knowledge ((MPK)_Tc), 23 of them (34%) were
actually HPK_Ac. Therefore, similar to LPK subjects, a number of MPK subjects under-rated
they level of prior knowledge.
“[B]ecause [subjective] reports [of knowledge] have modest correlations with actual knowledge
listings, this measure is typically considered to be a metacognitive assessment” (Fabrigar et
al., 2006, p. 556). Whereas earlier research conceptualised knowledge primarily in terms of
mere amount of information, Fabrigar et al.’s (2006) research contributes to the understanding
of the nature of attitude-relevant knowledge, demonstrating that content of knowledge also
matters. This distinction is important and is reflected in the questions designed for this
research, so as to determine what subjects think they know versus what they actually do know.
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Most of the subsequent analysis is based on the results of ‘actual’ knowledge, which was
lower than originally anticipated.

The results demonstrate an appetite for more information among all subjects, regardless of
their level of prior knowledge. Indeed, the desire to know increases with each level of prior
knowledge (i.e., LPK 46%, MPK 59% to HPK 63%). This finding is not statistically significant,
but it does show a strong trend, demonstrating the benefit the granularity of analysis of three
variables relating to prior knowledge (i.e., LPK, MPK and HPK), rather than two variables
relating to prior knowledge (LPK and HPK).
6.2.3 Word Count, Self-assessment and Level of Don’t Knows
When respondents were asked to list the technical arguments for placing the transmission line
over-ground and under-ground, the quantity of the responses varied depending on the level
of prior knowledge. For example, the number of those who answered ‘Don’t Know’ is 30
subjects with LPK, 20 subjects with MPK, and 16 subjects with HPK. Also, when asked to
provide qualitative responses on the potential benefits and possible adverse effects of the
proposed project, the word count increased with the level of prior knowledge. Hence, the
higher the level of knowledge, the more detailed the qualitative response (i.e., LPK 107 word
count, MPK 613 word count and HPK 764 word count). This finding demonstrates subjects’
ability to elaborate and their more strongly held views than subjects’ with lower levels of prior
knowledge.

Interestingly, 47 subjects self-assessed their properties as having the highest (i.e., major)
impact from the proposed project. However, only one dwelling was independently assessed
as being majorly impacted by the proposed project. Further, 71 subjects’ self-assessed as the
proposed project having major or moderate-major impact, whereas only 8 of these dwellings
were independently assessed at this level of impact. Of those who said they did not know the
independent impact assessment, 63% were from the major or moderate-major cohort. With
respect to the self-assessment impact, the level of ‘Don’t Knows’ decreases as the level of
prior knowledge increases (i.e., 70% of LPK don’t know, 34% of MPK & 20% of HPK). In
summary, the findings demonstrate the self-assessment presents a far more damaging level
of impact than does the independent assessment.

The level of knowledge concerning proximity payments was significant, as 60% did not know
the amounts involved and almost 50% did not know whether their property met the criteria for
the proximity payment. Such ‘Don’t Know’ response levels suggests room for improvement in
how such information is communicated to target audiences.
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6.2.4 Need for Cognition
In terms of an appetite for cognition, the findings show there is relationship between Need for
Cognition (NFC) and level of prior knowledge, however, it is not significant. There is a higher
proportion (64%) of Lower Prior Knowledge subjects demonstrating a lower NFC, whereas
there is an even split in NFC among High Prior Knowledge subjects. Also a greater number of
male subjects are characterised by a higher NFC.
“College students are said to possess higher NFC and greater cognitive abilities, however, the
results are not generalizable to other populations” (Kitchen et al. 2014, p. 2043). The majority
ELM experimental research studies used students as the subjects (Kitchen et al., 2014). This
point is important to bear in mind regarding a key observation in this research. NFC was not
found not to be a significant motivational variable in this research study, whereas personal
involvement and personal relevance were found to be influential and significant motivational
variables. Those who enjoy thinking and engaging in activities allowing them to think have
been referred to as ‘cognizers’ and those who possess low NFC, who do not enjoy thinking,
as cognitive ‘misers’ (Benge, 2014). In their review of 100 studies that used NFC, Cacioppo,
et al. (1996) concluded it to be a stable trait based on individual differences in motivation to
engage in cognitive activity. The NFC measurement in this study did not prove to be a variable
of any real significance or interest. In the context of this research, it did not stand out as a
significant motivational variable or factor, personal relevance and personal involvement
proved to be much more interesting and more closely aligned with level of prior knowledge.
Focusing on NFC in the context of ‘prior knowledge’ versus ‘knowledgeability’ may be an
interesting topic for future research.

6.3 Objective 2: Closed-minded Orientation and Strong Attitudes

It is contended the closed-minded orientation of knowledgeable people generates
considerable stability and persistence in attitude judgements (Wood et al., 1995). In this
context, it may also be worth distinguishing between attitude formation and attitude change,
where attitude change is whenever people process information with the result of forming an
evaluation of an object of thought (Bohner and Dickel, 2011). Further, “old attitudes remain
stored in memory as new attitudes are formed, leading to dual (or multiple) attitude
representations for the same object” (Bohner and Dickel, 2011, p. 397). Hence, the variations
in evaluative judgements may be due to the stored evaluations that are more accessible in a
given situation, as well as an individual’s motivation and ability to reflect on their attitude
(Bohner and Dickel, 2011).
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6.3.1 Personal Relevance
The dependent variable for the second classification and regression tree (CRT) multi-variate
model was open and closed-mindedness, as determined by previous analysis of questions
B4.3 and B4.4. The CRT model indicates the biggest predictor of open versus closedmindedness is the independent variable of personal relevance (i.e., as measured by
responses to question A7.1 to A7.5). Those with high personal relevance (58.7%) are more
closed-minded, and the less personal relevance of the proposal, the more open-minded
subjects become.

6.3.2 Attitude Moderation
LPK and MPK subjects were much more open to attitude moderation, whereas HPK were not
as objective. There is evidence to suggest prior knowledge is related to prior attitude to
proposal and prior attitude (i.e., certainty). The findings indicate 50% of LPK_Tc have a Low
Degree of Certainty; the corresponding figure for HPK_Tc is 16%. Chi square suggests there
is a relationship between PK(T) and Attitude Certainty. There is also evidence to suggest prior
knowledge is related to prior attitude (intensity) and prior attitude (persuade).

Measuring the properties of attitude confidence and certainty, and thought confidence is
recommended as they represent possible targets for persuasive efforts (O’Keefe, 2010).
There is evidence to suggest that prior knowledge is related to prior attitude (certainty)
(2=23.09, df=4, p=<0.01). Of all subjects with high prior attitude (certainty), 52% have HPK,
which reduces to 20% of subjects with low prior attitude (certainty). Attitude certainty is a
metacognition that refers to the conviction people have in their attitude, or the extent to which
they believe the attitude they hold is correct (Rucker and Petty, 2006). When attitudes have a
high level of certainty, they are more likely to persist over time (Basilli, 1996). Unlike work on
the ELM, less is known about attitude certainty, researchers and policy makers need to be
alerted to the benefits of measuring attitude certainty and engage in additional research on
certainty. “Coupled with the work on the ELM, a further understanding of attitude certainty will
help in the design of even more effective risk communications” (Rucker and Petty, 2006, p.
42).

Analysis demonstrates prior knowledge is also related to prior attitude (intensity) (2=24.17
df=4, p=<0.01). Of all subjects with high prior attitude (intensity), 54% have high prior
knowledge, which reduces to 21% for subjects with low prior attitude (intensity). There is a
relationship between the level of prior knowledge and the likelihood to change attitude to the
transmission line over time. Among the HPK subjects, 62% are unlikely to change their
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attitude, compared to 38% of Medium Prior Knowledge subjects and 27% of Low Prior
Knowledge subjects, who are unlikely to change their attitude. This finding is highly significant
(2=15.917, df=2, p=<0.01), indicating a meaningful relationship between level of prior
knowledge and the likelihood to change attitude over time.

6.3.3 Open- versus Close-Mindedness
In order to establish who are the steadfast, close-minded subjects versus the persuadable,
open-minded subjects, each respondent was assigned to one of three categories: close-,
neutral- and open-minded. These classifications were cross-tabulated by the other variables
and factors, followed by a Pearson chi-square test. Cross-tabulating data from questions B4.3
and B4.4 were used to establish those who are close-, neutral-, or open-minded. The findings
indicate 36% of subjects are close-minded, 36% of subjects are open-minded, and 28% of
subjects are neutral. When this analysis is cross-tabulated with the other factors, chi-square
analysis reveals several significant relationships.

Regarding actual prior knowledge, 52% of the subjects who are close-minded, have high prior
knowledge (HPK), whereas 16% of close-minded subjects have low prior knowledge (LPK).
There is a strong relationship between open-/close-mindedness and the level of prior
knowledge. LPK subjects are more likely to be open-minded and HPK subjects are more likely
to be close-minded. A Chi-square .038 indicates there is a significant relationship between
level of prior knowledge and the assessment of respondents being open- or close-minded.

In relation to the general reaction to the message, the chi-square is significant at .000. Of the
subjects who reacted negatively, 65% are close-minded. Only 22% of subjects who reacted
positively

to

the

message

are

close-minded.

Regarding

the

composite

favourable/unfavourable thought-listing post message, the chi-square is significant at .005. Of
the subjects with a positive elaboration to the message, 68% were open-minded. Of the
subjects with a negative elaboration to the message, 26% were open-minded. Concerning the
likelihood of changing their attitude towards the proposed transmission line over time, 60% of
subjects who are unlikely to change their mind are close-minded. At the same time, 53% of
subjects who are likely to change their mind are open-minded.

With respect to age, the chi-square is also significant at .0197. Younger people (i.e., 18 to 44
years of age) are more open-minded and older people are more close-minded, suggesting
close-mindedness increases with age. For practitioners, for marketers and communicators
this is an important consideration for message design and communication.
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In relation to the prior attitude towards the proposal, the chi-square is .027, which is significant.
The difference between open- and closed-minded is not significant for those subjects who are
likely or unlikely to change their attitude over time. The significance is in relation to the high
number of subjects who answered ‘don’t know’, irrespective of whether they were open- or
close-minded.

Regarding prior attitude certainty towards the proposal, the chi-square is significant at .000.
Those subjects with high attitude certainty are close-minded (67%), compared to only 18% of
those with low attitude certainty who are close-minded. In relation to prior attitude intensity,
the chi-square is significant at .000. Of the high attitude intensity subjects, 67% are closeminded and 19% of low attitude intensity are close- minded.

With respect to attitude certainty post message, the chi-square is .000, which is significant. Of
those subjects with high certainty, 64% are close-minded, compared to 17% of low certainty
subjects.

6.4 Objective 3: Receptivity/Resistance to a New Counter-attitudinal Message

People tend to evaluate new information that supports initial attitudes (Wood et al., 1995). For
example, previous negative experiences with a product produced more negative evaluations
of a subsequent advertisement for the product (Smith, 1993; Petty et al., 1997). Also,
knowledgeable people have more stable attitudes that are resistant to change (Biek et al.,
1996). People with many issue-relevant beliefs tend to resist influence on a counter attitudinal
issue, but also process the message more (Wood et al., 1995). Hence, high involvement with
an issue enhances message processing, which can result in either increased or decreased
acceptance (Petty and Cacioppo, 1979).

6.4.1 Community Gain (Distributive Justice) Message
When subjects were asked to comment if they welcomed a community gain scheme to
contribute to local projects, the word count increased with the level of prior knowledge. The
amount of ‘Don’t Know’ responses was 19 subjects with HPK versus 26 subjects with LPK.
The higher the prior knowledge level, the more subjects strongly disagreed with welcoming
the community gain scheme (i.e., Strongly Disagree responses: LPK 6, MPK 18 and HPK 32).

Subjects were asked did they think deeply about the information contained in the community
gain message. The data, when analysed according to subjects’ level of prior knowledge,
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demonstrate a significant relationship between these two variables (chi-squared=7.198. df=2,
p<0.03). Those with higher prior knowledge thought (i.e., elaborated) more deeply about the
community gain message, whereas low prior knowledge receivers thought less deeply. Of the
LPK subjects, 46% thought deeply about the message compared to 70% of MPK and 65%
HPK, indicating a significant trend based on level of knowledge.

Subjects were asked did the community gain message help persuade them in coming to a
decision about the proposed transmission line project. Analysing the data according to prior
knowledge levels, demonstrate a strong, but not statistically significant relationship between
these two variables (chi-squared=5.048. df=2, p=0.08). A higher number of subjects (40%)
with higher prior knowledge were persuaded in coming to a decision on whether to support or
reject the transmission line project, whereas more of those subjects (61%) with low prior
knowledge were persuaded in coming to a favourable decision based on the community gain
messaging.

A much lower proportion (17%) of those subjects with higher prior knowledge identified
projects for which they may be interested in applying for community gain funding. A higher
proportion of subjects with lower levels of knowledge (MPK 45% and LPK 44%) identified
projects for which they may be interested in applying for community gain funding, indicating a
significant trend based on level of knowledge. Again, these results demonstrate a significant
relationship between these two variables (chi-squared=14.622, df=2, p<0.01). Such a level of
community interest in community gain for certain activities (sport, youth affairs, and heritage)
should provide direction for communicators in design and content of messaging and
advertising.

Subjects were asked did the community gain message change their opinion on whether to
support the transmission line project. The data, when analysed according to subjects’ level of
prior knowledge, demonstrate a significant relationship between these two variables (chisquared=9.778. df=2, p<0.01). Of those subjects with higher prior knowledge, 40% were
influenced to change their opinion. However, 69% of low prior knowledge receivers were
influenced to change their opinion. This finding further supports the contention that a
distributive message has the potential to change opinion even among the high prior knowledge
cohort, who are associated with a close-minded orientation. Hence, the message has impact.
Of the HPK subjects, 47% will change their opinion based on receipt of the community gain
message. This figure increases to 71% for MPK and 79% for LPK. These findings support the
hypothesis that attitudes moderate upon presentation of a persuasive message advocating
community gain/distributive justice.
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Subjects were asked what extent they have mixed feelings about the message. The data,
when analysed according to subjects’ level of prior knowledge, identified a significant
relationship between these two variables (chi-squared=9.433. df=2, p<0.01). Those subjects
with higher prior knowledge are more steadfast, whereas low prior knowledge receivers are
more likely to have mixed feelings. Of the LPK subjects, 72% have a high degree of mixed
feelings compared to 67% of MPK and 46% HPK, indicating a significant trend based on the
level of knowledge.

6.4.2 Perceived Resistance
A much higher proportion (i.e., 80%) of those with higher prior knowledge believe they were
successful in finding flaws in the message, as opposed to those with lower prior knowledge.
Hence, among those with lower levels of knowledge (i.e., MPK 64% and LPK 43%), there is a
significant relationship (chi-squared=13.410, df=2, p<0.01) between the variables level of
knowledge and perceived resistance. This finding supports the view that knowledgeable
people are better able to evaluate the validity of persuasive messages than less
knowledgeable people, as they have a greater ability to detect weaknesses in arguments
generated by their resistance to persuasion and attitude stability (Biek et al., 1996). Further
evidence of this point is the much higher proportion (i.e., 81%) of those with higher prior
knowledge believe they were successful in evaluating critically the quality of the message they
read, as opposed to those with lower levels of knowledge (i.e., MPK 61% and LPK 42%), again
indicating a significant relationship (chi-squared=13.658, df=2, p<0.01) between level of
knowledge and perceived resistance.

Deeper analysis of these responses indicates there is a strong internal consistency in
responses (chronbach’s alpha .830) supported by a high inter-item correlation matrix and
positive leaning mean values. Johnson et al. (1995a) found high knowledge individuals tend
to process a pro-attitudinal message more, but the more beliefs people list about the issue,
the more persuaded they are by the message. This research concurs with the notion that prior
knowledge can both foster thinking about a message and help people bolster their initial
opinions (i.e., engage in biased processing) (Petty et al., 1997).

The findings indicate a higher proportion of high issue-relevant knowledge recipients are
subjectively processing the message. However, a high proportion of them are also openminded, suggesting they will not default to developing counter-arguments congruent with their
prior issue-relevant attitude to bolster their heretofore opinion. Hence, there is scope among
high prior knowledge message recipients to change their initial opinions based on information
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contained in a new message. There is an appetite for more information, an openness to listen
and learn; they are not a cohesive group which is only prone to biased processing.

6.5 Objective 4: Recipients’ Elaboration Valence

Attitude elaboration is the extent to which an individual has carefully scrutinised and thought
about the merits of information relevant to the attitude. In order to measure elaboration,
participants are usually asked to list their thoughts about the attitude object. Cognitive
responses are the thoughts an individual has while processing a persuasive message. The
ELM postulates that people’s attitudes can be changed in response to a communication,
processing information results in forming an evaluation of an object of thought. The favourable
and unfavourable reactions to the community gain message presented in this study are
reflective of the evaluation processes or cognitive responses by recipients, not dissimilar to
findings by Wood et al. (1995).

6.5.1 Elaboration
The second part of the questionnaire began by the respondent reading a message advocating
community gain associated with the proposed high voltage overhead electricity line project.
The number of thoughts by prior knowledge is interesting. The literature suggests high prior
knowledge respondents have greater levels of ability and motivation to contribute thoughts
post-message, however, the number of responses suggest Medium and Low Prior Knowledge
respondents are able and motivated to contribute their thoughts. The number of thoughts
provided by level of prior knowledge were HPK (124), MPK (144) & LPK (106). “Change as a
result of high rather than low elaboration leads to attitudes that are more persistent over time,
more resistant to counter-persuasion, and more predictive of behaviours” (Petty et al., 1995,
p. 348).

Kitchen et al. (2014) note the ELM emphasises the amount or the quantitative dimension of
thought, rather than the type of thought or qualitative dimension, a contention emphasised by
Petty to the author (private correspondence). Hence not only was the amount, but also the
valence of the thoughts was analysed. The findings indicate almost 40% of HPK subjects had
neutral or favourable thoughts. The same figure for MPK is 41% and for LPK is 54%.

Of the HPK respondents, 49% had a general negative reaction to the message, compared to
only 20% of LPK respondents. As the chi-square test is .014, it is statistically significant.
Therefore, a strong relationship exists between prior knowledge level and reaction to
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message. Across the 8 variables, per response, the measure of internal consistency within the
data (cronbach’s alpha) is .627 indicating a strong consistency of answering the questions.
Further analysis of the pre-determined factors revealed stronger cronbach’s alpha results
among two factors and less so for the third factor (General Reaction .906, ImportanceRelevance .802 and Powerful-Persuasive .667).

LPK subjects thought about the message just as much as the HPK subjects and many LPK
subjects said: This [information] is interesting, I’d like to know more. Hence, the findings
suggest there is an appetite for more information. Of those with high personal relevance, 55%
reacted negatively to the message whereas only 23% of those with low personal relevance
reacted negatively. This finding was statistically significant when testing at an alpha of 5%
(chi-squared=37.9. df=4, p<0.01). This relationship is consistent across all levels of prior
knowledge, but particularly true for high prior knowledge respondents. Wood (1982, p. 798)
notes that “subjects with little access to beliefs and prior experiences, in comparison to those
with greater access, changed their opinions to be more consistent with the message position”.
By making this statement (i.e., that low prior knowledge subjects will change in line with the
message), it implies that high prior knowledge subjects will not change their opinion. If this
statement reflects Wood’s (1982) perspective, then it needs to be challenged, as this study
finds a cohort within the high prior knowledge bracket are open to change due to their
objectivity and open-mindedness.

6.5.2 Perceived Message Cognition Value
Irrespective of prior knowledge levels, the Perceived Message Cognition Value (PMCV) scale
results demonstrated an appetite for the community gain message among all respondents.
The combined neutral and positive responses clearly outweigh the negative responses. “As
communication researchers continue to work to find ways to enhance the effectiveness of
persuasive messages, identifying additional constructs that can be used to segment
audiences and refine message targeting principles should prove beneficial. PMCV is
presented as an important construct to guide message development” (Lane et al., 2006:159).
Upon further analysis of the three PMCV factors of clarity (5 variables), cognitive challenge (5
variables) and credibility (3 variables) by levels of prior knowledge, high prior knowledge
subjects demonstrate much more positive scores in the clarity and cognitive challenge factors,
whereas the credibility factor lacks consistency.
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6.6 Hypotheses

The hypotheses are supported (see Table 6.2) and add value by placing a renewed emphasis
on the lack of homogeneity within high prior knowledge (HPK) and low prior knowledge (LPK)
groupings. The findings are generally in line with ELM literature, and the model has proven to
be useful in understanding attitude change and persuasion (Rucker and Petty 2006).

6.6.1 H1: High Prior Knowledge Receivers Are Not a Homogenous Group

Almost 40% of HPK subjects had neutral or favourable thoughts towards the advocated
message. HPK subjects varied in their general reaction to the advocated message, which is
statistically significant (i.e., Neg. 49%, Neut. 26%, Postv. 25%). HPK subjects also have
varying degrees of Personal Involvement and Personal Relevance. There is evidence to
suggest high prior knowledge receivers do not think or react in the same way. Some subjects
use their ability to counter-argue, demonstrating a close-minded orientation. Other subjects
process new information objectively and demonstrate a capacity to react positively and change
their opinion. Hence, high prior knowledge receivers are not a homogeneous group. Such
evidence encourages communicators to persist with this cohort and intimates how to appeal
to them.

6.6.2 H2: High Knowledge Receivers Have Capacity for Attitude Moderation

Of the high prior knowledge subjects, 47% will change their opinion based on receipt of the
community gain message. Hence, the community gain/distributive messaging is supported.
Overall, neutral and positive reaction to this message clearly outweighs the negative reaction.
High prior knowledge receivers display flexibility. Hence, a willingness for high prior knowledge
receivers to change their opinion, indicates strong messaging has the capacity to persuade a
significant proportion of this cohort.

162

Table 6.2 Support for Research Hypotheses

Hypothesis

H1. High prior
knowledge receivers
are not a
homogenous group
in how they
cognitively process
(objective or
bias/subjective) a
new issue-relevant
persuasive message

H2. Strong attitude
high knowledge
receivers have
capacity for attitude
moderation.
H3. The extent of
receptivity or
resistance to a new
counter-attitudinal
persuasive message
will correlate to the
message receiver’s
level of prior
knowledge.

H4. The message
receiver’s
elaboration valence
is dependent on their
level of prior
knowledge to the
attitude topic.

Support

Evidence

Supported

Almost 40% of HPK subjects had neutral or
favourable thoughts towards the advocated
message. HPK subjects varied in their general
reaction to the advocated message which is
statistically significant. HPK also have varying
degrees of Personal Involvement & Personal
Relevance.
Personal involvement is the most likely predictor of
prior knowledge. A subject with high or medium
personal involvement is twice as likely to have high
prior knowledge.
The biggest predictor of open- versus closemindedness is the independent variable of personal
relevance. Those with high personal relevance are
more closed-minded, and the less personal
relevance of the proposal, the more open-minded
subjects become.

Supported

Of the HPK, 47% subjects will change their opinion
based on receipt of the community gain message.
LPK and MPK subjects were more open to attitude
moderation, which is significant as the combination
of both represent the majority.

Supported

General Reaction to Message: Negative HPK 49%
v LPK 20%; Positive: HPK 25% v LPK 38%.
Thought Listing: Negative HPK 60% v LPK 46%.
Knowledgeable people have a greater ability to
detect weaknesses in arguments generated by
their resistance to persuasion and attitude stability.

Supported

Word counts indicate the higher the level of
knowledge, the more detailed the qualitative
response. This finding demonstrates respondents’
ability to elaborate, particularly those with strongly
held views.
When asked to provide qualitative responses on the
potential benefits and possible adverse effects of
the proposed project, the word count increased with
the level of prior knowledge. Hence, the higher the
level of knowledge, the more detailed the qualitative
response (i.e., LPK 107 word count, MPK 613 word
count and HPK 764 word count). This finding
demonstrates subjects’ ability to elaborate and their
more strongly held views than subjects’ with lower
levels of prior knowledge.
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6.6.3 H3: Receptivity and Resistance Correlate to the Level of Prior Knowledge
As anticipated, subjects’ general reaction to the message correlates to the level of prior
knowledge. Receptivity to the proposed high-voltage overhead transmissions line was 25%
for high prior knowledge and 38% for low prior knowledge subjects. Resistance to the
proposed project was 49% for high prior knowledge and 20% for low prior knowledge subjects.
Thought Listing: Negative HPK 60% v LPK 46%; With respect to resistance, a much higher
proportion of those with higher prior knowledge believe they were successful in finding flaws
in and critically evaluating the quality of the message they read. The response to the PMCV
scale clearly demonstrates, irrespective of prior knowledge levels, there is an appetite for the
community gain message. The combined neutral and positive responses clearly outweigh the
negative responses.

The findings demonstrate a consistency of difference among high to medium to low prior
knowledge receivers. However, such differences in these profiles can be addressed and
harnessed for benefit of all stakeholders involved in the procedural and distributive justice
process. Overall, the findings are encouraging for marketers and communicators, suggesting
that messages can be tailored to appeal to different motivational and ability profiles. MPK
subjects represent a significant cohort and should not to be ignored. LPK subjects
demonstrated an appetite for more information about the proposed project and community
gain initiative. The findings suggest greater care needs to be given in ‘how to consult’, as
current messaging is not percolating to the intended receiver. It is host communities that resist
proposed infrastructure projects, not the general public. Therefore, messaging regarding the
project proposal needs to be more effectively designed and delivered to the host community.
The results indicate a deficit exists in communicating important (persuadable) information,
such as the independent residential impact assessment, availability of proximity payments and
community gain scheme. This procedural consultative deficit or weakness in messaging, i.e.
not effectively communicating factual project information and benefits is detrimental to both
the project promoter and the local residents, manifesting in disharmony, fractured
relationships, project delays and cost overruns.
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6.6.4 H4: Receiver’s Elaboration Valence Depends on the Level of Prior Knowledge

Regarding participants changing their original opinions, 47% of those with HPK will change
their opinion based on receipt of the community gain message. This figure increases to 71%
for MPK subjects and 79% for LPK subjects; therefore, supporting the hypothesis that attitudes
moderate, and correlate dependent on level of prior knowledge, upon presentation of a
persuasive message advocating community gain/distributive justice.

The findings establish a positive message, even when presented within a negative
environment, can serve as a catalyst for receivers to elaborate further on the proposed project.
This finding is to be welcomed and harnessed by practitioners. Favourable thoughts and
attitude change can be achieved from strong attitude high issue-relevant knowledgeable
receivers. Medium and low prior knowledge receivers are in the majority, and these coupled
with the high prior knowledge receivers, who are willing to change their opinion, presents
communication opportunities for practitioners. Hence, the ELM framework has considerable
value for community engagement and communications practitioners.

6.7 Research Contribution

6.7.1 Contribution to the Literature
A significant amount of the prior knowledge research undertaken over the past few decades
used college students as the data collection base, as opposed to field research. In contrast,
this study provides field-work data collection where the subjects are householders located in
close proximity to the proposed route of an infrastructure project, in this case the siting of a
high voltage overhead electricity transmission line. This data collection context also represents
a new departure in prior knowledge research, not only its ‘infrastructure’ context, but
specifically transmission lines, proposals which are usually contentious.
Persuasion is the central goal of many marketing communications, by changing attitudes and
forming new judgments (Petty et al., 2009; Kruglanski et al., 1993). The findings of this
research demonstrate the provision or marketing of a community gain message will change
attitudes and form new judgements. As previously stated (Section 2.1), a lacuna exists in prior
knowledge literature in determining what level of influence prior knowledge has on individuals
in evaluating new information. This research provides empirical evidence regarding what level
of influence prior knowledge exerts and how it biases a persuasive communication.
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Regarding ‘confidence’, the literature suggests (Wood and Lynch, 2002) subjects who think
they have higher prior knowledge than they actually do, believe new information may be
redundant. Findings show, when those who think they have high knowledge are tested, only
56.5% of them have actual high prior knowledge. Conversely, of the subjects who considered
themselves low prior knowledge, 17.2% were actually found to have high prior knowledge,
(i.e., they under-rated they level of prior knowledge, they did not have the same confidence).
The literature recommends including measuring the properties of attitude confidence and
certainty, and thought confidence, as they “represent additional possible targets for persuasive
efforts” (O’Keefe, 2016, p. 155). With a view to contributing in this regard, this research
embraced this recommendation. The findings indicate 50% of those who think they have a low
level of knowledge have a low degree of certainty; the corresponding figure for those who think
they have high prior knowledge is 16%. Chi square suggests there is a relationship between
the level of knowledge subjects think they have and attitude certainty. There is evidence to
suggest prior knowledge is related to intensity and persuasiveness of prior attitude. There is
also evidence to suggest that prior knowledge is related to prior attitude (certainty) (2=23.09,
df=4, p=<0.01), as 52% of all respondents with high prior attitude (certainty) have high prior
knowledge, which reduces to 20% of respondents with low prior attitude (certainty). Those
with higher prior knowledge are more steadfast, whereas low prior knowledge receivers are
more likely to have mixed feelings.
This research is theoretically significant to the prior knowledge domain, whereby it extends
current knowledge of the ‘prior knowledge’ component of the Elaboration Likelihood Model of
Persuasion. Although, this study set out to explore the influence of prior knowledge, in
examining the ELM literature, other variables needed to be examined. This decision was
justified, as the inclusion of motivational variables (i.e., personal involvement and personal
relevance) and their interaction with the ability prior knowledge variable, evidently enriched
the findings and add value to the existing body of academic research.
Respondents are more likely to be open-minded if they have low personal involvement, which
concurs with Petty & Cacioppo (1979). If they are personally involved, they are likely to be
closed-minded. Multi-variate analysis showed personal involvement as the most likely
predictor of prior knowledge. It indicates a subject with high or medium personal involvement
is twice as likely to have high prior knowledge. This finding makes sense considering the
questions used to determine personal involvement, such as attendance at public meetings,
attendance at the oral hearings, and those who submitted planning objections. The findings
provide evidence to suggest that prior knowledge is related to personal involvement (2=62.89,
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df=4, p=<0.01), as 87% of all respondents with high personal involvement have high prior
knowledge.
A review of the literature (for example O’Keefe, 2016 notes that personal relevance has often
been labelled as variations in the receiver’s level of involvement with the message topic),
suggests the related motivational variables of ‘involvement’ and ‘relevance’ are conflated; this
thesis examined them as two separate variables which found them to have different influences
on prior knowledge. The empirical evidence of this study further compounds and supports the
observation by Kitchen et al. (2014) that personal relevance and personal involvement should
be treated as two separate motivational variables each of which impact level of prior
knowledge. This study addresses the confusion as identified by Kitchen et al. (2014),
surrounding the terminology concerning ‘involvement’.
In their critique of the ELM’s mediating variables, Kitchen et al. (2014) explore ‘involvement’
as a prime determinant of whether attitude change is induced via the central or peripheral
route (Petty and Cacioppo, 1981b), stating Petty and Cacioppo (1986) initially used the term
‘issue involvement’ to describe an individual’s personal relevance to a communication setting.
Kitchen et al. (2014) describe personal relevance as increased issue involvement, and refer
to terms used by Petty and Cacioppo (1990) and others such as ‘response involvement’,
‘outcome-relevant involvement’ (Johnson and Eagly, 1989) and ‘personal importance’ (Petty
and Cacioppo, 1990). Clearly, there is “confusion surrounding the appropriate terminology
used to describe an individual’s level of involvement” (Kitchen et al. 2014, p. 2042).
The findings demonstrate a strong relationship exists between prior knowledge level and
reaction to the message, recipients attitudes were modified in the desired direction (Petty et
al., 2009), and the persuadee formed a new judgement in response to the persuader’s
advocacy (Kruglanski et al., 1993). As previously stated (Section 2.2), the ELM has been
central to consumer behaviour studies and believed to have been highly influential theory in
researching marketing communications (Szczepanski, 2006; Kitchen et al., 2014). This study
supports this contention that one particular variable can play different roles in persuasion
(O’Keefe, 2008). Those with higher prior knowledge thought (i.e., elaborated) more deeply
about the community gain message, whereas low prior knowledge receivers thought less
deeply.
The greater the amount of attitude-relevant and consistent information available from memory,
the greater the attitudinal resistance to counter-attitudinal information (Muthukrishnan et al.,
2001; Wood et al., 1985). The findings endorse this point, as subjects’ general reaction to the
message correlates to the level of prior knowledge. Resistance to the proposed project was
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much higher among subjects with high prior knowledge and lower for low prior knowledge
subjects.
The results demonstrate a significant relationship (chi-squared=9.778. df=2, p<0.01) between
resistance and prior knowledge variables. Although 40% of those with higher prior knowledge
were influenced to change their opinion, 69% of low prior knowledge receivers were influenced
in changing their opinion. This finding again supports the contention that a distributive
message has the potential to change opinion, even among the high prior knowledge cohort,
who are associated with a close-minded orientation. The message has impact. This assertion
is supported by the response to the PMCV (Perceived Message Cognitional Value) scale
which demonstrates, irrespective of prior knowledge levels, there is an appetite for the
community gain message. The combined neutral and positive responses outweigh the
negative responses. The PMCV scale is relatively new (by Lane et al., 2006) and therefore
has not been applied or tested to any great extent. This study found it to be useful and added
value to the research methodology and findings. Indeed, it was more useful to this study than
the more established Need for Cognition Scale (Cacioppo et al., 1984). Persuasion occurs
when the recipient’s attitudes were modified to varying degrees (Murphy et al., 2005). The
findings demonstrate that low and medium prior knowledge subjects, who together represent
the majority, were much more open to attitude moderation. The findings are that 47% of high
prior knowledge subjects will change their opinion based on receipt of the community gain
message. This figure increases to 71% for medium prior knowledge and 79% for lower prior
knowledge subjects, therefore, supporting the hypothesis that attitudes moderate upon
presentation of a persuasive message advocating community gain/distributive justice.
In the context of public policy projects (Cowell, 2007; Cass et al., 2010; Laws, 1996; Ellis et
al., 2007), it is recognised further research is required in the areas of distributive justice and
broader community and social acceptance issues (Aitken, 2011; Boynes-Watson, 2006;
Edwards et al., 2000). There is a recognition of significant public resistance to siting overhead
lines (Fischlein et al., 2013; Buijs et al., 2011; Cain and Nelson, 2013; Vajjhala, 2007). There
is a lacuna regarding initiatives to facilitate their social acceptance. Cotton and Devine-Wright
(2012) note the dearth of research on the social-cultural issues surrounding the process of
electrical transmission line sighting. The findings of this study directly address and contribute
to the literature by providing empirical data on a key initiative (community gain) to facilitate the
social acceptance of social / community gain. It significantly contributes to the academic
research in this area (Fischlein et al., 2013; Buijs et al., 2011; Ellis et al. 2007; Devine-Wright
2011; Cowell 2007; Aitken 2011; Vajjhala 2007, Susskind et al. 1999; Wustenhagen et al.
2007; Edwards et al. 2000; Gross 2007; Dobson 1998; Cain and Nelson, 2013).
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The empirical evidence in this study is valid, reliable, consistent and robust. It addresses an
empirical gap in prior knowledge research by providing field data, which heretofore was
lacking.
It is hoped this study, and the publications to follow, will act as a catalyst in promoting renewed
interest in what the examination and application of prior knowledge has to offer academics,
practitioners and policy makers.
6.7.2 Contribution to Practitioners
This research also supports the work of policy-makers, regulators, developers, marketers,
communicators and other stakeholders involved in national and international infrastructural
development projects in sectors such as energy, transport and waste management. It
highlights the potential for distributive justice initiatives and the contribution of prior knowledge
analysis can make to developing marketing and communications strategies. It increases the
capacity to successfully address challenges associated with siting HVOTLs and other
controversial infrastructure projects. It can help in developing a more informed and more
successful approach to meaningful stakeholder consultation, participation and engagement.
This research demonstrates distributive justice initiatives such as community gain messaging
and delivery, if communicated effectively, can assist in moderating attitudes in controversial
circumstances.

An important challenge for policy makers is designing effective methods to communicate
(Rucker and Petty, 2006). An appreciation of how prior knowledge analysis can contribute to
new more meaningful and effective communications and marketing strategies can assist
policy makers and strategists deliver projects more successfully. A more informed approach
in this regard can result in a more productive and harmonious relationship with stakeholders,
in the case of infrastructural development, the wellbeing of host communities and individual
householders. In this regard, the application of the following recommended steps could be
adapted to the infrastructure communications context (see Figure 6.1)
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Figure 6.1 Recommended Steps in Developing Risk Communications for Consumers

Step 1: Consider audience
elaboration level

•Is the audience naturally prone to scrutinise the
message carefully and able to do so?

Step 2: Evaluate message
characteristics

•Does the message contain information that can
serve as cues, arguments, or both?

Step 3: Message objective type of
change

•Is immediate or enduring attitude change desired?

Step 4: Evaluate fit from
Steps 1-3

•Is there congruency among audience elaboration
level. message characteristics, and message
objectives?

Step 5: Test message
effectiveness

•Experimentally examine whether the message is
more effective under low or high elaboration.

Step 6: Evaluate message
effectiveness

•Was the message effective at the elaboration level
specified? How was certainty of the attitude
influenced?

Source: Rucker and Petty (2006, p. 41)

This research provides unique opportunities for cross-fertilization of new ideas, as well as
direct opportunities for feedback from practitioners and planners to academic researchers
seeking to develop or refine the focus of on-going or new research. It seeks to develop and
inform new research opportunities. These opportunities will be facilitated by presentations,
workshops and publications of this research.
The author agrees with Kitchen et al.’s (2014, p. 2044) recommendation that “practitioners
should be cautious about using the model as a sole basis for communication planning”.
However, this research does not support Kitchen et al.’s (2014, p. 2044) contention that the
ELM is not “attuned to today’s world of digital communications, [and] may simply serve to
widen the chasm between academics and practitioners”.

6.7.3 Contribution to Policy

Social acceptance continues to be a major problem facing electricity transmission. This
research aims to develop innovative community gain solutions to assist successful
deployment of projects. Irish Government Policy and An Bord Pleanála believe community
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gain should be contained within infrastructure project proposals. However, there is a lack of
knowledge on how to deliver and communicate community gain initiatives efficiently and
effectively. This research area is underdeveloped with few practical manifestations of the
concept. While there is evidence of high levels of public resistance to the siting of overhead
lines, there is a gap regarding innovative initiatives and solutions to help them become more
socially acceptable.

A better understanding of the role of community gain programmes will assist policy makers
and those stakeholders tasked with the delivery of large energy and other infrastructure
projects. Significant adverse financial consequences and security of supply risks are
experienced while projects are delayed by public resistance to the siting of such projects.
This study equips national and international infrastructural projects with a tool to help
implement more successful strategies. The findings will assist the provision of guidelines,
strategy and best practice approaches for the future.

6.7.4 Recommendations for Future Research

Research on levels of prior knowledge at different stages of a project would contribute to the
literature and the work of policy makers and practitioners. For this particular study, longitudinal
research was not feasible, however, it may be feasible in other contexts, such as energy,
transport, waste, or communications infrastructure projects. Once prior knowledge levels are
measured at the early stage of a project, they could be measured again post-messaging,
which would assess the effectiveness of messages and the way they are communicated.
Future researchers should try where possible to conduct ‘real world’ field research, as so many
ELM studies are based on student responses (Kitchen et al., 2014). In order for future research
findings to have real world impact, such studies should encourage more collaboration between
academics and practitioners.

The application of prior knowledge research, similar to this study, as a tool to establish
information, which informs the design and dissemination of messaging would also be of
interest. Such research would also corroborate the findings of this study. It would be
constructive for academia, policy makers, project developers, and other stakeholders to
establish, through evidence based empirical research, the value and potential of prior
knowledge, to show how such information can contribute to successful outcomes, to help solve
problems being experienced by important infrastructure projects. Procedural and distributive
justice should be researched further. Project developers seem to have difficulty in how they
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consult with host communities. Also, not enough is known about how effective a community
gain messaging can be; this area needs more attention and analysis.
6.8 Chapter Summary

This research makes a meaningful contribution to the overall body of marketing literature in
the areas of the Elaboration Likelihood Model of Persuasion, prior knowledge, personal
relevance, personal involvement facility siting, procedural and distributive justice, and
infrastructural development. The research more firmly establishes prior knowledge and
distributive justice as useful considerations and applications for policymakers dealing with
contentious siting of necessary public infrastructure.

There is a general narrative throughout the ELM related literature, where there is an elevated
emphasis on high prior knowledge subjects. Further, low prior knowledge subjects are
perceived as less important because they do not engage in cognition to a great extent and
make quick, ill-informed decisions because they may not have the ability and motivation to do
so otherwise. In contrast, this study sees great value in the potential of low prior knowledge
subjects because they are interested in building their knowledge base and pursue a central
processing route through the ELM. There is evidence the low prior knowledge and medium
prior knowledge subjects, representing the majority population, underestimate their ability,
perhaps suggesting a modesty, which is not as prevalent among the more confident high prior
knowledge subjects.

Information and initiatives, such as the independent residential visual impact assessment,
proximity payment and community gain schemes, are not being communicated effectively.
Developers may believe they have communicated, but do not realise such communication
techniques have not been effective. A realisation of communication ineffectiveness, based on
evidence such as produced by this study, should prompt policy makers, project promoters and
communicators, to amend their marketing and communication strategies and campaign
methodologies. This study found the levels of prior knowledge among the proposed host
communities to be lower than expected, which should not be the case, considering the
proposed project has been the subject of communication material and media comment for
over a decade. The study of prior knowledge can help shed light on such project weaknesses
and provide direction on making informed improvements and strengthening the project
proposal proposition benefiting all stakeholders, locally and nationally. Academics, policy
makers and practitioners need to work together in more successfully advancing required
infrastructure intended for social and economic betterment. Being respectful and more
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conscientious of host communities will help realise this objective and this study demonstrates
the role prior knowledge, as a component of the ELM, can contribute to a successful outcome.
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Appendix 1: Survey Instrument: Questionnaire

Community Messaging Research
This is an independent survey being carried out on behalf of the National University of Ireland,
Galway regarding people’s knowledge of, opinions and attitudes towards the environment
and some infrastructure projects. It is part-funded by a European Union Grant which is
administered through the Sustainable Energy Association of Ireland (SEAI).
The objective of the research is primarily of an academic nature in order to contribute,
nationally and internationally, to academic literature and future policy development in the
area of environmental projects and communicating with relevant stakeholders.
An independent market research fieldwork agency, Fieldwork Future Ltd, is undertaking the
interviewing and collecting the data on behalf of Insight Statistical Consulting (an
independent marketing research firm). Insight Statistical Consulting are analysing the
responses from the survey on behalf of NUI Galway. Please be reassured that your responses
will be treated with utmost confidentiality.
As a gesture of gratitude for your cooperation, we are offering €20 for your time. The
questionnaire will take from 35-45 minutes to complete.
The answers that you provide will be kept completely confidential and anonymous. In
completing the questionnaire please can give consideration to the following;




Please read each question carefully and answer as accurately as you can.
Please write clearly and legibly so that we can read your responses.
Please confirm that you are aged 18+ and normally resident at this address;
Yes, I am at least 18 years old and normally resident at this address

Thank you!
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QUESTIONNAIRE: PART A

A1.1 - Please indicate how important, or unimportant, the following issues are to you
personally?
Please circle the appropriate response
Very
Unimportant

Unimportant

Neither

Important

Very Important

Don’t
Know

1

2

3

4

5

9

1

2

3

4

5

9

1

2

3

4

5

9

1

2

3

4

5

9

Littering

1

2

3

4

5

9

Illegal Dumping

1

2

3

4

5

9

Dangerous
Roads

1

2

3

4

5

9

Flooding

1

2

3

4

5

9

Water Pollution

1

2

3

4

5

9

Climate Change
Water
Conservation
Heritage
Conservation
Visual
Landscape
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Proposal: An application has been made for planning permission to construct an electricity
transmission line in your area.

Please read the following questions and provide your level of response along the scale
provided.

A2.1 - How well-informed are you on the proposed transmission line project?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Not at all informed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very informed

A2.2 - How much of an expert do you consider yourself on the issue of the transmission
line project?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Not at all expert 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very expert

A2.3 - How would you rate your knowledge of the technical details of the proposed
transmission line project?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
I know nothing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I know everything

A2.4 - Would you like to know more about the proposed transmission line project?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
No, I know enough 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yes, I need to know more
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Please indicate your response to the following questions by giving your best estimate
based on options provided. If you don’t know the answer to a particular question just
indicate so in the response options.

A3.1 - Please indicate the type of (pylon) structures to hold the proposed transmission
line:
Please tick one only
1
2
3
4
9

Wooden structure
Steel structure
Both wooden and steel
Other please specify:______________________________
Don’t know

A3.2 - Please indicate the approximate average height of the (pylon) structures to be used
along the proposed transmission line?
Please tick one only
1
2
3
4
5
6
9

5-15 meters
16-25 meters
26-51 meters
52-65 meters
66-78 meters
More than 78 meters
Don’t know

A3.3 - Please indicate what voltage will be transmitted across the proposed transmission
line?
Please tick one only
1
2
3
4
5
9

110kV
220kV
400kV
800kV
Other please specify:_______________________________
Don’t know

194

A3.4 - How well-informed are you on the debate of placing the lines over-ground versus
under-ground?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Not at all informed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very informed

A3.5 - To the best of your knowledge, what are the technical arguments being put forward
for placing lines over-ground and underground?
Over-ground

9

Under-ground

Don’t know anything about it
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Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is a process for anticipating the effects on the
environment caused by a development. An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is the
document produced as a result of that process.
A4.1 - To the best of your knowledge, has an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) been
published for the proposed transmission line in your area?
Please tick one only
1 Yes
2 No
9 Don’t Know
A4.2 - To the best of your knowledge which of the following organisation(s) is/are
responsible for the development of the North-South Interconnection project?
Please tick all that apply
1
2
3
4
5
6
9

Electricity Supply Board (ESB)
EirGrid
Airtricity
Energia
Electric Ireland
Other, please specify:_______________________________________
Don’t know

A4.3 - To the best of your knowledge who is authorised to grant, or refuse, planning
permission for the proposed project;
Please tick one only
1
2
3
4
9

County Council
An Bord Pleanála
Central Government
Other, please specify:_______________________________________
Don’t know

A4.4 - The visual impact of the proposed transmission line (when operational) on my
property has been classified by the Environmental Statement as:
Please tick one only
1
2
3
4
5

Major
Moderate-Major
Minor-Moderate
Moderate
Negligible
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9

Don't know

Proximity Payment: This payment looks to provide direct benefit to those impacted by
the proposed transmission line. It consists of a payment made to all homeowners whose
occupied building is within a certain distance of the centre-line of the proposed new
transmission line.
A5.1 - Are you aware of the proximity payment being offered to households associated
with this proposal?
Please tick one only
1 Yes
2 No
A5.2 - How well-informed are you of the proximity payment scheme associated with the
proposed transmission line?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Not at all informed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very informed

A5.3 - Does your property meet the criteria for a proximity payment as part of this
proposal?
Please tick one only
1 Yes
2 No
9 Don’t know
A5.4 - To the best of your knowledge, which of the following proximity payment options
are being proposed as part of this proposal?
Please tick one only
1
2
3
4
5
9

From €5,000 to €30,000 depending on whether the property is 200m to 50m from the line
From €4,000 to €25,000 depending on whether the property is 200m to 50m from the line
From €3,000 to €20,000 depending on whether the property is 200m to 50m from the line
From €2,000 to €15,000 depending on whether the property is 200m to 50m from the line
From €1,000 to €10,000 depending on whether the property is 200m to 50m from the line
Don’t know

A5.5 - Do you believe the proximity payment amounts being offered are sufficient?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
No, not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yes, definitely
9 Don’t know
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Community Gain: This is a proposed payment in response to public concerns about the
new grid infrastructure. Payments would be used for projects of local value and would be
dispensed in the form of grants.
A6.1 - Are you aware of the community gain scheme being offered to communities
associated with this proposal?
Please tick one only
1 Yes
2 No

A6.2 - How well-informed are you of the community gain scheme associated with the
proposed transmission line?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Not at all informed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very informed

A6.3 - Please indicate which of the following community gain contributions per kilometre
of the proposed transmission line has been put forward?, i.e. how much is being made
available via grants for local projects per kilometre of line.
Please tick one only
1
2
3
4
5
6
9

€10,000 per km
€15,000 per km
€25,000 per km
€35,000 per km
€40,000 per km
€50,000 per km
Don’t know

A6.4 - Do you believe in the community gain approach being proposed for this project?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
No, not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yes, definitely
9 Don’t know

A6.5 - Do you believe the community gain amounts being offered are sufficient?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
No, not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yes, definitely
9 Don’t know
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A6.6 – I would welcome a community gain scheme to contribute funds towards local
projects
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree
9 Don’t know

A6.7 - Please could you provide reason(s) why you agree, or disagree, with the above
statement?

Please read the following questions and provide your level of response along the scale
provided.
A7.1 - How important is the transmission line project proposal to you personally?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Not at all important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very important

A7.2 - How concerned are you about the transmission line project proposal?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Not at all concerned 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very concerned

A7.3 - How likely is the transmission line project proposal to affect you personally?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

A7.4 - How relevant is the transmission line project proposal to your life?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Not at all relevant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very relevant
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A7.5 - Are you affected more so than others by the transmission line project proposal?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yes, very much so
9 Don’t know

A7.6 - Please rank in order of importance your top three concerns about the proposed
transmission line project?
Top three concerns where 1 is the most important concern
RANK
Residential Visual Impact
Human Health
Property Value
Landscape Visual Impact
Farm Animal Health
Food Production Impact
Tourism Amenity Impact
Other, please specify:______________________________
A8.1 - Please estimate the nearest distance from your property (building) to the
transmission line and nearest pylon by ticking the appropriate box:

Distance to:
Transmission line

0-200m

201m to
500m

Greater
than 500m

Don’t know

Nearest Pylon

A8.2 - In your opinion, if the proposed transmission line goes ahead, will any pylons be
visible from your house?
Please tick one only
1
2
3
9

Yes (one pylon)
Yes (more than one pylon)
No
Don’t know
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A8.3 - In your opinion, if the proposed transmission line goes ahead, will the transmission
line be visible from your house?
Please tick one only
1 Yes
2 No
9 Don’t know
A8.4 - Have you ever attended any public meeting(s) about this project?
Please tick one only
1 Yes
2 No
3 Would prefer not to say
A8.5 – If yes, please indicate what type of meetings you attended?
Please tick all that apply
1
2
3
4
5
6

Information meetings
Consultation evenings
Protest meetings
Oral hearing
Other, please specify:____________________________________
Would prefer not to say

A8.6 - Did you submit a planning objection to An Bord Pleanála?
Please tick one only
1 Yes
2 No
3 Would prefer not to say
A8.7 - Are you aware that an oral hearing was held earlier in 2016 for the North-South
Interconnection project?
Please tick one only
1 Yes
2 No
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A8.8 - Did you attend the oral hearing?
Please tick one only
1
2
3
4

Yes, more than two days
Yes, one or two days
No
Would prefer not to say

A8.9 - Please indicate whether you are actively involved in any of the following type of
community organisations/groups;
Please tick all that apply
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Sporting
Environmental
Conservation
Heritage & Culture
Tourism
Charitable
Youth
Other, please specify:_______________________________________________

A8.10 - Do you think any of these groups would benefit from the Community Gain Scheme
associated with the proposed transmission line project?
Please tick all that apply
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Sporting
Environmental
Conservation
Heritage & Culture
Tourism
Charitable
Youth
Other
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Please read the following questions and provide your level of response along the scale
provided.
A9.1 - Is it likely that the proposed transmission line will be developed?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
No, not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yes, definitely
9 Don’t know

A9.2 - If the proposed transmission line project was to proceed, what potential benefits
can you think of (for you and/or the local community)?

A9.3 - If the proposed transmission line project was to proceed, what possible adverse
effects can you think of (for you and/or the local community)?
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Please read the following questions and provide your level of response along the scale
provided.
A10.1 - Are you in favour, or against the proposed transmission line?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Totally against 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Totally in favour
9 Don’t know

A10.2 - Do you believe the proposed transmission line is harmful to the environment?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
No, not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yes, definitely
9 Don’t know

A10.3 - Do you believe the proposed transmission line is of net benefit to your
community?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
No, not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yes, definitely
9 Don’t know

A10.4 - How certain are you of your feelings for the proposed transmission line project?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Not certain at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very certain

A10.5 - How certain are you that you know what your true attitude on the proposed
transmission line project really is?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Not certain at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very certain
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A10.6 - How certain are you that the attitude you expressed towards the proposed
transmission line project really reflects your true thoughts and feelings?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Not certain at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very certain

A10.7 - How intense is your attitude towards the proposed transmission line project?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Not intense at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very intense

A10.8 - How likely is your attitude towards the proposed transmission line project to
change over time?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Not likely at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

A10.9 - How likely would you be to persuade others to your position on the proposed
transmission line project?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Not at all likely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely
9 Don’t know

A10.10 - How comfortable are you on expressing your views on the proposed transmission
line in a public setting?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Not comfortable at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very comfortable
9 Don’t know
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A11 - NEED for Cognition Scale
This is an established scale that is unrelated to the project which allows us to measure
cognition. For each of the statements below, please indicate whether or not the statement
is characteristic of you or what you believe. For example, if the statement is completely
uncharacteristic of you or of what you believe about yourself (i.e. not at all like you) please
place a “1” in the box next to the statement. If the statement is extremely characteristic of
you or of what you believe about yourself (very much like you) please place a “5” on the line
to the left of the statement. You should use the following scale as you rate each of the
statements below.
1
2
extremely
somewhat
uncharacteristic
uncharacteristic
of me
of me
Statement
Score

3
uncertain

4
somewhat
characteristic of
me

5
extremely
characteristic of
me

I prefer complex to simple problems.
I like to have the responsibility of handling a situation that requires a lot of thinking.
Thinking is not my idea of fun.
I would rather do something that requires little thought than something that is sure to
challenge my thinking abilities.
I try to anticipate and avoid situations where there is a likely chance I will have to think
in-depth about something.
I find satisfaction in deliberating hard and for long hours.
I only think as hard as I have to.
I prefer to think about small daily projects to long term ones.
I like tasks that require little thought once I’ve learned them.
The idea of relying on thought to make my way to the top appeals to me.
I really enjoy a task that involves coming up with new solutions to problems.
Learning new ways to think doesn’t excite me very much.
I prefer my life to be filled with puzzles I must solve.
The notion of thinking abstractly is appealing to me.
I would prefer a task that is intellectual, difficult, and important to one that is
somewhat important but does not require much thought.
I feel relief rather than satisfaction after completing a task that requires a lot of mental
effort.
It’s enough for me that something gets the job done; I don’t care how or why it works.
I usually end up deliberating about issues even when they do not affect me personally.
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QUESTIONNAIRE: PART B

Please read the following message carefully and respond to the questions which follow:

Message

Eirgrid has applied for planning permission in your area for the North-South Electricity
Interconnector project.
If planning permission is granted a "Community Gain Scheme" will be designed.
The Eirgrid Community Gain Scheme was developed in response to the government’s 2012
policy statement "Strategic Importance of Transmission and other Energy infrastructure".
This policy statement looked to ways of benefiting local communities to make acceptance of
grid infrastructure mutually beneficial.
Expressions of concern have been expressed by local communities over the years in relation
to residential/landscape issues, health concerns and the impact that projects such as this
could have on property values. The Community Gain Scheme will be designed to have a
positive impact and benefit, together with contributing to the social and economic fabric of
your local area.
For every 10km along the proposed line, the Community Gain Scheme will grant-aid €400,000
in funding for local projects. The grant application process will be quick and efficient.
It is envisaged the type of projects supported will include:









sports facilities for young people
availability of community facilities
community services for elderly people
energy, conservation & environmental projects
heritage conservation projects
education bursaries
small business grants
employment initiatives
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B1 - Please take a few minutes to write in a series of “thought-listing boxes” any thoughts
you had while reading the message. Write down all of your thoughts, whether favourable
to, opposed to, neutral toward, or irrelevant to the message.
Please refer back to message whenever you need
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

B2 - Please indicate your reaction to this message by circling the number which most
appropriately reflects your opinion?

Like 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Dislike
Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive
Favourable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unfavourable
Reject 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Accept
Points made were powerful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Points made were not powerful
Not important to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very important to me
Not personally relevant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Personally relevant
The message is persuasive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 The message is not persuasive
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B3 - Please indicate your reaction to the message by circling the number which most
appropriately reflects your opinion?

Very Don’t
much Know

Not
at all
To what extent do you feel
indecision about the
(community gain) message?
To what extent do you feel
conflict when you think
about the (community gain)
message?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

9

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

9

Please read the following questions and provide your level of response along the scale
provided.
B4.1 - To what extent do you have mixed feelings about the message?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
I am completely one-sided 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I have completely mixed reactions

B4.2 - Did you think deeply about the information contained in the community gain
message?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
No, not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yes definitely

B4.3 - Did the community gain message persuade you in coming to a decision on whether
to support or reject the transmission line proposal?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Did not persuade me at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Persuaded me a lot
9 Don’t know

B4.4 - Did the community gain message change your opinion on whether to support or
reject the transmission line proposal?
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Did not change my opinion at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Changed my opinion a lot
9 Don’t know
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B5 - Please indicate your reaction to the message by circling the number which most
appropriately reflects your opinion?

Very
unsuccessful

How successful do you think
you were in finding flaws in
the arguments in the
message you read?
How successful do you think
you were in continuing to
support the reasons for your
initial opinion about the
proposed transmission line
project?
How successful do you think
you were in critically
evaluating the quality the
message you read?

Very
successful

Don’t
Know

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

9

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

9

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

9

B6 - Please indicate your reaction to the message by circling the number which most
appropriately reflects your opinion?

Credible information presented 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Information presented not credible
Not at all understandable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very understandable
Not intellectually stimulating 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Intellectually stimulating
Not at all comprehensible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very comprehensible
Not intellectually engaging 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Intellectually engaging
Would make people think 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Would not make people think
Does not make sense 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Makes sense
Confusing arguments 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Clear arguments
Not at all thought-provoking 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Thought-provoking
Unclear information presented 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Clear information presented
Valid claims 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Invalid claims
Presented accurate information 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Did not present accurate information
Did not really make me think 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Really made me think
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B7.1 - Do you have any particular local projects or groups in mind that may be interested
in applying for funding under the Community Gain Scheme?
1 Yes
2 No

B7.2 - If yes, are these projects or groups involved in any of the following activities?
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Sports facilities for young people
Availability of community facilities
Community services for elderly people
Energy, conservation & environmental projects
Heritage conservation projects
Education bursaries
Small business grants
Employment initiatives
Other, please specify:______________________________________________

Follow on Research & Demographics
B8.1 - Would you be interested in taking part in any follow-on research or interviews that
may take place after this survey?
1
2

Yes
No thanks

If yes then please provide your name and telephone number;
Name:_________________________________________________________
Telephone: _____________________________________________________
B9.1 - Please indicate your gender:
1
2

Male
Female

B9.2 - Please provide your age-band:
1
2
3
4
5
6

18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65+
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B9.3 - How many children aged under 18 are normally resident at this address?

B9.4 - What is the highest level of education you have obtained?
Please tick one only
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

No formal qualification/training
Primary education
Lower secondary
Upper secondary
Technical or Vocational
Advanced certificate/Completed apprenticeship
Higher certificate
Ordinary bachelor’s degree or national diploma
Honours bachelor’s degree/professional qualification
Postgraduate diploma or degree
Doctorate
Other, please specify:___________________________

B9.5 - How would you describe your present principal status?
Please tick one only
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Working for payment or profit
Looking for first regular job
Unemployed
Student or pupil
Looking after home/family
Retired from employment
Unable to work due to permanent sickness or disability
Other, please specify:__________________________

B9.6 - Any Other Comments:

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME!
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INTERVIEWER NOTES

GENERAL INTERVIEWER COMMENTS;

Household ID:

Time Started:
Time Finished:

Duration:
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Appendix 2: Comfort Letter

Project Information
October 2016
This is an independent survey being carried out on behalf of the National University of Ireland,
Galway regarding people’s knowledge of, opinions and attitudes towards the environment and some
infrastructure projects. It is part-funded by a European Union Grant which is administered through
the Sustainable Energy Association of Ireland (SEAI).
The objective of the research is primarily of an academic nature in order to contribute, nationally
and internationally, to academic literature and future policy development in the area of
environmental projects and communicating with relevant stakeholders.
Academically the purpose of this research is to examine how recipient cognition is influenced by
prior knowledge when in receipt of counter-attitudinal messaging. Specifically, the research is
endeavouring to identify how prior knowledge, in amount and substance, influences the evaluation
of persuasive communications.
The methodology involves a quantitative (self-completion) survey of householders. The research
sample context is that of residences and commercial enterprises located adjacent to the proposed
route of a proposed electricity transmission line project. Prior knowledge, attitudes, personal
relevance and involvement are being measured. The sample counter-attitudinal message presented
relates to community gain.
The research contribution can be described as;
Academic - Prior knowledge, and by extension, the Elaboration Likelihood Model are empirically
tested, therefore advancing this aspect of the literature.
Policy - Approach to and promotion of environmental / infrastructure projects should benefit from
the findings by way of future project policy formulation and planning nationally and internationally.
An independent market research fieldwork agency, Fieldwork Future Ltd, is undertaking the
interviews and collecting the data on behalf of Insight Statistical Consulting (an independent
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marketing research firm). Insight Statistical Consulting are analysing the responses from the survey
on behalf of National University of Ireland, Galway. Please be reassured that your responses will be
treated with utmost confidentiality and neither Insight Statistical Consulting nor anyone else
connected to this project will link particular responses to individuals. As a gesture of gratitude for
your cooperation, we are offering €20 for your time. The questionnaire will take approximately 3040 minutes to complete.
Thank you for your time. If you have any follow-up questions or otherwise, please contact; Torsten
Valbert from Fieldwork Future via Torsten@fieldworkfuture.com (or 01 2374033) or David Harmon
from Insight Statistical Consulting via dharmon@insightsc.ie (or 01 6612467).
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Appendix 3: Residential Visual Impact (extract)
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Appendix 4: Cognitive Test Signatories
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Appendix 5: Cognitive Test Visual Aids

219

220

Appendix 6: EirGrid Community Fund and Proximity Payments
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Appendix 7: Methodologies in Prior Knowledge research studies to date
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Appendix 8: EIS maps pertinent to study context
Detailed information on the type and location of every relevant dwelling, and the independent
assessment of impact of residential visual amenity was available from the EIA. In order to
demonstrate the type of EIA information and maps available which were pertinent to this study’s
context, a selection of them are as follows:
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Appendix 9: Response rate details via MSA & CMSA
Response Rate: From the table below, it is clear that households were selected across the entire
length of the proposed line.

Number of Visits

Map

Study

Total

Area

Households

Once

Three

Not

Twice

times

Visited

Refusals

Interviews

1

CMSA

26

25

0

0

1

7

4

2

CMSA

25

25

0

0

0

3

5

3

CMSA

33

13

2

0

18

15

5

4

CMSA

23

14

0

0

9

5

5

5

CMSA

26

3

10

0

13

12

5

6

CMSA

36

11

0

0

25

6

6

7

CMSA

33

7

11

3

12

23

4

8

CMSA

21

7

3

6

5

3

3

9

CMSA

48

14

5

12

17

8

6

10

CMSA

26

9

5

7

5

5

3

11

CMSA

27

8

1

12

6

4

2

12

CMSA

32

8

2

5

17

5

3

13

CMSA

21

9

2

5

5

5

4

14

CMSA

45

21

5

11

8

5

6

15

CMSA

19

7

4

5

3

5

1

16

CMSA

30

12

0

0

18

1

7

17

MSA

17

16

0

0

1

1

5

18

MSA

19

14

0

0

5

2

5

19

MSA

41

34

0

0

7

5

5

20

MSA

24

10

0

0

14

0

5

21

MSA

7

0

0

0

7

0

0

22

MSA

3

0

0

0

3

0

0

23

MSA

43

27

0

0

16

4

10

24

MSA

66

38

0

0

28

0

14

25

MSA

39

24

0

0

15

0

11

26

MSA

64

44

0

0

20

0

14

27

MSA

47

20

19

0

8

0

10

28

MSA

44

23

6

3

12

1

10

29

MSA

16

7

7

0

2

0

5

30

MSA

36

13

0

0

23

0

5
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31

MSA

18

11

0

0

7

0

5

32

MSA

24

22

0

0

2

0

5

33

MSA

3

0

0

0

3

0

0

34

MSA

49

10

12

19

8

2

9

1,031

506

94

88

343

127

187

total
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Appendix 10: Data Analysis - Personal Relevance (Project Proposal & Community)
Frequency Tables
How important is the transmission line project proposal to you
personally?
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Valid Percent

Percent

Not at all important

40

21.4

21.5

21.5

2

18

9.6

9.7

31.2

3

24

12.8

12.9

44.1

4

29

15.5

15.6

59.7

5

21

11.2

11.3

71.0

6

21

11.2

11.3

82.3

Very important

33

17.6

17.7

100.0

186

99.5

100.0

1

.5

187

100.0

Total
Missing

Percent

System

Total

How concerned are you about the transmission line project proposal?
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Valid Percent

Percent

Not at all concerned

13

7.0

7.0

7.0

2

16

8.6

8.6

15.7

3

20

10.7

10.8

26.5

4

30

16.0

16.2

42.7

5

20

10.7

10.8

53.5

6

21

11.2

11.4

64.9

Very concerned

65

34.8

35.1

100.0

185

98.9

100.0

2

1.1

187

100.0

Total
Missing

Percent

System

Total

How likely is the transmission line project proposal to affect you
personally?
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Not at all

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

16

8.6

8.7

8.7

2

7

3.7

3.8

12.5

3

27

14.4

14.7

27.2
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4

41

21.9

22.3

49.5

5

20

10.7

10.9

60.3

6

26

13.9

14.1

74.5

Very likely

47

25.1

25.5

100.0

184

98.4

100.0

3

1.6

187

100.0

Total
Missing

System

Total

How relevant is the transmission line project proposal to your life?
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Valid Percent

Percent

Not at all relevant

19

10.2

10.4

10.4

2

12

6.4

6.6

16.9

3

19

10.2

10.4

27.3

4

41

21.9

22.4

49.7

5

32

17.1

17.5

67.2

6

17

9.1

9.3

76.5

Very relevant

43

23.0

23.5

100.0

183

97.9

100.0

4

2.1

187

100.0

Total
Missing

Percent

System

Total

Are you affected more so than others by the transmission line project
proposal?
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Not at all

Percent

8.6

11.7

11.7

2

8

4.3

5.8

17.5

3

22

11.8

16.1

33.6

4

25

13.4

18.2

51.8

5

27

14.4

19.7

71.5

6

14

7.5

10.2

81.8

Yes, very much so

25

13.4

18.2

100.0

137

73.3

100.0

41

21.9

9

4.8

50

26.7

187

100.0

Don't know
System
Total

Total

Valid Percent

16

Total
Missing

Percent
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A8.9 - Please indicate whether you are actively involved in any of the following
type of community organisations/groups. (PR- Community Gain)
Count
A8.9

Column N %

Sporting

62

39.2%

Environmental

35

22.2%

Conservation

21

13.3%

Heritage & Culture

24

15.2%

6

3.8%

Charitable

29

18.4%

Youth

33

20.9%

Other

38

24.1%

Total

158

100.0%

Tourism

COMPUTE PRP=Mean(A7.1,A7.2,A7.3,A7.4,A7.5).
EXECUTE.
SORT CASES BY PRP (D).
SORT CASES BY PRP (A).
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=PRP
/ORDER=ANALYSIS.

PRP
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

1.00

8

4.3

4.3

4.3

1.20

2

1.1

1.1

5.4

1.40

2

1.1

1.1

6.5

1.50

1

.5

.5

7.0

1.60

1

.5

.5

7.5

1.75

3

1.6

1.6

9.1

2.00

1

.5

.5

9.7

2.20

2

1.1

1.1

10.8

2.40

4

2.1

2.2

12.9

2.50

1

.5

.5

13.4

2.60

1

.5

.5

14.0

2.75

2

1.1

1.1

15.1

2.80

4

2.1

2.2

17.2

3.00

7

3.7

3.8

21.0

3.20

2

1.1

1.1

22.0

3.25

3

1.6

1.6

23.7
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Missing
Total

3.40

2

1.1

1.1

24.7

3.50

1

.5

.5

25.3

3.60

4

2.1

2.2

27.4

3.75

5

2.7

2.7

30.1

3.80

7

3.7

3.8

33.9

4.00

18

9.6

9.7

43.5

4.20

5

2.7

2.7

46.2

4.25

3

1.6

1.6

47.8

4.40

4

2.1

2.2

50.0

4.50

3

1.6

1.6

51.6

4.60

8

4.3

4.3

55.9

4.75

2

1.1

1.1

57.0

4.80

5

2.7

2.7

59.7

5.00

6

3.2

3.2

62.9

5.20

3

1.6

1.6

64.5

5.25

4

2.1

2.2

66.7

5.40

3

1.6

1.6

68.3

5.50

2

1.1

1.1

69.4

5.60

7

3.7

3.8

73.1

5.75

2

1.1

1.1

74.2

5.80

11

5.9

5.9

80.1

6.00

10

5.3

5.4

85.5

6.20

7

3.7

3.8

89.2

6.40

1

.5

.5

89.8

6.60

5

2.7

2.7

92.5

6.75

1

.5

.5

93.0

6.80

2

1.1

1.1

94.1

7.00

11

5.9

5.9

100.0

Total

186

99.5

100.0

1

.5

187

100.0

System

RECODE PRP (Lowest thru 3.99=1) (4 thru 5=2) (5.2 thru Highest=3) INTO
PRPc.
EXECUTE.
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=PRPc
/STATISTICS=RANGE MINIMUM MAXIMUM MODE
/ORDER=ANALYSIS.
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Personal Relevance Proposal (Grouped)
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Missing

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

Low

63

33.7

33.9

33.9

Medium

54

28.9

29.0

62.9

High

69

36.9

37.1

100.0

Total

186

99.5

100.0

1

.5

187

100.0

System

Total

SORT CASES BY A8.9x1 (D) A8.9x2 (D) A8.9x3 (D) A8.9x4 (D) A8.9x5 (D) A8.9x6
(D) A8.9x7 (D) A8.9x8 (D) A8.9x8t (D).
SORT CASES BY A8.9x8 (D).
SORT CASES BY A8.9x1 (D) A8.9x2 (D) A8.9x3 (D) A8.9x4 (D) A8.9x5 (D) A8.9x6
(D) A8.9x7 (D) A8.9x8 (D).
COMPUTE PRP_A=Sum(A8.9x1,A8.9x2,A8.9x3,A8.9x4,A8.9x5,A8.9x6,A8.9x7).
EXECUTE.
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=PRP_A
/ORDER=ANALYSIS.

PRP_A
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Missing

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

1.00

81

43.3

65.9

65.9

2.00

22

11.8

17.9

83.7

3.00

10

5.3

8.1

91.9

4.00

3

1.6

2.4

94.3

5.00

2

1.1

1.6

95.9

6.00

2

1.1

1.6

97.6

7.00

3

1.6

2.4

100.0

Total

123

65.8

100.0

64

34.2

187

100.0

System

Total

Personal Relevance CG
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Not Active

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

64

34.2

34.2

34.2

Active

123

65.8

65.8

100.0

Total

187

100.0

100.0
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Appendix 11: Data Analysis - Personal Involvement Frequency Tables
Have you ever attended any public meeting(s) about this project?
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

Yes

57

30.5

30.5

30.5

No

120

64.2

64.2

94.7

10

5.3

5.3

100.0

187

100.0

100.0

Would prefer not to say
Total

* Custom Tables.
CTABLES
/VLABELS VARIABLES=$A8.5 DISPLAY=LABEL
/TABLE $A8.5 [C][COUNT F40.0, COLPCT.COUNT PCT40.1]
/CATEGORIES VARIABLES=$A8.5 EMPTY=INCLUDE TOTAL=YES POSITION=AFTER
/CRITERIA CILEVEL=95.

Count
A8.5

Column N %

Information meetings

41

47.7%

Consultation evenings

18

20.9%

Protest meetings

41

47.7%

Oral hearing

11

12.8%

2

2.3%

Would prefer not to say

14

16.3%

Total

86

100.0%

Other

FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=A8.6 A8.8
/ORDER=ANALYSIS.

Did you submit a planning objection to An Bord Pleanála?
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

Yes

34

18.2

18.2

18.2

No

131

70.1

70.1

88.2

22

11.8

11.8

100.0

187

100.0

100.0

Would prefer not to say
Total

Did you attend the oral hearing?
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

Yes, more than two days

7

3.7

3.8

3.8

Yes, one or two days

7

3.7

3.8

7.6

150

80.2

81.5

89.1

No

241

Would prefer not to say
Total
Missing

System

Total

20

10.7

10.9

184

98.4

100.0

3

1.6

187

100.0

RECODE A8.6 (1=1) (ELSE=0) INTO A8.6s.
EXECUTE.
RECODE A8.8 (1 thru 2=1) (ELSE=0) INTO A8.8s.
EXECUTE.
COMPUTE PIP_S=sum(A8.4s,A8.6s,A8.8s).
EXECUTE.
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=PIP_S
/STATISTICS=RANGE MINIMUM MAXIMUM MODE
/ORDER=ANALYSIS.

PIP_S
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

.00

122

65.2

65.2

65.2

1.00

35

18.7

18.7

84.0

2.00

20

10.7

10.7

94.7

3.00

10

5.3

5.3

100.0

Total

187

100.0

100.0

RECODE PIP_S (0=1) (1=2) (2 thru 3=3) INTO PIP_Sc.
EXECUTE.
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=PIP_Sc
/STATISTICS=RANGE MINIMUM MAXIMUM MODE
/ORDER=ANALYSIS.
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100.0

Appendix 12: Data Analysis - Prior Attitude Frequency Tables
Is it likely that the proposed transmission line will be developed?
(A9.1)
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

No, not at all

Valid Percent

Percent

18

9.6

15.1

15.1

2

6

3.2

5.0

20.2

3

10

5.3

8.4

28.6

4

26

13.9

21.8

50.4

5

27

14.4

22.7

73.1

6

11

5.9

9.2

82.4

Yes, definitely

21

11.2

17.6

100.0

119

63.6

100.0

65

34.8

3

1.6

68

36.4

187

100.0

Total
Missing

Percent

Don't know
System
Total

Total

Are you in favour, or against the proposed transmission line? (A10.1)
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Total

Valid Percent

Percent

Totally against

88

47.1

52.7

52.7

2

29

15.5

17.4

70.1

3

25

13.4

15.0

85.0

4

12

6.4

7.2

92.2

5

5

2.7

3.0

95.2

6

2

1.1

1.2

96.4

Totally in favour

6

3.2

3.6

100.0

167

89.3

100.0

20

10.7

187

100.0

Total
Missing

Percent

Don't know
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Do you believe the proposed transmission line is harmful to the
environment? (A10.2)
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Valid Percent

Percent

No, not at all

4

2.1

2.4

2.4

2

4

2.1

2.4

4.8

3

13

7.0

7.7

12.5

4

12

6.4

7.1

19.6

5

8

4.3

4.8

24.4

6

35

18.7

20.8

45.2

Yes, definitely

92

49.2

54.8

100.0

168

89.8

100.0

19

10.2

187

100.0

Total
Missing

Percent

Don't know

Total

Do you believe the proposed transmission line is of net benefit to your
community? (A10.3)
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Valid Percent

Percent

No, not at all

77

41.2

50.3

50.3

2

23

12.3

15.0

65.4

3

14

7.5

9.2

74.5

4

18

9.6

11.8

86.3

5

9

4.8

5.9

92.2

6

8

4.3

5.2

97.4

Yes, definitely

4

2.1

2.6

100.0

153

81.8

100.0

34

18.2

187

100.0

Total
Missing

Percent

Don't know

Total

How certain are you of your feelings for the proposed transmission line
project?
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

Not certain at all

18

9.6

9.7

9.7

2

10

5.3

5.4

15.1

3

18

9.6

9.7

24.7

4

23

12.3

12.4

37.1

5

15

8.0

8.1

45.2

6

32

17.1

17.2

62.4

Very certain

70

37.4

37.6

100.0

186

99.5

100.0

Total
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Missing

System

Total

1

.5

187

100.0

How certain are you that you know what your true attitude on the
proposed transmission line project really is?
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Not certain at all

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

16

8.6

8.6

8.6

2

9

4.8

4.8

13.4

3

22

11.8

11.8

25.1

4

28

15.0

15.0

40.1

5

19

10.2

10.2

50.3

6

31

16.6

16.6

66.8

Very certain

62

33.2

33.2

100.0

187

100.0

100.0

Total

How certain are you that the attitude you expressed towards the
proposed transmission line project really reflects your true thoughts
and feelings?
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Not certain at all

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

13

7.0

7.0

7.0

2

9

4.8

4.8

11.8

3

13

7.0

7.0

18.7

4

35

18.7

18.7

37.4

5

18

9.6

9.6

47.1

6

34

18.2

18.2

65.2

Very certain

65

34.8

34.8

100.0

187

100.0

100.0

Total

How intense is your attitude towards the proposed transmission line
project?
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

Not intense at all

13

7.0

7.0

7.0

2

23

12.3

12.4

19.4

3

16

8.6

8.6

28.0

4

29

15.5

15.6

43.5
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5

22

11.8

11.8

55.4

6

26

13.9

14.0

69.4

Very intense

57

30.5

30.6

100.0

186

99.5

100.0

1

.5

187

100.0

Total
Missing

System

Total

How likely is your attitude towards the proposed transmission line
project to change over time? (A10.8)
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Valid Percent

Percent

Not likely at all

81

43.3

43.5

43.5

2

39

20.9

21.0

64.5

3

21

11.2

11.3

75.8

4

23

12.3

12.4

88.2

5

10

5.3

5.4

93.5

6

8

4.3

4.3

97.8

Very likely

4

2.1

2.2

100.0

186

99.5

100.0

1

.5

187

100.0

Total
Missing

Percent

System

Total

How likely would you be to persuade others to your position on the
proposed transmission line project?
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Total

Valid Percent

Percent

Not at all likely

38

20.3

22.1

22.1

2

25

13.4

14.5

36.6

3

17

9.1

9.9

46.5

4

27

14.4

15.7

62.2

5

16

8.6

9.3

71.5

6

18

9.6

10.5

82.0

Very likely

31

16.6

18.0

100.0

172

92.0

100.0

15

8.0

187

100.0

Total
Missing

Percent

Don't know

How comfortable are you on expressing your views on the proposed
transmission line in a public setting?
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Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Valid Percent

47

25.1

28.0

28.0

2

14

7.5

8.3

36.3

3

27

14.4

16.1

52.4

4

25

13.4

14.9

67.3

5

14

7.5

8.3

75.6

6

10

5.3

6.0

81.5

Very comfortable

31

16.6

18.5

100.0

168

89.8

100.0

19

10.2

187

100.0

Don't know

Total

COMPUTE PAP_Certain=mean(A10.4,A10.5,A10.6).
EXECUTE.
SORT CASES BY A10.4 (D) A10.5 (D) A10.6 (D).
DATASET ACTIVATE DataSet3.

PAP_Certain
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Not comfortable at all

Total
Missing

Percent

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

1.00

10

5.3

5.3

5.3

1.33

1

.5

.5

5.9

1.67

5

2.7

2.7

8.6

2.00

2

1.1

1.1

9.6

2.33

2

1.1

1.1

10.7

2.67

5

2.7

2.7

13.4

3.00

6

3.2

3.2

16.6

3.33

5

2.7

2.7

19.3

3.67

9

4.8

4.8

24.1

4.00

20

10.7

10.7

34.8

4.33

7

3.7

3.7

38.5

4.67

9

4.8

4.8

43.3

5.00

9

4.8

4.8

48.1

5.33

5

2.7

2.7

50.8

5.67

7

3.7

3.7

54.5

6.00

18

9.6

9.6

64.2

6.33

7

3.7

3.7

67.9

6.67

8

4.3

4.3

72.2

7.00

52

27.8

27.8

100.0

Total

187

100.0

100.0
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RECODE PAP_Certain (Lowest thru 4=1) (6 thru Highest=3) (ELSE=2) INTO
PAP_Certain_c.
EXECUTE.
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=PAP_Certain_c
/ORDER=ANALYSIS.

PAP_Certain_c
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

1.00

65

34.8

34.8

34.8

2.00

37

19.8

19.8

54.5

3.00

85

45.5

45.5

100.0

Total

187

100.0

100.0

RECODE PAP_Certain (Lowest thru 4=1) (6.33 thru Highest=3) (ELSE=2) INTO
PAP_Certain_c.
EXECUTE.
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=PAP_Certain_c
/ORDER=ANALYSIS.

PAP_Certain_c
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

1.00

65

34.8

34.8

34.8

2.00

55

29.4

29.4

64.2

3.00

67

35.8

35.8

100.0

Total

187

100.0

100.0

FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=PAP_Certain_c
/STATISTICS=RANGE MINIMUM MAXIMUM MODE
/ORDER=ANALYSIS.

RECODE A10.10 (1 thru 2=1) (3 thru 4=2) (5 thru 7=3) INTO
A10.10_ExpressViews.
EXECUTE.
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RECODE A10.10 (1 thru 2=1) (3 thru 4=2) (5 thru 7=3) INTO PAP_ExpressViews.
EXECUTE.
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=PAP_ExpressViews
/ORDER=ANALYSIS.

PAP_Express Views
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Missing
Total

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

1.00

61

32.6

36.3

36.3

2.00

52

27.8

31.0

67.3

3.00

55

29.4

32.7

100.0

Total

168

89.8

100.0

19

10.2

187

100.0

System

FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=PAP_ExpressViews
/STATISTICS=RANGE MINIMUM MAXIMUM MODE
/ORDER=ANALYSIS.
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Appendix 13: Data Analysis - Prior Knowledge Proposal – Actual

I.
II.
III.

Survey Instrument Questions
Frequency Tables
Analysis

i.

Prior Knowledge Proposal – Actual (Survey Instrument Questions)

A3.1 - Please indicate the type of (pylon) structures to hold the proposed transmission
line:
Please tick one only
1
2
3
4
9

Wooden structure
Steel structure
Both wooden and steel
Other please specify:______________________________
Don’t know

A3.2 - Please indicate the approximate average height of the (pylon) structures to be used
along the proposed transmission line?
Please tick one only
1
2
3
4
5
6
9

5-15 meters
16-25 meters
26-51 meters
52-65 meters
66-78 meters
More than 78 meters
Don’t know

A3.3 - Please indicate what voltage will be transmitted across the proposed transmission
line?
Please tick one only
1
2
3
4
5
9

110kV
220kV
400kV
800kV
Other please specify:_______________________________
Don’t know
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A4.1 - To the best of your knowledge, has an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) been
published for the proposed transmission line in your area?
Please tick one only
1 Yes
2 No
9 Don’t Know
A4.2 - To the best of your knowledge which of the following organisation(s) is/are
responsible for the development of the North-South Interconnection project?
Please tick all that apply
1
2
3
4
5
6
9

Electricity Supply Board (ESB)
EirGrid
Airtricity
Energia
Electric Ireland
Other, please specify:_______________________________________
Don’t know

Other, please specify:

A4.3 - To the best of your knowledge who is authorised to grant, or refuse, planning
permission for the proposed project;
Please tick one only
1
2
3
4
9

County Council
An Bord Pleanála
Central Government
Other, please specify:_______________________________________
Don’t know

A5.1 - Are you aware of the proximity payment being offered to households associated
with this proposal?
Please tick one only
1 Yes
2 No
A5.4 - To the best of your knowledge, which of the following proximity payment options
are being proposed as part of this proposal?
Please tick one only
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1
2
3
4
5
9

From €5,000 to €30,000 depending on whether the property is 200m to 50m from the line
From €4,000 to €25,000 depending on whether the property is 200m to 50m from the line
From €3,000 to €20,000 depending on whether the property is 200m to 50m from the line
From €2,000 to €15,000 depending on whether the property is 200m to 50m from the line
From €1,000 to €10,000 depending on whether the property is 200m to 50m from the line
Don’t know

A8.7 - Are you aware that an oral hearing was held earlier in 2016 for the North-South
Interconnection project?
Please tick one only
1 Yes
2 No
Variable

Label

Description

PKP_A

Prior Knowledge
Actual (Sum)

Sum(A3.1, A3.2, A3.3, A4.1,
A4.2, A4.3, A5.1, A5.4, A8.7)

PKP_Ac

Prior Knowledge
Actual (Grouped)

Sum variable categorised

ii.

Comment
Number of correct
answers from 9
questions, some
questions have
particularly low rate
of actual knowledge 1 = correct answer, 0
= incorrect answer.
(Lowest thru 1=1) (2
thru 3=2) (4 thru
Highest=3)

Frequency Tables

Please indicate the type of (pylon) structures to hold the proposed transmission
line:
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

Wooden structure

10

5.3

5.3

5.3

Steel structure

84

44.9

44.9

50.3

Both wooden and steel

43

23.0

23.0

73.3

9

4.8

4.8

78.1

41

21.9

21.9

100.0

187

100.0

100.0

Other
Don’t know
Total

Please indicate the approximate average height of the (pylon) structures to be
used along the proposed transmission line?
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Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

5-15 meters

2

1.1

1.1

1.1

16-25 meters

2

1.1

1.1

2.1

26-51 meters

14

7.5

7.5

9.6

52-65 meters

19

10.2

10.2

19.8

66-78 meters

32

17.1

17.1

36.9

More than 78 meters

33

17.6

17.6

54.5

Don’t know

85

45.5

45.5

100.0

187

100.0

100.0

Total

Please indicate what voltage will be transmitted across the proposed
transmission line?
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

220kV

1

.5

.5

.5

400kV

32

17.1

17.1

17.6

800kV

58

31.0

31.0

48.7

Other

1

.5

.5

49.2

95

50.8

50.8

100.0

187

100.0

100.0

Don’t know
Total

To the best of your knowledge, has an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) been published for the proposed transmission line in your area?
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Valid Percent

Percent

Yes

40

21.4

39.6

39.6

No

61

32.6

60.4

100.0

101

54.0

100.0

84

44.9

2

1.1

86

46.0

187

100.0

Total
Missing

Percent

Don't Know
System
Total

Total

To the best of your knowledge who is authorised to grant, or refuse, planning
permission for the proposed project?
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

County Council

Percent

16

8.6
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Valid Percent
11.3

Percent
11.3

Missing

An Bord Pleanála

87

46.5

61.3

72.5

Central Government

31

16.6

21.8

94.4

Other

8

4.3

5.6

100.0

Total

142

75.9

100.0

45

24.1

187

100.0

Don’t know

Total

Are you aware of the proximity payment being offered to households
associated with this proposal?
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Missing

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

Yes

52

27.8

28.0

28.0

No

134

71.7

72.0

100.0

Total

186

99.5

100.0

1

.5

187

100.0

System

Total

To the best of your knowledge, which of the following proximity payment options are being
proposed as part of this proposal?
Frequency Percent
Valid

From €5,000 to €30,000 depending on whether the

Valid

Cumulative

Percent

Percent

8

4.3

28.6

28.6

4

2.1

14.3

42.9

8

4.3

28.6

71.4

3

1.6

10.7

82.1

5

2.7

17.9

100.0

28

15.0

100.0

154

82.4

5

2.7

159

85.0

187

100.0

property is 200m to 50m from the line
From €4,000 to €25,000 depending on whether the
property is 200m to 50m from the line
From €3,000 to €20,000 depending on whether the
property is 200m to 50m from the line
From €2,000 to €15,000 depending on whether the
property is 200m to 50m from the line
From €1,000 to €10,000 depending on whether the
property is 200m to 50m from the line
Total
Missing Don’t know
System
Total
Total
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Are you aware that an oral hearing was held earlier in 2016 for the
North-South Interconnection project?
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Missing

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

Yes

71

38.0

38.2

38.2

No

115

61.5

61.8

100.0

Total

186

99.5

100.0

1

.5

187

100.0

System

Total

A4.2 - to the best of your knowledge which of the
following organisation(s) is/are responsible for the
development of the NS-I project?
Count
$A4.2

Electricity Supply Board

Column N %
8

4.3%

144

77.0%

Airtricity

3

1.6%

Energia

1

0.5%

Electric Ireland

4

2.1%

Other

2

1.1%

35

18.7%

187

100.0%

(ESB)
EirGrid

Don’t know
Total

Sum of all correct responses…
iii.

Analysis
Prior Knowledge - Actual (Sum)
Cumulative
Frequency

Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

.00

21

11.2

11.2

11.2

1.00

29

15.5

15.5

26.7

2.00

37

19.8

19.8

46.5

3.00

32

17.1

17.1

63.6

4.00

29

15.5

15.5

79.1

5.00

20

10.7

10.7

89.8

6.00

13

7.0

7.0

96.8

7.00

4

2.1

2.1

98.9

8.00

2

1.1

1.1

100.0

Total

187

100.0

100.0
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Number of correct answers from 9 questions, some questions have particularly low rate of actual
knowledge - 1 = correct answer, 0 = incorrect answer.
Low = 0 or 1; Medium = 2 or 3; High = 4 or more

Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)
Cumulative
Frequency

Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

Low

50

26.7

26.7

26.7

Medium

69

36.9

36.9

63.6

High

68

36.4

36.4

100.0

Total

187

100.0

100.0

Think v Actual cross tabbed
PKP_Tc Prior Knowledge Think (Grouped) * PKP_Ac Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)
Cross tabulation
Count
PKP_Ac Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)
1 Low

2 Medium

3 High

Total

PKP_Tc Prior Knowledge

1 Low

25

23

10

58

Think (Grouped)

2 Medium

16

28

23

67

9

18

35

62

50

69

68

187

3 High
Total

PKP_Tc Prior Knowledge Think (Grouped) * PKP_Ac Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)
Cross tabulation
PKP_Ac Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)
1 Low
PKP_Tc Prior Knowledge

1 Low

Think (Grouped)

Count
% of Total

2 Medium

Count
% of Total

3 High

Count
% of Total

Total

Count
% of Total
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2 Medium

3 High

Total

25

23

10

58

13.4%

12.3%

5.3%

31.0%

16

28

23

67

8.6%

15.0%

12.3%

35.8%

9

18

35

62

4.8%

9.6%

18.7%

33.2%

50

69

68

187

26.7%

36.9%

36.4%

100.0%

Appendix 14: Qualitative Responses to Technical Arguments Over- versus Underground
A3.5 - To the best of your knowledge, what are the technical arguments being put
forward for placing lines over-ground and underground?
Over-ground

Under-ground

Cheaper for them, that's the only argument

Safer underground so trees would not fall on
them

For health reasons. Unsightly on landscape in
this special conservation area around here - too
near primary school (Rigul?) past Dunganny
football pitch where young children play games

They're out of view, less likely to be hit by
trucks and less likely to have accidents They're less likely to radiate electricity for
health of local people and children

1) reduce the possibility of breakage and aid
repair 2) The cost-less expensive

1) Impact on health 2) Impact on environment
3) Destroy the beauty of the landscape 4)
Affect farmers livelihood

They're all against that in this area - danger to
peoples health, noisy

Safer, less effect on the land itself

Dangerous for health. Already a radio mast in
this area, we don't need another mast or
anything like that. It's all down to money

Safer, in case of storms it's much safer
underground. Unsightly pylons look bad in
country area. Cost is too high

Health Risks, radiation risks, Farmers might be
more accidents on farms. Food might be
contaminated. Eye sores. Cost factor

For it. Put them underground. Don't have
radiation from lines if they are underground.
Less risk of the likes of tractors getting tangled
up in these lines. Mostly health reasons

Causes cancer. Interfere with our phones and
televisions. Not nice to live around. Young Kids
might climb on them. Bad for health

It's great idea. Better off undergound. Much
safter for everyone

I am (?) it's more feasible. Less likely to be able
to sell houses built near lines. Reports are
saying they are safe. Evidence of cows stopped
milking and sheep stopped lambing under these
lines.

Safer - less risk of cancers and miscarriages.
Easier to maintain. They are not being weather
proofed. Better for health in general.

They cause cancer, if they are not underground
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To save money, we don't believe that. DK

Environmental issues and health issues.
Unsightly pylons. Better underground. Suppose
it costs more. But in long run it's much better
for everyone.

All about money the cheapest way of doing it

Safer

Financial mostly. They say it's safer, because
they can identify faults more easily, than if it
was underground.

Mostly that they are buring the liines - living
under the lines is bad for your health

They visually do not look nice. DK
Spoile countryside. Health concerns

Safer, looks better
2008 not possible - 2010 possible but 3 times
cost of overground - 2012 cost down to 5 times
- 2016 1.7 times

Future addition

Visual Landscape
To protect peoples and animals health, and the
look of them.

Cost is lower. Easier to fix

Cost higher. Hard to fix issues when go wrong

Safer

Costs
Would not be as harmful if put underground.
Who wants transformers in their fields

Affect cattle & horses, dying on the field

Rather better, more safer

Unsightly, Emissions
Underground too expensive
Bad for health
Health Reasons, Visual impact on countryside

Rocky terrain

Cost

Do not know , because Eirgrid dismissed out of
hand by Eirgrid

Health, property value
Health problems
None

Better for (look at?)countryside
Cost
Less Danger, Safer for grand childrens

Burn Grass, Cancer, Stop Building on farm out
houses, Animals

Safe

Visual impact, Health

Better for Countryside
The noise & view for kitchen window

Cheaper than underground

None

more expensive to do so
Better for countryside & local community
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Cheaper, easier to maintain lines

Too costly, not as accessible, easier to put
overground

Money, only money. The cost of it cheaper to
build but ugly to look at.

Safety, they say it's too expensive

Economics of it. It's cheaper

To stop radiation, not as intensive on family.
The estatics

Cheaper - Cost - no
They claim that they are safe. Will not interfere
with landscape. Cheaper it's the real crux

Costs is only thing
Biggest argument is expensive. They are saying
it's too expensive to do this. If there was a
breakdown they are harder to detect.

It's more economical and more reliable - I don't
agree with this Eirgrid say this

Just as easy to put them underground - less
impact on the environment as they are hidden

Too expensive they say they are safe. Just
expense to save money.

Costs billions more, they say. Our experts say
otherwise

Less expensive they say that they are not a
health risk to the community and the animals

Cost - mostly. No reason why they should be
underground

They can't maintain them underground. 1.
Cheaper 2. Faster, all about money and what
they will earn from them

1) Safer, 2) Less unsightly 3) harmful to health
and new born babies less so

Cost it involves - no other reason
Money health
Cheaper to install, easy to maintain, gives of
radiation which leads to cancer

Cost only
Health reasons, spoils the view
More expensive to install, very difficult to
maintain underground not harmful, no
wastage of land

Quick and Cheap
Not happy with overground

too expensive take too long to do
Would prefer underground as it wouldn't be as
much of an eyesore

Stupid

Natural, cop on - it's what the public want

Too big, too ugly, I believe they contribute to
cancer

Better for health. Less unsightly on the
landscape

Could be dangerous to the health of the
community and the animals they would (?) the
landscape

Would be more sustainable and less ugly. Not
spoiling the countryside

Cost, speed of implementation

Environmental, safety, health, farming,
livestock
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Cheaper. Easy maintenance. No need for DC
Conversion?

DC transmission. No negative environmental
corrosion. Easier install. Less maintenance. No
danger of collision with pylons or lines

Health reasons for Human & animals. Hazard for
wild life

As stated re Overground - Disruption to the
farming community

Less expensive
Creats a huge magnetic field and (?) bad for
humans and animals and the food chain

out of sight
Favour underground for all the reasons that I
quoted re overhead

Too dangerous for humands, animals and by
extension the food chain

A more favourable option but overall not
happy with the whole idea

They are supposed to be dangerous - cancerous
- very ugly looking - structures(?) on the local
landscape

Better for health - out of sight

I don't think it's fair for the children in the area.
for the scenic aspects either
We'll cool naturally

I'd be worried about safety aspects
If it had to, so underground, it would be better

We have to be gas cooled. Well not be as
reliable as over head
Health and safety reason, visual impact

No issue neither(?), Would like to have a choice
between either

No issue neither(?)

Danger to people, animals wildlife and worry
about possible effects on the food chain.
Negative impacts on the landscape

Safer from all aspects and does not spoil the
scenic views - radiation better contained

Health, livestock dangers

I feel underground isn't as bad visually for the
environment. Ireland is lovely and scenic not
with horrible pylons everywhere also not good
for health reasons and the electrical field that
gives off.

Not safe for health, livestock for the future. Kills
natural beauty

Not as much at risk for humans and animals.
Cannot be seen

Health issues and ugly to the naked eye

Avoid health problems
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Require a lot of maintenance and future
weather damage

old cables under ground lasted for many years.
So new cables should last forever

Susceptible to ligtning strikes
No
More ugly
Unsightly and dangerous wild life

Safe from lightning strikes
No problems
more expensive
would rather see it underground as it unsightly

Cheaper
Unsightly. Noisy. Health

More expensive
Underground. Safer. Minimum disruption

Less expensive to install
Health risks. Unsightly

Health
More expensive to install
Won't interfere with countryside

Health risks
Cheaper to install
No
Cheaper
Health concerns
Have no idea
Disruptive impact
Unsightly
No
Dangerous
None except unsafe
Dangerous
Unsafe, Dangerous
Easy to access for repair
Dangerous for all
Unsafe for people and animals
Ugly looking
Usually obstructive
Eye-sore, radiation
None
Extremely dangerous to peoples health

Costly, safer
Obstructive
No visual impact, safer
Healthy option
costly
Expensive way to install
Costly
Makes more sense
Costly
Safer
Expensive
Costly
Costly
Safer
More subtle
Hidden
None
More costly, a lot more safer

More dangerous, especially with peoples health.
Lifestock on Farms

Costing more, more safer

Health issues
More dangerous, unsightly

expensive, out of sight
Will cost more, safer for peoples health

Need more info
Easy to plan and execute. Effect will others

Need to work hard
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Cheap
Dangerous
Costly to maintain, Easy to install
Land aquisitions
Radiation
None
Low cost
Ruin the landscape. Health hazards. Noise.
Animals

Expensive

Longer distance
Property damage
Health issues
Scenery totally wiped out
Direct radiation
Eyesore
Lower cost, easier, easier maintenance

Expensive

Cheaper. effortless

It fine

Water bodies
cost concerns tax
Dangerous for health
Difficult, costly
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Appendix 15: Qualitative Responses to Community Gain Question

A6.6 – I would welcome a community gain scheme to contribute funds towards local
projects
Please circle the number along the scale from 1 to 7
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree
9 Don’t know

A6.7 - Please could you provide reason(s) why you agree, or disagree, with the above
statement?

Don't know

Don't know a lot about it. Can't say - don't know enough
information to say one way or the other.

Strongly disagree

A scheme where they put money into schemes - is only that - it's
money to buy the right to install these overhead lines (P) - not
worried about long term health of people

Strongly agree

1) Compensation for the community for the impact of the pylons
2) The financial benefit gained by Eirgrid should be shared

Don't know
Strongly disagree

Not sure
Because when they get in on any proposals, it's hard to do
anything afterwards or to get rid of them after - better not let it
happen

4

If there is no other option. I'd agree with it, but I'd prefer if the
project does not happen at all. But if I have no choice in the
matter then it's better than nothing

Strongly disagree

No money is worth peoples health. I do not agree with it. To line
peoples pockets. We don't need it. We already have a GAA pitch
and we're doing fine thank you. No Way
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Strongly disagree

Don't know
Strongly agree

I wouldn't want them near my school or my children, under any
circumstances. No money would compensate health of children
would be at risk.

For the future of the young people. Improvement for the area.
DK-nothing much here for young people. Maybe it would help

3

If it's overground I would totally reject it. but if it's underground I
might accept it. It depends. They're not listening to the people we do not want any overground pylons in our community or
anywhere in Meath or Ireland.

Strongly disagree

It's bribery - trying to buy people off - that's all it is!

Strongly disagree

I'd consider that a kind of blackmail. My take on that if this is a
good thing they need not offer money to compensate. No
Kickbacks!!

Don't know
Strongly disagree

Rather not have it in first place. It would be an eye sore.

Don't know
Strongly disagree
Strongly agree

No Pylons!
Community groups are looked after

5

I agree but more important would be to fully compensate
property owners for devaluation of property. People should have
to (?) with all to move.

Don't know
Don't know
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Strongly agree

Contribute reward to community group for moderisation? of the
centre. Proude for ? extra ? associated? with use of its
community centre and overall upgrade of by-road structures

Strongly agree

Give kids things to do in youth club

Don't know
Don't know
Don't know
Don't know
3
Strongly disagree
5
Don't know
Strongly agree
Don't know
Don't know
Strongly disagree
Don't know
4
Strongly disagree

Not worth health risk
It would increase the number of local projects

Employment, community groups

buy community
None
Trying to sweet up the community

Strongly disagree
Strongly disagree
Don't know
Don't know
5
Strongly agree

nothing

Strongly disagree
Strongly disagree
Don't know
3
Strongly disagree

Trying to buy community
Buy the community

Help local community
Community needs to benefit some way because they will visually
be impacted!

It's not being our schools(?)
Because of health reasons and the children in schools beside
these pylons. Bad for health

Don't know
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Strongly disagree

It's not planned right - should be put down when motorway was
constructed - should be underground.Badly thought out in first
place.

Strongly disagree

For the environment and next generation in future. Saw study
done in Scotland where the grass did not grow under pylons.
What will it do to our children and grandchildren.

2

I don't think it's the answer. I consider it a buyout, if the principle
is good, why try to buy people off.

Don't know
Strongly disagree
Strongly disagree

Not Sure

Strongly disagree

I am not in favour. I'd rather give the community myself. Will
they give this grant if lines go underground - not enough clarity
on this issue.

Don't know
Strongly disagree

We all going to be serious losers. They will devalue my farm by at
least 1/2 million euro upwards. Total devastation for my farm
and horses.

I've been to meetings and I heard no mention of any grant being
paid out. There should be no need for these grants if the thing is
safe. Should be underground.

5

If they go ahead with pylons the community might as well gain
from it. They should be put underground in my opinion

Strongly disagree

We don't want it under any circumstances. The cost is too much
on people's health - no money will compensate for cancer
causing pylons.
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Strongly disagree

It's only a gimmick. If they have to give money to get their way.
There is something very wrong. I'd smell a rat straight away

Strongly disagree

I don't want anything from these people. No interest in their
money. I already have them going over my house. High voltage
lines - enough is enough

Strongly agree

Good for the community. Funding for the schools and local GAA +
Clubs

Strongly disagree

I woulden't agree to a community game scheme because this
would be helping the project progress; this project will have an
impact on our lives

Don't know
3

Strongly disagree
Strongly agree

Strongly agree
Don't know
Don't know
3
Strongly agree
Don't know
Don't know
Strongly disagree
Don't know

They promise things but will they follow it through - what gain for
us out here in rural area? No

Funding is always good for the community but it would be better
for the health of the community to have the lines underground

It's just a pay off

I feel it's a pay off
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Strongly disagree

This is a national infrastructure project funded by tax payers
money been used to influence local communities who are
unaware of proposed development

Strongly disagree
Don't know
Strongly disagree
Strongly disagree

Give an inch take a mile

Don't know
Don't know
Don't know
Don't know
Don't know
Strongly agree

Do not want this project
I feel that this is a bribe to people as people in the area are
against this

No comment
It would help our local community

Strongly agree

Money to help local clubs and community

Strongly agree

The Eirgrid project is getting what they want so the community
must get something back

Don't know

This is away for the proposal to get through. Bribery!

Don't know
Don't know
Strongly disagree
Don't know
Don't know

Don't know
Risks for heatlh is too high
It's only words. That will not happen

6

Promises made but no action will be taken

2

They make all wonderful claims but do not come through with
them

Don't know
5

Would be a great help in the community

5

It's not true, all lies. If they get (?) they will not follow

5

The never do what they promise
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Don't know
Don't know
Don't know
4
Don't know
Don't know
6

Bribery

It would be welcome if it improved facilities in the area

Don't know
Strongly disagree

I believe that there will be more to be lost than to gain

Don't know
Don't know
2

Disagree it's like a form of bribery

Strongly disagree
Don't know
Don't know
Don't know
Don't know
Don't know
4
6
3

It's just bribery
It would be good for the area
Money want justify the health risks

6

Once there are no preconditions to get it.

Don't know
Don't know
Don't know
Don't know
3

If I could believe their promises

2
6

Not Good
Local projects need funding somewhere

Don't know
Don't know
Don't know
Don't know
Don't know
Don't know
5
3

Would enhance the area
Bribery

269

2
Don't know
2
Don't know
Strongly disagree
Don't know
Strongly disagree
Don't know
4

Don't know
Don't know
Strongly disagree
Strongly agree
Strongly disagree

Just way of getting people to agree

Form of bribery
Never want that way bribery
This seems like bribery
Don't agree with putting an eyesore up and trying to pay off the
community gains

I have no opinion on this statement

I don't agree as I feel it is a bribery to get clubs and communities
to sign up to Eirgrid.

Strongly disagree

Strongly agains pylons, very unattractive!!

Strongly disagree

I am strongly agains pylons in our area. I wouldn't take this bribe

2
Don't know
5
5
2
5
6
Don't know
5
4
4
5
4
4
4
6
Don't know
2
3

Not the primary

It doesn't matter
But shouldn't effect
Development
Depends on the project

Value of the projects
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4
5
4
3
Don't know
Don't know
Strongly agree

Anything to improve the facilities for the local community is to be
welcomed!!
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Appendix 16: Qualitative Responses to Question concerning Potential Benefits and
Adverse Effects of proposed transmission line project.

A9.2 - If the proposed transmission
line project was to proceed, what
potential benefits can you think of
(for you and/or the local
community)?

A9.3 - If the proposed transmission line
project was to proceed, what possible
adverse effects can you think of (for you
and/or the local community)?

The farmers will not give permission
unless they put them underground. It's
hard to know for sure. I'm not sure how
it will work.

I say it would not be good, it depends on how
close they are. they are noisey and cause cancer.

No benefits with overhead lines over
and near our houses and fields - too
close to too many children

Too close to too many children and to Dunganny
football pitch, which is used by children and
adults from all over the community (P) - too close
to the national school

Investment in the area through
community gains

1) Health impacts 2) Value of house decleration 3)
Decleration of community as less people wishing
to live within a certain distance of the pylons

Cannot think of any
None whatsoever

Don't know
Bad for health. They will go back on promises to
look after the environment. Destroy the area.
unsightly. Why can they not be put underground,
they are taking it underground as far as
Batterstown. But not any further. I want to know
why?

Cannot see any benefits to it at all. None

Likes of eye sores and pollution and danger to
people
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We won't let it be developed. No
benefits whatsoever

Bad for health of locals. Unsightly pylons on
landscape. Bad for Environment. Why pick a small
village like Dunderry, no sense to it. Children in
future will be affected by emmissions from these
big pylons. Downgrade the area big time

I don't know really. Especially if they are
overground

Depends on whether it's overground or
underground. So if overground it will affect
health. Financially it will effect housprices. Will
effect tourism. Complete eyesores on the
landscape.

Don't know

There are strong arguments against them They're an eye sore. They should not be built if
they are a danger to anybody.

To be honest I don't feel it matters, if
they're going to do it they will do it
anyway. I have no idea what benefits it
will bring. I don't know enough about it.

None. We have to go wilh the flow, and the
future of young people. We cannot stop progress.
It might be good for the area.

If it's underground I have no objection,
whatsoever - but if it's overground I
totally object.

If it's overground it will spoil the environment
totally and have a lot of health implications. It will
be a total eyesore in area

None

They will impact on human and animal health.It
will impact on moral and impact on property
values.Stop development of building of houses
especially in farming communities.For children of
the farming community it will be devastating.No
future for them
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Not for this community, if will benefit
people North of the border. With Britain
leaving EU it might or might not go
ahead now. Nobody knows for sure. As
it is being funded partially by the EU

The health issues for people near the lines. For
farm animals under these lines are in danger.
Mostly for land owners it would be a hinderence.

Don't know
Don't know what it's about. I don't think
I'll benefit in any way

Don't know
It might effect health of humans and animals. Bit
of an eye sore, those big pylons.

None

This project will have nothing but a negative
impact

None

General devalutation of property. Anxiety to
many people especially young parents about
health of children

More Power

No
Health, look of them on our lovely country, keep
our comunity the way it is.

NO
Nothing

Health visual impact
Health concerns and landscape visual impact

NO
None
None
None
Don't know

Health risks and visual impact
Don't know
Effects on cattle & horses
unsightly
Danger to health for humans and animals

None
None
No idea
Financial benefits
None
None
None
None

Health impact, eyesore
Land value reduced
Don't know
Health
Lots
People Health
Noise, Health
Property value, health, impact on land

None
None
None
None

Health, property value
Health, property value
Noise, Health
Health, Animal Welfare
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None
No
No

Health, Property value
No
Visual impact, Property values go down

None

Health decline, property value

No

Noise, ugly sigh cooking out my kitchen Pylon

None

Health cancer, property value of houses & Land,
Country View

None
None at all

??..... landscape
The children in school near pylons 1) health of the
family 2) Farm animals will be affected 3) Eyesore
on landscape

None to me

Health concerns. for families. Traffic on roads.
Roads not built for heavy traffic. Could rip families
apart- some people might want to take the
money offered and others would not.

None

Health to community. Landscape & environment.
If you live really close - there is a big possiblity of
developing cancer. Farm animals will be effected
so will people eating the meat.

None, maybe employment

The health issues. Property devalutation. The
estatics of area if cables run overground. There
will be a lot of protesting and disturbances in the
area.
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None this would have an upsetting an
negative impact of the view from our
house and garden and grossly devalue
our property. Health effects are as yet
unknown with only a little research
available that points in the direction of
having a negative impact on health and
well being.

Visual impact. Disillusioned with a democratic
process as the political system has failed on us in
this matter. Devaluation of property.

None whatsoever

Devalue my farm. My son will not come back to
live here if there are pylons. He has young
children. He would be very concerned for his
children's health. I breed horses. They would be
valueless if these pylons are built. No one would
be interested in animals are a health risk.

None

Health issues most important. Especially on
horses, a lot of stud farms in this area. Farm land
will be useless it will all be worthless. Most
important is human health. Studies confirm that it
does effect health. Causes cancer etc. I'd rather
go hungry, than risk my health.

None Whatsoever

Health is the main concern - if it goes
underground it would not cause these concerns.
Worried about farm animals, property devaluing,
disruption to traffic in area how morale in area.
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None

I cannot sell my farm. I had an offer on farm and
when they heard about pylons, they pulled out of
deal. My health and the noise from pylons. How it
will look. Overlooking any farm.

Health issues & farm animals will be affected. The
price of land will go down we cannot sell land we
have due to the pylon issue. House prices will also
go down.

None

Radiation from these have been affecting sheep.
There is evidence to this. Cattle have been
affected. Going to be devastating to humans and
animals

If underground it will benefit everyone,
but not if it's overground

The adverse effects will be devastating if they put
them overground. Health, people have already
left homes in this area because of these
powerlines. Families have been broken up
because of them. They left because of health
concerns.

None

Health, Landescape, Live stock

Health issues, visual impact

Health, visual impact

Not in the current/foreseeable future
but if power shortages become an issue,
then perhaps.

Additional pylons + power lines would be an eye
sore and potential health risk.

None at all
None

Danger to health
Health mobile phone interference, TV reception,
animal health, food production, visual impact,
spoil scenic view
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None it should go underground

Refer to previous answers and add in mental
health, stress & anxiety

None for me or any members of my
family

The health of future generations after I am dead
and gone. The livestock and the cows would be
distinctly affected by it.

Promote industry > jobs

Property price drop. Health, noise. People will
move from village

It would bring more employment to the
area

Spoil the countryside

None

Health - Environmental - heritage - financial future generation have to contend with these.

No benefits as far as I can see

Hardship to locals and farmers

The community grant would benefit
sports and youth clubs in the area

It would interfer with the landscape, ugly looking.
There could be health problems too

Absolutely none

Magnetic field and its consequences

I don't see any

The ones I have already stated

None at all
None
None
None
I cannot see any

Health
Children's health
Health
To lively hood
I would be afraid of it being a danger to peoples
health

I think electricity would not be as
expensive as if it was underground

In high winds perhaps cables could be blown
down which would be dangerous

Local employment

Animal health, human health, If overground,
visual pylons on view (ugly)

Community groups to be rewarded

Animal health

I am not sure there are any?

As already mentionned on page 5 re overhead
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None

Health of human and animals, unsightly masts,
spoil the beautiful countryside

Cheaper Electricity

Damage to livestock and health

None

Dangerous to health and welfare of animals

None

Divids a community as farmers being
compensated will proceed and farmers who don't
will have the knock on effect without the
compensation

Absolutely none

More cancer related illness. Dreadful upheaval
concerns for wildlife.

None

Noise effect, (?) installation and possible health
issues

Cheaper electricity

Great health risks, disruption, countryside
destroyed

None

I think there could be health issues

I really don't know

Possible health related (Cancer)
Disruption? up reveal health risks

None

Health reasons and price of houses are dropping
Health issues, more cancer, more miscarriages in
humans and animals

None

Health, devaluing of property visual eyesore

None
None

Health
Disruption, Health issues farm land

No benefit whatsoever
The main thing would be cheaper
electricity

Health! Tourism, ugly sight
Health issues and the houses going down in price

No potential benefits

Wildlife, unsightly, causes cancer radiation,
heritage area

None

They are unsightly and also pose a high risk to
develop

I don't know of any

Disruption, health issues
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None

Healthy issues. Unsightly pylons. Animals being
effected

None

Ugly views, health re Cancer. Property devalue

None

Health, disruption, House prices fallen

None
None
None

Upheaval disruption
Devalue
Health, noisy, spoil the countryside, de-value your
property

None

Devaluing one property, Health issues

I suppose cheaper electricity

Upheaval on buildings, property values going
down

None

Health issues, ugliness, devaluation of my home

Don't know
None
None
Only benefit is cheaper electricity, but at
what cost.

Disruption
Health
Disruption, eye-sore
Health cancer

None

Health of animals and humans

None

Health issues, radiation, cancer, impact on area

Generate cheaper electricity

Health warnings, damage to animals

None

Visual impact, Disruption of normality

No

Health, Animals, Value of property

Cheaper electricity
None
None
No

Risk of cancer
None
Human health
Cancer
Damage to wild life and nature

Better electrical power

Health issues, unsightly pylons

None

Health issues, disruption, unsightly pylons
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Generate employment maybe

Not good for animals and wild life

Cannot see any

Humans health problems, Disruption in the area

None

Radiation health issues
Health problems
Not aware
Visual disturbance, Health issues, Property value

I am unsure
None
None
Farming environment
None

Health issues
Health problems
Serious consequences for farmers & peoples
health

No benefits

Health issues, farming, radiation

None

Health problems - cancer
Health Issues, Ruin the landscape
Effects farm life

None
DK
Impact on agriculture
Nothing
Cheaper Electricity
None
Energy stability, Lower cost
Rural developments
Has to wait to be seen
Employment temporarily
None
None
Nothing
No
None

None
All oduse
Health hazzards

Health hazzards
Unhappy

Cancerous
Eyesore / Health
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Appendix 17: Qualitative Responses to Question B1 Thought-listing on Reading
Message

Please take a few minutes to write in a series of “thought-listing boxes” any thoughts you
had while reading the message. Write down all of your thoughts, whether favourable to,
opposed to, neutral toward, or irrelevant to the message.
It could be true, it
might be a catch
to get them in

I don't know
much about it at
all

Don't know if it
will happen at all

Not sure

Probably the will
give a grant to
keep people quiet
so they do not
oppose the
planning

Small businesses
will get money
to buy their
suppose

They are money
driven

It's totally
money driven

Surprised about
the amount of
funding

Good that small
business is
included

Not sure if the
money will ever
come

In 40 - 50 yrs
time, how will
people be
compensated for
health issues that
will arise from
these Pylons
Who will decide
what money goes
where

We have been let
down so many
times - I'm not
trusting them

Trying to buy us
off with money

DK

What will happen
is in a few years the grants will be
gone and grids
will remain

I don't believe it
anyway

We are too far
from the village
to benefit

Don't know
enough about it
to make a
decision

It will take too
long to get these
benefits. We
may not be
around to
benefit from it
anyway.

It's trying to buy
people of

It make me
think they want
to throw money
at people and it
will solve the
problem.
Sick of looking
at pylons, eye
sores

No

No money will
compensate for
damage that will
be done

I don't think
they are telling
the truth

Hopefully people
will not be blund
sided to the
money and not
see the bigger
picture.

They won't give
money for
nothing - it will
have a lot of
problem for us in
long run.
It affects
everyone in the
community

Not worth it, too
much to lose

Blackmail

Very angry - to
give money to get
something back
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Not convinced

Would they give
these grants that
they say they will
- would be good
for children as
there is nothing
here for young
kids.
It would be on
conditions of
safety and health

There are so
many
arguments for
and against.

We'd need more The grants would
information on
benefit the village
it.
- The hall has
closed.

We need
something here
for the young
people.

They're trying to
buy their way
through.

Given €400,000
for every 10km
is very far
fetched

Where do they
draw the line
between
parishes?

Our parish would
not be anything
near 10 klm's.

Bribery! Bribery!

Pure bribery!

Nothing else bribery!

Definately I don't
belive it

I don't believe
that €400,000
will be given to
3 villages which
covers 10km's in
range.
How close
would it be to
my house?

Anti-pylon
lobbyists never
mentioned any of
this.

It's a gimic to
sweeting up the
people with a
touch of
blackmail.

Where is the
money coming
from?

How did I not
hear about this
before now?

I don't believe it

I would not like to I don't think they
see it happen
will give that
amount of money

Are there health
effects?
I don't think they
will do any of that

I am not sure
what to say

N
Community "Gain
Scheme" - this will
not benefit our
community in any
way
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
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Money could be
used to help
bring benefits
for the village
and area.
If it will take in
Navan and Trim,
which are big
towns - there
would not be
much left for
our village €400,000 would
not go far.

Not realistic, the
line is approx.
160km multiply
by €400,000 is
not viable

I don't think it
will happen at
all

NO
NO
I would not like to
see them at all for
health & safety
matters
Don't want any of
it
Unhappy about
the whole project
Not worth health
risks
I feel that none of
these will effect
me in a rural area
I have no opinion
The money would
benefit my local
GAA club
Prefer not to
comment
Sweeter
None

Community can
not be buy

None
Not going to
change mind on
this
None
No
None
No
No
No
Bull

How can we
keep people
quiet?

No
No
Don't know
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Eirgrid ????
schemes

Upt to 40,000 ...
for communities

being
emphaqued (?)
into community

The environment
will be affected
i.e. children & old
people

Not much use
getting money if
our health is
effected

They make lots of
promises but
they don't come
true

I think it seems
like a bribe to be
honest

I would still have Safety
concerns about
health

The stuff for
elderly, who gets
the money - will
people take
backhanders.

We already have
the Tara Mines
problem in this
area. This is just
another
problem.
Trying to bribe the I don't believe it.
people

It seems like a lot
of money

Not sure
Community gain
scheme's are part
of a propaganda
machine to make
pylons more
palatable.

That's chicken
feed

Why are they
offering this
money when
the cost of
putting them
underground is
so expensive.

Who is going to
administer this
money.

They ???....
problems

Why not put
them
underground,
..... ?? of what it
will look like
when in place

When will this
money be paid
out, will it be in
20yrs time

We need to
know more

People who are
not affected.
Might take this
money.
No - put money
to burying lines
underground

Money would
be better spent
on researching
and developing
ways to
underground
trasmission
lines.

Britain is now
spending 2 billion
on
undergrounding
pylons in scenic
areas - and we
are still
proceeding with
this project.

Eirgrid are trying
Eirgrid appear to
to force this on to me to have a
our community
hidden agenda.
and has spent
millions of tax
payers money on
driving this
project forward,
rather than
spending more
time and effort on
research and
development.

There would be
3-4 poles per
km, so it's
chicken feed

Maybe good for
parishes not
effected by these
poles.

It would distroy
the whole
landscape
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It's nonsense. I
have to live here.
It's blood money!!

Looks like they
are trying to buy
the community

The line does not
effect some of
communities and
they might accept
the money.

It's all about
money, that does
not solve the
problem.

Money can talk
Trying to buy
people off

Bribery

I don't believe
they will follow it
up

They said they
would not give
money for living
near pylons, now
they say they will.
Make up your
mind

No need for them
at all

Buying people

Giving money for
something we
don't want

It is a way of
winning over us

A way of
softening the
blow
I don't see
relevance to it.

A Bribe!

Talk is very cheap

Will we see it in
reality

It's a carrot in
front of the nose

Makes me realise
they are trying to
push this so you
must smell a rat.

I hope it does
not go ahead

Try to buy people

Trying to sell a
bad product to
vulnerable
people.

The effects are
not visable, but
they are there.

They cause all
sorts of deseases
emmission come
from these lines.

It's a good idea

Develope the
community

But would it be at
a cost?

Prefer if they go
underground

People of the
land are paying
for this. So we
should have a
vote on it.
Eirgrid IS the
government
Wonder if they
get permission
will they fulfil
their promises?

I am against this
project

It will impact
our lives

It is an eye soar

Could be good for
small businesses

Possible trying
to sell us even
though there
could be health
risks
They say things
but will they
happen

They promise
things that are
there already

I don't believe it.

Trying to buy
people to their
point of view
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It's the
government who
should step in to
stop this.

If people's
health are
effected, what
good is throwing
money at us.

Good that the
community will be
able to develop
e.g. sporting
facilities
If there are no
health issues or
adverse effectgs
why the need for
payments?
Eirgrid are trying
to skirt over a
possible issue of
these plyons
affecting health
and landscaping

Why cannot the
lines be placed
underground
and avoid
concerns of
local residents.
Little
transperancy in
this plan

Why have Eirgrid
not contacted
locals directly on
this matter!

Little information
appears to be
provided

They make
promises they
won't keep
Sounds too good
to be true

Who is coming
up after all the
money?

The only way a
community will
gain is by putting
the cables
underground
I wouldn't be
inclined to believe
this at all

The countryside
looking so nice,
it would be a
shame to spoil it
with those
eyesores

This may never
happen, they will
probably look for
the money back of
the people
I feel this is a pay
off
Why do they feel
it necessary to
give communities
€400,000

It could be
considered a
kind of bribe
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Tax payers money
should not be
used by Eirgrid to
influence local
opinion on a
national
infrastructure
project.

2012 project project
concerned or
conceived? pre
2012

All (?) community
money to
underground

Health issues

Visual aspects

For every 10km
the EU will give
over €400,000,
what are they
gaining out of the
deal?
Underground by
all means
They appear very
eager to
encourage public
to accept it.
Concerns about
my grand children
(butine/tutine??)
I don't think much
of it

I would not trust
it

I think to many
people object to
everything

I think we need
electricity

Favourable to
underground

Welcome
community gain,
project

None
None
It's wonderful to
have money for all
these projects
Very concerned
about health for
the future
generation.

Against them!

They are only
words, means
nothing

Where will the
400,000.00
whittle down to.

I hope this high
line goes ahead

None

None

Don't know
Again empty
promises
Doesn't mean
much to me
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None

If it happens I can
see some benefits
It is not going to
happen
The ideas never
come to fruition.

I will be dead
and gone before
this idea every
comes up

It's a from of
bribery
Look by the time
if ever this
happens I will be
pushing up the
daisies. So it does
not mean
anything to me
It's a form of
bribery
They say all of
these things but if
the thing goes
ahead it's a
different story
None it's utter
rubbish
It seems like it's a
form of a bribe to
go ahead
None
Unbelievable

They will still be
unsightly

I really don't
believe any of it
Not realistic

Untrue

Don't believe
(meefs?) -

It's a push over

It's like a form of
bribery

They say all these
things to sell the
project and then
don't follow
through
Doubtful

Not realistic
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Still think there
will be health
issues
Not believable

Will not happen
in my time

Rubbish
Don't believe the
amount of money
mentionned

What
conditons?

Better sport
facilities

More
employment

It sounds good
but what actually
happens would be
a different thing.
It's kind of like
bribery
Destroy
countryside

De-value
property

Health - cancer

Issues about
landscape

Health concerns

Dangerous for
community

Danger/unsafe

Effect on people
in general

Unhealthy

In the way

Effect on health

Wild life

Radiation

Ratiation

Value of
property
Many
organisations
have little or no
funding

General
landscape
Scenery
destroyed
Would it be
worth it though?

Good to give
something back to
the community

Bury the cables

Bribery "Health
issues"
Health
Not good for
landscape

Landscape
Property
devalued

Wild life

Value of property

Views destroyed

Landscape

Safety for
animals
Danger

Fine(?)
Affect animals
Cancer
Eyesore
Health

Landscape
Landscape
Health
Cancer

Eyesore
Property Value
Disruption
Radiation

Landscape

Property value

Radiation

Animals impact
on
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In the way

Distroy
views/scenery

Property value
Environment
Radiation

Landscape
Devalues
property
Unsafe

Health concerns
Dangerous
Affect on Wildlife

Destroy
landscape

Horrible views
Health issues

Health problems
Sporting
benefits

Community spirit
not happy

Visual
impairments

Livestock issues

Health issues

Property prices
taking a hit

Environmental
issues

Visual impact of
an eyesore
massive structure

Hassle and
impact on
community
while building

Landscape
Visual
Health Problems

Property value
Health issues
Property prices

Health issues
Social impact
Livestock

Eyesore

Interference
while building

Health

The social
environment

Effect landscape

Health concerns

Impact on social
environment

Effect landscape

Horrible looking
Value of property

Ruins land
health radiation

horrible view

Welcome the
community gain
scheme
These doesn't
matter
Positive
More community
facilities
Jobs are not the
issue
No use

Doesn't
compensate

All this sould be
available

Not in par with
the project

No interest
None
Sounds good
Need more info
on the projects
None
Heritage
Open minded

Location

How money will
be spent

Community
Local - Business
to be supported

Development
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Consequation
None
Good

Values

Real life

Community
benefits

Employment

Services for
elderly would be
appreciated by
many

Who says when
the money would
be spent?

Presents

Good to have
money for
community
Employment
initiatives, how
would they work?
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Does
"environmental"
mean filling in
numerous potholes and
improving the
roads?

Too many
questions need
more
information.

Appendix 18: Classifications of Neutral, Close- and Open-minded

B4.3_c Did the
community gain
message persuade
you in coming to a
decision on whether
to support or reject
the transmission line
proposal?

B4.4_c Did the
community gain
message change your
opinion on whether
to support or reject
the transmission line
proposal?

PKP_Tc Prior
Knowledge Think
(Grouped)
PKP_Ac Prior
Knowledge - Actual
(Grouped)
PKCG_Tc Prior
Knowledge
Community Gain
Think (Grouped)
PKCG_Ac Prior
Knowledge
Community Gain
Actual (Grouped)

No
persuasion
Low to
medium
level of
persuasion
Higher level
of
persuasion
No answer
Total
No opinion
change
Low to
medium
level of
opinion
change
Higher level
of opinion
change
No answer
Total
Low
Medium
High
Total
Low
Medium
High
Total
Low
Medium
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
Medium

Split Open/Closed Views
Closed
Neutral
Cou Colu
Cou Colu
nt
mn N nt
mn N
%
%
59
95%
2
4%

Open
Cou Colu
nt
mn N
%
0
0%

Total
Cou Colu
nt
mn N
%
61
36%

3

5%

41

87%

11

18%

55

32%

0

0%

4

9%

51

82%

55

32%

0
62
55

0%
100%
89%

0
47
4

0%
100%
9%

0
62
0

0%
100%
0%

0
171
59

0%
100%
35%

6

10%

38

81%

7

11%

51

30%

0

0%

2

4%

49

79%

51

30%

1
62
17
18
27
62
10
20
32
62
42
9
9
60
48
14
62

2%
100%
27%
29%
44%
100%
16%
32%
52%
100%
70%
15%
15%
100%
77%
23%
100%

3
47
20
17
10
47
14
20
13
47
18
22
6
46
38
9
47

6%
100%
43%
36%
21%
100%
30%
43%
28%
100%
39%
48%
13%
100%
81%
19%
100%

6
62
16
26
20
62
20
24
18
62
20
22
20
62
53
9
62

10%
100%
26%
42%
32%
100%
32%
39%
29%
100%
32%
35%
32%
100%
85%
15%
100%

10
171
53
61
57
171
44
64
63
171
80
53
35
168
139
32
171

6%
100%
31%
36%
33%
100%
26%
37%
37%
100%
48%
32%
21%
100%
81%
19%
100%

12
12

20%
20%

17
11

36%
23%

27
28

44%
45%

56
51

33%
30%
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PRPc Personal
Relevance Proposal
(Grouped)
PRPCGc Personal
Relevance
Community Gain
(Grouped)

High
Total

Low
Medium
High
Total
PIPc Personal
Low
Involvement Proposal Medium
(Grouped)
High
Total
PAPc Prior Attitude
Unlikely
Proposal (Grouped)
Likely
Don't know
Total
PAP_Cc Prior Attitude Low
Proposal Certainty
Medium
(Grouped)
High
Total
PAP_Ic Prior Attitude Low
Proposal Intensity
Medium
(Grouped)
High
Total
PAP_Pc Prior Attitude Low
Proposal Persuade
Medium
(Grouped)
High
Total
PAP_Vc Prior Attitude Low
Proposal Express
Medium
Views (Grouped)
High
Total
PACGc Prior Attitude Low
Community Gain
Medium
(Grouped)
High
Total
B2_General_Reaction Negative
_c Reaction to
Neutral
message (general)
Positive
Total
B2_Powerful_Persuas Low
ive_c Reaction to
Medium
message (powerfulHigh
persuasive)
Total
B2_Importance_Relev Low
ance_c Reaction to
Medium

37
61

61%
100%

19
47

40%
100%

7
62

11%
100%

63
170

37%
100%

25
18
19
62
25
15
22
62
25
23
14
62
11
10
41
62
9
19
34
62
16
9
30
55
27
7
26
60
21
4
1
26
39
12
11
62
21
18
23
62
16
17

40%
29%
31%
100%
40%
24%
35%
100%
40%
37%
23%
100%
18%
16%
66%
100%
15%
31%
55%
100%
29%
16%
55%
100%
45%
12%
43%
100%
81%
15%
4%
100%
63%
19%
18%
100%
34%
29%
37%
100%
26%
27%

19
20
8
47
33
12
2
47
9
14
24
47
18
19
10
47
16
20
11
47
18
12
12
42
11
18
8
37
5
9
4
18
15
18
14
47
11
20
16
47
19
16

40%
43%
17%
100%
70%
26%
4%
100%
19%
30%
51%
100%
38%
40%
21%
100%
34%
43%
23%
100%
43%
29%
29%
100%
30%
49%
22%
100%
28%
50%
22%
100%
32%
38%
30%
100%
23%
43%
34%
100%
40%
34%

14
39
9
62
50
8
4
62
22
17
23
62
31
21
10
62
23
32
6
61
20
20
21
61
19
22
18
59
7
11
16
34
6
30
26
62
15
23
24
62
20
26

23%
63%
15%
100%
81%
13%
6%
100%
35%
27%
37%
100%
50%
34%
16%
100%
38%
52%
10%
100%
33%
33%
34%
100%
32%
37%
31%
100%
21%
32%
47%
100%
10%
48%
42%
100%
24%
37%
39%
100%
32%
42%

58
77
36
171
108
35
28
171
56
54
61
171
60
50
61
171
48
71
51
170
54
41
63
158
57
47
52
156
33
24
21
78
60
60
51
171
47
61
63
171
55
59

34%
45%
21%
100%
63%
20%
16%
100%
33%
32%
36%
100%
35%
29%
36%
100%
28%
42%
30%
100%
34%
26%
40%
100%
37%
30%
33%
100%
42%
31%
27%
100%
35%
35%
30%
100%
27%
36%
37%
100%
32%
35%
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message
(importancerelevance)
ACc Attitude
Certainty

Composite

A2.4c Would you like
to know more about
the proposed
transmission line
project?
A11g NFC grouped

A10.8c How likely is
your attitude towards
the proposed
transmission line
project to change
over time?
B9.1 Please indicate
your gender:
BB9.2 Age Band

BB9.3 Children

BB9.4 Education

High
Total

29
62

47%
100%

12
47

26%
100%

16
62

26%
100%

57
171

33%
100%

High degree
of certainty
Medium
degree of
certainty
Low degree
of certainty
Total
In favour
Neutral
Opposed
Total
Low (I know
enough)
High (need
to know
more)
Total
Uncharacter
istic
Characterist
ic
Total
Not likely at
all
All others
Total

28

54%

8

18%

8

14%

44

29%

15

29%

14

32%

29

50%

58

38%

9

17%

22

50%

21

36%

52

34%

52
2
18
42
62
27

100%
3%
29%
68%
100%
44%

44
4
12
31
47
25

100%
9%
26%
66%
100%
53%

58
13
23
26
62
23

100%
21%
37%
42%
100%
37%

154
19
53
99
171
75

100%
11%
31%
58%
100%
44%

35

56%

22

47%

39

63%

96

56%

62
33

100%
53%

47
26

100%
57%

62
37

100%
61%

171
96

100%
57%

29

47%

20

43%

24

39%

73

43%

62
44

100%
71%

46
19

100%
40%

61
10

100%
16%

169
73

100%
43%

18
62

29%
100%

28
47

60%
100%

51
61

84%
100%

97
170

57%
100%

Male
Female
Total
18-44
45-54
55-64
65+
Total
Children
No Children
Total
Low (Up to
upper
secondary)
Medium
(Up to

30
32
62
15
9
12
26
62
40
21
61
38

48%
52%
100%
24%
15%
19%
42%
100%
66%
34%
100%
61%

19
23
42
17
12
10
6
45
23
17
40
24

45%
55%
100%
38%
27%
22%
13%
100%
58%
43%
100%
53%

30
28
58
24
11
11
14
60
19
21
40
24

52%
48%
100%
40%
18%
18%
23%
100%
48%
53%
100%
43%

79
83
162
56
32
33
46
167
82
59
141
86

49%
51%
100%
34%
19%
20%
28%
100%
58%
42%
100%
53%

17

27%

16

36%

21

38%

54

33%
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BB9.5 Principal Status

higher
certificate)
High
(Degree or
above)
Total
Working for
profit
No working
(combinatio
n of
responses)
Looking
after home
or Retired
Total

7

11%

5

11%

11

20%

23

14%

62
30

100%
48%

45
17

100%
39%

56
22

100%
39%

163
69

100%
43%

6

10%

8

18%

6

11%

20

12%

26

42%

19

43%

28

50%

73

45%

62

100%

44

100%

56

100%

162

100%

Pearson Chi-Square Tests
B4.3_c Did the community gain message
persuade you in coming to a decision on
whether to support or reject the transmission
line proposal?

Chi-square

B4.4_c Did the community gain message
change your opinion on whether to support
or reject the transmission line proposal?

Chi-square

df
Sig.

df
Sig.

PKP_Tc Prior Knowledge Think (Grouped)

Chi-square
df
Sig.

PKP_Ac Prior Knowledge - Actual (Grouped)

Chi-square
df
Sig.

PKCG_Tc Prior Knowledge Community Gain
Think (Grouped)

Chi-square
df
Sig.

PKCG_Ac Prior Knowledge Community Gain
Actual (Grouped)

Chi-square
df
Sig.

PRPc Personal Relevance Proposal
(Grouped)

Chi-square
df
Sig.

PRPCGc Personal Relevance Community
Gain (Grouped)

Chi-square

235.838
4
*,b
.000
222.616
6
*,b
.000
8.283
4
0.082
10.122
4
.038*
25.660
4
.000*
1.333
2
0.513
33.546
4
.000*

Sig.

16.003
4
.003*

Chi-square

33.005

df
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PIPc Personal Involvement Proposal
(Grouped)
PAPc Prior Attitude Proposal (Grouped)

df

4
.000*

Sig.
Chi-square
df
Sig.

PAP_Cc Prior Attitude Proposal Certainty
(Grouped)

Chi-square
df
Sig.

PAP_Ic Prior Attitude Proposal Intensity
(Grouped)

Chi-square
df
Sig.

PAP_Pc Prior Attitude Proposal Persuade
(Grouped)

Chi-square
df
Sig.

PAP_Vc Prior Attitude Proposal Express
Views (Grouped)

Chi-square
df
Sig.

PACGc Prior Attitude Community Gain
(Grouped)

Chi-square
df
Sig.

B2_General_Reaction_c Reaction to
message (general)

Chi-square
df
Sig.

B2_Powerful_Persuasive_c Reaction to
message (powerful-persuasive)

Chi-square
df
Sig.

B2_Importance_Relevance_c Reaction to
message (importance-relevance)

Chi-square
df
Sig.

ACc Attitude Certainty

Chi-square
df
Sig.

Composite

Chi-square
df
Sig.

A2.4c Would you like to know more about
the proposed transmission line project?

Chi-square
df
Sig.

A11g NFC grouped

Chi-square
df
Sig.

A10.8c How likely is your attitude towards
the proposed transmission line project to
change over time?

Chi-square
df
Sig.
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11.003
4
.027*
40.986
4
.000*
31.844
4
.000*
9.303
4
0.054
17.416
4
.002*
28.382
4
.000*
38.937
4
.000*
3.034
4
0.552
8.946
4
0.062
29.247
4
.000*
14.745
4
.005*
2.816
2
0.245
0.694
2
0.707
37.544
2
.000*

B9.1 Please indicate your gender:

Chi-square
df
Sig.

BB9.2 Age Band

Chi-square
df
Sig.

BB9.3 Children

Chi-square
df
Sig.

BB9.4 Education

Chi-square
df
Sig.

BB9.5 Principal Status

Chi-square
df
Sig.

0.416
2
0.812
13.198
6
.040*
3.253
2
0.197
4.763
4
0.313
2.958
4
0.565

Results are based on nonempty rows and columns in each innermost subtable.
*. The Chi-square statistic is significant at the .05 level.
b. More than 20% of cells in this subtable have expected cell counts less than 5. Chi-square results may be invalid.
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Appendix No. 19

Dissemination Activities

Date

Location

Activity

April 2012

Dublin

Attended Smart Networks Conference

May 2012
June 2012
June 2012
July 2012
July 2012
October 2012
November 2012
December 2012
December 2012
December 2012

Dublin
Hannover
Glasgow
Belfast
Cardiff
Paris
Dublin
Brussels
Brussels
Maynooth (NUI)

December 2013

Maynooth (NUI)

February 2014

Dublin

April 2014

Galway (NUI)

May 2014
June 2014

Hamburg
London (South Bank University)

July 2014

Publication

Attended Energy Conference
Renewable Grid Initiative workshop
Meeting with Dr. Patrick Devine-Wright
Meeting with Prof. Geraint Ellis
Meeting with Dr. Richard Cowell
Renewable Grid Initiative workshop
SEAI Workshop
Meeting with ENTSO-E
Renewable Grid Initiative workshop
NUI Maynooth: Gave lecture on
Environmental Mediation, Public Policy
Disputes, Infrastructure Development
and Host Community Impacts.
NUI Maynooth: Gave lecture on
Environmental Mediation, Public Policy
Disputes, Infrastructure Development
and Host Community Impacts.
Participated in NESC Workshop on the
challenge of community engagement
and social acceptance to wind energy.
Presented at Inaugural JE Cairnes
PhD Colloquium
Renewable Grid Initiative workshop
Presented paper to London College of
Mediators conference (promoting
mediation in challenging times)
Keegan, G. and Torres, A. M. (2014)
The Contribution of Distributional
Justice to Siting Transmission Lines.
Journal of Mediation & Applied Conflict
Analysis, 1(2), ISSN 2009-7170.

September 2014

Dublin (UCD)

September 2014

Maynooth (NUI)

October 2014

USA (University of Philadelphia)

December 2014

Maynooth (NUI)

February 2015

Publication

December 2015

Maynooth (NUI)

May 2016

Galway (NUI)

July 2016

UK (Newcastle Business School,
Northumbria University, Newcastle)
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Gave lecture - Environmental
Mediation and PhD Research
International Mediation of Restorative
Practices Conference. Presentation:
Environmental Mediation in Multi-party
Public Policy Disputes & PhD
Research
Paper Presentation: Keegan, G. and
Torres, A.M. (2014) Host community
benefit schemes in siting transmission
lines, The Fifth International
Conference on the Constructed
Environment Conference.
NUI Maynooth: Gave lecture on
Environmental Mediation, Public Policy
Disputes, Infrastructure Development
and Host Community Impacts & PhD
Research.
‘Decide-announce-defend’ not a viable
strategy for project planners. Keegan &
Torres (2015), Public Affairs Ireland,
p17-18.
NUI Maynooth: Gave lecture on
Environmental Mediation, Public Policy
Disputes, Infrastructure Development
and Host Community Impacts & PhD
Research.
Participation and Poster Display of
PhD Research, Whitaker Institute PhD
Forum.
Presentation at Academy of Marketing
Doctoral Colloquium 2016
(ADMC2016) with bursary from
Marketing Trust.

July 2016

Dublin (TCD)

July 2016

Cologne

October – December 2016

Galway (NUI)

October – November 2016

Funding Application

December 2016

Maynooth (NUI)

July 2017

UK (Hull)

August 2017

Galway (NUI)

September – December 2017

Dublin (UCD)

April 2018

London

September 2018

Cork (UCC)
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Presentation at Tony Pecotich Seminar
for Doctoral Students and Young
Macromarketers, 41st Macromarketing
Conference.
Meeting with Prof. Richard Petty and
Dr. Pablo Brinol.
Participation in ‘The Philosophy and
Theory of Marketing’ course by Dr.
Christine Domegan
Successful Application for Funding to
SEAI Energy Research, Development
& Demonstration Programme 2016.
Outline report submitted to SEAI
Oct/Nov 2016.
NUI Maynooth: Gave lecture on
Environmental Mediation, Public Policy
Disputes, Infrastructure Development
and Host Community Impacts & PhD
Research.
Submission to Academy of Marketing
Doctoral Colloquium 2017
(AMDC2017) hosted by Hull University
Business School, UK.
Submission to OpenSym 2017
Doctoral Symposium.
Guest lecturer. World Conservation
and Heritage (Masters) Course –
Environmental Mediation, Public Policy
Disputes, Infrastructure Development
and Host Community Acceptance &
Impacts.
Presentation of accepted paper
submission on PhD Research to 3rd
International Conference on Marketing,
Strategy and Policy, April 10th 2018 at
Newcastle University London.
Full Paper Presentation at Irish
Academy of Management (IAM)
Conference, UCC.

Appendix No. 20 Meath Study Area and Cavan Monaghan Study Area

MSA - Meath Study Area
Single (one-off) dwellings, outside groups of dwellings, are also a significant feature of settlement
patters in Co. Meath. These are both dispersed, and in clustered or linear patterns, throughout the
receiving environment of the proposed development.
Navan: Population 28,559 (2011 census)



town centre located approximately 5km from the line route
its outskirts are some 2.8km from the line route

Navan Rural Electoral Division (NRED): Population 16,000


Of the DED’s within NRED, the line route passes through the DED’s of Bective, Castletown
and Donaghpatrick.
Bective DED
Castletown DED
Donaghpatrick DED

Population: 1,132
Population: 1,017
Population: 1,741

No. of Households: 363
No. of Households: 334
No. of Households: 555

Dunshaughlin Town: Population 3,908


Town centre located approx 6.4km from the line route

Dunshaughlin Rural Electoral Division (DRED): Population 44,300
Line route passes through the DED’s of Culmullin and Kilmessan


Culmullin DED

Population:1,054

No. of Households: 331



Kilmessan DED

Population:1,388

No. of Households: 510

Trim: Population 1,441



Town centre located approx 5.5km from line route
Outskirts 3.8km to line route

Trim Rural Electoral Division (TRED): Population 31,000


Line route passes through the DED’s of Galtrim and Kilcooly



Galtrim DED

Population: 666

No. of Households: 220



Kilcooly DED

Population: 323

No. of Households: 116
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Nobber village: Population 357


Located approx 1.7km from line route

Nobber DED: Population (incl village) 748
Nobber Townland- population 334, 155 males, 179 females

Summerhill village: Population 832


Located approx 4.3km from the line route

Summerhill DED: Population (incl village) 1,299
Summerhill Townland- population 616, 304 males, 312 females

Kilmainhamwood village / DED: Population 761


Located approx 650m from line route

Eden Townland (Kilmainhamwood not available on its own) - population 172, 84 males, 88 females

Kilmessan village / DED: Population 1,388


Located approx 2.5km from line route

Kilmessan Townland- population 659, 313 males, 346 females
Gaeltacht Area: Baile Ghib (Gibstown)



Line runs close to Baile Ghib (Gibstown)

Gibstown Townland - population 325, 163 males, 162 females

Graigs: located within 5km of the proposed line route include:


Robinstown



Dunderry
Dunderry Graig- population 23, 11 males, 12 females



Boherneen



Oristown



Wilkinstown
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Wilkinstown Graig- population 226, 122 males, 104 females


Castletown
Castletown Graig- population 160, 80 males, 80 females



Drumree
Drumree Graig- population 26, 15 males, 11 females



Dunsany
Dunsany Graig - population 234, 125 males, 109 females



Cortown
Cortown Graig- population 71, 33 males, 38 females



Teevurcher



Batterstown



Graigs are the smallest type of settlement identified in the Meath CDP. The character of
these settlement areas mirror the rural countryside but have scattered individual houses,
with some clustering around one or more focal points. Focal points may include existing
development around a cross road, a shop, church or a post office. Post offices and schools
are provided in some of these centres and the centres serve an important community
purpose.
Outside of Graigs, single (one-off) dwellings are also a feature of settlement patterns in
County Meath. An analysis of the dwellings along the route of the proposed OHL shows
there are:
23 dwellings within 100 metres (m) of the centre of the proposed MSA line route;
9 dwellings are located within 100mof the centreline of the existing Oldstreet to Woodland
double circuit line (the location of these dwellings is shown on the planning drawings
included in Volume 1B of the planning application documentation)
There are two community facilities within the 1km corridor of the proposed development;
Oristown Church and Robinstown National School.
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CMSA - Cavan Monaghan Study Area
Carrickmacross (located approx 7km west of line route)
Population: 2,000
CRED: 12,500
DED’s line passes through are:
Laragh

Population: 561

No. of Households: 197

Bellatrain

Population: 291

No. of Households: 85

Raferagh

Population: 460

No. of Households: 164

Drumgurra

Population: 683

No. of Households: 225

Drumcarrow

Population: 444

No. of Households: 147

Castleblaney (located approx 6km east of line route)
Population: 1,750
CRED: 11,000
DED’s line passes through are:
Clontibret

Population: 701

No. of Households: 242

Annayalla

Population: 581

No. of Households: 209

Tullycorbet

Population: 661

No. of Households: 217

Cremartin

Population: 1,166

No. of Households: 402

Greagh (Cremorne By?) Population: 433

No. of Households: 145

Carrickatee

No. of Households: 112

Population: 333

Ballybay (located approx 3.4km west of line route)
Population Urban Area: 298

No. of Households: 162

Population Rural Area: 1,528

No. of Households: 555
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Kingscourt (located approx 3.3km east of line route)
DED’s line passes through are:
Lisagoan

Population: 388

No. of Households: 128

Enniskeen

Population: 461

No. of Households: 146

Kingscourt

Population: 3,224

No. of Households: 1,077

Shercock (located approx 3km west of line route)
Population: 531
Population (DED): 1,169

No. of Households: 425

Notes:



Annayalla, Clontibret, Corduff and Doonhamlet (all Monaghan) lie within 5km of the line
route.
Nearest Community facilities within 1km:
o Drumhowan GAA club (approx 330m east of tower(T)150
o Laragh National School and Church (approx 410m east of T230)
o Corcreeghagh NS (approx 640m west of T195)
o Ballintra Church (approx 750m south-west of T142)
o Ballaghnagearn NS (approx 820 south-east of T207)
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