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This paper is part of the debate currently taking place regarding environmental attitudes and behaviour, and how to change them.  It is also, I hope, a contribution to citizenship theory and practice, in that my enquiry into environmental attitudes and behaviour leads me to develop a notion of ecological citizenship which I take to differ in significant ways from the citizenship traditions with which history has bequeathed us (Dobson, 2003).

As far as changing environmental attitudes and behaviour is concerned, in the UK, at least, there is a very obvious front-runner: fiscal incentives.  The idea is that people are encouraged into environmentally beneficial behaviour through offering them financial advantages and penalties, to which they respond appropriately.  Let me describe two examples from the British and Irish context.

The first is a road-pricing example. It comes from the ancient city of Durham in the north of England.  Durham has a very beautiful and old city centre, which was beginning to suffer from the effects of too much traffic.  So city planners were confronted with the challenge of dissuading people from driving their cars into the square, and they decided to adopt a road pricing scheme. Where once it was free to drive your car into the square, it now costs £2.00 or so to take it there.  The planners had no real idea whether this would work, but they hoped that traffic would be cut by 50% within a year.  In fact it was cut by 90% in just a few months.  This was success beyond the planners’ wildest dreams, and it seems to suggest that the fiscal route to changing people’s environmental behaviour actually works.  Reference
The second example comes from the Republic of Ireland.  On March 4th 2002 a Plastic Bag Environmental Levy (PBEL) was introduced as a charge on plastic shopping bags throughout Ireland. From that date, non-exempt bags have cost shoppers 20p each or so.  As a result, the use of plastic bags has been cut by more than 90% - removing over one billion plastic bags from circulation each year.  Once again, the news seems completely good.  Fiscal measures work – behaviour is changed, almost overnight.  Reference
There is no doubt that fiscal measures of this sort have a place in the environmental policy toolbox.  Governments would be foolish indeed to ignore these sources of motivation and the political possibilities they produce.

But I also want to say that if governments focus on these methods of changing our behaviour, they are likely to fall short of their objectives.  Let me point out four difficulties with the ‘fiscal self interest’ approach to environmental policy.  

The first relates to the direction of the political wind.  Just as an environmental tax designed to change people’s behaviour can be imposed, so it can be rescinded.  Some governments and political parties are more relaxed about imposing taxes than others.  Such governments and parties will be more comfortable with an environmental tax regime than tax-cutting governments and parties.  So the fiscal dis/incentive approach to changing sustainability-related behaviour is unstable: it depends, as I say, in part, on the direction of the political wind.

The second problem is that people respond to the fiscal prompt and not to the reasons underlying it.  So car drivers drive less in cities with a congestion charge.  Good.  But they do so because they don’t want to incur the congestion charge, not in order to reduce carbon emissions.  In other words, their behaviour is changed by a superficial response to a carrot or a stick, rather than through commitment to a point of principle.  

This problem is related to the first one.  We surmise that if the congestion charge were to be removed, people would get straight back into their cars and drive them into the city centre.  In other words, once the carrot or the stick is removed, behaviour returns to type – absent the commitment to the principle that underpins the sticks and carrots.

One possible bulwark against the scepticism I am outlining here, though, is the idea of habit.  We might suppose that if the sticks and carrots are in operation for long enough, the changes in people’s behaviour might become so ingrained as to be unaffected once the regime of incentives and disincentives is taken away.  I can see the logic in this.  But how long is ‘long enough’?  No doubt the answer to this question will vary with the case, but we might think in general that our anti-environment behaviour is so deeply rooted that it would take a very great deal of purely behavioural therapy (as it were) to shift it.

The third difficulty with the fiscal incentive/disincentive route has to do with the scale of the charges and rewards that would need to be in place for behaviour change to be secured – and whether the political will exists to put them in place.  In the UK every car owner pays an annual road tax.  It used to be a flat rate – the same for every type of car.  Now, though, the scale of charges is related to the CO2 emissions of the car, so cars with lower CO2 emissions pay less tax than so-called gas-guzzlers.   Surveys have been done to determine the level at which car tax would have to be set in order to change behaviour.  Results vary, but the average finding is that car tax for higher emitting vehicles would have to be increased by a factor of 8-10 before people took this issue seriously into account when buying their next car.  Car tax is unpopular anyway, and the chances of a serious political party standing for office on a platform of a ten-fold increase of it are very slim indeed.  So what we have here is a policy option that appears very difficult – in some cases impossible – to use effectively.

The final problem with the fiscal incentive and disincentive idea is that it is based on a ‘self-interested rational actor’ model of human motivation, according to which people do things either for some gain or to avoid some harm to themselves.  This makes it seem realistic and hard-headed, but it has a soft underbelly.  Let me explain.

Household waste in Britain in currently growing at 3% per year, and the government is considering ways of getting people to throw less stuff away.  One suggestion is to impose a ‘rubbish tax’, so that people who throw away over-quota rubbish will be asked to pay a small tax – say £3.00 per bag.  From one point of view the logic is impeccable: people will want to avoid paying the rubbish tax and so will reduce the amount of waste they throw away.  But critics of the proposed scheme immediately pointed out that this model contains the seeds of its own demise.  People uncommitted to the idea behind the scheme will take the line of least resistance in a way entirely consistent with the model of behaviour on which the scheme depends – but entirely at odds with its desired outcomes.  As a Guardian newspaper editorial pointed out, ‘Rather than pay up, the public are likely to vote with their cars and take their rubbish and dump it on the pavement, in the countryside or in someone else's backyard’ (July 12, 2002).  

The problem here is that financial penalties invite attempts to get around them.  A whole industry has built up around means of making number plates illegible to cameras as cars enter the Pay Zone in the centre of London, for example.  Drivers (in this case) react to superficial signals without caring about, understanding or being committed to the underlying rationale for the incentives to which they respond. 

I’d like us now to think a little more about this idea of an ‘underlying rationale’.  It’ll help if we go back to the Irish plastic bag example.  

According to the Irish government, the two stated aims of the scheme were, and are, ‘to encourage the use of reusable bags and to change people's attitudes to litter and pollution in Ireland’.  As far as the first aim is concerned, as we saw, the evidence is that the PBEL has been a success.  The use of plastic bags has been cut by 90%, and a billion bags a year have been removed from circulation.  So behaviour has changed.  But have attitudes changed?  Have people’s ‘attitudes to litter and pollution changed in Ireland’?

As far as I know, no specific follow-up research on this issue has been done.  For me, though, the main point turns on the key distinction between changing behaviour and changing attitudes.  The PBEL is designed to do both, and the levy’s aims are expressed in such a way as to make us think that there is an uncomplicated reciprocal relationship between the two: changes in behaviour will lead to changes in attitude, and changes in attitude will lead to changes in behaviour.  

But a moment’s reflection will lead us to think that the latter is more likely the former – that changes in attitude will lead to changes in behaviour.  It makes sense to think that if our underlying attitudes to waste and pollution change, changes to our behaviour will follow.   

The reverse effect – that a change in behaviour will lead to a change in underlying attitudes – seems less likely.  We can change our behaviour in respect of the consumption of plastic bags without that change of behaviour ‘overflowing’ into a more general change of attitude as far as waste and pollution is concerned. 

This distinction between underlying attitudes and superficial behaviour is very important.  We have seen some of the problems associated with focusing too much on the latter – yet this seems to be exactly what governments are doing.  Not so long ago the UK government carried out a major review of its sustainable development strategy, and citizens were asked to comment on a document called ‘Taking it On’. Reference The part of the document that deals with bringing about sustainable development is called, significantly, ‘Changing Behaviour’, and much of the focus is on ‘the market’, ‘economic instruments’ and so on.  There is no systematic reference to attitudes or to values.

It is my view that governments committed to sustainable development – i.e. practically every government on the planet, formally at least – need to give some thought to changing attitudes as well as altering behaviour, since both are key to achieving the objective of sustainability.  The stakes are high.  I’ll explain later how potentially disastrous it can be to get this wrong.

Changing attitudes is easier said than done.  Just where do we start? It would certainly help to begin with a broader picture of human motivation.  The policies I have talked about thus far are all based on theories that have individuals acting out of self-interest.  But we all know that some of us, some of the time, do things because we think they are the right thing to do, even if they conflict with our perceived self-interest.   

At no point in the debate initiated by the UK government was this alternative approach canvassed, admirably captured in the following from Ludwig Beckman: 

However, the question of sustainable behaviour cannot be reduced to a discussion about balancing carrots and sticks. The citizen that sorts her garbage or that prefers ecological goods will often do this because she feels committed to ecological values and ends. The citizen may not, that is, act in sustainable ways solely out of economic or practical incentives: people sometimes choose to do good for other reasons than fear (of punishment or loss) or desire (for economic rewards or social status). People sometimes do good because they want to be virtuous. (Reference..)
Beckman is gesturing here towards a conception of environmental or ecological citizenship
, and that is what I want to talk about for the rest of the time available.   

Beckman is talking about the kind of behavioural structure that some aspects of sustainable development would seem to demand.  It is surely a fantasy to think that sustainability can always be a ‘win-win’ policy objective, in which each gain for the common good will also be a gain for each and every individual member of society.  So it is at this point that thoughts of environmental citizenship begin to emerge from the fog of policy options.  There is no determinate thing called ‘environmental citizenship’, but in the broadest possible compass, such citizenship will/can/may surely have something to do with the relationship between individuals and the common good.   In the terms I introduced above, the environmental citizen’s behaviour will be influenced by an attitude that is – in part, at least –informed by the knowledge that what is good for me as an individual is not necessarily good for me as a member of a social collective.  Market-based instruments do not raise this possibility in any systematic way, and so are incomplete as prompts for social learning.

This starting-point prompts a host of questions.  What do we mean by environmental or ecological citizenship?  Might it mean different things in different places?  What are the ethics and values that might inform it?  How is to be promoted?  What is the role of the state in all this?  What are the obstacles to its promotion?  How and where might it be ‘done’?  

I can’t answer all these questions in full now, but I will offer a sketch.  

Environmental citizenship contains the following elements:

· a recognition that self-interested behaviour will not always protect or sustain public goods such as the environment.  Thus environmental citizens make a commitment to the common good.

I have already said something about this.  The fiscal self-interest approach to environmental policy obviously takes self-interest as the driver of environmentally sound behaviour.  The environmental citizen worries about this for two reasons.  First, because, as I said, ‘self-interested behaviour will not always protect or sustain public goods such as the environment’; and second, because the constant focus on ‘self-interested’ solutions to environmental problems is in danger of undermining the very possibility of collective, common good solutions. 

· a recognition that environmental responsibilities follow from environmental rights as a matter of natural justice.  

Citizenship has always been a matter of balancing rights and responsibilities.  Historically, liberal citizenship has focused on the rights of citizens – the right to vote, the right to social security entitlements.  Responsibilities have a place in liberal citizenship, but do not play a major role. 

Republican citizenship focuses on the responsibilities of citizens to the collective.  Again, while republican citizens have rights, these are less important to the republican than responsibilities or duties are.

Against this background we would have to regard environmental citizenship as being more ‘republican’ than ‘liberal’.  In an obvious sense, environmental citizens have a responsibility to work towards a sustainable society, and this embraces all the activities one might normally think of as relating to good environmental citizenship: recycling, reusing, conserving.

But why should we recycle, reuse, conserve?  There is no one single answer to this question. 

Environmental citizenship supplies its own particular answer.  The key thing to remember is that citizenship is about activity with public implications.  

From an environmental point of view, every act has public implications.  As we live our lives, we draw on environmental resources and leave environmental waste.  As human animals this is inevitable.

But some of us draw on more environmental resources and leave more environmental waste than others.  In other words, we have different environmental impacts.  One way of visualising our environmental impact is in terms of what’s come to be called the ecological footprint.  Reference
The ecological footprint is the environmental space we occupy as go about our daily lives.  And because we go about our daily lives in very different ways, our ecological footprints are of different sizes.

The planet on which we live is of finite size.  Therefore there is a limited amount of environmental space to share out. 

Fairness demands that we all have roughly the same amount of space.  But ecological footprint analysis suggests that some of us have too much. 

So the specific responsibility of the environmental citizen is to try to occupy an appropriate amount of environmental space.

Let me stress that this is a matter of justice, not of charity.

The responsibilities of the environmental citizen are not the same as those that follow from the tsunami in the Indian Ocean, for example. 

The key difference in my relationship to climate change, and to the tsunami, is that I am partially responsible for the first and not at all responsible for the second.  

This prompts very different types of moral response.  

In the case of suffering for which I am not responsible, compassion and charity are appropriate responses.

In the case of suffering for which I am responsible, justice is the appropriate response.

This is very important, since the obligation structures of justice and of charity are very different.

Charity is a notoriously weak basis for obligation.  First, it is easily withdrawn (‘terribly sorry, no spare change in my pocket this morning’).  Second, the structure of giving contained within it reproduces the vulnerability of the recipient. 

Contrast this with justice.  You can ‘not do’ justice, of course.  Just as you can ‘not do’ charity.  But the obligation to do justice remains, even while you’re not doing it.  

Second, relations of justice are relations between putative equals.  The element of paternalism that is present in charitable relations is absent in relations of justice.  It’s a lot easier to do charity, of course.  You can switch it on and off.  Justice requires constant vigilance and political commitment.

All this means that those (individuals, agencies, corporations, departments) who occupy too much ecological space have a duty to reduce their impact for the sake of those who occupy too little.

Further characteristics of environmental citizenship:

· a recognition that rights and responsibilities transcend national and generational boundaries

We have seen that we all have a right to roughly equal environmental space, and a corresponding responsibility to make sure we don’t occupy an unjust amount of it.  These rights and responsibilities are genuinely international.  My ecological footprint is not confined to the UK.  

I constantly draw on environmental resources from beyond my national boundaries – and most of us in so-called advanced countries do so.  So it’s obvious that my responsibilities as an environmental citizen are international responsibilities.

Bearing all this in mind, it’s surely also true that if environmental impacts are not confined to one country, they are not confined to one generation either.  I read not so long ago that we are faced with the possible extinction of one-third of the world’s species of frog.  This is a dramatic example of the intergenerational effects of environmental impact.  Environmental citizens will regard the extinction of species – when caused by human beings – as an injustice as far as future generations are concerned.

So, unlike any other type of citizenship, environmental citizenship is both international and intergenerational.

There is one final way in which environmental citizenship differs from all other types:

· you can do environmental citizenship in private  

Traditionally, citizenship has been associated with public spaces: debating, acting, protesting, demanding – in public. 

Environmental citizenship shares this traditional element.  Environmental citizens will debate, act, protest, demand – in public.  

But environmental citizens also know that their private actions have public implications.  To this degree, environmental citizenship shares with feminism the idea that the personal is political – the private realm is a political realm.

As we saw earlier, from an environmental point of view all actions are public actions – even those that originate in the home.  So we heat our homes, we cool our homes, we buy food to consume in our homes – and so on.  Each of these apparently ‘private’ decisions has public environmental implications.

Ecological politics is a quotidian politics – a politics that embraces and entails the everyday metabolistic relationship between individuals and the non-human natural world, as well as that relationship mediated by our presence and participation in ‘public’ bodies.  

And we cannot and do not turn that relationship on and off when we cross some putative public-private divide.  

In a term borrowed from postmodernism, we are ‘always already’ consumers of environmental services and producers of waste, from the moment we are born to the moment we die, in public and in private, in sickness and in health.  

From this point of view it is perverse to regard campaigning for a recycling centre as an act of citizenship, and deny the accolade to the act of separating biodegradable and other materials just because you do it in the privacy of your own home.  The ecological challenge is to regard both of these as acts of citizenship.  

So environmental citizenship is a citizenship of the private sphere as well as the public sphere.

We can summarise the content of environmental/ecological citizenship in the following way:

· EC is an activity rather than a status

· aims at the common good

· justice as the principal virtue

· political space of EC is the ecological footprint

· justice is owed non-reciprocally

· EC is found in the private as well as the public sphere

· obligation: to reduce the occupation of ecological space, where appropriate
Overall, the duty of the environmental citizen is to live sustainably so that others may live well.  And this takes us back to the earlier part of my talk.

There I drew a distinction between attitudes and behaviour.  I argued that attitudes work at a deeper level than behaviour, but that behaviour change is what most environmental policy is aimed at.  The most common form of this type of policy is the ‘fiscal incentive’ policy.

Environmental citizenship gets at things at a different level.  It works at a deeper level by asking people to reflect on the attitudes that inform their behaviour.  More specifically, it asks people to consider their behaviour in the context of justice and injustice.

In most cases, this will give us the same answer as the ‘fiscal incentive’ route, but for different reasons. And the reasons are important.

So, remember the Durham city centre car example: 

· under a fiscal incentive policy, people stop driving into the city centre because of fear of a fine.  

· from an environmental citizenship point of view, people drive less in general because they know that car driving contributes to global warming, that global warming affects poor people more than rich ones, and that too much car-driving leaves too big an ecological footprint.

Because environmental citizens understand the principles that inform pro-environmental behaviour, they will see beyond the superficial claims made by companies and corporations as they climb aboard the good ship ‘Sustainability’.  Many of you will have heard of hybrid technology in automobiles – cars that alternate between using electrical and petrol-driven power.  Here’s one example: The Lexus RX 400h – ‘The world’s first performance hybrid SUV’.

The copy that accompanies this pictures says that the RX 400h ‘is perfect for today’s climate (and tomorrow’s)’, and that driving the world’s first luxury hybrid SUV makes environmental, and economic, sense’.

Only one piece of relevant data accompanies these claims – that the RX400h emits 192 g/km of CO2.  Is that ‘perfect for today’s and tomorrow’s climate’?  Does that make ‘environmental sense’?  Well not in the opinion of the European Commission, for example, which wants to reduce the average CO2 emissions of private vehicles to 130 g/km of CO2 by 2012.

So I wrote to the Advertising Standards Authority in the UK, arguing that these claims were untruthful and liable to mislead.

Two days later I received an acknowledgement from the ASA saying that my complaint was being looked into.

Five days after that – a week after the original appearance of the advertisement – I opened the newspaper and found a new version of the advertisement.  We were now being told that the RX 400h was ‘perfect for today’s economic climate’ (only), and all claims to the effect that driving this car makes environmental sense had been removed.

I couldn’t believe is.  Surely this wasn’t all down to me?!

Well, to cut a long story short, it wasn’t all down to me because three other people had written to the ASA with the same complaint about the Lexus advertisement.  Once Lexus received notice of the complaint – and ahead of any official adjudication by the ASA – they changed it, which is why the advertisement appeared in its new form just a week after the first one.

The adjudication has now been made and Lexus are forbidden from using the advertisement in its original form.  The ASA found that Lexus was in breach of advertising standards on three counts: truthfulness, false comparisons, and false environmental claims.

I confess that I tell this story in part because I am surprised by it.  It’s heartening to know that a major multinational corporation can be brought to book so relatively easily.

But I also tell it because it illustrates the difference between the kinds of social learning produced by fiscal incentive approaches to behaviour change, on the one hand, and citizenship approaches, on the other.  The person whose behaviour is changed by fiscal incentives responds to the incentive structure only.  Nothing is learnt in this process.  If the fiscal incentive is removed, behaviour reverts to type.

The environmental citizen, on the other hand, is driven to ask questions about justice, about ecological space, and the way it is divided up.  The environmental citizen will look beyond the word ‘hybrid’ in the Lexus advertisement, to the crucial small print.  How many g/km of CO2 does this car emit?  S/he will know that the carbon footprint of this vehicle is too big.

My suggestion is that behaviour driven by environmental citizenship considerations is more likely to last, than behaviour driven by financial incentives.

But there is a corresponding disadvantage.  I would have to admit that environmental citizenship is much harder to ‘get going’ than fiscally driven behaviour.  Fiscal incentives can change behaviour almost overnight.  Environmental citizenship initiatives could take much longer. 

Let me illustrate the dilemma with a grid:

	
	Environmental citizenship
	Fiscal dis/incentives

	Change attitudes (long term)
	good 
	Poor

	Change behaviour (short term)
	less good
	good


It is tempting to say that we don’t have to choose between FIs and EC.  Can’t the government just pursue both at the same time?  It seems not to be so simple …

A number of experiments have been conducted demonstrating the importance of rethinking the interaction between different types of motivation. 

Critically for us, among other things it has been observed that monetary incentives can ‘crowd out’ other sorts of motivation, often called ‘intrinsic’ motivation. 

One example of this phenomenon at work is a case study of a ‘token economy’ where old people living in asylums were exposed to different economic incentives such as making their beds in exchange for vouchers. After some time these people were no longer prepared to do anything if they were not paid for it, i.e. they were ‘demoralized’ by the incentive structure presented to them (Frey 1999). Furthermore, once crowded out, the intrinsic motivation rarely returns when the monetary incentive is removed.
These conclusions have been borne out by some interesting research being carried out on the motivations that lie behind household sustainability in Sweden. (reference)
Researchers Berglund and Matti point out that recent research has approached the problem of negative responses to the introduction of economic incentives by analyzing peoples’ intrinsic and extrinsic motivation to environmental issues (Berglund and Matti, 2006).

This calls into question the assumption that both kinds of policy can be pursued simultaneously without either one affecting the other.

Berglund and Matti provide with a striking picture of government and people at odds with one another over the wellsprings of good environmental habits and practices.

On the one hand there is the government, pursuing the consumer-orientated path.  Lundqvist (2004) has carried out a content analysis of official reports outlining contemporary Swedish environmental policy, and he concludes that references to individuals as citizens are only made a total of 16 times. By contrast, the epithets customer, consumer or individual is used about 470 times across, in total, 900 pages of text (Lundqvist, 2004:166-7). 

Lundqvist draws the conclusion that the Swedish government cleaves to the idea of individuals as consumers passively reacting to market incentives, operating according to an economic rationality, rather than as citizens ready to take an active part in deliberating on the moral foundations of the policy itself.

On the other hand, Berglund and Matti’s own survey of 4000 Swedish householders strongly suggests that respondents ascribe a far greater importance to the motivational values associated with altruism than the opposing values of self-enhancement (egoism), in explaining their behaviour.

This clash, or tension, between what the government thinks motivates people to behave in environmentally benign ways, and what actually motivates them, is serious.

It wouldn’t matter so much, perhaps, if the government’s approach simply didn’t work.

But the crowding-out thesis suggests that the government’s approach will actually undermine already-existing good behaviour.
Berglund and Matti interpret their findings as suggesting that using the wrong incentives for producing behavioural change might both render these efforts ineffective and undermine already existing moral motivations.

This is especially important in the context of what have come to be known as ‘environmental champions’.  Research suggests that individual champions are vital for their catalysing effect in projects for sustainability.  The last thing we want to do is to undermine the conditions which encourage their citizenship.  Yet the crowding-out thesis suggests that this is exactly what might happen if regimes of incentive and disincentive become ubiquitous.

All of this puts into question the government’s determination to focus wholly on fiscal incentives at the expense of environmental citizenship.  Effectively, a whole vocabulary of action, built up over centuries, is going to waste.  


But, it might be said, all this sounds terrific in theory, but what about the practice?  Is there any evidence for the actual existence – as opposed to just the theoretical possibility - of environmental citizens and environmental citizenship?  Well, yes, there is.

Research in Sweden conducted by Berglund and Matti, to which I’ve already referred, is one good example.  The conclusion they draw is that: ‘that people tend to ascribe far greater importance to the motivational values contained in the self-transcendence cluster (altruism) … than to the opposing values of self-enhancement (egoism)’ (Berglund and Matti, 2006: ??).
Another example is a desktop study, carried out by researchers in the University of York in the UK,  of the degree to which ethical investment can be regarded as an act of ecological citizenship.  This study covered 1146 respondents (Carter and Huby, 2005).

The findings were that ethics and values were the distinguishing characteristic of ethical investors, and that this feature cut across other cleavages such as age and income.

Unsurprising, perhaps.  But it is slightly more surprising to see that 80% of ethical investors would keep their investments where they are even if they operated at 20% below the level of ordinary investments.  And 56% would maintain investments even if they made only half the money they could make from ordinary investments.  This suggests a strong tendency towards ‘citizenly’ – or at least ‘other-regarding’ – motivations when making investment decisions.  These are people who don’t operate according to the ‘self-interested rational actor’ model of human motivation that lies behind the fiscal incentive/disincentive route to changing sustainability-related behaviour.

Carter and Huby also found other characteristics of environmental citizenship to be present in ethical investors:

· the recognition that private decisions have a public impact

· the recognition that responsibilities are non-territorial, in that investment decisions have impacts beyond the site of investment

· ethical investors are motivated by considerations of social and environmental justice

· ethical investors don’t expect anything in return for their altruism from those who may be being helped by their investments.  In other words they recognize an unreciprocated duty to strangers near and far

In sum, Carter and Huby suggest that, ‘there is a strong case for regarding individual ethical investment as a form of ecological citizenship’ (Carter and Huby, 2005: 108).

I have saved the best piece of evidence until last – ‘best’ because it draws on research carried out not a million miles from here, in British Columbia.  PhD candidate Johanna Wolf studied the motivations and actions of people in two coastal communities, in regard to climate change. She conducted 86 interviews, and concluded that, ‘the responsibility described by participants resembles that giving rise to ecological citizenship’.  Why did she draw this conclusion?  Well, because this responsibility of which her respondents spoke ‘bears the characteristics of a civic duty owed non-reciprocally to those currently affected by climate change and to future generations’.  In other words, precisely the characteristics described by the theory of environmental citizenship I outlined earlier.  Further, this duty ‘is conferred by virtue of participating in a Northern, developed society whose living standards have collective consequences for both human and non-human life elsewhere in the world and in the future’.  Once again, the stated motivations of Wolf’s respondents align closely with those described (predicted?) by the theory of environmental citizenship.

What is especially striking about Wolf’s work is that she did not originally go looking for evidence for the existence of environmental citizenship.  She was interested in uncovering the motivations of people in BC for pro-environmental action, but when she embarked on her research she had no ‘frame’ or ‘lens’ within which or through which to interpret her results.  Some way into her research she encountered the idea of environmental or ecological citizenship and found it to be a useful interpretive framework for her results.  In other words, while she was conducting her interviews she could not have been ‘looking for’ environmental citizenship.  I would suggest that the conclusions she draws regarding the existence of environmental citizenship among her respondents in BC are all the more convincing for that – hers was an inductive rather than a deductive exercise.

Conclusions

 I would like to make four brief concluding points.  The first is that there is now some empirical evidence for the existence of environmental citizenship.  Second, this suggests that the hypotheses regarding attitude and behaviour change that are implicit in the theory of environmental citizenship have real-life purchase.  Third, that this should give policy-makers pause for thought when designing policies for pro-environmental behaviour change.  And fourth, that these policy-makers should give serious consideration to promoting environmental citizenship as a way of instigating deep-rooted, lasting, changes in sustainability-related behaviour.
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� In my book on this topic (Dobson, 2003) I draw a distinction between environmental and ecological citizenship and explain the difference in some detail.  Here, though, I shall be using the terms interchangeably.
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