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The importance of public responses

 There is greater public support for renewable
energy than for coal and nuclear. (European Social
Survey, 2017)

» Around 80% of respondents support large, or very large,
amounts of electricity coming from wind, solar or hydro

» Around 10% of respondents support large, or very large,
amounts of electricity coming from coal or nuclear

 When renewable and low-carbon technologies
are deployed, there is sometimes opposition
from host communities, stakeholders and the
wider public.
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Public roles in the low-carbon transition

 People are key to the low-carbon transition,
and have diverse roles to play, e.g. citizens,
consumers, adopters of new technology,
investors in new technology.

 Many of the changes people are required to
make are transformational. (see for example Demski
et al 2015)

 A narrow framing of social responses e.g.
‘opposition’ or ‘support’ risks losing
opportunities to understand the range of
responses and so undermining adoption.
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Key issues for opposition

 We conducted a review of academic literature on public responses to low-carbon
technology to understand reasons why the public may respond in a particular way to
technology deployment (e.g. reject or support).

 Key issues highlighted from this review are summarised in table 1.
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Low carbon technology Key reasons for opposition
Renewable energy

Wind sound and visual impact, distance from turbines
Tidal, wave, ocean issues of trust with institutions involved, distribution of benefits
Solar PV high cost of installation, storage, concerns over efficiency
Hydropower environmental impacts (e.g., forest destruction), reduce aesthetic value of water

streams, potential displacement of communities living near facility
Geothermal not identified*

Bioenergy (Solid biomass, biogas) lack of farmer consultation, issues of trust with developers, unwelcomed changes
in the farm or community, environmental impacts

Low emissions transport
Liquid biofuels impact on land use change for communities in the global south
Electric vehicles inconvenience in finding charging stations (e.g., extra distance needed to travel),

range anxiety, safety, extra battery costs
Carbon capture utilisation and storage concerns over type of power plant the carbon dioxide comes from, concerns on

further coal abstraction, unproven nature of CCS, potential environmental impact
Table 1: Summary of key reasons for opposition to low-carbon technologies



Explanatory frameworks

Explanatory frameworks fall into one of three clusters:
» Linear perspectives take a single problem based explanation and imply a simple solution to public

responses, e.g:
• Knowledge deficit model (see for example Bauer et al, 2007)

• Not In My BackYard (NIMBY) (see for example Wolsink, 2007)

» ‘Public attitude’ framings: draw on psychology and sociology to demonstrate that public attitudes result
from diverse personal, social, psychological and cultural factors, e.g:

• Knowledge and direct experience (see for example Devine-Wright, 2007)

• Place attachment (see for example McLachlan, 2009)

• Processes of engagement and consultation (see for example Aitken 2016)

» Multi-dimensional frameworks offer an interdisciplinary view of public responses, e.g:
• Social gap (see for example Bell et al, 2013)

• Social acceptance (see for example Wustenhagen, 2007)

• Social license to operate (see for example Baumber, 2018)



Solutions to support deployment

 Integrating social and values-based aspects in planning
» People evaluate information about new and unfamiliar technologies in the context of their existing values,

knowledge and experience
» Understanding these underpinning values and concerns can improve engagement
» Individual technologies should be presented in the context of long-term change which is aligned to societal

values, not short-term solutions

 Ensuring fair, open and transparent decision making processes (procedural justice)
» Accessibility
» Recognition of legitimacy
» Addressing power inequalities
» Engagement and involvement, not consultation
» Moving away from the language of ‘opposition’

 A social license across society for the low-carbon transition



Key insights

 Policy can support deployment through:
» Ensuring participatory public engagement within all aspects of

energy planning from national strategies to individual applications
» Enabling the use of agreed, context-based measures of impacts and

benefits of projects
» Supporting the creation of genuine partnerships with host

communities
» Providing guidance for the design, and evaluation, of effective

processes which ensure fairness and trust between people and
project proponents

Thank you
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