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Abstract 

 

The Race against Waste is a current battle facing all nations of the world in the current 

climate of environmental concern and attempted conservation of materials. Household waste 

in particular has been cited as a main component in the reduction of general waste for export 

and landfills. A number of theoretical approaches and research methods have previously been 

employed to investigate this topic, yet none in recent years in and in an Irish setting.  

 

This research investigated the behaviour and attitudes of consumers in Ireland. The research 

was conducted through the surveying of 1,000 consumers, followed by data and textual 

analysis in order to achieve a number of objectives to fulfill current literature gaps by 

contributing new knowledge to an important and current topic. The piece sought to decipher 

the current stance on environmental concern, recycling and segregation habits, the perception 

of information available to consumers and the accessibility of facilities and services. The 

stance on environmental benefits versus costs to consumers was investigated as well as idea 

generation for recycling and segregation maximisation by households.  

 

Findings suggest that although the vast majority of householders are now active recyclers, 

consumers are lacking in information, education, facilities and services. Respondents of this 

study have shown their recycling behaviour is driven by environmental concern, rather than 

monetary incentives. Recommendations include an overhaul by regulatory bodies in order to 

fulfill European Union mandated targets to reduce general waste production and increase the 

recovery of valuable recyclable materials. 



 5 

Table of Contents 
 
Acknowledgements ....................................................................................................................................... 3 

Abstract .............................................................................................................................................................. 4 

Table of Contents ........................................................................................................................................... 5 

Table of Figures .............................................................................................................................................. 7 

List of Tables .................................................................................................................................................... 8 

1. Introduction ................................................................................................................................................ 9 

2. Literature Review .................................................................................................................................... 13 

2.1 Introduction ....................................................................................................................................... 13 

2.2 Topic Background ............................................................................................................................ 13 

2.3 Department of the Environment, Community and Local Government ....................... 14 

2.4 Academic Literature ....................................................................................................................... 16 

2.4.1 Theory of Planned Behaviour ........................................................................................ 17 

2.4.2 Environmental Ethics ........................................................................................................ 18 

2.4.3 Lack of Information/ Facilities ...................................................................................... 19 

2.4.4 Value of Service/Incentives ............................................................................................ 20 

2.5 Conclusion .......................................................................................................................................... 22 

3. Methodology .............................................................................................................................................. 23 

3.1 Introduction ....................................................................................................................................... 23 

3.2 Research Objectives ........................................................................................................................ 23 

3.3 Research Methodology .................................................................................................................. 24 

3.3.1 Research Philosophy ......................................................................................................... 25 

3.3.2 Research Approach ............................................................................................................ 26 

3.3.3 Research Design .................................................................................................................. 28 

3.4 Population and Sample .................................................................................................................. 31 

3.5 Data Collection and Analysis ....................................................................................................... 33 

3.6 Ethical Issues and Procedure ...................................................................................................... 35 

3.7 Conclusions/Summary .................................................................................................................. 36 

4. Findings ....................................................................................................................................................... 37 

4.1 Quantitative Findings ..................................................................................................................... 37 

4.1.1. Base Questions .................................................................................................................... 37 

4.1.2 Ethics/Environment .......................................................................................................... 40 

4.1.3 Waste and Recycling Habits ............................................................................................ 43 

4.1.4 Perception & Attitude ....................................................................................................... 46 

4.2 Qualitative Findings ........................................................................................................................ 48 

5. Discussion and Analysis ........................................................................................................................ 54 

5.1 SPSS Correlations ............................................................................................................................. 54 

5.1.1 Age ............................................................................................................................................ 54 

5.1.2 Gender ..................................................................................................................................... 57 

5.1.3 Location .................................................................................................................................. 57 

5.1.4 Income ..................................................................................................................................... 59 

5.1.5 Household Occupancy ....................................................................................................... 61 

5.1.6 Active Recyclers versus General Waste Collections and Cost ........................... 63 

5.1.7 Compost bin usage by location ...................................................................................... 64 

5.1.8 Benefits versus Cost by Age ............................................................................................ 65 

5.1.9 Information ........................................................................................................................ 67 

5.2 Hypothesis Findings ....................................................................................................................... 68 



 6 

5.3 Objectives Achieved ........................................................................................................................ 69 

5.4 Limitations of the Research ......................................................................................................... 71 

6. Conclusions and Recommendations ................................................................................................ 72 

Recommendations ....................................................................................................................................... 75 

7. Reflections .................................................................................................................................................. 77 

7.1 Self-Appraisal .................................................................................................................................... 77 

7.2 Problem Solving................................................................................................................................ 78 

7.3 Dissertation Process ....................................................................................................................... 79 

7.3.1 Process .................................................................................................................................... 79 

7.3.2 Use of Sources ...................................................................................................................... 79 

7.3.3 Dissertation Formulation ................................................................................................ 79 

7.4.4 Own Learning ....................................................................................................................... 80 

7.4 Summary of Added Value.............................................................................................................. 80 

7.5 Plans to Apply and Sustain the Learning ................................................................................ 81 

Bibliography ................................................................................................................................................... 82 

Appendices ..................................................................................................................................................... 87 

Appendix 1 – EU Waste and Recycling Diversion Targets ...................................................... 87 

Appendix 2 – Email sent to Panda Customers ............................................................................. 89 

Appendix 3 – Company Security Clearance................................................................................... 90 

Appendix 4 – Survey .............................................................................................................................. 91 

Appendix 5 – SPSS Output ................................................................................................................... 95 
 

 

  

 



 7 

Table of Figures 
 
Figure 1 The Research Onion .................................................................................................................. 24 
Figure 2 Methodological Approaches .................................................................................................. 27 
Figure 3 Process of Deduction ................................................................................................................ 28 
Figure 4 Methodological Choice ............................................................................................................. 29 
Figure 5 Code of Ethics .............................................................................................................................. 35 
Figure 6 Survey Q1: Gender ..................................................................................................................... 37 
Figure 7 Survey Q2: Age ............................................................................................................................ 38 
Figure 8 Survey Q3: Location .................................................................................................................. 38 
Figure 9 Survey Q4: Household Occupancy ....................................................................................... 39 
Figure 10 Survey Q5: Approximate Income ...................................................................................... 40 
Figure 11 Survey Q6: Environmental Concern ................................................................................. 40 
Figure 12 Survey Q7: Recycling is an ethical decision ................................................................... 41 
Figure 13 Survey Q8: Moral Obligation ............................................................................................... 41 
Figure 14 Survey Q9: Active Recyclers ................................................................................................ 42 
Figure 15 Survey Q10: Driving forces of recycling ......................................................................... 42 
Figure 16 Survey Q11: Recycled Materials ........................................................................................ 43 
Figure 17 Survey Q12: General Waste Collection Frequency ..................................................... 44 
Figure 18 Survey Q13: General Waste Expenditure ....................................................................... 44 
Figure 19 Survey Q14: Compost Bin Usage ....................................................................................... 45 
Figure 20 Survey Q15: Environment Vs  Cost ................................................................................... 46 
Figure 21 Survey Q16: Available Information Levels .................................................................... 46 
Figure 22 Survey Q17: Increasing Recycling Participation ......................................................... 47 
Figure 23 Survey Q18: Additional Services - response levels .................................................... 48 
Figure 24 Survey Q19: Improved waste and segregation - response levels ......................... 50 
Figure 25 Survey Q20: Anything further to add - response levels ............................................ 51 

 



 8 

List of Tables 
 
Table 1 Additional Services Participant responses ........................................................................ 49 
Table 2 Improvement of segregation and recycling levels participant responses ............. 51 
Table 3 Age and Environmental Concern ........................................................................................... 54 
Table 4 Age and Ethics of Recycling ..................................................................................................... 55 
Table 5 Age and Moral obligation to participate in recycling ..................................................... 56 
Table 6 Age and Recycling participation............................................................................................. 56 
Table 7 Gender and Recycling Participation ..................................................................................... 57 
Table 8 Location and Driving forces for Recycling ......................................................................... 58 
Table 9 Income levels and Cost Vs Environment ............................................................................. 59 
Table 10 Household Occupancy and Recycling Activity ............................................................... 61 
Table 11 Household Occupancy and Waste Disposal Expenditure .......................................... 62 
Table 12 Recyclers Vs Non Recyclers disposal frequencies ........................................................ 63 
Table 13 Recyclers Vs Non Recyclers disposal costs ..................................................................... 63 
Table 14 Compost bin usage by location ............................................................................................ 64 
Table 15 Cost Vs Environment perception by Age .......................................................................... 65 
Table 16 Information available to consumers by location .......................................................... 67 



 9 

1. Introduction  
 

“Waste is what is worthless or unused for human purpose, it is the spent and valueless 

material left after some act of production or consumption” (Lynch, 1990) 

 

Of the many environmental issues prevailing in the 21
st
 Century, the production of waste has 

become perhaps the most significant. Following the United Nations Conference on 

Environment and Development (Barr et al, 2013) over 20 years ago, the increasing amount of 

waste produced, and more importantly, what to do with it, has been noted as a blatant 

illustration of the over-consumption of our time. The reduction of household waste 

specifically and its diversion from landfills through more environmentally sustainable 

practices has become a prime eco concern, and headache, for governments throughout the 

world.  

 

The Irish Government has been set mandated targets for waste minimisation and recyclable 

resource recovery by the European Union in conjunction with environmental preservation. 

Due the these targets, the Irish Department of the Environment Community and Local 

government have set household waste policy directives to “maximise collective wellbeing by 

establishing a system of regulation which should support the attainment of environmental 

objectives whilst being consistently focused on National and European Policies” (Environ, 

2013). Specifically including, but not limited to, various policies such as Landfill Directive, 

the Waste Framework Directive, the Polluter Pays policy and the Producer Responsibility 

objectives. 

 

In Ireland, there has previously been a value-action gap identified between policies set out by 

government and the actual behaviour of Irish consumers (Fahy, 2007).  Waste collections 

were typically carried out in Ireland by county councils at no charge to household consumers. 

In recent years, these collections have been privatised by waste and recycling companies and 

has become big business, economically. Waste providers now charge for all services, 

regularly including annual fees and/or charges per service used per consumer. Consumers 

usually have options to choose from a variety of waste providers dependent on their area, 

resulting in pricing competition between providers. These waste firms have strict procedures 

and constantly updating and changing legislations as mandated by government, which they 

have to adhere to. The more consumers recycle and segregate their waste, the cheaper the 
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cost for waste companies for disposal, consumers for service charges and the closer Ireland 

moves towards its EU targets. 

 

This study will focus on Ireland and on household consumers in particular in relation to waste 

segregation and the recycling of household waste materials. This study looks to investigate 

the attitudes and behaviours of 1,000 consumers to identify attitudes and behaviours 

regarding waste segregation and the recycling of household materials. There has been much 

research undertaken on the topic of waste segregation and recycling practices from a variety 

of standpoints globally. The intent of this research is to ultise works of other authors on the 

subject of waste segregation and recycling behaviours and motivators to develop a 

background to the topic. It is the aim of the researcher to further this line of research through 

the surveying of consumers to analyse and answer the research question “The Race against 

Waste: Attitudes and Behaviours of Irish Consumers towards Recycling and Segregation”. 

 

The objectives the researcher wishes to achieve by undertaking this research is to a) 

determine consumer trends in relation to waste and recycling, b) to evaluate consumer 

attitudes towards their environmental impact, c) to decipher whether consumer-recycling 

trends are based on lowering personal costs or environmental responsibility and d) barriers to 

fulfillment of recycling maximisation. The researcher hopes that in completing this research 

piece, the work will be added to the existing body of knowledge on the subject while also 

adding new primary findings and conclusions and addressing the current literature gap. This 

is in the hopes that the work will then be utilised by academics in their studies in the future 

and perhaps be brought to the attention of market leaders and policy makers.  

 

The participants of the study will be household waste producers and consumers of Ireland 

and through this research, it can be hoped to discover Irish consumers attitudes and 

behaviours in this area as well as their perceptions of where this industry may be lacking. 

From a business perspective, this research will provide invaluable knowledge and 

information that can be used by Ireland’s Environmental Protection Agency, County 

Councils and government bodies alike to discover if there is a gap in citizen’s knowledge of 

their environmental impact, or, alternatively, if they are concerned at all with the impact they 

may have. Information and education deficits relating to recycling procedure will be explored 

and the research intends to discover which incentives, if any, would encourage people to 

recycle more. This can be of great use to policy makers in making changes to achieve 
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mandated EU targets for recycling percentages. In addition, it also will help the market and 

eventually consumers to discover exactly what it is a consumer needs and wants from their 

waste disposal. From a slightly different market perspective, waste companies will be able to 

use the work to identify services which the customers are lacking and gaps in the market for 

them to home in on, in addition to discovering how to improve recycling rates which will 

result in cheaper costs for waste companies as well as consumers. The researcher has primary 

experience in the waste and recycling industry as an employee of one of Ireland’s largest 

waste and recycling companies, with over ten years of experience in this field and is qualified 

and knowledgeable in the practicalities of this topic. From an academic perspective, the 

findings and recommendations of this research piece may be employed for future, further 

research on a topic, which has not been investigated from this perspective before now. In the 

age of environmental awareness, it is predicted that interest in the topic of sustainable waste 

and recycling procedures and consumer recycling levels will continue to grow, illustrating the 

necessity for a research piece such as this at this time. 

 

The aim of this research is to discover whether or not consumers are concerned with their 

personal environmental footprint, or, whether their primary focus in the topic of waste 

disposal is keeping their personal costs low. Several sub questions shall include; “Do 

consumers want to recycle?” “What is the main driving force for recycling?” “Would 

consumers choose a cheaper method of waste disposal if it meant that all their waste would 

go to landfill?” “What are the main improvements that can be made to encourage recycling?” 

These are essential, current questions, which need to be answered in order to better manage 

and meet EU targets from a nationwide perspective. Conservation of the environment and 

global warming is a rising issue worldwide. The research undertaken has not currently been 

explored. There is no current literature meeting these exact criteria, because of this there is a 

significant gap in the research, which needs to be filled as soon as possible for future correct 

and informed movements within this industry. 

 

The main variable is the sample to be tested. This sample can be considered a predictor 

variable as the group already exists and is naturally occurring. The aim is to see whether this 

predictor variable will influence the criterion variable. The criterion variable can be 

considered the outcome. The hypothesis is that the predictor does influence the criterion as 

the predictors are the consumers in this field and the results of the survey will then answer the 

research question as to whether consumers in Ireland are conscious of the environment or just 
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the cost of waste disposals. Further hypothesis can be concluded following the literature 

review in Chapter 2.  

 

Following the review of all relevant, current literature, as discussed in depth in the next 

chapter, the following hypothesis shall be adopted for use in this particular research piece: 

 

Hypothesis 1: The decision to recycle is one underpinned by ethics 

Hypothesis 2: The primary concern of consumers is to minimise costs 

Hypothesis 3: Consumers often lack information regarding recycling  

Hypothesis 4: Consumers often lack appropriate facilities 

 

The study undertaken will focus on the behaviours and attitudes of several selected Irish 

regions towards waste management with a focus on recycling and segregation. These regions 

of the sample to be tested shall include Dublin, Meath and Louth predominantly as they are 

the customer areas that Panda Waste, a partner in this research piece, service along with 

several other regions in smaller samples through self-selection sampling. 

 

The following chapters will follow an appropriate template and flow of information in 

accordance with common research method practices, (Bryman & Bell 2011, Saunders et al, 

2012, Saunders and Lewis, 2012). The following immediate chapter will be the Literature 

Review, which will discuss existing literature on the topic and present themes within this 

research to identify the justification for needing this particular piece. Following that will be 

the Methodology chapter, whereby the outline of the research philosophy, approach, strategy, 

time horizon, data collection and population and sample will all be identified and considered 

as it relates to this piece. The Findings chapter will follow, detailing the results of the 

consumer questionnaire with visual aids and explanations. A Discussion and Analysis chapter 

will follow, examining correlations within the data with the use of SPSS analytical software. 

This chapter will also highlight hypothesis findings and the achieved objectives. Conclusions, 

Recommendations and Limitations to the research will follow. The concluding chapter of the 

dissertation research piece will be the researcher’s Reflections. 
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2. Literature Review 

2.1 Introduction 
 

The literature review is a fundamental and critical step in any researching process (Collis and 

Hussey, 2009). It is essential in order to discover the background of the subject matter, 

current findings on the topic, differing findings across borders, current legislations that may 

relate to the topic and any gaps that may be identified within the existing literature with a 

view to ensuring that this research piece is relevant, justified and required. 

 

Upon investigation and research into academic findings already existing relating to this topic 

there were many studies on the correlation between environmental behaviour and/or 

recycling and ethics and personal values. Further research revealed studies relating to the 

instillation of incentives to promote recycling behaviour. However, although the occasional 

study focused on household consumers in particular, no study investigated the relationship 

between the consumer and their recycling behaviour to decipher what actually makes them 

recycle, what would encourage them to recycle more and what stops them from recycling.  

2.2 Topic Background 
 
Of the many environmental issues that have garnered attention since the 1992 United Nations 

Conference on the Environment (UNCED, 1992), the rising tonnages and production of 

Municipal Solid Waste, (MSW) is now the most prevalent. How societies should deal with 

the MSW produced has become an important policy problem. The European Union (EU) has 

mandated targets for member countries to recycle 50 per cent of household and similar waste 

by 2020 (European Commission, 2008) to ensure diversion of waste from landfills. From an 

Irish perspective, figures brought out by Eurostat in March 2013 show that at that time, 37 

per cent of waste in Ireland was being recycled, 3 per cent being sent for composting and still 

60 per cent being sent to landfills or shipped abroad (2013). Evidently, there is much 

improvement to be made in order to meet the target.  

 

Landfills, as the original end of life destination for all waste, are now known to create dire 

environmental problems by often releasing harmful substances into the air, water and soil (O’ 

Connell, 2011). Landfills are a major source of Methane gas, so much so that in 2007, it was 

estimated that at that point, over 45 million tons (Themelis and Ulloa, 2007) of methane had 

entered the atmosphere through global emissions. In line with this, what is to be Europe’s 
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largest incinerator is currently under construction in Dublin Port. The project aims to divert 

up to 600,000 tonnes of MSW from landfill and export each year while providing energy to 

up to 80,000 homes (Corrigan, 2011). 

 

Aside from the environmental factors, sustainable consumption also plays a crucial role in 

many high earning economies today. Environmental sustainability, in general, refers to 

“meeting the resource and service needs of current and future generations without 

compromising the health of the ecosystems that provide them” (Morelli, 2011). Concerning 

sustainability, Pop et al (2014) perceive recycling to be a vital part of modern economies 

worldwide.  

 

During the last number of years, the focus of waste management services have shifted further 

than simply removing and disposing of waste to a much further reaching objective of 

fostering resource efficiency and the realisation of potential prosperity of economies derived 

from segregation and recycling (Antonioli and Massarutto, 2012). Indication of this 

economical potential is evident in that six top waste management and recycling companies 

currently reside in the top fifty resource companies in Ireland with a combined turnover at 

year end 2014 exceeding €500M (The Irish Times, 2015). Environmental and monetary 

factors combined make the recycling industry a highly important topic in the current climate.  

 

Since the privatisation of domestic waste collections in Ireland, resulting in households now 

being charged for their waste disposal, segregation and recycling in particular has been a 

topic of debate throughout the nation. Following this privatisation, the cost of disposing of 

general waste to landfill has risen almost yearly due to the implementation of government 

landfill levies. Some waste companies have now introduced pay-by-weight schemes to their 

customers. These charges will be the mandatory billing system from July 2016 across the 

board for household consumers as mandated as a requirement on a national level by the 

Department of the Environment, Community and Local Government in accordance with EU 

legislation and specifications (Environ, 2013). 

2.3 Department of the Environment, Community and Local Government 
 
In 2012, the minister for the Environment, Community and Local Government published ‘A 

Resource Opportunity – Waste Management Policy in Ireland’ (Environ, 2012) to essentially 

provide a ‘roadmap’ on how government intended Ireland to move away from landfill 



 15 

dependence and towards the recycling of recoverable materials, segregation and waste 

reduction at the source. Within this document, the household waste market was recognised as 

a crucial sector in achieving objectives and targets for Ireland as mandated by the European 

Union. The current householder waste collection policy goals are as follows: 

 

“…To maximise the collective wellbeing by establishing and maintaining a system of 

regulation of household waste collection which provides the optimal mix of economic, 

environmental and social outcomes” (Environ, 2013) 

 

In relation to household waste, targets mandated by the EU state that by 2016 waste going to 

landfill must be reduced to 35% of the total quantity of waste produced in 1995. As of a 

further consultation document published entitled ‘The Regulation of Household Waste 

Collection’ (Environ, 2013), these targets were at ‘risk’ at the time of publication with 

approximately 340,000 tonnes of waste above the target still going to landfill, suggesting that 

Ireland was behind schedule to meet these targets. The second main directive related to 

household waste is to “prepare for reuse and recycling of 50% by weight of household 

derived paper, metal, plastic and glass” which the document states was ‘on track’ at the time 

of publication. The full tables of directives are available as Appendix 1. 

 

The privatisation of household collections was not happily accepted by Irish citizens, who 

previously had waste collected free of charge by their County Councils. Waste privatisation 

allowed for a new market to emerge within Ireland by way of recycling facilities and waste 

management, recycling and recovery companies. The privatisation of this service, coupled 

with the recent law stating that each household must provide proof, if required, that they are 

either; an active customer of a waste management company or that they have an 

environmentally sustainable waste disposal solution in place can be tied in to the ‘Polluter 

Pays’ principle. This principle is a fundamental principle not only at national level but also 

within the European Union and further internationally (Envrion, 2013). It is based on the 

premise that those who generate waste should be fully responsible for all costs associated 

including the collection, treatment and disposal of the waste as provided by waste 

management services. This concept supposedly is to ensure consumer accountability and to 

encourage them to act in an environmentally sustainable manner, as they are responsible for 

the waste they produce.  
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Aside from the ‘polluter pays’ legislation affecting householders, current legislation also 

requires that all waste collection companies, on a national basis, offer a service to allow the 

householder segregate waste into at least three streams: general waste, dry recyclables and 

organic (alias compost) waste in accordance with European Union 2013 regulations (Environ, 

2013) 

 

Since the 2012 policy document was released, issues within the household waste collection 

sector have been identified in the follow-up 2013 consultation, ‘The Regulation of Household 

Waste Collection’ (Environ, 2013). These issues have been identified, yet not explored to 

justify why these issues exist. The most predominant observations were that: there are low 

rates of householder participation in some areas, there are overall insufficient levels of 

segregation of household waste, and that pricing structures do not incentivise sustainable 

behaviours. In order to support householders in reaching Ireland’s mandated targets, the 

Department of the Environment, Community and Local Government have declared that 

awareness and education measures will be strengthened to support households and that the 

waste collection industry will be encouraged to play a role in such measures (Environ, 2013). 

2.4 Academic Literature  
 
Despite efforts of segregation and recycling, coupled with an increasing awareness of the 

external effects of waste generation, MSW generation has grown drastically over the last 

number of decades – in part resulting from higher incomes and more intensive use of 

packaging materials (Ferrara & Missios, 2012). Employing the knowledge gained from the 

last century, to move away from original, unsustainable waste systems of sending all 

materials to landfills or incinerators (O’Connell, 2011), demands changes in individual 

consumer habits (Bulkeley and Greyson, 2009, cited by O’ Connell, 2011). In 1993, Derksen 

& Gartrell found that “the most important determinant of recycling behaviour is access to a 

structured, institutionalized program that makes recycling easy and convenient”. Now, in 

2015, every household in Ireland has access to ‘curbside’ waste and recycling collections. 

With this in mind, recycling should theoretically, now be ‘easy and convenient’. The 

researcher intends to decipher what factors are still hindering Irish consumers in the race 

against waste.  

 

From intensive research into existing relevant material a consensus across the academic 

literature prevailed. Iyer & Kashyap (2007), for example, identify the factors that influence 
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recycling behaviours as: internal motivators, external motivators and individual 

characteristics. Four major themes became apparent throughout the literature. They are: The 

theory of planned behaviour, environmental ethics, and lack of information/facilities and 

value of service/incentives. In many cases these themes overlap, in others, findings from one 

research may directly contradict the other. Issues such as these contradictions in research 

highlight the evident gap in the literature and call for examination into the Irish market for 

conclusive analysis. The key findings of each theme will be discussed further below. 

2.4.1 Theory of Planned Behaviour 

 

According to the theory of planned behaviour  (TPB) (Azjen, 1991), human action is guided 

by three considerations: Attitudinal factors, normative determinants and behavioural control. 

These three create the central factor, which creates a persons intention to perform a behaviour 

– in this case, recycling. The stronger ones intention to engage in a behaviour, the more likely 

they are to follow through. Several studies on recycling consumer behaviour developed their 

ideas from the theories of reasoned action and of planned behaviour (Culiberg & Bajde, 

2013). Pop et al’s 2014 study, based on the theory of planned behaviour, (Azjen, 1991), 

found a consumers recycling intention to be rooted to their attitude, perceived behavioural 

and social norms and personal norms. Pop et al (2014) found that a significant determinant of 

recycling is for people to have access to a “structured and institutionalised program that 

makes recycling easy and convenient” while Barr et al., (2013), confirmed that attitudinal 

factors are indeed at play when the public engage in certain waste practices. 

 

Utilising TPB, Culiberg (2014) confirmed that moral obligations, collectivism and moral 

intention significantly explain consumer attitudes and intentions related to recycling. 

Individuals who feel higher levels of responsibility to recycle will subconsciously make 

intentions to recycle (Culiberg, 2014). A further link has been found between individual 

characteristics and recycling behaviour (Tilikidou and Delistavrou, 2001). They found that 

consumers who take the consequences of their actions on others and society into 

consideration to be the most frequent recyclers in their study of Greek consumers (2013).   

 

Viscusi, Huber & Bell (2011) state that substantial changes in recycling are unlikely to come 

from external pressures alone but recycling practices by peers, may influence ones recycling 

behaviour. Ferrara and Missios (2012) conclude that there is indeed a positive correlation 
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between environmental concern and attitudes and recycling and waste prevention behaviours. 

This correlation will be explored further by the researcher within this study. 

 

Consumers who find the benefits of recycling to be significant and diverse will have more 

favourable attitudes towards engaging in recycling (Culiberg, 2014). This confirms the notion 

that the characteristics of a moral issue have an important role in the formation of attitudes, 

which leads us to the next theme. 

2.4.2 Environmental Ethics 

 

As it encompasses all essential attributes, recycling can be regarded as a moral issue. 

(Schwartz, 1977; Jones, 1991; Marks and Mayo, 1991; cited in Culiberg, 2014). In recent 

years, consumer behaviour has taken a more responsible approach as global environmental 

concerns grow in severity (Popescu and Iosim, 2009). According to findings by Best & 

Mayerl (2013), environmental concern is stable and prevalent in general populations of the 

western world. “Whether people behave pro-environmentally is, in essence, an ethical 

dilemma” (Culiberg & Bajde, 2013). The stronger a person’s environmental concern, the 

more likely they will participate in household recycling (Best & Mayerl, 2013). 

 

It has been found that consumers who judge recycling as highly ethical behaviour will, in 

turn, be more likely to recycle (Culiberg & Bajde, 2013). In order to encourage consumers to 

purchase environmentally friendly products or services, Hamid (2014) recommends creating 

an “ethical trade-off” between costs versus benefits. Within this researcher, the researcher 

will test this ethical trade off to determine if people value ethics or monetary incentives more 

on the topic of waste segregation and recycling. 

 

Studies by McCarthy & Shrum (1993) have shown that individuals who valued fulfillment, 

respect and achievement were more likely to recycling than those who did not highly value 

them. Culiberg & Bajde, (2013), hypothesize that moral recognition will positively influence 

moral judgement. Further studies suggests that a consumer’s feeling of responsibility and an 

awareness towards the environment together with feeling that recycling conforms with 

society’s expectations of them are critical to implementing successful recycling programs 

(Larsen, 2001; Smallbone, 2005). Similarly, in a study conducted using TPB coupled with the 

Norm activation model (Park and Ha, 2014) it was found that awareness of consequences of 
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participation in recycling encourages consumers intentions to feel personally obligated to 

recycle. 

 

It has been found that although personal values relate to attitudes and beliefs towards 

behaving in an environmentally friendly manner, these values do not always translate into 

action (McCarthy &Shrum 1993). Yet, it is important to note that in a cross continent study 

by Ferrara and Missios (2012), it was found that attitudes towards the environment are far 

more important in recycling decisions than attitudes or concerns towards waste generation 

across all variables.  

2.4.3 Lack of Information/ Facilities 

 

As noted by Barr et al., (2013), low levels of recycling participation do not necessarily 

translate into negative attitudes towards waste management itself but rather can be a 

reflection of some form of structural constraint – this leads us into the possibility of lack of 

information/facilities, as further investigated below.  

 

Evidence suggests that individuals respond more favorably to and are more responsive 

depending on the accessibility of recycling services (Ferraro and Missios, 2012). Recycling 

must be easy and convenient to be deemed performable by consumers: Otherwise, consumers 

are not willing to engage (Pop et. al., 2014). In a study by McCarthy & Shrum (1993), it was 

found that the perceived convenience of recycling was actually more relevant to whether or 

not people recycled than how important people felt recycling was. The more inconvenient 

people said recycling was, the less frequently they recycled.  

 

Smallbone’s (2005) study on Domestic Household recycling found that focusing greater 

marketing attention on people already claiming to recycle could achieve higher levels of 

material reclaim. Viscusi, Huber & Bell (2011) also suggest that the implementation of 

recycling laws can have an immediate and powerful effect on recycling rates. Hamid’s (2014) 

recommendations for increased recycling activity include a co-operation between companies 

and government to promote pro-environmental attitudes. These collaborations could include 

bring centres, advertisements and other campaigns to raise consumer awareness. It is 

recommended that county councils and policy makers communicate the benefits of recycling 

in the hopes that doing so will establish a close connection between consumers own actions 

and the positive consequences of these actions (Park and Ha, 2014). Smallbone (2005) 
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illustrated through research that households need a much greater education about the waste 

disposal methods open to them. With this in mind, the researcher will examine how 

consumers perceive the information available to them as well as investigating the facilities 

and services that the deem lacking in their areas. 

 

Iyer and Kashyap (2007) argue that informational programmes and creating habits appear to 

have more long-term effects than incentive programmes. They suggest that information based 

interventions may be longer lasting due to the influence of a more fundamental driver of 

consumer behaviour which leads back to the consumers values and beliefs. A study by Fahy 

and Davies (2007) into recycling activities in the east of Ireland somewhat mirrors this and 

demonstrated that utilising the home as an information and educational site makes alternative 

waste behaviours seem more achievable to consumers. Through a previous surveying phase, 

many Irish consumers listed ‘lack of space’ as a barrier of recycling and segregation in their 

home. A household waste minimisation exercise then revealed that the householders in 

question had ample storage for such practices once they were instructed correctly (Fahy and 

Davies, 2007), leading again to Curbside recycling has been found to be the most effective of 

all recycling programs implemented across Europe (Ferrara and Missios, 2012). Curbside 

recycling is the predominant recycling method for recyclable materials in Ireland. There are 

certain exceptions by constituency depending on the waste provider. For recycling not 

collected door-to-door there are usually conveniently located, bring centres in each 

community for good such as glass and clothing. With this in consideration, there are many 

gaps in the literature, which need to be investigated to determine how recycling maximisation 

can be achieved.  

2.4.4 Value of Service/Incentives 

 

Values are central to the discussion of ethical decision-making (Cherry and Caldwell). 

Previous research has investigated links between values and consumer behaviour. Consumers 

will purchase something regardless of the price if they perceive it as being ‘good value’ 

(Sweeney and Soutar, 2001). Typically, it is more cost-effective in Ireland to recycle as much 

as possible in order to cut down on general waste charges. It is intended that this line of 

reasoning will be investigated further within the data collection phase of the research.  

 

On the topic of environmental awareness and waste segregation and recycling, we can link 

these two value systems together in order to decipher through the research why consumers 
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recycle. Is it to fulfill ethical values or simply because it is ‘good value’? As noted by Hamid 

(2014), marketing literature reveals that perceived value is always considered of utmost 

importance when consumers purchase a product or service. Contrary to Iyer & Kashyap’s 

aforementioned findings, Viscusi, Huber and Bell found that neither private values nor social 

norms are more influential than economic incentives (2011). According to Smallbone (2005), 

financial incentives for waste minimization and possible charges for excess waste is a policy 

worth measuring. Koford et al (2012) found that monetary incentives do have the greatest 

impact on household recycling and that communication appeals alone to encourage people to 

recycle had little impact without these incentives. 

 

Best and Mayerl (2013) found appropriate opportunities and incentive structures to be crucial 

for environmental behaviour. These findings have been confirmed for many types of 

environmental behaviour – recycling included. Volume based charges for MSW have 

significant effects on recycling intensities for every material (Ferrara and Missios, 2012) 

indicating that perhaps consumers are recycling more to avoid large MSW disposal costs. 

 

Research by Hamid (2014) found that green products are still not among consumer priorities. 

Yet, Bang et al (2000) found that consumers are willing to pay more for ‘green’ products as 

their intentions and attitudes will strongly support them to do so. 

Miller & Washington (2014) state that although consumers are now, more than ever, 

purchasing products with associated environmental benefits, they are more reluctant to pay a 

higher premium for these items than they were a few years ago, this may be yet another 

ripple effect of the economic downturn and in Ireland’s case, the fall of the ‘Celtic Tiger’.  

Iyer & Kashyap (2007) identified that incentives and information to customers are both 

effective methods of increasing recycling participation. They surmise that offering incentives 

had a dramatic and immediate effect and that individual rewards and incentives yield stronger 

results than offering group rewards. Based on the idea that changing old behaviours and 

developing new ones is a difficult and drawn-out process (Kleinschafer and Morrison, 2014, 

cited in Pop et al, 2014) in order for the public to change their behaviours, they must perceive 

there to be rewards or benefits because of this changed behaviour. (Pop et al, 2014). 

Encompassing many of the discussed themes, O’ Connell (2011) found the most common 

barriers to recycling to include; inadequate or lacking facilities, the expensive of waste 

diversion programs, the “value-action gap” and a negative emotional response to waste.   
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2.5 Conclusion 
 
Households have come to interact with waste through many different focuses. Some, which 

use the environment as reason to recycle, others, which have emerged mainly through now 

developed ‘social norms’ (Barr et al., 2013) and others through the impact that the structure 

of the waste management sector in Ireland has had on particular behaviours in consumers as 

they now consider the monetary implications of their own waste management. 95% of Irish 

Citizens consider protecting the environment personally important to them. However, a 

decrease to only 54% deemed sorting waste for recycling to be a priority of their daily lives 

in order to help the environment (European Commission, 2014). This gap indicates the need 

for in-depth investigations into consumer attitudes and behaviour (Park & Ha, 2014) to 

identify what, if anything could encourage the adoption of pro-environmental consumption 

behaviour in relation to waste management.  

 

The literature review has outlined various standings on and information regarding consumer 

recycling. The literature at times compares information to incentives as recycling motivators, 

other times it investigates recycling as an ethical decision. None of the research goes so far as 

to investigate ethics vs cost and the consumer reasoning behind their perceptions and 

recycling choices. None of the studies found that have been investigated have researched 

Ireland in recent years in the manner in which I have chosen to do so. The insights gained 

from the literature review have come to form the research question and areas of focus based 

on issues that have been investigated and honing in on those that have not. 
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3. Methodology 

3.1 Introduction 
 

Ellis and Levy (2009) note that for each study type there is an accepted methodology. In this 

case, Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill’s (2012) ‘research onion’ (figure 1) will be the 

methodology template utilised as the prefferered research method to follow in conducting the 

research at hand. According to Ellis and Levy (2009) the description must provide a detailed, 

step-by-step description of how the study will be conducted, answering the vital ‘who, what, 

where, when, why, and how’ questions.  The proposed research methods will be of the 

epistemological positvism position and an ontological objectivism position in regard to 

philosophical standpoints and of a deductive approach, utilising a mixed method approach, 

primarily using quantitative research with supporting qualitative research in a concurrent 

embedded design. The proposed methodology will be further examined and explained in the 

coming chapter under each layer of the research onion.  

3.2 Research Objectives 
 

As the title of the research piece suggests, the objectives of the research were to investigate 

the attitudes and behaviours of Irish Consumers towards recycling and segregation of their 

household waste. Through review of existing literature on the topic, the following hypotheses 

were deduced. 

 

Hypothesis 1: The decision to recycle is one underpinned by ethics 

Hypothesis 2: The primary concern of consumers is to minimise costs 

Hypothesis 3: Consumers often lack information regarding recycling  

Hypothesis 4: Consumers often lack appropriate facilities 

 

Following these hypotheses, several other objectives of undertaking this research existed. 

From an academic and industry perspective, the researcher wished to ultise the findings of the 

research to: 

 

a) Determine consumer trends in relation to waste and recycling 

b) Evaluate consumer attitudes towards their environmental impact 
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c) Decipher whether consumer recycling trends are based on lowering personal costs or 

environmental responsibility 

d) The barriers, if any, to fulfillment of recycling maximisation. 

3.3 Research Methodology 
 

In order to achieve the research objectives accurately and competently, as aforementioned the 

researcher utilised Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill’s ‘Research Onion’ model (2012) (Figure 

1). The six layers completing this onion, each providing important insight regarding the 

appropriate researching process that undertaken during the research, will be investigated in 

greater detail in the following subchapters in demonstrating the appropriate methods in 

relation to the research objectives.  

 

 

Figure 1 

 

This model provided a structure for the researcher to conduct the investigation, as sdetailed 

below in relation to the research philosophy, approach – including methodological choice, 
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stategy – including reference to time horizons and finally the data collection and analysis 

procedures.  

3.3.1 Research Philosophy 

 

The outermost layer of the Research Onion, the research philosophy, will underpin the 

researchers’ strategy and the appropriate measures as part of that strategy (Saunders et al, 

2012). Two major philosophies can be adopted when thinking about or conducting 

research: epistemology and ontology.  

 

As well as underpinning the research strategy, the research philosophy adopted can be 

considered your assumptions about the “way in which you view the world”. Considering 

that the chosen philosophy anchors the forthcoming methodology, careful consideration 

and analysis was taken by the researcher in calculating the appropriate standpoints.  

 

“Ontology: What constitutes reality and how can we understand existence?” (Raddon, 

2010). Social ontology is concerned with the nature of social entities and the nature of 

reality (Saunders et al, 2012, Bryman and Bell, 2011). An ontological view can be further 

categorised into objectivism and subjectivism. Objectivism renders social phenomena as 

external facts, which are beyond our control or reach (Bryman and Bell, 2011). An 

objectivist standpoint can be considered one where structures are existing and in place 

regardless of possible outsider influences. This view illustrates that although there may be 

differences in structures and norms throughout organisations, environments, or time, the 

foundations remain unchanged. Subjectivism on the other hand, is an ontological position, 

which asserts that “social phenomena and their meanings are continually being 

accomplished by social actors” (Bryman and Bell, 2011). This viewpoint asserts that 

social phenomena cannot be defined or calculated at any one time, as they are open to 

change and revision by external factors.  

 

For the purpose of the undertaken research topic, an ontological objectivist view was 

adopted. This view was most appropriate with the project as, with a questionnaire and 

surveying, the polled results are quantifiable and although are open to interpretation and 

correlations, they are undisputable and unchangeable. The laws and practices of waste 

management and recycling in Ireland are implemented on a national level, they are 

rigorously structured and must be adhered to therefore the questionnaire was based on 
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these structures and laws and for this research piece, subjectivism would have been 

inappropriate. As the same questions were put to various regions of the Irish population, 

with little room for comment or qualitative data, coupled with the sheer amount of 

quantifiable data to be collected, a subjectivist approach was inappropriate in this instance. 

 

“Epistemology: What constitutes valid knowledge and how can we obtain it?” (Raddon, 

2010) An issue that concerns what is or should be regarded as acceptable knowledge in a 

discipline is considered to be an epistemological position (Bryman and Bell, 2011). Within 

epistemology, the viewpoints of positivism, realism and interpretivism must be 

considered. Positivism “advocates the application of the methods of the natural sciences to 

the study of social reality” (Bryman and Bell, 2011). Although realism shares certain 

features with positivism, positivists argue that scientists conceptualisation of reality 

directly reflects that reality while realists believe that the conceptualisation by scientists is 

just a way of knowing that reality (Saunders et al, 2012). Interpretivism, on the other hand 

is a contrasting epistemology to positivism. Interpretivism is based on the view that 

strategy should respect the differences “between people and objects of the natural 

sciences” 

 

The epistemological theory adopted for the purposes of the research is a positivist 

approach. As noted by Bryman and Bell, (2011), The fundamental purpose of the theory 

of positivism is to generate hypotheses that can be tested and that will allow explanations 

of laws to be assessed. It is also noted that a deductive approach can be typically 

associated with a positivist position (Bryman and Bell, 2011). As hypotheses have been 

generated and a deductive approach used (as will be highlighted in the below subchapter), 

this theory is most in line with the research when compared to realism and interpretivism. 

Although it is perhaps more often for one philosophy to be adopted, as noted by Radden 

which supports the researcher’s selections, (2010), positivism as an epistemology can be 

underpinned by an objectivist ontology and they both understand and adopt the 

presumption that “facts are facts” 

 

3.3.2 Research Approach 

 

Following the research philosophy, the research approach is the second layer of the 

research onion (Figure 1). This layer represents the approach to the research undertaken, 
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specifically whether this approach is to be inductive, deductive or abductive (Saunders et 

al, 2012). The below table (Figure 2) illustrates these approaches by comparison: 

 

 

Figure 2 

 

According to Bryman and Bell, (2011), the deductive theory is considered the most 

common view between theory and research. Deductive theory describes a process whereby 

the research deduces hypotheses based on existing theory within a topic which then must 

be scrutinised through primary research and data analysis (Bryman and Bell, 2011, 

Saunders et al, 2012). An inductive approach follows a reverse process to that of 

deduction (Saunders et al, 2012). Once primary research has been conducted, results 

complied and findings analysed, this then creates the basis for the theory. However, in 

regard to a deductive approach, Bryman and Bell (2011), also note that inductive methods 

must also be used following the hypothesis results if any new theory relating to the topic 

has been confirmed as a result of the research. While a deductive approach moves from 

data to theory and an inductive approach moves from theory to data, abduction, as an 

alternative approach moves back and forth between theory and data thus combining 

induction and deduction (Saunders et al, 2012) 

 

The research undertaken into the attitudes and behaviours of Irish consumers towards 

waste and recycling clearly are undertaken using a deductive approach as illustrated by the 



 28 

table below (Bryman and Bell, 2011) (Figure 3). The steps shown in the table have been 

followed by the researcher in order to achieve conclusive and academically viable results.  

 

Figure 3 

3.3.3 Research Design 

 

The chosen research design, which encompasses the next three layers of the research 

onion. These three layers describe the methodological choice, the research strategy and the 

time horizon. These will be examined as they relate to the research undertaken. 

 

When considering a methodological choice, a qualitative, quantitative or mixed methods 

approach may be considered (Cameron and Price, 2009) (Figure 3). Quantitative research 

generally refers to data collection techniques and analysis with the use of numeric data 

while qualitative research generates non-numerical data (Ellis and Levy, 2009). Saunders 

et al (2012) note that these definitions are “problematic and narrow” as often research will 

combine both in some way in a multiple methods approach.  
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Figure 4 

 

A mixed method approach was developed for this particular research in order to examine 

the attitudes and behaviours of Irish consumers towards waste and recycling. Holmberg et 

al (2008, cited in Bryman and Bell, 2011) argue that combining qualitative and 

quantitative data enables the researcher to “draw a more accurate and rounded picture”. 

For this particular research piece the researcher has chosen to utilise a mixed methods 

research approach. More specifically, concurrent mixed method research will be used 

(Saunders et al, 2012), involving the use of both qualitative and quantitative data within in 

a single data collection and analysis phase using a concurrent embedded design (Saunders 

et al, 2012). A concurrent embedded design was chosen, whereby a twenty-question 

questionnaire was issued and made available to the sample. Seventeen questions being 

quantitatively gauged and three questions requiring qualitative responses.  

 

Quantitative research entails a deductive approach with emphasis placed on testing 

theories and hypotheses, and is general of positivism and objectivism orientations 

(Bryman and Bell) which coincides with the chosen philosophies and approach for this 

particular piece. However, a mixed methods approach whereby research is primarily 

quantitative with an added qualitative element was chosen in order to facilitate the 

possibility of garnering added insights. This approach was chosen specifically with the 

view to allow for: ‘interpretation’ (Saunders et al, 2012), by possibly discovering new 

insights for which quantitative data would not yield. ‘Diversity’ (Saunders et al, 2012), 

which would allow for different views and opinions to influence the study and 
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‘complementarity’ which, as noted by Saunders et al (2012) will allow findings to be 

“elaborated, enhanced clarified, confirmed, illustrated or linked” through qualitative 

questions within the survey. This research can be considered an explanatory as opposed to 

exploratory or descriptive (Saunders and Lewis, 2012). The research studied the current 

situation in regard to recycling attitudes and behaviours in Ireland in order to gather 

information and data to explain the relationship between variables, prove/disprove the 

hypotheses and, ultimately, to analyse the attitudes and behaviours of Irish consumers 

towards recycling and segregation in the household.  

 

The fourth layer of Saunders Lewis and Thornhill’s ‘research onion’ refers to the research 

strategy. Generally, a strategy can be “a plan of action to achieve a goal” (Saunders et al, 

2012). A research strategy in this case is the link from the philosophy and methodology 

through to the collection and analysis of findings. There are seven possible strategies to be 

considered when conducting a primary research investigation: Experiment, survey, 

archival research, case study, ethnography, action research, grounded theory and narrative 

enquiry. As the final four on the above list are specific to qualitative research (Denzin and 

Lincoln, 2005), they can be disregarded. After careful evaluation of all other possible data 

collection methods such as observation and structured and semi-structured interviews, 

surveying was the chosen strategy for data collection in this particular research piece. The 

survey method is the most popular in Business and Management research (Saunders et al, 

2012) and is thought to be used to answer the ‘who’, ‘what’, ‘where’ and ‘how many’ 

questions (Saunders et al, 2012).  Surveying, using questionnaires, was chosen as the 

preferred strategy for data collection in working towards the objectives of the research. 

These will be self-completed questionnaires discussed in detail in the following section.  

 

Surveying allows coherence to be maintained throughout the previously chosen 

methodology aspects as it can be considered conducive with a deductive approach 

(Cameron and Price, 2009) as well as being more beneficial in this particular case than any 

other possible strategies. Surveying allowed specific questions to be answered for a 

representative population in a controlled environment. The use of the surveying strategy is 

thought to give the researcher more control over the research process and, with the use of 

sampling, findings can be generated that are representative of the entire subject population 

(Saunders et al, 2012). However, as remarked by Saunders and Lewis (2012), a 

disadvantage of the surveying method can be that the data collected is less detailed than 
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other collection methods. The authors also note that keeping the questionnaire short is 

important to minimise uncompleted responses. With this in mind, the researcher ensured 

that the questionnaire was designed in such a way that each question asked served a 

definitive purpose towards the research objectives and overall research question. The 

asking of ‘open’ questions to gain qualitative data within the questionnaire allowed for 

expansion of detail, the survey was also limited to twenty questions in the hopes of 

maintaining respondent’s interest. The use of surveys within this research piece will be 

investigated further in section 3.5: data collection and analysis.   

 

The fifth layer of the ‘research onion’, the time horizon, was then considered as it related 

to the specific research project. Considering a longitudinal or cross-sectional design, 

cross-sectional was apparent as the most suitable to the body of research. As put by 

Bryman and Bell (2011), a cross-sectional design “entails a collection of data… at a single 

point in time… which are then examined to detect patterns of association”. With the 

research topic the intention was to survey the specified sample within a single time-period 

and then examine the data to analyse correlations, variances and gain insights between the 

chosen sample in order to fulfill the objectives of the research. This is in line with a cross-

sectional design (McGivern, 2006).  Another consideration pertaining to this selection was 

the allotted time for the dissertation completion phase. As the research will also be 

conducted over a two to three month period, a cross-sectional time horizon is also the most 

fitting from a time constraint aspect. 

3.4 Population and Sample 
 

The researcher ultilised Cameron and Price’s stages of defining appropriate samples (2009), 

which are as follows: 

 

1. Define the population 

2. Decide on the sample size 

3. Decide on the sampling method 

4. Apply the method  

 

The population to be researched can be considered as every adult homeowner or person 

availing of rented accommodation, in either houses or apartments, throughout the Republic of 

Ireland. To explain this further, these are considered the population of the research as every 
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household and every consumer obviously generates waste, and therefore needs to have 

practices and provisions in place for its disposal as an everyday habit. Due to the 

extensiveness of this population, a sampling frame, or complete list of population members 

(Saunders and Lewis, 2012) was unavailable for this particular research for a variety of 

reasons. Firstly, the number of homeowners or persons renting accommodation is vast and 

constantly changing, secondary to this, should a number have been available, names and 

addresses of these people would have been impossible to obtain. 

 

In selecting an accurate and representative sample size, the researcher looked to sampling 

theory for clarification. In considering appropriate sample size: small samples are likely to 

produce statistically irrelevant results (Bezzina and Saunders, 2014). Increasing the sample 

size results in increased precision up to a point when too large samples can also mean overly 

sensitive statistics (Bezzina and Saunders, 2014). Thus, finding the correct balance was 

paramount to ensuring validity of the data and accurate representation of the population.  

Bryman, (2001, as cited by Cameron and Price, 2009) state that when response rates grow 

past the 50 mark, precision increases. This remains the case until 1000 after which the 

precision begins again to decrease. In light of this, the researcher has chosen to obtain 1,000 

respondents. 

 

The sample was chosen in two ways. Firstly, the company the researcher works with, Panda 

Waste, agreed to assist in this research project (Company security clearance attached as 

Appendix 1). They agreed for a sample of their 150,000 household customers to be tested. Of 

this customer base, approximately 45,000 of these customers have agreed to be contacted via 

email. A sample of 6,000 customers was agreed on of this 6,000 whereby the researcher 

contacted the customers from a specifically created Panda email address, research@panda.ie, 

which only the researcher had access to, requesting their optional and anonymous 

participation in the study by email containing an embedded link to the survey (Appendix 2).  

 

Secondly, non- probability self-selection sampling (Cameron and Price, 2009) was used 

through social media. The research posted the survey link to various Facebook pages in order 

to gain responses. It is important to note that with self-selection sampling, participants may 

self-select as they feel strongly towards it in comparison to those who do not offer to be 

involved and therefore may not be representative of the population (Saunders and Lewis). 

With this in mind, the researcher posted the website on county council Facebook pages, other 

mailto:research@panda.ie
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waste company pages such as The City Bin Company and community pages in order to gain 

a representative view of the population. With Saunders and Lewis’ caution in mind, the 

researcher does not deem self-selection sampling to be a possible deprecation of the validity 

of the data in this case as all Irish consumers are directly affected by waste and recycling 

behaviours, whether it is the price implications for disposal or their environmental 

consciousness.  

 

The sample of 6,000 Panda customers was chosen through stratified random sampling of the 

probability-sampling framework (Cameron and Price, 2009). It was chosen to work with a 

waste and recycling company, as the researcher could be sure that the sample was 

representative of the population to allow for an aspect of probability sampling since the entire 

sampling frame was unattainable. The available company email addresses were categorized 

by the county the customer lived in, in order to obtain an accurate representation across the 

population. The emails selected were then were chosen at random from each listing 

dependent on the customer base percentage per county, i.e. 2,800 from Dublin, 2,000 from 

Meath and 1,200 from Louth. These 6,000 email addresses were chosen in the hopes of a 

minimum of 10% response rate of usable responses while also allowing room for errors, non-

responses, inaccurate email addresses and bounced emails.  

3.5 Data Collection and Analysis 
 

As previously described in section 3.3.3, the chosen strategy for data collection was 

surveying. Extreme caution was taken when creating the questionnaire in relation to ‘content 

validity’ (Saunders and Lewis, 2012) that the questions asked would collect enough data to 

meet the research objectives. ‘Construct validity’ was also considered - that the questions 

were designed in such a way that they allowed for the data collected to be about what it was 

intended to measure (Saunders and Lewis, 2012).  

 

The survey (Appendix 3) was comprised of twenty questions. This number was chosen in 

order to keep the questionnaire as short as possible in order to keep the respondent engaged 

and minimise drop-out rates while also being long enough to achieve the research objectives. 

The quantitative questions were made up of ‘category’ questions, ‘list’ questions and ‘rating’ 

questions while the questions gaining qualitative responses were ‘open’ questions. These 

choices were made in line with the recommendations of Saunders and Lewis (2012) of the 

‘seven appropriate question formats for use in questionnaires’ (Appendix 4).  
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For the collection of data, a ‘Survey Monkey’ account was opened by the researcher. An 

upgraded package was selected which allowed the researcher to send a survey of unlimited 

questions and achieve a 1,000 respondent response rate. This was chosen in line with chosen 

sampling and population techniques as outlined in section 3.4. Once the survey was created 

through ‘Survey Monkey’, a URL link was created which was then able to be added to a 

Facebook post for the self-selection part of the chosen sample.  

 

For distribution of the questionnaire to Panda customers, a ‘Mail Chimp’ account was 

created. This allows for ‘campaigns’ to be created. These campaigns require email addresses 

to be uploaded to the site as ‘subscribers’. The sample then has the option to subscribe or 

unsubscribe from the service. Creating the Mail Chimp account was an optimal choice for 

this research piece as its benefits as listed above mirror the teachings of Saunders and Lewis 

(2012) regarding the distribution of web questionnaires. This site was chosen as it filters out 

unrecognised email addresses, duplicates and also prevents the email from appearing in the 

respondents mailbox as ‘spam’ or ‘junk mail’. The URL link to the website was then 

embedded within an email which was sent to the chosen sample in batches per time.  

 

Once the data collection was at completion, SPSS was chosen as the statistical software used 

in assessing findings from the data. SPSS resides as the most frequently recommended and 

discussed method for data analysis throughout business research literature (Saunders and 

Lewis 2012, Saunders et al, 2012, Cameron and Price, 2012, Bryman and Bell, 2011, Collis 

and Hussey, 2009 and Burns and Burns, 2008). Thus, a class was taken in operating SPSS by 

the researcher in order to gain the software knowledge needed to undertake this type of 

statistical analysis. In order analyse the qualitative data collected and for it to be used in 

conjunction with the quantitative findings, the researcher sought to convert the worded 

answers into numerical statistics by grouping the respondents answers by category.  For this 

analysis, a simple measure of ‘content analysis’ was used whereby the answers to the three 

‘open’ questionnaire questions were coded by key words and themes and then by feature and 

disposition as per Cameron and Price’s (2009) recommendations.  
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3.6 Ethical Issues and Procedure 
 

In relation to research, Saunders et al (2012) defined ethics as the “standards of behaviour 

that guide your conduct in relation to the rights of those who become the subject of your 

work or are affected by it”. Research ethics also determines that two philosophical positions 

need to always be considered (Saunders et al, 2012). The Deontological view states that 

acting outside the ‘rules’ is never justified. The teleological view, on the other hand, argues 

that deciding whether research is justified should be determined by the consequences. The 

researcher has adopted the deontological standpoint throughout this project.  

 

In conducting the research the researcher has chosen to comply with and closely follow a 

code of practice for ethical standards involving human participants, put forward by Oxford 

Brookes University, (2010, cited by Saunders and Lewis, 2012) as outlined below. 

 

 

In the undertaking of the research, as previously stated, the stratified random, probability 

sample is comprised of members of the customer base of the organisation by which the 

researcher is employed. These people will be contacted via email. In this instance the 

customer base have accepted certain terms and conditions and have provided their 

 
 

 Example of code of practice for ethical standards involving human participants  

 No research should cause harm, and preferably, it should benefit participants. 
 Potential participants normally have the right to receive clearly communicated information 

from the researcher in advance. 
 Participants should be free from coercion of any kind and should not be pressured to 

participate in a study. 
 Participants in a research study have the right to give their informed consent before 

participating. 
 Where third parties are affected by the research, informal consent should be obtained. 
 The consent of vulnerable participants (e.g. children) or their representatives’ assent 

should be actively sought by researchers. 
 Honesty should be central to the relationship between researcher, participant and 

institutional representatives 
 Participants’ confidentiality and anonymity should be maintained. 
 The collection and storage of research data by researchers must comply with the Data 

Protection Act 1998. 
 Researchers have a duty to disseminate their findings to all appropriate parties. 

Figure 5 
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information with the knowledge and acceptance that they may occasionally be contacted for 

feedback so there will be absolutely no data protection breach or anything similar resulting 

from the collection of this data. The email sent to customers requires their optional and 

confidential participation. Should they not wish to partake, they simply ‘unsubscribe’ from 

receiving emails such as these again and do not click the optional link to complete the survey. 

As previously stated in section 3.4 (Appendix 2), the email sent to these customers 

specifically advises them what the study is about and where the possible responses will be 

used. It also advises that the company, Panda, or any third party, will under no circumstances, 

have access to the data findings of these confidential surveys for use in any future marketing 

campaigns or pricing structures within the company. Responses gained through self-selection 

will be ethically sound as their name suggests. As this sample has self-selected to partake in 

the survey they are aware of possible implications and have chosen to participate. These 

responses, as with the Panda customer responses, will be anonymous and no data will be 

shared with any third party and will be used for strictly academic purposes. For these reasons, 

the research strategy and data collection will remain ethically sound.  

 

3.7 Conclusions/Summary 
 

From reviewing all methodological possibilities through the utilisation of the ‘research onion’ 

as a guideline, the research philosophies adopted were of a positivist epistemological and 

objectivist ontological stance. The research followed a deductive approach, using mixed 

methods weighted primarily with the use of quantitative research with minor qualitative 

additions in a concurrent embedded design, using the surveying technique as a strategy 

towards the objectives of this explanatory work. The sample was devised and the data 

collection and analysis techniques carried out in accordance with the approach and 

philosophical considerations whilst maintaining an ethically sound standpoint. 
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4. Findings 
 
In the following chapter, the results of the survey will be listed briefly per question, relating 

to quantitative and qualitative separately. Quantitative results will be presented concisely 

while qualitative or ‘open’ results will be briefly discussed. Full analysis will continue in 

Chapter 5. It is important for the reader to note that self-selection respondents and stratified 

random sample have been grouped together as one from this point. As the full sample had 

URL directions to the same survey, responses are not tracked from where they originated.  

4.1 Quantitative Findings 

4.1.1. Base Questions 

Question 1: What is your Gender? 

 

 

Table 1 
Figure 6 

Of the 1,000 respondents, 588 were female and 412 were male at 58.8% and 41.2% 

respectively. The gender of the respondents will be useful in analysis stages to decipher 

whether attitudes and/or behaviour differs by gender. Given the Panda customer sample was 

not chosen to include equal numbers per gender and the self-selected sample was out of the 

researchers control, the balance between genders in this scenario is relatively balanced. 
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Question 2: What age are you? 

 

 
Figure 7 

 

Five age categories were given as possible answers to this question. The lowest grouping was 

the 18-24 category that only 4.1% of respondents fell into. The highest response rate came 

from respondents aged between 45 and 59, which made up 36.8% of the respondents. The 

second highest rate was 35-44 year olds with 223 respondents (22.3%). Following this, the 

60+ age group made up 21.8% of the sample. This can be deemed representative of the 

population given that the population is either homeowners or renters, explaining the 

significantly lower percentage in the 18-24 category.  

Question 3: Where do you live? 

 

 
Figure 8 
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This question was asked in order to monitor if attitudes and behaviours may differ by 

location. The majority of the respondents came from Dublin, totaling 71% or 710 responses 

with 39% from South Dublin, 17% from North Dublin and 15% from Co. Dublin. This was to 

be expected given the stratified random Panda sample contained 2,800 Dublin customers and 

that the link posted to Facebook for self-selection sampling would have been available to 

associates, colleagues and fellow students of the researcher who also hails from Dublin. 14% 

of the respondents came from Meath, 12% from Louth, 1% from Kildare and 2% from ‘other’ 

regions. 

 

The chosen locations were based on Panda areas of operation as per the stratified random 

sampling. Originally, Kildare was not a category but as 1% of the respondents listed this 

county in ‘other’ it was made a category. The other counties specified as answers in in 

‘other’, which amounted to 24 responses, did not singly make up a significant percentage to 

warrant any added categories but they are as follows in order of preference: Wicklow, six 

respondents. Cork and Galway, three respondents each. Carlow, Westmeath and Tipperary, 

two respondents each. Monaghan, Laois, Kilkenny, Wexford, Waterford and Down had one 

respondent per county.  

 

Question 4: What is your household occupancy? 

 

 
Figure 9 

 

The question of household occupancy was asked in order to establish a later on as to whether 

a correlation exists between your family situation and recycling attitudes and behaviour. In 

answer to this question, 58% of Respondents lived in a family home, 26% were living as a 

couple, 12% lived singly and 4% were living in shared accommodation. 
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Question 5: What is your approximate household yearly income? 

 

 
Figure 10 

Question 5, which asked what the approximate household yearly income of the respondent 

was, was added as an optional question. All other quantitative questions within the survey 

were mandatory besides this one. This was made optional upon recommendation with 

possible drop off rates resulting in incomplete, unusable responses in mind. Of the 1,000 

respondents, 932 people answered this question and 68 skipped it. Of the 932 responses, each 

category of income was presented relatively evenly. 19% of respondents, or 176 people 

reported earning less than €30,000 per year. 145 respondents, representing 16% earned 

between €31,000 and €44,000. 16% or 154 people reported incomes of between €45,000 and 

€59,000. 172 respondents, totaling 18% had incomes of €80,000-€90,000 per annum and 

lastly, 166 people making up 18% of the respondents reported earnings of over €100,000. 

4.1.2 Ethics/Environment 

Question 6: Are you worried about the environment? 

 

 
Figure 11 
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When asked the question “Are you worried about the environment?” an overall 77.4% said 

that they were with 22.2% listing ‘very’ and 55.2% listing ‘quite’ as their answers. 17% of 

people reporting a feeling of neutrality on the topic while 4.1% said they were ‘not very’ 

worried about it with only 1.5% and 15 people stating they were not worried about it at all. 

These findings are significantly lower than the European Commission’s 2014 statistics, 

which showed that 95% of Irish Citizens considered protecting the environment personally 

important to them. 

 

Question 7: Recycling is an ethical decision? 

 

 
Figure 12 

 

The majority of the sample respondents, 94%, amounting to 906 people agreed with the 

statement that recycling is an ethical decision. This is compared to the minority of 94 people 

or 9% who disagreed with this statement. 

 

Question 8: Do you feel morally obliged to participate in recycling? 

 

 
Figure 13 
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When respondents were asked if they felt morally obliged to participate in recycling an 

overwhelming majority of 90%, equating to 899 people, said yes. This is compared to the 

10% and 101 people who said no. The figure of those who did feel morally obliged to recycle 

is significantly higher than the European Commission’s 2014 poll which showed that only 

54% deemed sorting waste for recycling as a priority in their daily lives. It can be taken from 

this that although they may not all feel it is a priority in their lives, 90% of people still do feel 

a moral pull to participate in recycling.  

 

Question 9: Do you actively recycle at home? 

 
Figure 14 

Although 90% of respondents in the previous question reportedly feel morally obliged to 

participate in recycling, when respondents were asked if they did actively recycle at home a 

huge majority of 97% and 972 people reported that they did frequently recycle. Thus, 

regardless of feeling environmentally compelled to recycle or not, only 28 people, making up 

3% or respondents reported that they did not recycle at home, in the next question we will 

investigate the driving force for this significant figure of active recyclers.  

 

Question 10: If you are an active recycler, please indicate the driving force for this 

 
Figure 15 



 43 

When respondents were asked what the driving force was for their active recycling 

participation, a majority of 56% said the environment. 20% said that it was now out of habit 

that they recycled, 22% of people said their recycling was driven my cost incentives with 

18% saying recycling made their waste disposal cheaper and 4% stating that the only reason 

they recycled at all was because it was ‘free’. 2% of respondents, or 23 people, chose ‘other’. 

These 23 responses were easily coded and separated into four themes. Thirteen people who 

selected ‘other’ stated the driving force for them to recycle was ‘a combination of or all of the 

above’ meaning that the driving force for them to recycle is a combination of the 

environment, habit and monetary incentives. Five people specified that they did not like to 

waste things and believed in the mantra of ‘waste not, want not’, two people indicated that it 

was their family members encouraging them to recycle with one respondent stating that “My 

children have insisted that we do it because they were educated about it in school”. Finally, 

there were three people who had separate driving forces. One was convience, the second 

stated it was “the right thing to do” and the third stating that being an active recycler just 

“makes good sense”. 

4.1.3 Waste and Recycling Habits 

 
Question 11: Which materials do you regularly segregate from your general waste for 

recycling? 

 
Figure 16 

When asked which materials they regularly recycled, a question in which multiple responses 

could be given, respondents reported most regularly recycling cardboard and paper in equal 

measure of 92.9% per material. The next most frequently recycled material is glass at 88.2% 

and then plastic at 87.2%. The least frequently recycled material was aluminum cans. 

Cardboard, paper, aluminum cans and plastic can all be recycled in regular mixed recycling 

household bins in Ireland whereas glass often has to be brought separately to a recycling 

centre. The fact that more glass is recycled than aluminum cans and plastic even though it is 
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typically less convenient suggests to the researcher that there is a possible information gap to 

consumers regarding what can and cannot be recycled in their curbside recycling containers. 

2.3% or 23 respondents reported that they recycled none of the listed materials. 

 

Question 12: How often do you have your general waste bin collected? 

 
Figure 17 

The most popular frequency for collection of general waste among the respondents is every 

fortnight, with 40.8% of the respondents reporting this as their collection rate. 23.3% of 

respondents reported collections once per week. 192 people, or 19.2% have theirs collected 

once a month and 16.7% reported having their waste collected less than once per month. 

These answers show that 64.1% of people currently have their general waste collected 

between two and four times a month which is significantly high compared to the 35.9% who 

only require a collection once or less than once a month.  

 

Question 13: What do you estimate to be your yearly cost for general waste disposal? 

 

Figure 18 
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From the respondent sample, the most reported annual spend on general waste disposal, by a 

3% margin, was more than €250.00 per year with 23% of participants selecting this cost 

bracket. The second most popular was between €100.00 and €150.00 with 21%. Next was 

over €150.00 with 19.6% of responses, followed by over €200 with 15.4%. Respondents who 

paid less than €100.00 or less than €75.00 gained 13.2% and 7.6% of the vote respectively. 

From these results we can determine that 38.4% of people spend over €200.00 per year on 

general waste disposal, the most common price range is over €100 but less than €200 with a 

reported 40.8% and the least popular price bracket is under €100 with 20.8% of people 

reporting this expenditure.  

 

Question 14: Do you use a compost bin for food waste? 

 
Figure 19 

 

When asked if they used a compost bin for their food waste the majority of people reported 

that they did not. 552 people, making up 55% of the respondents do not use a compost bin 

compared to the 45%, made up of 448 respondents, who do.  
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4.1.4 Perception & Attitude 

 

Question 15: If it was more cost effective to put everything in a general waste bin, 

knowing that all your waste would go to a landfill, how would you feel? 

 
Figure 20 

 

When posed with the dilemma of whether they would choose monetary incentives over the 

environment, a overwhelming 83% of respondents reported that they would be dissatisfied 

with all of their waste going to landfill, regardless of whether it was more cost effective for 

them. Of this 83%, 37% stated they would be simply ‘unsatisfied’ with the remaining 46% 

reported they would be highly dissatisfied. An amount of 109 respondents, totaling 11% 

chose a neutral stance, claiming it would not bother them either way. A small percentage of 

4% said they would feel satisfied for all waste to go to landfill if it meant lower rates, while 

the final 2% reported that they would be very satisfied with this scenario.  

 

Question 16: Please indicate the level of information you feel is given/available to 

consumers regarding waste segregation 

 

 
Figure 21 
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When asked how they would rate the level of information given to or available to consumers 

on what and how to recycle, respondents most highly rated the level to be good, choosing 

‘quite’ informative. This was true for 35% of respondents. 25% of respondents said the level 

was average, choosing ‘quite informative’. 19.6% of respondents were neutral, stating that 

they were ‘unsure’. A further 14% rated information levels to be poor, or ‘not informative’ 

while the remaining 6% thought that the level of information is excellent, or ‘very 

informative’.  

 

Question 17: What do you feel, if anything, would encourage you to recycle more? 

 

 
Figure 22 

 

When asked what would encourage them personally to recycle more, 34% of respondents 

said more information on how and what to recycle. A further 29% said monetary incentives 

would make them recycle more, 27% said that knowing the environmental consequences of 

their actions would encourage more recycling. 3% of people said that they currently recycle 

everything they possibly can while 7% stated another reason. 

 

Of those who chose ‘other’ the answers were catagorised by key words. Surprisingly, only 

four themes prevailed, suggesting that many consumers are of the same mind. Six 

respondents said ‘all or a combination of the three’ would encourage them to recycle more, 

eleven seek more information on the end of life of their recyclables i.e. what happens to their 

mixed recycling waste and where do the materials go for sorting and thereafter. Five 

respondents said an increase in public awareness including marketing campaigns to 

encourage recycling for themselves and fellow Irish citizens. The remaining 46 respondents 
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wish for extra services to facilitate their recycling habits. The theme of facilities was further 

investigated in Question 18.  

 

4.2 Qualitative Findings 
 
For the qualitative or ‘open’ questions, the researcher geared the survey layout for optimal 

response rates. In doing this, the following questions were left optional. After great 

consideration, it was decided that it would be more beneficial for only a percentage to answer 

these questions rather than risk incompletions towards the end of the survey if respondents 

did not wish to answer, which would result in unusable responses. 

 

Question 18: Are there any additional recycling services you would like to see offered in 

your area? 

 

Answer Options 
Response 
Count 

  501 

answered question 501 

skipped question 499 

Figure 23 

 

Of the 1,000 respondents, 501 people chose to answer this question while the remaining 499 

skipped it. Once these answers were analysed, 97 respondents out of the 501 had simply 

answered, “no” or variations of this such as; “the recycling facilities in my area are 

sufficient” so these results were omitted, leaving the total responses at 402. Out of these 402, 

a further five simply answered “yes”. This left the total number of respondents wishing for 

additional services at 402 but the workable answers from which to gain insight at 397. The 

397 respondents’ answers have been grouped per theme into the following categories in the 

following table: 

 

 

CATEGORY OF 

RESPONSE 

NO.  DESCRIPTION RESPONDENT EXAMPLE 

Glass  81  Requirement for more bottle 

banks conveniently located 

 Suggestion of bottle 

collections from households 

“Glass recycling would be a 

big help” 

 
“More bottle banks” 
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Compost 70  The supply of compost bins 

and compost collection 

service to areas that do not 

have this service in place 

“Compost (brown bin) should 

be made available to encourage 

food waste recycling” 

 

Garden Waste  14  Access to recycling centres 

free of charge with grass 

cuttings and hedge trimmings 

“There should be free entry to 

centres for general 

garden/green waste” 

Bulky Items 48  Drop-off facilities for items 

such as furniture, wood, 

mattresses 

 Bi-annual/annual collection of 

these items from communities 

“Yes, a yearly collection of big 

household items” 

 

“An outlet for household 

furniture, beds etc..” 

 

 

Clothes Recycling 16  An increase in clothing banks 

per community 

“More clothing banks” 

 

Electronic 

Recycling 

52  A facility to bring unwanted 

electrical items for recycling 

and disposal 

“Disposal of electrical goods in 

bring centres” 

 

Miscellaneous  21  Somewhere to bring often 

hazardous or unrecyclable 

items such as paint tins, waste 

oil, batteries and polystyrene 

for safe disposal 

“Batteries, oils, paint, 

polystyrene” 

 

Collection 

Frequency 

18  A facility, not a service, yet 

respondents wish for an 

increase in mixed recycling 

and compost household 

collections  

“More frequent (Weekly) pick 

ups of Green and Brown Bins” 

 

Public Amenities in 

General 

21  A call for more recycling 

centres, increased community 

recycling bank facilities and 

street bins 

“More centres with a greater 

variety of recycling services” 

 

“More bins on streets as litter 

is disgusting” 

 

“More recycling banks would 

be very welcome so people 

wouldn't have to travel as far 

to avail of them” 

 

Combination 56  Respondents who highlighted 

a need for more than one of 

the above in their answers 

“Yes, metals, glass & food 

compostables, a facility for 

electronics and bulky items 

and more recycling banks in 

communities” 

Table 1 

 

These results indicate a definite need for further recycling facilities per community in all 

categories as listed above. It also indicates a need for waste management companies to roll 

out compost services across the board. This response would suggest that the 55% of people 

who said they did not use a compost bin in question 14 may have answered ‘no’ as the 

service isn’t available in their area. 
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Question 19: What, if anything, do you think could be done to improve waste 

segregation and recycling rates in Ireland? 

 

Answer Options 
Response 
Count 

  472 

answered question 472 

skipped question 528 
Figure 24 

Respondents were asked for their opinion on what they felt could be done to improve 

segregation and recycling rates. 472 responses were gained. Of these 472 responses, 46 

people wrote “no”, “nothing” or “I am happy with the way things are”. These 46 answers 

were omitted, leaving 428 workable responses. These responses have been catagorised 

below: 

 

 
CATEGORY 

OF RESPONSE 
NO.  DESCRIPTION RESPONDENT EXAMPLE 

Information 118  Information on the process, 

where the waste and mixed 

recycling collected goes 

 Information for householders 

on exactly what can and 

cannot be recycled 

 Advertising campaigns to raise 

awareness 

“More information about why 

recycling is a global ethical issue 

and more info on what can/cannot 

be recycled and what happens to 

recycled material” 

 

“Greater publicity on radio and tv 

as well as billboards to constantly 

get the message home” 

 

“More positive information on how 

we can provide a safe planet for 

future generations by recycling.  

Possibly stepped simple guided 

information on what to recycle and 

where” 

 

 
 

Education 74  Education in schools for 

children so that recycling 

becomes a habit 

 Further education for all ages 

on the factors involved and 

environmental consequences 

“Education, Education, Education. 

We only have one planet you 

know…” 

“More knowledge ...so many 

houses do not recycle or care about 

recycling.” 

 

“Educate the population -

particularly primary and secondary 

school children. Children can often 

positively affect parental 

behaviours.” 

Financial 

Incentives 

52  Free collections for recycling 

bins 

 Free recycling for compost and 

garden waste 

 Make general waste more 

“Monetary incentives.  Starting to 

charge for the green bin makes no 

sense” 

 

“Get 1€ off bill for every full 
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expensive to reduce quantities recycling bin put out” 

Fines/Penalties 39  Fines or penalties for those 

who do not comply 

“Penalties for non conformance of 

waste segregation” 

 

Household 

services 

55  More frequent collections for 

recycling bins 

 Added services such as glass 

and compost bins to areas 

where they are not currently 

available 

 Reduction in general waste 

collections  

“Brown bins to every household.  

Regular collections of recycling 

bins..” 

 

“Less bin collections for general 

waste. More regular for recycling 

and compost waste” 

 

 

Facilities 47  As per question 18 – Added 

facilities per community for 

recycling  

“There should be more recycling 

depots in Ireland.” 

 

“More bring banks in rural areas” 

 

Public Bins 29  A call for more public bins on 

the streets 

 The suggestion of segregated 

public bins 

“Public bins should have four 

sections general/food/recycling 

paper/recycling plastic”  

 

Packaging 14  The suggestion to reduce 

packaging on store bought 

goods to cut the problem at the 

source 

“Less packaging on consumer 

goods” 

 

Table 2 

From the response categories, it is clear that respondents most highly value education and 

information to the Irish population as the way forward to ensure an increase in waste 

segregation and recycling participation with a combined response of 192 and 45% of the 

suggestions. Secondly, the need for more household services and facilities in the forms of 

street containers, recycling banks and bring centres is paramount with 131 responses, 

amounting to 31%. Thirdly, financial incentives either by making it cheaper to recycle or 

more expensive to dispose of general waste garnered 91 responses and 21% of the response 

rate and fourth, minimising waste at the source by reducing packaging gained the final 3% 

with 14 suggestions. 

 

 

Question 20: Is there anything further you wish to add? 

 

Answer Options 
Response 
Count 

  267 

answered question 267 

skipped question 733 
Figure 25 

 

The last question was left completely open with no direction in the hopes the answers may 

suggest possible areas for further research, which had not been covered in this examination. 

Of the 1,000 responses, 267 people filled in this last question. 127 of these people answered 
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either “no” or a comment directed to Panda Waste, these respondents presumably being 

customers, so these were omitted from analysis leaving a response of 139 comments. Some 

of these comments re-iterated the findings of the previous two questions on the need for 

added and increased facilities and more information to consumers. Other respondents spoke 

of personal experiences with attempting to recycle and segregate effectively in their 

household and encourage their families to do the same.  

 

Several respondents highlighted that living in an apartment makes recycling extremely 

difficult due to lack of space, lack of recycling bins in their bin sheds and lack of motivation 

to recycle due to paying a set fee for their waste charges, thus recycling or not did not 

individually affect them financially. For example, one respondent wrote “I live in a small flat 

and refuge charges are included in rent so cost is not an incentive to recycle. In fact 

segregating waste in a small flat is difficult it would be a lot easier to dispose of everything in 

the same bin” , with another adding “I live in an apartment block without a car. There's no 

option to recycle there and I can't carry everything a kilometers or two to the next 

glass/clothes bank”. Furthermore, if one tenant of an apartment block recycles and another 

does not and misuses the communal bins the entire bin is then contaminated thus reversing 

the recycling efforts of others. This indicates a clear need for more facilites to be provided by 

management companies for apartment complexes.  

 

Many other respondents spoke of their personal concern for recycling and waste segregation 

in relation to environmental impact and often how Ireland’s policy makers could be doing a 

lot more to encourage this behaviour in order to meet EU targets. “I think Ireland still has a 

long way to go in improving and encouraging proper and consistent recycling habits... In 

comparison to some other European countries.”. One respondent states “I think most people 

have no idea of the importance of recycling. Some people think it doesn't matter what you out 

in your green bin because it all goes to land fill anyway”. This highlighted that due perhaps 

to lack of information, some do not believe their waste is being recycled at all. Other 

respondents didn’t feel that their attitudes and behaviour would make much of a difference in 

the grand scheme of things either way, with one noting that “Ireland is a small country - 

anything we do has very little impact on the enviroment when larger countries have no 

policies on these issues” 
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Finally, respondents looked to the future of recycling, segregation and environmental 

preservation in Ireland with optimism with responses such as: “It is my belief that ultimately 

almost everything should be recyclable and that soon filling a general waste bin will be an 

infrequent activity for both households and businesses.”, and“It is very important that 

effective recycling continues and everybody participates”. To conclude, the origination of 

recycling, the culmination of why it is the law to facilitate recycling and segregation for 

environmental sustainability is poigniantly surmised by this respondents response “If we 

don't participate in recycling, we are causing irreparable damage to ourselves and our 

planet”
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5. Discussion and Analysis 

5.1 SPSS Correlations 
 

The data collected from the survey was inputted to SPSS software in variables in order to 

examine possible correlations between participant responses. Due to the qualitative elements 

and SPSS limits of analysis, four questions were omitted from this investigation. They are 

questions 11, 18, 19 and 20. For questions that had an option of ‘other’, these ‘other’ 

responses have not been analysed through SPSS as they were analysed in the previous 

chapter. The full output of SPSS analysis is attached as Appendix 5. 

5.1.1 Age 

Firstly, environmental concern, ethics, moral obligation to recycle and whether the 

respondent did actively recycle was analysed by age.  

 

 
Table 3 

 

When participants were asked if they were worried about the environment, the most popular 

answer across all age spectrums except the 18-24 year olds was ‘quite’ with over 50% of 

each age category selecting this response. 18-24 year olds were mostly neutral at 41.5%. The 
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25-34 year old category has the highest selection rate for ‘not at all’ with 4% of their age 

category. Interestingly to the researcher, it was the 60+ age category that had the highest 

percentage for ‘very’ at 34.9% of respondents and they also had the lowest ‘not at all’ rate at 

just 0.5%. This data suggests that the eldest respondents were also the most environmentally 

conscious. 

 

 
Table 4 

 

Although each age category did agree that recycling was an ethical decision it was the 

youngest category (18-24) and the oldest category (60+) that were most in agreement with 

95.1% and 92.2% respectively. With the highest disagreement, that recycling was an ethical 

decision with 13.3% of the total respondents was the 25-34 year old category. 
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Table 5 

 

Over 80% of each age category answered that they felt morally obliged to recycle with the 

60+ age category having the highest ‘yes’ percentage with 95%. The 18-24 year old category 

had the highest ‘no’ answers with 17.1% of them stating that they did not feel morally 

obligated to participate in recycling, despite 95.1% of the same category previously agreeing 

that recycling was an ethical decision.  

 

 
Table 6 
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Of all the respondents who do actively participate in recycling, the table below shows that it 

is the 25-24 year old category that has the highest number of non-recyclers with 7.3% of 

them stating that no, they did not recycle. Over 97% of people aged 35 and over do actively 

recycle, with the 45-59 year old category having the highest number of recyclers at 98.6%.  

 

5.1.2 Gender 

The level of active recyclers was then investigated to identify possible variations by gender.  

 
Table 7 

 

From the respondent data, the researcher has determined through SPSS analysis that Female 

participants have the highest recycling levels, granted, by a slim margin. 98% of females 

actively recycle at home compared to the 96.1% of males that do while 3.9% of men who do 

not recycle is almost double the 2% of women that do not.  

 

5.1.3 Location 

Driving forces for recycling participation were then analysed by respondent locations as 

listed in the questionnaire. Those who answered ‘other’ were not analysed in this instance 

due to SPSS limitations. 
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Table 8 

 

When the researcher investigated the driving forces for recycling by county, it transpired that 

each county surveyed ranked ‘The Environment’ as its top motivator. Meath reported the 

highest percentage with 59.6% of participants from that area stating the environment as their 

driving force for recycling, and North Dublin reporting the lowest percentage at 47.9%. 

North Dublin had the highest percentage rating for ‘out of habit’ as the main reason for 

actively recycling with 24.5%, as ranked by survey participants. Co Dublin had the highest 
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percentage of respondents who recycle purely as it ensures cheaper waste disposal with 

21.4%.  

 

5.1.4 Income 

The researcher then chose to investigate correlations between income levels and 

environmental concern versus monetary gain. 

 

 
Table 9 
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The participants were asked how they would feel if all of their waste went to a landfill if it 

resulted in lower costs. The highest dissatisfaction rates came from those with a reported 

household income of over €100,000, with 58.4% of participants stating that they would be 

‘highly dissatisfied’ with that scenario. The lowest percentage of respondents who chose the 

same answer of ‘highly dissatisfied’ were those with an income level of under €30,000 at 

37.5%. Mirroring this, the most applicants who chose that they would be ‘satisfied’ with all 

waste going to landfill if it was more cost effective were those again with an income level of 

under €30,000 with 5.7% stating that they would be satisfied with the hypothetical scenario 

in comparison to the 1.8% of those earning over €100,000 who said the same. In all instances 

of participants who chose ‘satisfied’ or that it ‘wouldn’t bother them either way’, the 

percentiles steadily fell the more the respondent earned. Having said that, those who reported 

earnings of between €45,000 and €59,000 also reported the most respondents that would be 

‘very satisfied’ with all waste going to landfill if it meant lower costs with 4.5% of the 

category voting in this way. Aside from minor conflictions, it would appear that there is 

certainly a correlation between environmental concern and household income. Although all 

participants reported that they were conscious of the environment and most participants voted 

that they would be unsatisfied with all waste going to landfill regardless of the price 

implications, it can be concluded that in certain instances, environmental concern will take a 

back seat over the possibility of saving money for those who earn the least. 
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5.1.5 Household Occupancy 

 
Recycling behaviour, frequency of general waste collections and disposal costs were then 

investigated by household type to examine possible correlations in the data. 

 

 
Table 10 

 

Those living in shared accommodation, although still being highly active recyclers, reported 

the lowest recycling rates with 90.9%. Interestingly, it was single dwellers, not families, who 

reported the highest rates with 98.3% and 97.8% respectively. Couples fell just below these 

figures with 96.5% of them participating in recycling at home.  
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Table 11 

 

 

Families reportedly spend the most on general waste collections per year, with 29.5% of them 

estimating the cost to be over €250 annually. The majority of those who live singly or in 

shared accommodation reported the highest percentages to spend under €100 per year, 

estimating 24.3% and 27.3% respectively. 
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5.1.6 Active Recyclers versus General Waste Collections and Cost 

 

Respondents recycling behaviour was then compared to their collection frequencies and 

estimated general waste costs to determine if any patterns emerged. 

 
Table 12 

 

For those who reported that they did not recycle at home, 53.6% of these participants had 

their general waste collected every week. For those who do actively recycle, only 22.4% 

reported that their general waste was collected once per week. This would indicate that those 

who do not recycle require more frequent general waste collections simply because they are 

disposing of all recyclable materials in with general waste. Below, we will determine if this is 

costing them more. 

 

 
Table 13 
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As anticipated by the researcher, those who reported that they did not recycle spend the most 

annually on waste disposal with 32.1% of non-recyclers spending over €250.00 per year in 

comparison to those who do recycle of which 22.7% spend over €250.00 per year. The 

behaviour of non-recyclers can be described as extremely counter-productive considering all 

Irish households are provided with a mixed recycling and general waste bin as standard in all 

waste collection packages. By not using these recycling bins, the evidence would suggest that 

it is resulting in a higher frequency of general waste collections and higher costs for the non-

recycling participants. 

 

5.1.7 Compost bin usage by location 

As found in section 4, Findings, 55% of survey participants reported that they did not use a 

compost bin. Following this, a large portion of respondents stated that compost bins were a 

service they would like to see offered in their area implying that a portion of the 55% that do 

not use a compost bin might not use one as it isn’t offered in their area. The researcher then 

examined correlations between area and compost bin usage. 

 
Table 14 

 
In North Dublin, 53.3% of respondents do use compost bins as do 55% of respondents on Co. 

Dublin implying that compost bins are mostly available in these areas. In South Dublin, 

47.7% use them, implying areas in parts of South Dublin or waste providers may not offer 

this service. In Meath only 31.9% use them and in Louth that number drops again to just 
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27.6%. In the case of Louth and Meath this indicates that there is an extreme lack of compost 

services available as offered by the waste providers in these localities if the reader takes into 

consideration that in these areas of a more rural Ireland, many people may use their own 

compost bins or facilities. 

 

5.1.8 Benefits versus Cost by Age 

The researcher then examined whether age was a factor in the given hypothetical scenario. 

 
Table 15 

 

From the data correlations did appear between the age of the respondent and their attitude 

towards the prospect of all waste going to landfill if it resulted in cheaper costs for the 

consumer. Participants ages 18-24 had the highest percentage of people that would be ‘very 
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satisfied’ and also the highest rate of those that would be ‘satisfied’ with the scenario with 

7.3% of the response rate for each answer in that age category. The lowest percentage of 

those who said they would be ‘very satisfied’ came from the 35-44 category with just 1.3% of 

this age group selecting that answer. The number of respondents who said they would be 

‘highly dissatisfied’ grew considerably by most age categories. 29.4% of 18-24 year olds, 

31.3% of 25-34 year olds, 48.9% of 35-44 year olds, 48.6% of 45-59 year olds and 53.2% of 

the 60 + category chose this answer implying that the older the respondent, the less they 

cared about the monetary incentive and the more emphasis they placed on the environment.  
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5.1.9 Information 

The level of information available to consumers was investigated by area to examine if 

information gaps existed in a higher rate dependent on location. 

 
Table 16 

 

 

The majority of questionnaire participants in each area chose that the information 

available to them was ‘quite informative’. However, the rates of respondents who chose 

‘very informative’, which the information should be in order to achieve EU mandated 

targets, was much higher in each area than the respondents who chose ‘very informative’. 

For example, 6% of people in Louth stated that the information available to them was 

‘very informative’ compared to over triple the amount of 18.1% who said it was ‘not 

informative’ at all. Another point to note is that ‘unsure’ as a neutral answer was popular 
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in all areas ranging between 15.6% of respondents in South Dublin as the lowest and 

27.6% of respondents in Louth who stated that they were unsure about the information 

available to them. The researcher questions whether the participants are unsure, as they do 

not actively seek out the information sources or if the information is simply not made 

readily available to the consumers by the waste companies, Co. Councils and policy 

makers.  

5.2 Hypothesis Findings 
 

Hypothesis 1: The decision to recycle is one underpinned by ethics 

It has been found through this research that as 91% of respondents consider 

recycling was an ethical decision and 90% stated they felt morally obliged to 

recycle. Thus, we can conclude that this hypothesis has been proven. 

 

Hypothesis 2: The primary concern of consumers is to minimise costs 

A majority of 56% of survey participants said the driving force for them to recycle 

was the environment while only 22% in total stated that they either only recycled as 

it lowered their overall waste costs or because it was free. When respondents were 

asked how they would feel if all waste was sent to landfill provided it lowered their 

costs a cumulative 83% reported that they would be either unsatisfied or extremely 

dissatisfied. These findings result in this hypothesis being disproven as the results 

indicate the statement to be false in the majority of cases. 

 

Hypothesis 3: Consumers often lack information regarding recycling  

The findings for this hypothesis are a combination of three survey questions 

answered by participants. 59% of consumers stated that the level of information 

given to them was either poor, just average or that they were unsure of the 

information available to them - which would indicate that it is not communicated 

effectively to consumers. When asked what would encourage consumers to recycle 

more, 34% of people said more information on how and what to recycle and a 

further 27% said more information on the environmental consequences of their 

actions. This totals 61% of the entire respondent sample. As part of the qualitative 

element of the questionnaire, respondents were asked what they think could improve 

overall recycling and segregation rates in Ireland. 45% of the suggestions were for 

more information on how and what to recycle, more information on where their 
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waste goes, a call for education for citizens off all ages particularly children as part 

of the school curriculum and finally the suggestion of advertising campaigns across 

all media spectrums by the government. Based on these findings, this hypothesis has 

been proven. 

 

Hypothesis 4: Consumers often lack appropriate facilities 

An ‘open’ qualitative question was included in the questionnaire to facilitate the 

investigation of this hypothesis. When consumers were asked to optionally comment 

whether there were any additional recycling facilities they would like to see in their 

area, the answers provided were easily grouped into 10 categories based on answer 

themes. The ease of this categorisation was due to the commonality of responses 

illustrating that consumers were mostly united in their suggestions. Consumers are 

quite clear on exactly which facilities and services are lacking in their area that are 

needed to ensure recycling and segregation maximisation. The most popular 

facilities requested were glass and compost services, which would seem like 

standard services, indicating a gap in certain areas where councils and waste 

providers are not providing adequate service options or bring centres. Electronic and 

bulky item deposit depots were also called for in high percentages, as people seem 

otherwise oblivious as to what to do with their end of life appliances and household 

equipment. Based on these findings (as described in detail in section 4, question 18) 

this hypothesis has also been proven.  

5.3 Objectives Achieved  
 

Once the researcher had collected and analysed the data it became apparent that the findings 

for the hypothesis’ and the fulfillment of objectives often overlapped and intertwined within 

one another. The objectives set forth in the Introduction will be briefly examined again below 

as they were found although much of these objectives have been fulfilled previously within 

the piece and much of the objective findings are also interlinked. 

 

e) Determine consumer trends in relation to waste and recycling 

Current consumer trends have been found as demonstrated by the findings chapter and SPSS 

analysis. Consumers are worried about the environment, they want to know how to recycle 

better, where their waste goes, they require extra facilities and services in their areas in many 

cases and they want more education, advertising campaigns and for policy-makers and waste 

companies to offer them as many segregation options as possible, while keeping the service 
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affordable. The theory of planned behaviour (Azjen, 1991) as a literature theme is certainly a 

component of Irish Consumers recycling behaviours. Of all the 97% of respondents who 

stated that they actively recycle, this decision has been based on a number of factors such as 

cost, habit and environmental awareness that have lead to their intention to recycle.  

 

f) Evaluate consumer attitudes towards their environmental impact 

The majority of consumers have an attitude of concern for their environmental impact this is 

suggested by their want for more information and facilities to help them recycle more, 

coupled with the environment being their main reason for recycling. The findings of this 

research are in agreement with Culiberg and Bajde (2013) and also Best and Mayerl, (2013) 

who state through their own research findings that recycling is an ethical dilemma and that 

those with strong environmental concerns will more likely participate in recycling. 

  

g) Decipher whether consumer recycling trends are based on lowering personal costs or 

environmental responsibility 

Consumer recycling trends, as found within the study highlighted that the majority of 

respondents rated environmental conservation ahead of their own personal expenditures in 

relation to waste and recycling costs. As the SPSS correlations suggested, regard for the 

environmental ahead of personal costs increased per category from the youngest to oldest 

respondents. It is important to note that the higher the income of the respondent, the more 

likely they were to place the environment over expense. These findings are in line with 

Hamid’s (2014) work on ‘ethical-trade offs’ whereby a consumer will disregard price 

implications if they perceive the activity of recycling to be ethically and morally worthwhile 

to them.  

 

h) The barriers, if any, to fulfillment of recycling maximisation. 

Several barriers to the maximisation of full recycling and segregation in Ireland were found 

through this research. As noted by Barr et al (2013) often low levels of participation in 

segregation may not be due to customer attitudes, it can often be a reflection of customer 

constraints. For example, in the case of the usage of compost bins, the findings showed that 

56% of people did not use a compost bin. Yet, upon further investigation it was discovered 

through qualitative findings and SPSS analysis that many waste companies are not currently 

offering compost bins in certain areas, even though it is mandated into law. Barriers found as 

discussed in full in Chapter 4 were lack of information, which was found by Smallbone in 
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2005, illustrating that after a further 10 years, education and information is still falling short 

of requirements. A lack of a full household service range in certain areas and lack of facilities 

such as recycling banks and bring centres. From the findings, the researcher highlights the 

need for information campaigns and educational packs for consumers coupled with easily 

accessed and convenient recycling facilities in all communities to achieve recycling 

maximisation. 

5.4 Limitations of the Research 
 
Like most bodies of research, this piece also has some limitations that are of concern to the 

researcher. The researcher would like to highlight that although the sample chosen was 

representative of the entire consumer population, the findings were primarily compiled from 

Leinster consumers as dictated by the sources the researcher had access to. Although the 

researcher does not deem this to be of any detriment to the legitimacy of the research, it is 

worth noting and will be included as a recommendation for further research into a full 

country study. As is the case with all surveys, the researcher must also highlight the prospect 

of misaligned proportions of percentages within the study. As a part of the sample was made 

up of self-selection respondents, there is the possibility that those who chose to partake may 

have felt strongly on this topic in the first place where as those who did not feel strongly 

make have decided to not partake at all. 
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6. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
This study set out to examine the race against waste in an Irish setting. The main objective 

was to explore the attitudes and behaviours of Irish consumers towards recycling and 

segregation at a point in time which can be considered critical in Ireland, and globally, as 

governments attempt to tackle environmental erosion. With policy makers implementing new 

laws and directives on a regular basis to try and tackle low recycling rates in order to achieve 

mandated EU recycling targets, the researcher sought to determine the current stance of 

household waste consumers on recycling versus costs, their environmental concern and 

barriers possibly contributing to unfulfilled potential of segregation and recycling figures 

within Ireland.  

 

The literature review highlighted planned behaviour, environmental ethics, lack of 

information, shortage of facilities and the value of service and incentives as critical themes 

within the existing research spectrum. Although some of the findings were in contradiction 

with one another, this can be justified as previous research has been conducted in different 

locations across the world and in different time-periods, thus attitudes and behaviours 

change. In the location of Ireland and the current time frame, the researcher has found each of 

these themes still prevalent within the context of this research piece. These findings were 

assisted by following the chosen methodological framework of an objectivist and positivist 

philosophy, using a deductive approach with a concurrent embedded design of the mixed 

methods spectrum. Using surveying as a strategy though a cross-sectional time horizon 

allowed for the researcher to achieve prime data for use in analytics and correlations to 

achieve the pre-determined objectives and decipher hypothesis findings.  

 

The data and textual findings coupled with further analysis through coding and SPSS have 

achieved all the objectives intended, while also highlighting unexpected findings. Through 

this new research, it has found that the majority of respondents were in someway worried 

about the environment. Consumers do consider recycling an ethical decision and most 

reported that they feel morally obliged to recycle. It has been found through this study that 

90% of the population sampled does actively recycle. Females were found to be the most 

frequent recyclers by a slim margin. People living alone reported the highest recycling levels 

followed closely by families. There are a number of factors contributing to this recycling 

activity with the majority of participants stating the environment as their main concern. The 
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majority of consumers tested chose the environment over associated costs when given a 

hypothetical dilemma where they had to decide whether to send all waste to landfill for lower 

costs. Older respondents and respondents earning a higher income felt the most dissatisfied 

with this scenario. Respondents chose more information on how and what to recycle as the 

factor that would encourage them to recycle more, ahead of the possibility of extra monetary 

incentives. These findings highlight that consumers deem recycling, with the intention of 

environmental conservation, highly enough to consider the service of enough value to place it 

ahead of the costs associated with the activity. These conclusions are in line with another 

Irish study by Fahy and Davies, (2007, cited in O’ Connell, 2011) in a differing region that 

used action research as a strategy where it was also found that behaviour driven by 

environmental citizenship is more likely to continue in comparison to behaviour by financial 

incentives.  

 

This research has found that those who said they do not recycle require their general waste to 

be collected more frequently than those who do recycle, resulting in higher costs per year. 

These findings allow the researcher to conclude that consumers who recycle and segregate 

their waste save themselves money as well as assist in environmental conservation. Of all 

materials currently recycled by households, aluminum cans followed by plastic reported the 

lowest recycling rates per household. This suggests that consumers have inadequate 

knowledge of the basics of recyclable materials within their homes, despite them citing more 

information on how and what to recycle and more information on the environmental 

consequences of their actions as stepping stones needed for them to recycle more.  

 

Armed with the findings that consumers do want to recycle and do want to help the 

environment, information and education is of paramount importance. In order for those who 

do not recycle to begin recycling and for all to fully establish a recycling and segregation 

habit to the best of their ability, consumers need this additional information and education 

from waste companies partnered with campaigns from councils and policy makers through 

visual and print media. A lack of services was also highlighted within the study in the context 

of services not being adequately provided. For example, compost bins to certain consumers 

despite the Department of the Environment Community and Local government mandating 

this service into law. Another important service issue raised was too infrequent recycling 

collections which results in customers separating waste for recycling then often having to 

contradict this exercise by putting these recyclables back into their general waste bins due to 
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lack of alternative measures thus defeating the purpose of them recycling in the first place. 

Hamid (2014) stated that attitudes towards any product or service are based on the knowledge 

the potential consumer has of said product. The researcher agrees and suggests that a gradual 

persuasive approach needs to be adopted by influencers to inform and convince consumers to 

alter their perceptions towards the waste and recycling industry within Ireland to achieve 

maximisation of recycling and segregation.  

 

Consumers also identified a certain lack of trust in waste companies and councils alike. Many 

were unsure of if their waste was even recycled once it was collected, and therefore need 

information of the process flow and not be expected to carry out recycling activities with no 

knowledge of what the waste companies are doing with it. Similarly, customers displayed an 

indignant attitude when speaking of the practice of county councils in relation to public bins. 

Their concern does display an action-value gap whereby households are told they have to 

recycle by policy makers, yet currently in Irish public areas there is no segregation of waste, 

all public bins are for general waste, therefore nothing is recycled, this hypocrisy adding to 

consumer distrust. Consumers within qualitative elements of the research stated that they 

thought waste companies should offer ‘free’ services or lower the costs of service in certain 

cases, suggesting consumers are not aware of ‘Polluter Pays’ legislation. With that in mind, 

were consumers aware of EU legislation mandating that all consumers are responsible for 

their waste collection and disposal costs, there is a possibility they would be more willing to 

pay for added services and collections. The researcher is of the opinion that the ‘pay-by-

weight system’, which by law will be in full affect by July 2016, will reduce some of these 

concerns, as consumers will only be paying for the waste they have, instead of ‘per lift’ as is 

now the current norm. Thus, reducing costs for those with the least general waste to be 

disposed of which the researcher believes will spur on further recycling and segregation 

activity as evidenced by several suggestions within the qualitative element of the 

questionnaire.  

 

Through the testing of hypotheses utilising findings and analysis from data collection 

recorded within this research piece, the following has been deduced:  

 

1. The decision to recycle is one underpinned by ethics.  

2. Cost is not the primary concern of consumers when it comes to recycling and 

segregation.  
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3. Consumers often lack information regarding recycling.  

4. Consumers often lack appropriate facilities.  

 

These findings are of great importance for consumers, academics, government and waste 

companies alike. For consumers, the results show that they do want to recycle as much as 

possible yet sometimes lack services or knowledge on how to do this and this research should 

gear policy maker with the foundations to bring about change. For academics, this study fills 

relevant gaps in current literature, which can be developed in assisting future research works 

on a broader, or more specialised spectrum to facilitate change. For government and waste 

companies, the results show consumer perceptions and what they need from their waste 

collection service. The findings of this study should be adopted by government as we 

collectively strive to achieve EU mandated recycling targets by 2020 and further afar. Waste 

companies now also have the knowledge to assist in this, and to make their services more 

competitive and catered to the needs of the consumer base. 

 

In the race against waste in Ireland, it seems that consumers are willing to engage in 

recycling and segregation to the best of their abilities. It is however down to the waste 

companies, councils and policy makers to arm the household consumers with the relevant 

education and information, coupled with the correct services and facilities, to spur this on to 

close the existing gap in order for government targets to transgress from an ambition to an 

eventuality.  

Recommendations  
 

Although this research has provided an improved understanding of the attitudes and 

behaviours of Irish consumers towards recycling and segregation, there are many areas left 

unexplored. In order to provide a complete framework, it is of the researchers opinion that 

further research should be conducted. It is recommended that a full country study be 

undertaken, that is, to include the entire population sample. The researcher would recommend 

that in order to facilitate research of this size, and in order to achieve participants, this should 

be a mandatory study, not unlike a census, distributed by each county council in order to 

achieve accurate results per region.  

When the researcher added the qualitative element to the questionnaire by way of three 

optional, open questions, it was unexpected to have such an overwhelming response from 
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respondents. The themes that stuck out through each question, as stated in the findings and 

conclusions, were a plea for information and facilities. It is recommended further research be 

carried out in specific communities to identify which facilities are available and which are 

lacking, with these results, perhaps real changes may begin to take affect should government 

use the information to bring about change. Many people also reported that they were 

pessimistic as to how their recyclables were handled once they actually were collected. 

Research should be conducted on a broad spectrum with waste companies as the subject to 

identify the process flow between the household collections and the recycling or end of life 

process in order to publish this information in a public domain available to all citizens. Again 

with waste companies in mind, the research recommends a study be done into which services, 

such as compost, are not being offered by waste companies and why, with the view that 

obstacles may be overcome from these insights resulting in all consumers being offered a full 

spectrum of services. Finally, in the case of apartment blocks or gated housing communities 

it is recommended that research needs to be completed to bring about certain legislations by 

by government whereby all apartment blocks and housing communities are equipped with the 

correct facilities to enable and encourage residents to recycle fully. It is of importance that 

these are equipped with these services as a process of the urban planning stages for 

development of sites for new builds from the beginning of the site layout and planning 

process.  
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7. Reflections 

7.1 Self-Appraisal 
 

The dissertation process, and the enormity of planning, organisation and discipline that went 

with it, afforded me a situation whereby I could challenge myself in a way in which I had 

never had the opportunity before. Completing a project of this size was a completely new 

experience, one that loomed over me like a daunting dark cloud long before the process 

began, right from the start date of the MBA course. My Bachelors degree is in Journalism 

and Visual Media, this being my only reference of third level education. This course did not 

include a dissertation as part of the course nor did it include a project of this scale, coupled 

with the fact that the discipline of Journalism obviously calls for a more creative and 

descriptive approach to assignment and project work, I felt panicked and that I would be 

completely out of my depth. While summoning the motivation and attempting to squash the 

rising panic was difficult at times, I feel that I have surpassed even my own expectations in 

my ability to focus my efforts on a task of this size for the period of time it required. As I 

completed the course part time, while working full time and having been out of the 

educational system for two years before I decided to further my education, I was tested 

throughout the entire course in more ways than I could have imagined, aside from the content 

learned throughout the modules.  

 

The performance put in throughout this dissertation progress, which began in semester one, 

enabled me to have a clear direction in what this project entailed and where it was going. The 

research topic I chose, is the same one I presented the proposals for in both research methods 

1 and 2 modules. Although there was tweaking involved, I believe this consistency helped 

significantly with the overall project as I had been thinking of it regularly over a two year 

period. Obviously, the knowledge gained within research methods modules allowed this 

project to become a reality but my other chosen streams of Project Management armed me 

with invaluable skills, which I was able to put into practice during this process. The 

Marketing chosen module lended itself consumer perception teachings and market value 

insights that I had not realised would be transferrable to the Dissertation yet proved vital 

throughout the process. The dissertation process and the full MBA course leading up to it, has 
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given me reassurance in my abilities and instilled within me a sense of confidence and value 

for my skills and capabilities which I know will follow me throughout my career. 

7.2 Problem Solving 
 

Surprisingly, not as many problems as I expected were encountered throughout the process. 

Of the few that specifically spring to mind, one was the accessing of the customer base from 

my company. Originally, I was told I would have access to the full customer base. This was 

communicated to me in November 2014. However, the day before I was due to send the 

survey, I was told I would only be given less than 10% of the population of customers due to 

the company launching marketing campaigns by email and therefore did not want to flood the 

customers mailboxes, which would have been understandable, had I been made aware of this. 

This resulted in me changing my sampling process completely down to a 1,000 respondent 

rate. In order to achieve these numbers I decided to first post the survey to social media sites 

in the hopes that people would complete the survey this way. In the end, more than 25% of 

the responses actually came from social media. Another issue resulting from this was that the 

survey ended up being sent out over a week later than I had planned for. During this time I 

had to force myself to remain calm and divert my focus to another section of the dissertation 

in order to maintain progress levels and not fall behind.  

 

The survey was sent by a web email host to 6,000 email addresses. Due to cost constraints, 

the package only allowed 1,000 emails to be sent in the space of 24 hours. Because of this, it 

took more than six days to eventually send all of the surveys out. Then it came to SPSS 

analysis. Having taken only one class in SPSS as supplied by the college and, with no prior 

experience to this, many hours were spent pouring over SPSS manuals and watching web 

tutorials, time which I had not allowed for. Upon reflection, I feel that I took all of these 

errors in my stride and adapted to the changes. If I was to do it again, I would have 

approached the relevant people within the company earlier in order make sure that the 

original agreement was still in place. I also would have further researched the web host 

subscription features to foresee how much time it would take.   
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7.3 Dissertation Process 

7.3.1 Process 

 
The process of defining and choosing the topic came to me whilst working in the waste 

industry the last number of years. I chose to select this topic as I knew there were gaps 

and failings within the industry and I wanted to focus on these and discover the reasoning 

behind them. The other main contributing factor was that as I had chosen a mixed stream 

MBA, I was hesitant in selecting just one discipline to focus on, Project Management or 

Marketing. I spoke to the company I was employed by at the time and they were 

interested in me conducting this piece, they also funded the MBA course so I was more 

than willing to use the dissertation process for this type of research. Thankfully, when I 

became employed by a larger waste company last November, they were also willing to 

facilitate this research. 

 

7.3.2 Use of Sources 

When I originally decided to undertake this research, I was quite daunted by the prospect 

of finding academic research relating to it. When examining the literature and preparing 

the literature review, I was quite aware of the fact that this topic had no academic theory 

background to use as a base as I would have had with a project management or marketing 

topic. When sourcing academic literature I was pleasantly surprised by the amount of 

sources available through the library portals of EBSCO and MyAthens. There was a 

significant amount of research to be found once you knew which key words to search, 

although these findings were not always relevant. The other sources used came primarily 

from knowing where to look, for example the EU Directives, legislation and UN policies. 

As I was aware of these through preliminary research and through knowledge gained in 

my work environment, I was then able to source these documents easily enough through 

internet searches.  

 

7.3.3 Dissertation Formulation 

Although all of the sources found were not used within the piece, they each aided in the 

formulation of the dissertation. The literature review by far took the longest amount of 

time, from reading every research piece and taking notes to then calculating the themes 

that existed within each piece and attempting to present these often conflicting findings 

from each academic piece within the themes in the formulation of my own hypothesis and 



 80 

objectives. The findings gained from my own data collection surpassed my own 

expectations. Much of what I presumed the outcomes would be, from existing literature 

and from work experience, were actually not what the data revealed. None of the 

literature except for one piece had focused on Ireland, and the one that did was an action 

research study conducted in 2007. Nothing new had existed since this time. The outcomes 

of consumers actually wanting to recycle and to do so for the good of the environment 

was a surprise to a pessimistic mind such as my own. The amount of respondents who 

took the time to answer the open qualitative questions to voice their concerns and call for 

an information and education overhaul was surprising to see and I deem these findings to 

be highly important to the market and to policy makers whether they read this piece or 

not.  

 

7.4.4 Own Learning 

Kolb’s learning cycle (cited in Kottrell, 2010) is most in line with my own experiential 

learning throughout the dissertation process. The four stages of concrete experience, 

reflective observation, abstract conceptualisation and active experimentation mirror the 

process of learning which I achieved through this project. I used my own experience 

within the waste industry and experience in completing countless projects and 

assignments in both the MBA and BA and applied these to the huge task that was 

completing a 20,000 word dissertation. I learned how to plan and manage time efficiently, 

something that I have struggled with in the past, as I overcame these and motivated 

myself and stuck to a devised project plan, stage by stage, I am now far more confident in 

and aware of my own capabilities. I would not change anything about this dissertation 

process - how it progressed and how I behaved and applied myself was the learning cycle 

in itself, which is more valuable to me personally than the findings presented to the reader 

within this piece. 

7.4 Summary of Added Value 

 

Throughout this MBA process, I have gained numerous skills and added value to myself as 

an individual and also to my CV and employability. The MBA as a whole has allowed me to 

further and completely broaden my education and therefore hopefully broaden my career path 

and opportunities. Through each of the modules, core ones and chosen streams, I have been 

afforded insights into many business disciplines, which have helped shape my own future 
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career path. Through this research piece alone, I have gained and developed skills, which I 

know will assist me in my future career, whatever it may be. I have developed research skills, 

analytic skills, SPSS analysis techniques, surveying tactics and the use of web based survey 

software as well as the invaluable skills of time-management, self motivation, project 

management and effective communication in an academic and business tone, developed from 

my previous journalistic style approach to written communication.  

7.5 Plans to Apply and Sustain the Learning 

 
It is expected that the learning achieved throughout this process shall be applied and 

sustained throughout my entire career journey. Whether I choose a marketing or project 

management discipline, or something entirely different, the project management experience, 

research skills and market research analytics tools will undoubtedly be used and enhanced on 

the regular basis. As will the assets, attributes, and personal qualities that have been nurtured 

and realised throughout this process. 
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Appendix 2 – Email sent to Panda Customers 
 

Dear Panda Customer, 

  

To help improve recycling habits of Irish households an academic study is being undertaken by a 

Masters Student at Dublin Business School to gain a greater understanding of Irish consumers 

perceptions and behaviours towards waste segregation and recycling. 

  

Panda would appreciate if you could take a few minutes of your time to click the link below 

and complete a small survey for Dublin Business School. 

 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/76S7PXS 

  

This survey is anonymous and the basis for this research is purely academic in nature with survey 

results available to Dublin Business School only. 

  

Thank you for your time. 

  

Kind regards, 

  

Panda Customer Care 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/76S7PXS
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Appendix 3 – Company Security Clearance 
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Appendix 4 – Survey 
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Appendix 5 – SPSS Output 
 
GET DATA 
  /TYPE=XLS 
  /FILE='/Users/Katie/Desktop/RESPONDENT DATA 2.xls' 
  /SHEET=name 'Sheet1' 
  /CELLRANGE=full 
  /READNAMES=on 
  /ASSUMEDSTRWIDTH=32767. 
EXECUTE. 
DATASET NAME DataSet1 WINDOW=FRONT. 
RECODE Whatisyourgender ('Female'='1') ('Male'='2'). 
EXECUTE. 
RECODE Whatisyourage ('Female'='1') ('Male'='2'). 
EXECUTE. 
RECODE Whatisyourage ('18 - 24'='1') ('25 - 34'='2') ('35 - 44'='3') ('45 - 59'='4') ('60+'='5'). 
EXECUTE. 
RECODE Whatisyourage ('18 - 24'='1') ('25 - 34'='2') ('35 - 44'='3') ('45 - 59'='4') ('60+'='5'). 
EXECUTE. 
RECODE Whatisyourage ('18 - 24'='1') ('25 - 34'='2') ('35 - 44'='3') ('45 - 59'='4') ('60'='5'). 
EXECUTE. 
RECODE Wheredoyoulive ('18 - 24'='1') ('25 - 34'='2') ('35 - 44'='3') ('45 - 59'='4') ('60'='5') ('North Dublin'='1') ('South Dublin 
'='2') ('Co. Dublin'='3') ('Meath'='4') ('Louth'='5') ('Other (please specify'='6'). 
EXECUTE. 
RECODE Whatisyourhouseholdoccupancy ('18 - 24'='1') ('25 - 34'='2') ('35 - 44'='3') ('45 - 59'='4') ('60'='5') ('North Dublin'='1') 
('South Dublin '='2') ('Co. Dublin'='3') ('Meath'='4') ('Louth'='5') ('Other (please specify'='6') ('Single'='1') ('Shared 
Accomadation'='2') ('Couple'='3') ('Family'='4'). 
 
Warning # 4624 in column 230.  Text: ) 
The preceding RECODE specifies a value to be recoded that is longer than some 
variable(s) in the recode.  The shorter values will be padded with blanks for 
the comparison. 
EXECUTE. 
RECODE Whatisyourapproximatehouseholdyearlyincome ('< €30,000'='1') ('€31,000 - €44,000'='2') ('€45,000 - €59,000'='3') 
('€60,000 - €79,000'='4') ('€80,000 - €99,000'='5') ('€100,000 +'='6'). 
EXECUTE. 
RECODE Areyouworriedabouttheenvironment ('Very'='1') ('Quite'='2') ('Neutral'='3') ('Not Very'='4') ('Not at all'='5'). 
EXECUTE. 
RECODE Recyclingisanethicaldecision ('I agree'='1') ('I disagree'='2'). 
EXECUTE. 
RECODE Doyoufeelmorallyobligedtoparticipateinrecycling ('Yes'='1') ('No'='2'). 
EXECUTE. 
RECODE Doyouactivelyrecycleathome ('Yes'='1') ('No'='2'). 
EXECUTE. 
RECODE Ifyouareanactiverecyclerpleaseindicatethedrivingforce ('The Environment'='1') ('Out of habit'='2') ('The more I recycle, 
the cheaper my waste disposal is'='3') ('I only recycle as it is free'='4') ('Other (please specify)'='5'). 
EXECUTE. 
RECODE Howoftentoyouhaveyourgeneralwastebincollected ('Once a week'='1') ('Once every two weeks'='2') ('Once a month'='3') 
('Less than once a month'='4'). 
EXECUTE. 
RECODE Whatdoyouestimatetobeyouryearlycostforgeneralwastedi ('Less than €75'='1') ('Less than €100'='2') ('More than 
€100'='3') ('More than €150'='4') ('More than €200'='5') ('More than €250'='6'). 
EXECUTE. 
RECODE Doyouuseacompostbinforfoodwaste ('Yes'='1') ('No'='2'). 
EXECUTE. 
RECODE Ifitwasmorecosteffectivetoputeverythinginageneralwas ('Very Satisfied'='1') ('Satisfied'='2') ("It wouldn't bother me either 
way"='3') ('Unsatisfied'='4') ('Highly dissatisfied'='5'). 
EXECUTE. 
RECODE Pleaseindicate thelevelofinformationyoufeelisgivenavai ('Very informative'='1') ('Quite informative '='2') ('Unsure'='3') 
('Slightly informative'='4') ('Not informative'='5'). 
EXECUTE. 
RECODE Whatdoyoufeelifanythingwouldencourageyoutorecyclemo ('More information on how and what to recycle'='1') ('More 
information on the environmental consequences of my actions'='2') ('Monetary incentives'='3') ('Other (Please specify)'='4'). 
 
Warning # 4624 in column 183.  Text: ) 
The preceding RECODE specifies a value to be recoded that is longer than some 
variable(s) in the recode.  The shorter values will be padded with blanks for 
the comparison. 
EXECUTE. 
RECODE Whatdoyoufeelifanythingwouldencourageyoutorecyclemo ('More information on how and what to recycle'='1') ('Monetary 
incentives'='3') ('More information on the environmental consequences of my action'='2') ('Other (please specify)'='4'). 
EXECUTE. 
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SAVE OUTFILE='/Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav' 
  /COMPRESSED. 
EXAMINE VARIABLES=Whatisyourage 
  /PLOT BOXPLOT STEMLEAF 
  /COMPARE GROUPS 
  /STATISTICS DESCRIPTIVES 
  /CINTERVAL 95 
  /MISSING LISTWISE 
  /NOTOTAL 
 
[DataSet1] /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

 

Statistics 

What is your age? Are you worried about 

the environment? 

Recycling is an ethical 

decision? 

18-24 N 
Valid 41 41 

Missing 0 0 

25-34 N 
Valid 150 150 

Missing 0 0 

35-44 N 
Valid 223 223 

Missing 0 0 

45-59 N 
Valid 368 368 

Missing 0 0 

60+ N 
Valid 218 218 

Missing 0 0 

 

 
Frequency Table 

 

Are you worried about the environment? 

What is your age? Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

18-24 Valid 

Very 8 19.5 19.5 19.5 

Quite 11 26.8 26.8 46.3 

Neutral 17 41.5 41.5 87.8 

Not Very 4 9.8 9.8 97.6 

Not at all 1 2.4 2.4 100.0 

Total 41 100.0 100.0 
 

25-34 Valid 

Very 16 10.7 10.7 10.7 

Quite 84 56.0 56.0 66.7 

Neutral 37 24.7 24.7 91.3 

Not Very 7 4.7 4.7 96.0 

Not at all 6 4.0 4.0 100.0 

Total 150 100.0 100.0 
 

35-44 Valid 

Very 47 21.1 21.1 21.1 

Quite 128 57.4 57.4 78.5 

Neutral 37 16.6 16.6 95.1 

Not Very 9 4.0 4.0 99.1 
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Not at all 2 .9 .9 100.0 

Total 223 100.0 100.0 
 

45-59 Valid 

Very 75 20.4 20.4 20.4 

Quite 213 57.9 57.9 78.3 

Neutral 61 16.6 16.6 94.8 

Not Very 14 3.8 3.8 98.6 

Not at all 5 1.4 1.4 100.0 

Total 368 100.0 100.0 
 

60+ Valid 

Very 76 34.9 34.9 34.9 

Quite 116 53.2 53.2 88.1 

Neutral 18 8.3 8.3 96.3 

Not Very 7 3.2 3.2 99.5 

Not at all 1 .5 .5 100.0 

Total 218 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Recycling is an ethical decision? 

What is your age? Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

18-24 Valid 

I agree 39 95.1 95.1 95.1 

I disagree 2 4.9 4.9 100.0 

Total 41 100.0 100.0 
 

25-34 Valid 

I agree 130 86.7 86.7 86.7 

I disagree 20 13.3 13.3 100.0 

Total 150 100.0 100.0 
 

35-44 Valid 

I agree 203 91.0 91.0 91.0 

I disagree 20 9.0 9.0 100.0 

Total 223 100.0 100.0 
 

45-59 Valid 

I agree 333 90.5 90.5 90.5 

I disagree 35 9.5 9.5 100.0 

Total 368 100.0 100.0 
 

60+ Valid 

I agree 201 92.2 92.2 92.2 

I disagree 17 7.8 7.8 100.0 

Total 218 100.0 100.0 
 

 

SORT CASES  BY Whatisyourage Whatisyourgender Whatisyourhouseholdoccupancy Wheredoyoulive 
Whatisyourapproximatehouseholdyearlyincome. 
SPLIT FILE LAYERED BY Whatisyourage Whatisyourgender Whatisyourhouseholdoccupancy Wheredoyoulive 
Whatisyourapproximatehouseholdyearlyincome. 
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Areyouworriedabouttheenvironment Recyclingisanethicaldecision 
Doyoufeelmorallyobligedtoparticipateinrecycling Doyouactivelyrecycleathome 
Ifyouareanactiverecyclerpleaseindicatethedrivingforce Howoftentoyouhaveyourgeneralwastebincollected 
Whatdoyouestimatetobeyouryearlycostforgeneralwastedi Doyouuseacompostbinforfoodwaste 
Ifitwasmorecosteffectivetoputeverythinginageneralwas Pleaseindicate thelevelofinformationyoufeelisgivenavai 
Whatdoyoufeelifanythingwouldencourageyoutorecyclemo 
  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 
 
Frequencies 
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Notes 

Output Created 09-AUG-2015 16:54:12 

Comments 
 

Input 

Data /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

Active Dataset DataSet1 

Filter <none> 

Weight <none> 

Split File 

What is your age?, What is your 

gender?, What is your household 

occupancy?, Where do you live?, What 

is your approximate household yearly 

income? 

N of Rows in Working Data File 1000 

Missing Value Handling 

Definition of Missing 
User-defined missing values are treated 

as missing. 

Cases Used 
Statistics are based on all cases with 

valid data. 

Syntax 

FREQUENCIES 

VARIABLES=Areyouworriedabouttheenv

ironment Recyclingisanethicaldecision 

Doyoufeelmorallyobligedtoparticipateinre

cycling Doyouactivelyrecycleathome 

Ifyouareanactiverecyclerpleaseindicateth

edrivingforce 

Howoftentoyouhaveyourgeneralwastebin

collected 

Whatdoyouestimatetobeyouryearlycostfo

rgeneralwastedi 

Doyouuseacompostbinforfoodwaste 

Ifitwasmorecosteffectivetoputeverythingi

nageneralwas 

Pleaseindicate thelevelofinformationyouf

eelisgivenavai 

Whatdoyoufeelifanythingwouldencourag

eyoutorecyclemo 

  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

Resources 
Processor Time 00:00:04.46 

Elapsed Time 00:00:06.00 

 

 
[DataSet1] /Users/Katie/Desk 

 

SORT CASES  BY Whatisyourage. 
SPLIT FILE LAYERED BY Whatisyourage. 
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FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Doyoufeelmorallyobligedtoparticipateinrecycling 
  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

 

 
Frequencies 

 

Notes 

Output Created 09-AUG-2015 16:58:19 

Comments 
 

Input 

Data /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

Active Dataset DataSet1 

Filter <none> 

Weight <none> 

Split File What is your age? 

N of Rows in Working Data File 1000 

Missing Value Handling 

Definition of Missing 
User-defined missing values are treated 

as missing. 

Cases Used 
Statistics are based on all cases with 

valid data. 

Syntax 

FREQUENCIES 

VARIABLES=Doyoufeelmorallyobligedto

participateinrecycling 

  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

Resources 
Processor Time 00:00:00.01 

Elapsed Time 00:00:00.00 

 

 
[DataSet1] /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

 

Statistics 

Do you feel morally obliged to participate in recycling?   

18-24 N 
Valid 41 

Missing 0 

25-34 N 
Valid 150 

Missing 0 

35-44 N 
Valid 223 

Missing 0 

45-59 N 
Valid 368 

Missing 0 

60+ N 
Valid 218 

Missing 0 

 

 

Do you feel morally obliged to participate in recycling? 
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What is your age? Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

18-24 Valid 

Yes 34 82.9 82.9 82.9 

No 7 17.1 17.1 100.0 

Total 41 100.0 100.0 
 

25-34 Valid 

Yes 128 85.3 85.3 85.3 

No 22 14.7 14.7 100.0 

Total 150 100.0 100.0 
 

35-44 Valid 

Yes 201 90.1 90.1 90.1 

No 22 9.9 9.9 100.0 

Total 223 100.0 100.0 
 

45-59 Valid 

Yes 329 89.4 89.4 89.4 

No 39 10.6 10.6 100.0 

Total 368 100.0 100.0 
 

60+ Valid 

Yes 207 95.0 95.0 95.0 

No 11 5.0 5.0 100.0 

Total 218 100.0 100.0 
 

 

SORT CASES  BY Whatisyourgender. 
SPLIT FILE LAYERED BY Whatisyourgender. 
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Areyouworriedabouttheenvironment Recyclingisanethicaldecision 
Doyoufeelmorallyobligedtoparticipateinrecycling Doyouactivelyrecycleathome 
  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 
 
Frequencies 

 

Notes 

Output Created 09-AUG-2015 17:16:07 

Comments 
 

Input 

Data /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

Active Dataset DataSet1 

Filter <none> 

Weight <none> 

Split File What is your gender? 

N of Rows in Working Data File 1000 

Missing Value Handling 

Definition of Missing 
User-defined missing values are treated 

as missing. 

Cases Used 
Statistics are based on all cases with 

valid data. 

Syntax 

FREQUENCIES 

VARIABLES=Areyouworriedabouttheenv

ironment Recyclingisanethicaldecision 

Doyoufeelmorallyobligedtoparticipateinre

cycling Doyouactivelyrecycleathome 

  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.01 
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Elapsed Time 00:00:00.00 

 

 
[DataSet1] /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

 

Statistics 

What is your gender? Are you worried about 

the environment? 

Recycling is an ethical 

decision? 

Do you feel morally 

obliged to participate in 

recycling? 

Do you actively recycle 

at home? 

Female N 
Valid 588 588 588 588 

Missing 0 0 0 0 

Male N 
Valid 412 412 412 412 

Missing 0 0 0 0 

 
 
Frequency Table 

 

Are you worried about the environment? 

What is your gender? Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Female Valid 

Very 134 22.8 22.8 22.8 

Quite 326 55.4 55.4 78.2 

Neutral 94 16.0 16.0 94.2 

Not Very 28 4.8 4.8 99.0 

Not at all 6 1.0 1.0 100.0 

Total 588 100.0 100.0 
 

Male Valid 

Very 88 21.4 21.4 21.4 

Quite 226 54.9 54.9 76.2 

Neutral 76 18.4 18.4 94.7 

Not Very 13 3.2 3.2 97.8 

Not at all 9 2.2 2.2 100.0 

Total 412 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Recycling is an ethical decision? 

What is your gender? Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Female Valid 

I agree 531 90.3 90.3 90.3 

I disagree 57 9.7 9.7 100.0 

Total 588 100.0 100.0 
 

Male Valid 

I agree 375 91.0 91.0 91.0 

I disagree 37 9.0 9.0 100.0 

Total 412 100.0 100.0 
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Do you feel morally obliged to participate in recycling? 

What is your gender? Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Female Valid 

Yes 541 92.0 92.0 92.0 

No 47 8.0 8.0 100.0 

Total 588 100.0 100.0 
 

Male Valid 

Yes 358 86.9 86.9 86.9 

No 54 13.1 13.1 100.0 

Total 412 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Do you actively recycle at home? 

What is your gender? Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Female Valid 

Yes 576 98.0 98.0 98.0 

No 12 2.0 2.0 100.0 

Total 588 100.0 100.0 
 

Male Valid 

Yes 396 96.1 96.1 96.1 

No 16 3.9 3.9 100.0 

Total 412 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 
Frequencies 

 

Notes 

Output Created 09-AUG-2015 17:19:59 

Comments 
 

Input 

Data /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

Active Dataset DataSet1 

Filter <none> 

Weight <none> 

Split File What is your age? 

N of Rows in Working Data File 1000 

Missing Value Handling 

Definition of Missing 
User-defined missing values are treated 

as missing. 

Cases Used 
Statistics are based on all cases with 

valid data. 

Syntax 

FREQUENCIES 

VARIABLES=Doyouactivelyrecycleatho

me 

  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 
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Resources 
Processor Time 00:00:00.01 

Elapsed Time 00:00:00.00 

 

 
[DataSet1] /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

 

 

Statistics 

Do you actively recycle at home?   

18-24 N 
Valid 41 

Missing 0 

25-34 N 
Valid 150 

Missing 0 

35-44 N 
Valid 223 

Missing 0 

45-59 N 
Valid 368 

Missing 0 

60+ N 
Valid 218 

Missing 0 

 

 

Do you actively recycle at home? 

What is your age? Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

18-24 Valid 

Yes 39 95.1 95.1 95.1 

No 2 4.9 4.9 100.0 

Total 41 100.0 100.0 
 

25-34 Valid 

Yes 139 92.7 92.7 92.7 

No 11 7.3 7.3 100.0 

Total 150 100.0 100.0 
 

35-44 Valid 

Yes 217 97.3 97.3 97.3 

No 6 2.7 2.7 100.0 

Total 223 100.0 100.0 
 

45-59 Valid 

Yes 363 98.6 98.6 98.6 

No 5 1.4 1.4 100.0 

Total 368 100.0 100.0 
 

60+ Valid 

Yes 214 98.2 98.2 98.2 

No 4 1.8 1.8 100.0 

Total 218 100.0 100.0 
 

 

SORT CASES  BY Wheredoyoulive. 
SPLIT FILE LAYERED BY Wheredoyoulive. 
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Ifyouareanactiverecyclerpleaseindicatethedrivingforce 
  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 
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Frequencies 

 

Notes 

Output Created 09-AUG-2015 17:28:33 

Comments 
 

Input 

Data /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

Active Dataset DataSet1 

Filter <none> 

Weight <none> 

Split File Where do you live? 

N of Rows in Working Data File 1000 

Missing Value Handling 

Definition of Missing 
User-defined missing values are treated 

as missing. 

Cases Used 
Statistics are based on all cases with 

valid data. 

Syntax 

FREQUENCIES 

VARIABLES=Ifyouareanactiverecyclerpl

easeindicatethedrivingforce 

  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

Resources 
Processor Time 00:00:00.01 

Elapsed Time 00:00:00.00 

 

 
[DataSet1] /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

 

Statistics 

If you are an active recycler, please indicate the driving force for this   

North Dublin N 
Valid 167 

Missing 0 

South Dublin N 
Valid 392 

Missing 0 

Co. Dublin N 
Valid 140 

Missing 0 

Meath N 
Valid 141 

Missing 0 

Louth N 
Valid 116 

Missing 0 

Other N 
Valid 44 

Missing 0 

 



 105 

 

If you are an active recycler, please indicate the driving force for this 

Where do you live? Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

North Dublin Valid 

Environment 80 47.9 47.9 47.9 

Habit 41 24.6 24.6 72.5 

Cheaper waste disposal 31 18.6 18.6 91.0 

It is free 9 5.4 5.4 96.4 

Other 6 3.6 3.6 100.0 

Total 167 100.0 100.0 
 

South Dublin Valid 

Environment 227 57.9 57.9 57.9 

Habit 61 15.6 15.6 73.5 

Cheaper waste disposal 80 20.4 20.4 93.9 

It is free 6 1.5 1.5 95.4 

Other 18 4.6 4.6 100.0 

Total 392 100.0 100.0 
 

Co. Dublin Valid 

Environment 71 50.7 50.7 50.7 

Habit 27 19.3 19.3 70.0 

Cheaper waste disposal 30 21.4 21.4 91.4 

It is free 8 5.7 5.7 97.1 

Other 4 2.9 2.9 100.0 

Total 140 100.0 100.0 
 

Meath Valid 

Environment 84 59.6 59.6 59.6 

Habit 31 22.0 22.0 81.6 

Cheaper waste disposal 17 12.1 12.1 93.6 

It is free 4 2.8 2.8 96.5 

Other 5 3.5 3.5 100.0 

Total 141 100.0 100.0 
 

Louth Valid 

Environment 62 53.4 53.4 53.4 

Habit 31 26.7 26.7 80.2 

Cheaper waste disposal 11 9.5 9.5 89.7 

It is free 8 6.9 6.9 96.6 

Other 4 3.4 3.4 100.0 

Total 116 100.0 100.0 
 

Other Valid 

Environment 27 61.4 61.4 61.4 

Habit 9 20.5 20.5 81.8 

Cheaper waste disposal 6 13.6 13.6 95.5 

It is free 1 2.3 2.3 97.7 

Other 1 2.3 2.3 100.0 

Total 44 100.0 100.0 
 

 

SORT CASES  BY Whatisyourapproximatehouseholdyearlyincome. 
SPLIT FILE LAYERED BY Whatisyourapproximatehouseholdyearlyincome. 
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Ifitwasmorecosteffectivetoputeverythinginageneralwas 
  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 
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Frequencies 

 

Notes 

Output Created 09-AUG-2015 17:30:36 

Comments 
 

Input 

Data /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

Active Dataset DataSet1 

Filter <none> 

Weight <none> 

Split File 
What is your approximate household 

yearly income? 

N of Rows in Working Data File 1000 

Missing Value Handling 

Definition of Missing 
User-defined missing values are treated 

as missing. 

Cases Used 
Statistics are based on all cases with 

valid data. 

Syntax 

FREQUENCIES 

VARIABLES=Ifitwasmorecosteffectivetop

uteverythinginageneralwas 

  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

Resources 
Processor Time 00:00:00.02 

Elapsed Time 00:00:00.00 

 

 
[DataSet1] /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

 

Statistics 

If it was more cost effective to put everything in a general waste bin, knowing 

that all of your waste would go to a landfill, how would you feel?   

0 N 
Valid 64 

Missing 4 

> 30,000 N 
Valid 174 

Missing 2 

31,000 - 44,000 N 
Valid 139 

Missing 6 

45,000 - 59,000 N 
Valid 147 

Missing 7 

60,000 - 79,000 N 
Valid 171 

Missing 1 

80,000 - 99,000 N 
Valid 118 

Missing 1 
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100,000 + N 
Valid 162 

Missing 4 

 

 

If it was more cost effective to put everything in a general waste bin, knowing that all of your waste would go to a landfill, how would you feel? 

What is your approximate household yearly income? Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

0 

Valid 

Satisfied 2 2.9 3.1 3.1 

It wouldn't bother me either way 10 14.7 15.6 18.8 

Unsatisfied 22 32.4 34.4 53.1 

Highly dissatisfied 30 44.1 46.9 100.0 

Total 64 94.1 100.0 
 

Missing System 4 5.9 
  

Total 68 100.0 
  

> 30,000 

Valid 

Satisfied 10 5.7 5.7 5.7 

It wouldn't bother me either way 23 13.1 13.2 19.0 

Unsatisfied 75 42.6 43.1 62.1 

Highly dissatisfied 66 37.5 37.9 100.0 

Total 174 98.9 100.0 
 

Missing System 2 1.1 
  

Total 176 100.0 
  

31,000 - 44,000 

Valid 

Satisfied 6 4.1 4.3 4.3 

It wouldn't bother me either way 19 13.1 13.7 18.0 

Unsatisfied 54 37.2 38.8 56.8 

Highly dissatisfied 60 41.4 43.2 100.0 

Total 139 95.9 100.0 
 

Missing System 6 4.1 
  

Total 145 100.0 
  

45,000 - 59,000 

Valid 

Satisfied 7 4.5 4.8 4.8 

It wouldn't bother me either way 19 12.3 12.9 17.7 

Unsatisfied 55 35.7 37.4 55.1 

Highly dissatisfied 66 42.9 44.9 100.0 

Total 147 95.5 100.0 
 

Missing System 7 4.5 
  

Total 154 100.0 
  

60,000 - 79,000 

Valid 

Satisfied 5 2.9 2.9 2.9 

It wouldn't bother me either way 15 8.7 8.8 11.7 

Unsatisfied 62 36.0 36.3 48.0 

Highly dissatisfied 89 51.7 52.0 100.0 

Total 171 99.4 100.0 
 

Missing System 1 .6 
  

Total 172 100.0 
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80,000 - 99,000 

Valid 

Satisfied 3 2.5 2.5 2.5 

It wouldn't bother me either way 11 9.2 9.3 11.9 

Unsatisfied 49 41.2 41.5 53.4 

Highly dissatisfied 55 46.2 46.6 100.0 

Total 118 99.2 100.0 
 

Missing System 1 .8 
  

Total 119 100.0 
  

100,000 + 

Valid 

Satisfied 3 1.8 1.9 1.9 

It wouldn't bother me either way 12 7.2 7.4 9.3 

Unsatisfied 50 30.1 30.9 40.1 

Highly dissatisfied 97 58.4 59.9 100.0 

Total 162 97.6 100.0 
 

Missing System 4 2.4 
  

Total 166 100.0 
  

 

SORT CASES  BY Doyouactivelyrecycleathome. 
SPLIT FILE LAYERED BY Doyouactivelyrecycleathome. 
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Howoftentoyouhaveyourgeneralwastebincollected 
Whatdoyouestimatetobeyouryearlycostforgeneralwastedi 
  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

 
 
Frequencies 

 

Notes 

Output Created 09-AUG-2015 17:32:13 

Comments 
 

Input 

Data /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

Active Dataset DataSet1 

Filter <none> 

Weight <none> 

Split File Do you actively recycle at home? 

N of Rows in Working Data File 1000 

Missing Value Handling 

Definition of Missing 
User-defined missing values are treated 

as missing. 

Cases Used 
Statistics are based on all cases with 

valid data. 

Syntax 

FREQUENCIES 

VARIABLES=Howoftentoyouhaveyourge

neralwastebincollected 

Whatdoyouestimatetobeyouryearlycostfo

rgeneralwastedi 

  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

Resources 
Processor Time 00:00:00.01 

Elapsed Time 00:00:00.00 
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[DataSet1] /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

 

 

Statistics 

Do you actively recycle at home? How often to you have 

your general waste bin 

collected? 

What do you estimate 

to be your yearly cost 

for general waste 

disposal? 

Yes N 
Valid 972 972 

Missing 0 0 

No N 
Valid 28 28 

Missing 0 0 

 
 
Frequency Table 

 

How often to you have your general waste bin collected? 

Do you actively recycle at home? Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Yes Valid 

Once a week 218 22.4 22.4 22.4 

Once every two weeks 400 41.2 41.2 63.6 

Once a month 189 19.4 19.4 83.0 

Less than once a month 165 17.0 17.0 100.0 

Total 972 100.0 100.0 
 

No Valid 

Once a week 15 53.6 53.6 53.6 

Once every two weeks 8 28.6 28.6 82.1 

Once a month 3 10.7 10.7 92.9 

Less than once a month 2 7.1 7.1 100.0 

Total 28 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

What do you estimate to be your yearly cost for general waste disposal? 

Do you actively recycle at home? Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Yes Valid 

Less than 75 72 7.4 7.4 7.4 

Less than 100 129 13.3 13.3 20.7 

More than 100 208 21.4 21.4 42.1 

More than 150 192 19.8 19.8 61.8 

More than 200 150 15.4 15.4 77.3 

More than 250 221 22.7 22.7 100.0 

Total 972 100.0 100.0 
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No Valid 

Less than 75 4 14.3 14.3 14.3 

Less than 100 3 10.7 10.7 25.0 

More than 100 4 14.3 14.3 39.3 

More than 150 4 14.3 14.3 53.6 

More than 200 4 14.3 14.3 67.9 

More than 250 9 32.1 32.1 100.0 

Total 28 100.0 100.0 
 

 

SORT CASES  BY Wheredoyoulive. 
SPLIT FILE LAYERED BY Wheredoyoulive. 
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Doyouuseacompostbinforfoodwaste 
  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 
 
Frequencies 

 

Notes 

Output Created 09-AUG-2015 17:35:17 

Comments 
 

Input 

Data /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

Active Dataset DataSet1 

Filter <none> 

Weight <none> 

Split File Where do you live? 

N of Rows in Working Data File 1000 

Missing Value Handling 

Definition of Missing 
User-defined missing values are treated 

as missing. 

Cases Used 
Statistics are based on all cases with 

valid data. 

Syntax 

FREQUENCIES 

VARIABLES=Doyouuseacompostbinforf

oodwaste 

  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

Resources 
Processor Time 00:00:00.01 

Elapsed Time 00:00:00.00 

 

 
[DataSet1] /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

Statistics 

Do you use a compost bin for food waste?   

North Dublin N 
Valid 167 

Missing 0 

South Dublin N 
Valid 392 

Missing 0 

Co. Dublin N 
Valid 140 

Missing 0 
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Meath N 
Valid 141 

Missing 0 

Louth N 
Valid 116 

Missing 0 

Other N 
Valid 44 

Missing 0 

 

 

Do you use a compost bin for food waste? 

Where do you live? Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

North Dublin Valid 

Yes 89 53.3 53.3 53.3 

No 78 46.7 46.7 100.0 

Total 167 100.0 100.0 
 

South Dublin Valid 

Yes 187 47.7 47.7 47.7 

No 205 52.3 52.3 100.0 

Total 392 100.0 100.0 
 

Co. Dublin Valid 

Yes 77 55.0 55.0 55.0 

No 63 45.0 45.0 100.0 

Total 140 100.0 100.0 
 

Meath Valid 

Yes 45 31.9 31.9 31.9 

No 96 68.1 68.1 100.0 

Total 141 100.0 100.0 
 

Louth Valid 

Yes 32 27.6 27.6 27.6 

No 84 72.4 72.4 100.0 

Total 116 100.0 100.0 
 

Other Valid 

Yes 18 40.9 40.9 40.9 

No 26 59.1 59.1 100.0 

Total 44 100.0 100.0 
 

 

SORT CASES  BY Whatisyourage. 
SPLIT FILE LAYERED BY Whatisyourage. 
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Ifitwasmorecosteffectivetoputeverythinginageneralwas 
  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

 

 
Frequencies 

 

Notes 

Output Created 09-AUG-2015 17:37:07 

Comments 
 

Input 

Data /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

Active Dataset DataSet1 

Filter <none> 

Weight <none> 
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Split File What is your age? 

N of Rows in Working Data File 1000 

Missing Value Handling 

Definition of Missing 
User-defined missing values are treated 

as missing. 

Cases Used 
Statistics are based on all cases with 

valid data. 

Syntax 

FREQUENCIES 

VARIABLES=Ifitwasmorecosteffectivetop

uteverythinginageneralwas 

  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

Resources 
Processor Time 00:00:00.01 

Elapsed Time 00:00:00.00 

 

 
[DataSet1] /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

 

Statistics 

If it was more cost effective to put everything in a general 

waste bin, knowing that all of your waste would go to a landfill, 

how would you feel?   

18-24 N 
Valid 38 

Missing 3 

25-34 N 
Valid 147 

Missing 3 

35-44 N 
Valid 220 

Missing 3 

45-59 N 
Valid 359 

Missing 9 

60+ N 
Valid 211 

Missing 7 

 

 

If it was more cost effective to put everything in a general waste bin, knowing that all of your waste would go to a landfill, how would you feel? 

What is your age? Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

18-24 

Valid 

Satisfied 3 7.3 7.9 7.9 

It wouldn't bother me either way 7 17.1 18.4 26.3 

Unsatisfied 16 39.0 42.1 68.4 

Highly dissatisfied 12 29.3 31.6 100.0 

Total 38 92.7 100.0 
 

Missing System 3 7.3 
  

Total 41 100.0 
  

25-34 Valid Satisfied 4 2.7 2.7 2.7 
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It wouldn't bother me either way 30 20.0 20.4 23.1 

Unsatisfied 66 44.0 44.9 68.0 

Highly dissatisfied 47 31.3 32.0 100.0 

Total 147 98.0 100.0 
 

Missing System 3 2.0 
  

Total 150 100.0 
  

35-44 

Valid 

Satisfied 7 3.1 3.2 3.2 

It wouldn't bother me either way 19 8.5 8.6 11.8 

Unsatisfied 85 38.1 38.6 50.5 

Highly dissatisfied 109 48.9 49.5 100.0 

Total 220 98.7 100.0 
 

Missing System 3 1.3 
  

Total 223 100.0 
  

45-59 

Valid 

Satisfied 12 3.3 3.3 3.3 

It wouldn't bother me either way 30 8.2 8.4 11.7 

Unsatisfied 138 37.5 38.4 50.1 

Highly dissatisfied 179 48.6 49.9 100.0 

Total 359 97.6 100.0 
 

Missing System 9 2.4 
  

Total 368 100.0 
  

60+ 

Valid 

Satisfied 10 4.6 4.7 4.7 

It wouldn't bother me either way 23 10.6 10.9 15.6 

Unsatisfied 62 28.4 29.4 45.0 

Highly dissatisfied 116 53.2 55.0 100.0 

Total 211 96.8 100.0 
 

Missing System 7 3.2 
  

Total 218 100.0 
  

 

SORT CASES  BY Wheredoyoulive. 
SPLIT FILE LAYERED BY Wheredoyoulive. 
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Pleaseindicate thelevelofinformationyoufeelisgivenavai 
  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

 

 
 
Frequencies 

 

Notes 

Output Created 09-AUG-2015 17:39:17 

Comments 
 

Input 

Data /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

Active Dataset DataSet1 

Filter <none> 

Weight <none> 

Split File Where do you live? 



 114 

N of Rows in Working Data File 1000 

Missing Value Handling 

Definition of Missing 
User-defined missing values are treated 

as missing. 

Cases Used 
Statistics are based on all cases with 

valid data. 

Syntax 

FREQUENCIES 

VARIABLES=Pleaseindicate thelevelofinf

ormationyoufeelisgivenavai 

  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

Resources 
Processor Time 00:00:00.01 

Elapsed Time 00:00:00.00 

 

 
[DataSet1] /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

 

Statistics 

Please indicate the level of information you feel is given/available to 

consumers regarding waste segregation   

North Dublin N 
Valid 167 

Missing 0 

South Dublin N 
Valid 392 

Missing 0 

Co. Dublin N 
Valid 140 

Missing 0 

Meath N 
Valid 141 

Missing 0 

Louth N 
Valid 116 

Missing 0 

Other N 
Valid 44 

Missing 0 

 

 

Please indicate the level of information you feel is given/available to consumers regarding waste segregation 

Where do you live? Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

North Dublin Valid 

Very informative 8 4.8 4.8 4.8 

Quite informative 58 34.7 34.7 39.5 

Unsure 36 21.6 21.6 61.1 

Slightly informative 50 29.9 29.9 91.0 

Not informative 15 9.0 9.0 100.0 

Total 167 100.0 100.0 
 

South Dublin Valid 
Very informative 22 5.6 5.6 5.6 

Quite informative 156 39.8 39.8 45.4 
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Unsure 61 15.6 15.6 61.0 

Slightly informative 95 24.2 24.2 85.2 

Not informative 58 14.8 14.8 100.0 

Total 392 100.0 100.0 
 

Co. Dublin Valid 

Very informative 10 7.1 7.1 7.1 

Quite informative 48 34.3 34.3 41.4 

Unsure 33 23.6 23.6 65.0 

Slightly informative 35 25.0 25.0 90.0 

Not informative 14 10.0 10.0 100.0 

Total 140 100.0 100.0 
 

Meath Valid 

Very informative 13 9.2 9.2 9.2 

Quite informative 41 29.1 29.1 38.3 

Unsure 29 20.6 20.6 58.9 

Slightly informative 34 24.1 24.1 83.0 

Not informative 24 17.0 17.0 100.0 

Total 141 100.0 100.0 
 

Louth Valid 

Very informative 7 6.0 6.0 6.0 

Quite informative 29 25.0 25.0 31.0 

Unsure 32 27.6 27.6 58.6 

Slightly informative 27 23.3 23.3 81.9 

Not informative 21 18.1 18.1 100.0 

Total 116 100.0 100.0 
 

Other Valid 

Very informative 3 6.8 6.8 6.8 

Quite informative 16 36.4 36.4 43.2 

Unsure 5 11.4 11.4 54.5 

Slightly informative 12 27.3 27.3 81.8 

Not informative 8 18.2 18.2 100.0 

Total 44 100.0 100.0 
 

 

SORT CASES  BY Whatisyourhouseholdoccupancy. 
SPLIT FILE LAYERED BY Whatisyourhouseholdoccupancy. 
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Doyouactivelyrecycleathome Howoftentoyouhaveyourgeneralwastebincollected 
Whatdoyouestimatetobeyouryearlycostforgeneralwastedi 
  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 
 
Frequencies 

 

Notes 

Output Created 09-AUG-2015 17:41:43 

Comments 
 

Input 

Data /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

Active Dataset DataSet1 

Filter <none> 

Weight <none> 

Split File What is your household occupancy? 

N of Rows in Working Data File 1000 
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Missing Value Handling 

Definition of Missing 
User-defined missing values are treated 

as missing. 

Cases Used 
Statistics are based on all cases with 

valid data. 

Syntax 

FREQUENCIES 

VARIABLES=Doyouactivelyrecycleatho

me 

Howoftentoyouhaveyourgeneralwastebin

collected 

Whatdoyouestimatetobeyouryearlycostfo

rgeneralwastedi 

  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

Resources 
Processor Time 00:00:00.02 

Elapsed Time 00:00:00.00 

 

 
[DataSet1] /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sa 

 

Statistics 

What is your household occupancy? Do you actively recycle 

at home? 

How often to you have 

your general waste bin 

collected? 

What do you estimate 

to be your yearly cost 

for general waste 

disposal? 

Single N 
Valid 115 115 115 

Missing 0 0 0 

Shared Accommodation N 
Valid 44 44 44 

Missing 0 0 0 

Couple N 
Valid 258 258 258 

Missing 0 0 0 

Family N 
Valid 583 583 583 

Missing 0 0 0 

 

 
Frequency Table 

 

Do you actively recycle at home? 

What is your household occupancy? Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Single Valid 

Yes 113 98.3 98.3 98.3 

No 2 1.7 1.7 100.0 

Total 115 100.0 100.0 
 

Shared Accommodation Valid 

Yes 40 90.9 90.9 90.9 

No 4 9.1 9.1 100.0 

Total 44 100.0 100.0 
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Couple Valid 

Yes 249 96.5 96.5 96.5 

No 9 3.5 3.5 100.0 

Total 258 100.0 100.0 
 

Family Valid 

Yes 570 97.8 97.8 97.8 

No 13 2.2 2.2 100.0 

Total 583 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

How often to you have your general waste bin collected? 

What is your household occupancy? Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Single Valid 

Once a week 18 15.7 15.7 15.7 

Once every two weeks 38 33.0 33.0 48.7 

Once a month 21 18.3 18.3 67.0 

Less than once a month 38 33.0 33.0 100.0 

Total 115 100.0 100.0 
 

Shared Accommodation Valid 

Once a week 11 25.0 25.0 25.0 

Once every two weeks 16 36.4 36.4 61.4 

Once a month 9 20.5 20.5 81.8 

Less than once a month 8 18.2 18.2 100.0 

Total 44 100.0 100.0 
 

Couple Valid 

Once a week 58 22.5 22.5 22.5 

Once every two weeks 94 36.4 36.4 58.9 

Once a month 60 23.3 23.3 82.2 

Less than once a month 46 17.8 17.8 100.0 

Total 258 100.0 100.0 
 

Family Valid 

Once a week 146 25.0 25.0 25.0 

Once every two weeks 260 44.6 44.6 69.6 

Once a month 102 17.5 17.5 87.1 

Less than once a month 75 12.9 12.9 100.0 

Total 583 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

What do you estimate to be your yearly cost for general waste disposal? 

What is your household occupancy? Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Single Valid 

Less than 75 16 13.9 13.9 13.9 

Less than 100 28 24.3 24.3 38.3 

More than 100 26 22.6 22.6 60.9 

More than 150 22 19.1 19.1 80.0 

More than 200 13 11.3 11.3 91.3 
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More than 250 10 8.7 8.7 100.0 

Total 115 100.0 100.0 
 

Shared Accommodation Valid 

Less than 75 6 13.6 13.6 13.6 

Less than 100 12 27.3 27.3 40.9 

More than 100 8 18.2 18.2 59.1 

More than 150 5 11.4 11.4 70.5 

More than 200 7 15.9 15.9 86.4 

More than 250 6 13.6 13.6 100.0 

Total 44 100.0 100.0 
 

Couple Valid 

Less than 75 23 8.9 8.9 8.9 

Less than 100 41 15.9 15.9 24.8 

More than 100 59 22.9 22.9 47.7 

More than 150 56 21.7 21.7 69.4 

More than 200 37 14.3 14.3 83.7 

More than 250 42 16.3 16.3 100.0 

Total 258 100.0 100.0 
 

Family Valid 

Less than 75 31 5.3 5.3 5.3 

Less than 100 51 8.7 8.7 14.1 

More than 100 119 20.4 20.4 34.5 

More than 150 113 19.4 19.4 53.9 

More than 200 97 16.6 16.6 70.5 

More than 250 172 29.5 29.5 100.0 

Total 583 100.0 100.0 
 

 

SORT CASES  BY Whatisyourapproximatehouseholdyearlyincome Whatisyourgender Whatisyourage. 
SPLIT FILE LAYERED BY Whatisyourapproximatehouseholdyearlyincome Whatisyourgender Whatisyourage. 
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Whatdoyoufeelifanythingwouldencourageyoutorecyclemo 
  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 
 
Frequencies 

 

Notes 

Output Created 09-AUG-2015 17:46:06 

Comments 
 

Input 

Data /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

Active Dataset DataSet1 

Filter <none> 

Weight <none> 

Split File 
What is your approximate household 

yearly income?, What is your age? 

N of Rows in Working Data File 1000 

Missing Value Handling 

Definition of Missing 
User-defined missing values are treated 

as missing. 

Cases Used 
Statistics are based on all cases with 

valid data. 
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Syntax 

FREQUENCIES 

VARIABLES=Whatdoyoufeelifanythingw

ouldencourageyoutorecyclemo 

  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

Resources 
Processor Time 00:00:00.07 

Elapsed Time 00:00:00.00 

 

 
[DataSet1] /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

Statistics 

What do you feel, if anything, would encourage you to recycle more?   

0 

18-24 N 
Valid 1 

Missing 0 

25-34 N 
Valid 2 

Missing 0 

35-44 N 
Valid 13 

Missing 0 

45-59 N 
Valid 28 

Missing 0 

60+ N 
Valid 24 

Missing 0 

> 30,000 

18-24 N 
Valid 15 

Missing 0 

25-34 N 
Valid 23 

Missing 0 

35-44 N 
Valid 32 

Missing 0 

45-59 N 
Valid 56 

Missing 0 

60+ N 
Valid 50 

Missing 0 

31,000 - 44,000 

18-24 N 
Valid 5 

Missing 0 

25-34 N 
Valid 35 

Missing 0 

35-44 N 
Valid 28 

Missing 0 

45-59 N 
Valid 35 

Missing 0 

60+ N 
Valid 42 

Missing 0 

45,000 - 59,000 18-24 N 
Valid 7 

Missing 0 
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25-34 N 
Valid 24 

Missing 0 

35-44 N 
Valid 27 

Missing 0 

45-59 N 
Valid 56 

Missing 0 

60+ N 
Valid 40 

Missing 0 

60,000 - 79,000 

18-24 N 
Valid 6 

Missing 0 

25-34 N 
Valid 37 

Missing 0 

35-44 N 
Valid 36 

Missing 0 

45-59 N 
Valid 66 

Missing 0 

60+ N 
Valid 27 

Missing 0 

80,000 - 99,000 

18-24 N 
Valid 3 

Missing 0 

25-34 N 
Valid 16 

Missing 0 

35-44 N 
Valid 33 

Missing 0 

45-59 N 
Valid 53 

Missing 0 

60+ N 
Valid 14 

Missing 0 

100,000 + 

18-24 N 
Valid 4 

Missing 0 

25-34 N 
Valid 13 

Missing 0 

35-44 N 
Valid 54 

Missing 0 

45-59 N 
Valid 74 

Missing 0 

60+ N 
Valid 21 

Missing 0 

 

 

What do you feel, if anything, would encourage you to recycle more? 
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What is your approximate 

household yearly income? 

What is your age? Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

0 

18-24 Valid 
More information on how and 

what to recycle 

1 100.0 100.0 100.0 

25-34 Valid 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

1 50.0 50.0 50.0 

Monetary incentives 1 50.0 50.0 100.0 

Total 2 100.0 100.0 
 

35-44 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

5 38.5 38.5 38.5 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

1 7.7 7.7 46.2 

Monetary incentives 6 46.2 46.2 92.3 

Other (please specify) 1 7.7 7.7 100.0 

Total 13 100.0 100.0 
 

45-59 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

17 60.7 60.7 60.7 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

3 10.7 10.7 71.4 

Monetary incentives 6 21.4 21.4 92.9 

Other (please specify) 2 7.1 7.1 100.0 

Total 28 100.0 100.0 
 

60+ Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

6 25.0 25.0 25.0 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

9 37.5 37.5 62.5 

Monetary incentives 6 25.0 25.0 87.5 

Other (please specify) 3 12.5 12.5 100.0 

Total 24 100.0 100.0 
 

> 30,000 

18-24 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

2 13.3 13.3 13.3 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

8 53.3 53.3 66.7 

Monetary incentives 5 33.3 33.3 100.0 

Total 15 100.0 100.0 
 

25-34 Valid 
More information on how and 

what to recycle 

8 34.8 34.8 34.8 
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More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

10 43.5 43.5 78.3 

Monetary incentives 3 13.0 13.0 91.3 

Other (please specify) 2 8.7 8.7 100.0 

Total 23 100.0 100.0 
 

35-44 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

12 37.5 37.5 37.5 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

5 15.6 15.6 53.1 

Monetary incentives 11 34.4 34.4 87.5 

Other (please specify) 4 12.5 12.5 100.0 

Total 32 100.0 100.0 
 

45-59 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

13 23.2 23.2 23.2 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

12 21.4 21.4 44.6 

Monetary incentives 23 41.1 41.1 85.7 

Other (please specify) 8 14.3 14.3 100.0 

Total 56 100.0 100.0 
 

60+ Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

10 20.0 20.0 20.0 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

20 40.0 40.0 60.0 

Monetary incentives 13 26.0 26.0 86.0 

Other (please specify) 7 14.0 14.0 100.0 

Total 50 100.0 100.0 
 

31,000 - 44,000 

18-24 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

2 40.0 40.0 40.0 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

2 40.0 40.0 80.0 

Monetary incentives 1 20.0 20.0 100.0 

Total 5 100.0 100.0 
 

25-34 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

8 22.9 22.9 22.9 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

14 40.0 40.0 62.9 

Monetary incentives 12 34.3 34.3 97.1 

Other (please specify) 1 2.9 2.9 100.0 
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Total 35 100.0 100.0 
 

35-44 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

3 10.7 10.7 10.7 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

5 17.9 17.9 28.6 

Monetary incentives 16 57.1 57.1 85.7 

Other (please specify) 4 14.3 14.3 100.0 

Total 28 100.0 100.0 
 

45-59 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

11 31.4 31.4 31.4 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

11 31.4 31.4 62.9 

Monetary incentives 13 37.1 37.1 100.0 

Total 35 100.0 100.0 
 

60+ Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

17 40.5 40.5 40.5 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

15 35.7 35.7 76.2 

Monetary incentives 6 14.3 14.3 90.5 

Other (please specify) 4 9.5 9.5 100.0 

Total 42 100.0 100.0 
 

45,000 - 59,000 

18-24 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

2 28.6 28.6 28.6 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

2 28.6 28.6 57.1 

Monetary incentives 3 42.9 42.9 100.0 

Total 7 100.0 100.0 
 

25-34 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

7 29.2 29.2 29.2 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

4 16.7 16.7 45.8 

Monetary incentives 10 41.7 41.7 87.5 

Other (please specify) 3 12.5 12.5 100.0 

Total 24 100.0 100.0 
 

35-44 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

10 37.0 37.0 37.0 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

5 18.5 18.5 55.6 
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Monetary incentives 8 29.6 29.6 85.2 

Other (please specify) 4 14.8 14.8 100.0 

Total 27 100.0 100.0 
 

45-59 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

22 39.3 39.3 39.3 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

13 23.2 23.2 62.5 

Monetary incentives 17 30.4 30.4 92.9 

Other (please specify) 4 7.1 7.1 100.0 

Total 56 100.0 100.0 
 

60+ Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

16 40.0 40.0 40.0 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

13 32.5 32.5 72.5 

Monetary incentives 11 27.5 27.5 100.0 

Total 40 100.0 100.0 
 

60,000 - 79,000 

18-24 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

1 16.7 16.7 16.7 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

4 66.7 66.7 83.3 

Other (please specify) 1 16.7 16.7 100.0 

Total 6 100.0 100.0 
 

25-34 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

11 29.7 29.7 29.7 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

10 27.0 27.0 56.8 

Monetary incentives 13 35.1 35.1 91.9 

Other (please specify) 3 8.1 8.1 100.0 

Total 37 100.0 100.0 
 

35-44 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

5 13.9 13.9 13.9 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

11 30.6 30.6 44.4 

Monetary incentives 12 33.3 33.3 77.8 

Other (please specify) 8 22.2 22.2 100.0 

Total 36 100.0 100.0 
 

45-59 Valid 
More information on how and 

what to recycle 

23 34.8 34.8 34.8 
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More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

15 22.7 22.7 57.6 

Monetary incentives 19 28.8 28.8 86.4 

Other (please specify) 9 13.6 13.6 100.0 

Total 66 100.0 100.0 
 

60+ Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

16 59.3 59.3 59.3 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

3 11.1 11.1 70.4 

Monetary incentives 4 14.8 14.8 85.2 

Other (please specify) 4 14.8 14.8 100.0 

Total 27 100.0 100.0 
 

80,000 - 99,000 

18-24 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

1 33.3 33.3 33.3 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

2 66.7 66.7 100.0 

Total 3 100.0 100.0 
 

25-34 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

2 12.5 12.5 12.5 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

5 31.3 31.3 43.8 

Monetary incentives 7 43.8 43.8 87.5 

Other (please specify) 2 12.5 12.5 100.0 

Total 16 100.0 100.0 
 

35-44 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

7 21.2 21.2 21.2 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

16 48.5 48.5 69.7 

Monetary incentives 5 15.2 15.2 84.8 

Other (please specify) 5 15.2 15.2 100.0 

Total 33 100.0 100.0 
 

45-59 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

20 37.7 37.7 37.7 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

11 20.8 20.8 58.5 

Monetary incentives 17 32.1 32.1 90.6 

Other (please specify) 5 9.4 9.4 100.0 

Total 53 100.0 100.0 
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60+ Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

6 42.9 42.9 42.9 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

3 21.4 21.4 64.3 

Monetary incentives 5 35.7 35.7 100.0 

Total 14 100.0 100.0 
 

100,000 + 

18-24 Valid 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

3 75.0 75.0 75.0 

Monetary incentives 1 25.0 25.0 100.0 

Total 4 100.0 100.0 
 

25-34 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

7 53.8 53.8 53.8 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

2 15.4 15.4 69.2 

Monetary incentives 3 23.1 23.1 92.3 

Other (please specify) 1 7.7 7.7 100.0 

Total 13 100.0 100.0 
 

35-44 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

26 48.1 48.1 48.1 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

12 22.2 22.2 70.4 

Monetary incentives 8 14.8 14.8 85.2 

Other (please specify) 8 14.8 14.8 100.0 

Total 54 100.0 100.0 
 

45-59 Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

29 39.2 39.2 39.2 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

13 17.6 17.6 56.8 

Monetary incentives 15 20.3 20.3 77.0 

Other (please specify) 17 23.0 23.0 100.0 

Total 74 100.0 100.0 
 

60+ Valid 

More information on how and 

what to recycle 

9 42.9 42.9 42.9 

More information on the 

envrionmental consequences 

of my actions 

4 19.0 19.0 61.9 
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Monetary incentives 5 23.8 23.8 85.7 

Other (please specify) 3 14.3 14.3 100.0 

Total 21 100.0 100.0 
 

 

SORT CASES  BY Whatisyourage. 
SPLIT FILE LAYERED BY Whatisyourage. 
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Whatdoyoufeelifanythingwouldencourageyoutorecyclemo 
  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 
 
Frequencies 

 

Notes 

Output Created 09-AUG-2015 17:47:44 

Comments 
 

Input 

Data /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

Active Dataset DataSet1 

Filter <none> 

Weight <none> 

Split File What is your age? 

N of Rows in Working Data File 1000 

Missing Value Handling 

Definition of Missing 
User-defined missing values are treated 

as missing. 

Cases Used 
Statistics are based on all cases with 

valid data. 

Syntax 

FREQUENCIES 

VARIABLES=Whatdoyoufeelifanythingw

ouldencourageyoutorecyclemo 

  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

Resources 
Processor Time 00:00:00.01 

Elapsed Time 00:00:00.00 

 

 [DataSet1] /Users/Katie/Desktop/Untitled2.sav 

 

Statistics 

What do you feel, if anything, would encourage you to recycle 

more?   

18-24 N 
Valid 41 

Missing 0 

25-34 N 
Valid 150 

Missing 0 

35-44 N 
Valid 223 

Missing 0 

45-59 N 
Valid 368 

Missing 0 

60+ N Valid 218 
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Missing 0 

 

 

What do you feel, if anything, would encourage you to recycle more? 

What is your age? Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

18-24 Valid 

More information on how and what to 

recycle 

9 22.0 22.0 22.0 

More information on the envrionmental 

consequences of my actions 

21 51.2 51.2 73.2 

Monetary incentives 10 24.4 24.4 97.6 

Other (please specify) 1 2.4 2.4 100.0 

Total 41 100.0 100.0 
 

25-34 Valid 

More information on how and what to 

recycle 

43 28.7 28.7 28.7 

More information on the envrionmental 

consequences of my actions 

46 30.7 30.7 59.3 

Monetary incentives 49 32.7 32.7 92.0 

Other (please specify) 12 8.0 8.0 100.0 

Total 150 100.0 100.0 
 

35-44 Valid 

More information on how and what to 

recycle 

68 30.5 30.5 30.5 

More information on the envrionmental 

consequences of my actions 

55 24.7 24.7 55.2 

Monetary incentives 66 29.6 29.6 84.8 

Other (please specify) 34 15.2 15.2 100.0 

Total 223 100.0 100.0 
 

45-59 Valid 

More information on how and what to 

recycle 

135 36.7 36.7 36.7 

More information on the envrionmental 

consequences of my actions 

78 21.2 21.2 57.9 

Monetary incentives 110 29.9 29.9 87.8 

Other (please specify) 45 12.2 12.2 100.0 

Total 368 100.0 100.0 
 

60+ Valid 

More information on how and what to 

recycle 

80 36.7 36.7 36.7 

More information on the envrionmental 

consequences of my actions 

67 30.7 30.7 67.4 

Monetary incentives 50 22.9 22.9 90.4 

Other (please specify) 21 9.6 9.6 100.0 

Total 218 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 


