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The very high percentage of inspections 
that did not reveal irregularities seems surpris-
ing. It might be that the inspections were con-
ducted in places that did not require interven-
tion or that, for unknown reasons, the guards 
decided that fines and admonitions are unjusti-
fied. Analysing this data in detail would require 
separate analysis and additional information. 
The data obtained in our survey shows, in most 
cases in which residents did not comply with re-
quirements, guards used traditional measures: 
inspections, fines and admonitions, as well as 
educational activity. 

Behavioural science shows that unconven-
tional methods can increase the effectiveness of 
these traditional enforcement actions. Howev-
er, these measures require a minimum of social 
and/or technical infrastructure. The results of 
the diagnosis of normative attitudes described 
above shows that reporting irregularities to the 
competent authorities is acceptable to a clear 
majority of Poles. Moreover, there is a consen-
sus among them that these kinds of attitudes 
are expected by society. Interestingly, Poles 
are inclined to accept this kind of reporting by 
a random passer-by, but also when it is done by 

a neighbour. This kind of local activism in sup-
port of clean air could make it easier to create 
a separate number for reports concerning fur-
nace inspections. Our survey shows that just 32 
out of the 232 cities and municipalities that took 
part in our study have a number of this kind. The 
study’s results suggest that creating a number 
in other municipalities – combined with inform-
ing residents about the possibility of reporting 
these incidents and the social acceptability of 
doing so – could mobilise local communities 
and thereby influence harmful behaviour by 
house owners, while increasing the number of 
inspections where they are needed. 

Actions activating the right attitudes are 
also supported by informing residents about the 
current level and type of air pollution in a given 
town or region. For this, the appropriate meas-
uring devices are needed. Some municipalities 
use drones or special smog vans for this pur-
pose. However, our survey indicates that just 
a small share of municipalities do this (drones 
– 10%, smog vans – less than 4%). Again, tradi-
tional communication methods dominate: 70% 
of guard divisions surveyed organised informa-
tional and educational campaigns for residents.
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I ssues relating to protecting the environ-
ment, especially air quality, appeared on 
the political agenda in Poland relatively 

recently and broader public debate on the sub-
ject is primarily focused in the voivodships most 
affected by smog. Our study shows that most 
Poles are aware of air pollution and treat is se-
riously, and have relatively detailed knowledge 
of the health consequences. Their awareness is 
confirmed by the simple actions taken quite of-
ten to reduce and counter the effects of pollution. 
However, there are not enough serious actions to 
reduce low emissions, the main source of pollu-
tion and smog. Too few Poles are replacing pol-
luting furnaces or carrying out other forms of en-
ergy modernisation. This partly results from lack 
of knowledge that old furnaces that do not meet 
the requirements are the main source of air pollu-
tion in Poland – which just one-third of Poles are 
aware of. This fact needs to be communicated 
more effectively, especially among the people 
directly concerned. It turns out that this very 
group is the least aware that it is their own heat-
ing systems that are causing a serious damage to 
the environment. By implication, people who are 
not aware of the damage they are doing will not 
consider themselves the targets of programmes 
financing energy modernisation. Yet, knowledge 
and awareness do not suffice. 

Our report is part of the wider discussion 
among experts that supports the state develop-
ing innovative ways of shaping pro-environmen-
tal behaviour among citizens, methods based on 
the finding of behavioural and social research. 
The results of this research show that if we 
want to change behaviour on the scale of whole 
communities – the aim of most environmental 
policies, including those to improve air quality 
– we must better understand the factors that 

motivate the behaviour of individuals, includ-
ing those who are relatively aware and well-in-
formed. The availability of state support in the 
form of a subsidy for replacing a furnace and 
renovation work only influences on (admittedly 
important) part of the decision. Our analysis of 
norms concerning citizens’ behaviour, as well as 
actions by legislators and the authorities enforc-
ing regulations, has revealed regularities that 
may reflect a consensus among Poles when it 
comes to their normative assessment of behav-
iour affecting air quality. Identifying this consen-
sus can lead us to suppose that, when informing 
the public about programmes financing houses’ 
energy modernisation, it is worth appealing to 
Poles’ moral norms and social expectations 
concerning practices that improve air quality. 
Showing that most of society is not ambivalent 
when it comes to air quality could prompt those 
who are discouraged by air-polluting behaviour 
of others to take action. This message would 
highlight that they themselves, rather than the 
state administration, are the beneficiaries of 
Poles’ modernisation projects, as those are the 
expectations in society. 

It should be noted that our study did not 
cover other behavioural aspects that potential-
ly prevent people from participating in subsidy 
programmes to replace their furnaces. Some of 
them, such as those linked to cognitive burdens 
and obstacles resulting from funding application 
procedures, were analysed in research by the 
World Bank conducted in cooperation with the 
Polish administration. The details of communi-
cation based on social and moral norms require 
deeper analysis and testing concrete messages 
in the field where programmes for replacing fur-
naces and adding thermal insulation are already 
in place. The initial conclusions offered by our 
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study suggest that communication between the 
state and citizens can harness the potential of 
local communities and leaders – one who are 
not necessarily associated in environmental or-
ganisation, but who are conscious representa-
tives of their voivodship and care about the air 
quality there. The average citizen rarely identi-
fies with activists operating within organised en-
vironmental structures; they are more mobilised 
by their friends’ and neighbours’ expectations. 
Telling citizens that they need to replace their 
furnace by appealing to these expectations and/
or via local community representatives could be 
more effective than official campaigns on televi-
sion, posters and fliers. 

We recommend two courses of action. 
The first is geared towards house owners who 
are still using outdated furnaces. In addition 
to existing actions simplifying procedures and 
making it easier to apply for financial support, it 
is worth using messages that emphasise social 
expectations, which could mobilise the people 
whom these modernisation programmes ad-
dress. Shaping behaviour by appealing to moral 
norms and social expectations is a very specific 
type of behavioural intervention. Compared to 
simpler tools, such as facilitation or framing, it 
requires a careful and nuanced approach. Like 
in most behavioural interventions, there is no 
guarantee of an automatic success. In addition, 
given the complexity of social interaction and 
mutual influence, norm-based nudges can eas-
ily result in failure or even be counterproductive. 
For this reason, when designing a norm-based 
intervention or communication, policymakers 
need to consider a few relevant factors, such 
as the target group, the issued and source of 
the message, and local conditions that need to 
be diagnosed more accurately. The diagnosis 

above is just the first step in the process of de-
signing norm-based intervention. 

The second course of action relates to 
influencing the system for monitoring Poles’ 
compliance with the regulations concerning 
furnaces in their homes, especially by city and 
municipal guards. It is worth supporting the 
social capital identified in our study (especial-
ly asset to report irregularities to the guards) 
with appropriate incentives and infrastructure. 
An important – but inexpensive and not too de-
manding – form of support would be to clearly 
inform residents that there is a number that 
they can call to report abuse to the guards in 
their area. Depending on the availability of staff 
and local needs, a special telephone num-
ber could be created for this purpose. Signifi-
cantly, the communication materials should 
inform citizens that reporting these irregulari-
ties is a socially-acceptable form of care for 
the common good – in this case, clean air. This 
relatively simple message would allow citizens 
who want to to get more involved in efforts to 
counter pollution. 

This form of cooperation with residents 
would also make inspections more effective, 
as they would target locations where abuse is 
legitimately suspected and confirmed. Another 
important measure, requiring greater spending, 
would be to equip guards with tools for measur-
ing local air pollution. Passing on this data to the 
local community – the residents of a given mu-
nicipality – could raise awareness of the scale 
of the problem (especially where the pollution is 
especially bad) more effectively than a national 
or regional information campaign. As the data 
cited earlier in this report shows, the deteriora-
tion of air quality is perceived to a lesser extent 
at the local level.
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Appendix 

I. Methodological details

The data used in the report comes from 
two sources: 
1)	 a survey conducted by the Polish Eco-

nomic Institute between 6.12.2019 and 
18.12.2019. The data was collected us-
ing the CAWI method by the Ariadna poll 
agency. 
The survey was conducted on a random-

quota sample of 1965 respondents over the age 
of 18. The data was weighted by gender, age and 
the size of the place of residence. 

The questionnaire had two parts. The 
first part contained a list of questions about 
the acceptability of behaviour that influenc-
es air quality presented in short descriptions 
(Table 1). Given the multifaceted concept of 
norms as a factor shaping behaviour and the 
resulting complexity of behavioural tools ap-
pealing to norms, the sample was randomly 
divided so that one half of respondents would 

assess the acceptability of various types of 
behaviour in terms of social expectations 
(a given actor’s behaviour is socially accepta-
ble or unacceptable) and the other half would 
assess it in terms of their personal convictions 
(in your opinion, the behaviour is acceptable 
or unacceptable).

The second part of the questionnaire 
contained questions concerning perceived air 
quality and how it has changed in recent years, 
behaviour dictated by awareness of air pollu-
tion, actions aiming to improve air quality and 
knowledge of the sources, consequences and 
institutional solutions relating to air quality in 
Poland.
2)	 a survey conducted among city or mu-

nicipal guards in 232 localities. The data 
was collected using a form on the Survey-
monkey platform between 17.02.2020 and 
23.03.2020. 
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↘ Table 1.	 Examples of behaviour affecting air quality described in the survey

Description of behaviour being assessed normatively

Lp.
Shortened version  

(for the purposes of the report)
Version in questionnaire

1 Heating one’s house using 
a furnace that does not meet 
current technical standards*

House owners heat the house and water using 
a furnace that does not meet current technical 
standards and releases particles that pollute the air

2 Burning rubbish in the furnace* House owners burn rubbish, e.g. plastic packaging, in 
the furnace that releases particles that pollute the air

3 City guards fining someone for 
polluting the air

City guards inspected a house, that had suspicious 
smoke coming out of its chimney, probably polluting 
the air in the area. They issued a fine of PLN 500 for 
using an unpermitted furnace

4 A passer-by asking city guards 
to inspect a furnace

A passer-by noticed suspicious smoke coming out of 
a house’s chimney. He called the city guard and asked 
it to check whether the house’s owners use a permitted 
furnace and the right heating materials

5 Asking city guards to inspect 
a neighbour’s furnace

Mr Kowalski noticed suspicious smoke coming out of 
his neighbour’s house’s chimney. He called the city 
guard and asked it to check whether his neighbour 
uses a permitted furnace and the right heating 
materials

6 Lack of action by city guards 
despite the power to do so*

City guards noticed a house with suspicious smoke 
coming out of its chimney, probably polluting the air 
in the area. Despite the power to inspect it, they did 
not check whether the house’s owners are heating it 
lawfully

7 The municipality introducing 
restrictions concerning 
furnaces

Municipal councillors banned burning coal and wood 
in household furnaces to reduce emissions of harmful 
substances into the air

* Statements with a reverse score.
Source: prepared by PEI.
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II. Processing of research results 

↘ Table 2.	 Answers to knowledge test

SOURCES

In Poland, more carcinogenic substances are emitted by household furnaces 
than by industry, e.g. factories

True

Most air pollution is caused by natural phenomena, such as volcano 
eruptions or processes in plants

False

CONSEQUENCES

In Poland, more people are killed by the poor air quality than in road 
accidents

True

Air pollution not only damages the lungs, but also the brain True

Poland has some of the cleanest air in Europe False

Polluted air is especially bad for children’s and senior citizens’ health True

Breathing polluted air causes similar damage to smoking cigarettes daily True

ACTIONS

The voivodship where I live has an anti-smog resolution True or False 
depending 
on place of 
residence

The Inspection for Environmental Protection measures the level of air 
pollution in Poland

True

Owners of old furnaces can receive subsidies for replacing them from 
government or local government programmes

True

Source: (www4); (www5); (www6); (www7); (www8).
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III. Tables of results

↘ Table 3.	 Assessment of social acceptability of behaviour (social norms) by age group

Social norms

Age

18-24 
years

25-34 
years

35-44 
years

45-54 
years

55 and 
over

Heating one’s 
house using 
a furnace that 
does not meet 
current technical 
standards*

Definitely unacceptable 28% 24% 29% 25% 38%

Probably unacceptable 30% 30% 23% 31% 30%

Hard to say 26% 25% 28% 28% 20%

Probably acceptable 13% 16% 13% 11% 9%

Definitely acceptable 2% 6% 7% 5% 3%

Size of group 123 193 184 176 302

Burning rubbish in 
the furnace*

Definitely unacceptable 57% 51% 54% 60% 79%

Probably unacceptable 19% 19% 14% 15% 13%

Hard to say 14% 16% 16% 13% 4%

Probably acceptable 8% 9% 10% 7% 3%

Definitely acceptable 2% 5% 5% 5% 1%

Size of group 123 193 184 176 302

City guards fining 
someone for 
polluting the air

Definitely unacceptable 6% 4% 4% 3% 4%

Probably unacceptable 8% 10% 11% 13% 9%

Hard to say 22% 21% 30% 22% 16%

Probably acceptable 33% 37% 28% 31% 38%

Definitely acceptable 32% 29% 27% 31% 33%

Size of group 123 193 184 176 302

A passer-by asking 
city guards to 
inspect a furnace

Definitely unacceptable 3% 4% 3% 5% 2%

Probably unacceptable 14% 7% 10% 8% 6%

Hard to say 21% 25% 25% 22% 16%

Probably acceptable 36% 42% 36% 39% 43%

Definitely acceptable 26% 21% 26% 27% 32%

Size of group 123 193 184 176 302
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Social norms

Age

18-24 
years

25-34 
years

35-44 
years

45-54 
years

55 and 
over

Asking city 
guards to inspect 
a neighbour’s 
furnace

Definitely unacceptable 5% 3% 6% 6% 4%

Probably unacceptable 15% 13% 11% 14% 10%

Hard to say 22% 26% 28% 23% 18%

Probably acceptable 33% 39% 31% 33% 39%

Definitely acceptable 26% 19% 24% 24% 29%

Size of group 123 193 184 176 302

Lack of action by 
city guards despite 
the power to do so*

Definitely unacceptable 27% 18% 28% 34% 41%

Probably unacceptable 32% 35% 28% 32% 30%

Hard to say 22% 24% 23% 18% 13%

Probably acceptable 13% 16% 16% 10% 11%

Definitely acceptable 7% 7% 5% 6% 5%

Size of group 123 193 184 176 302

The municipality 
introducing 
restrictions 
concerning 
furnaces

Definitely unacceptable 9% 10% 9% 8% 7%

Probably unacceptable 15% 18% 17% 19% 21%

Hard to say 35% 28% 30% 28% 22%

Probably acceptable 17% 25% 24% 26% 31%

Definitely acceptable 24% 18% 21% 19% 20%

Size of group 123 193 184 176 302

* Describes negative behaviour.
Source: prepared by PEI based on research results. 
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↘ Table 4.	 Individual acceptability of behaviour (moral norms)

Ethical-moral norms

Age

18-24 
years

25-34 
years

35-44 
years

45-54 
years

55 and 
over

Heating one’s 
house using 
a furnace that 
does not meet 
current technical 
standards*

Definitely unacceptable 28% 24% 29% 25% 38%

Probably unacceptable 30% 30% 23% 31% 30%

Hard to say 26% 25% 28% 28% 20%

Probably acceptable 13% 16% 13% 11% 9%

Definitely acceptable 2% 6% 7% 5% 3%

Size of group 123 193 184 176 302

Burning rubbish in 
the furnace*

Definitely unacceptable 57% 51% 54% 60% 79%

Probably unacceptable 19% 19% 14% 15% 13%

Hard to say 14% 16% 16% 13% 4%

Probably acceptable 8% 9% 10% 7% 3%

Definitely acceptable 2% 5% 5% 5% 1%

Size of group 123 193 184 176 302

City guards fining 
someone for 
polluting the air

Definitely unacceptable 6% 4% 4% 3% 4%

Probably unacceptable 8% 10% 11% 13% 9%

Hard to say 22% 21% 30% 22% 16%

Probably acceptable 33% 37% 28% 31% 38%

Definitely acceptable 32% 29% 27% 31% 33%

Size of group 123 193 184 176 302

A passer-by asking 
city guards to 
inspect a furnace

Definitely unacceptable 3% 4% 3% 5% 2%

Probably unacceptable 14% 7% 10% 8% 6%

Hard to say 21% 25% 25% 22% 16%

Probably acceptable 36% 42% 36% 39% 43%

Definitely acceptable 26% 21% 26% 27% 32%

Size of group 123 193 184 176 302
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Ethical-moral norms

Age

18-24 
years

25-34 
years

35-44 
years

45-54 
years

55 and 
over

Asking city 
guards to inspect 
a neighbour’s 
furnace

Definitely unacceptable 5% 3% 6% 6% 4%

Probably unacceptable 15% 13% 11% 14% 10%

Hard to say 22% 26% 28% 23% 18%

Probably acceptable 33% 39% 31% 33% 39%

Definitely acceptable 26% 19% 24% 24% 29%

Size of group 123 193 184 176 302

Lack of action by 
city guards despite 
the power to do so*

Definitely unacceptable 27% 18% 28% 34% 41%

Probably unacceptable 32% 35% 28% 32% 30%

Hard to say 22% 24% 23% 18% 13%

Probably acceptable 13% 16% 16% 10% 11%

Definitely acceptable 7% 7% 5% 6% 5%

Size of group 123 193 184 176 302

The municipality 
introducing 
restrictions 
concerning 
furnaces

Definitely unacceptable 9% 10% 9% 8% 7%

Probably unacceptable 15% 18% 17% 19% 21%

Hard to say 35% 28% 30% 28% 22%

Probably acceptable 17% 25% 24% 26% 31%

Definitely acceptable 24% 18% 21% 19% 20%

Size of group 123 193 184 176 302

* Describes negative behaviour.
Source: see Table 3.



44 Appendix 

↘ Table 5.	 Knowledge of financial support programmes by type of home

Type of home

Flat House

Clean Air Programme 42% 50%

Stop Smog Programme 26% 18%

Local government programme in my municipality 26% 29%

Commerical service offered by e.g. banks, such as green loans 13% 13%

Other 1% 1%

No, I have not heard about these kinds of programmes 31% 25%

Size of group 1080 807

Source: see Table 3.

↘ Table 6.	 Knowledge of financial support programmes by how home is heated

Name of programme

Heating system at home

Boiler or 
solid fuel 

stove

Gas  
stove

Fireplace
Electricity,  

RE solutions 
(heat pump etc.)

Clean Air Programme 53% 49% 54% 47%

Stop Smog Programme 12% 19% 32% 26%

Local government programme in 
my municipality

31% 31% 24% 30%

Commerical service offered by 
e.g. banks, such as green loans

11% 14% 19% 17%

Other, what kind? 1% 1% 0% 0%

No, I have not heard about these 
kinds of programmes

22% 27% 21% 23%

Size of group 354 192 106 88

Source: see Table 3.
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46 Appendix 

↘ Table 8.	 Behaviour and actions over the past month by age group

Action
18-24 
years

25-34 
years

35-44 
years

45-54 
years

55 and 
over

Thinking about how air pollution affects my or my 
loved ones’ health

60% 59% 63% 58% 73%

Checking information about local air quality, e.g. using 
an app or online

50% 46% 44% 37% 48%

Talking about air quality with others 51% 57% 56% 54% 66%

Avoiding opening the windows due to the air quality, 
e.g. its smell or data on pollution

37% 39% 41% 29% 40%

Using an anti-smog mask or considering buying one 19% 18% 13% 6% 7%

Deciding not to spend time outside due to the air 
quality, e.g. its smell or data on pollution

29% 34% 31% 21% 29%

Using an air purifier or considering buying one 27% 33% 28% 19% 20%

Surrounding myself with plants that improve air 
quality

40% 44% 42% 42% 60%

Size of group 247 404 359 342 613

Source: see Table 3. 

↘ Table 9.	 Actions over the past two years by age group

Action
18-24 
years

25-34 
years

35-44 
years

45-54 
years

55 and 
over

Using public transport or cycling rather than driving to 
reduce air pollution

43% 42% 39% 37% 44%

Signing a petition or participating in a different social 
campaign concerning air quality

28% 25% 25% 20% 25%

Replacing or considering replacing an old electric 
device with a newer one that uses less electricity

36% 39% 48% 45% 49%

Considering or conducting renovations that improve 
my house or flat’s thermal insulation, such as 
replacing the windows

25% 34% 39% 35% 38%

Replacing or considering replacing the heating 
system at home with a more environmentally-friendly 
one

28% 33% 32% 32% 28%

Size of group 247 404 359 342 613

Source: see Table 3. 
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↘ Table 10.	Thermal insulated work considered or conducted in particular voivodships

Voivodship

Considering or conducting 
renovations that improve 
my house or flat’s thermal 

insulation, such as replacing 
the windows (%)

Replacing or considering 
replacing the heating 
system at home with 

a more environmentally-
friendly one (%)

Size of 
group

Lower Silesian 
Voivodship

38 43 129

Kuyavian-Pomeranian 
Voivodship

42 26 117

Łódź Voivodship 32 27 119

Lublin Voivodship 35 31 138

Lubusz Voivodship 30 26 53

Lesser Poland 
Voivodship

32 36 145

Masovian Voivodship 32 25 295

Opole Voivodship 37 37 68

Subcarpathian 
Voivodship

44 30 104

Podlaskie Voivodship 35 23 66

Pomeranian 
Voivodship

31 31 110

Silesian Voivodship 36 36 229

Świętokrzyskie 
Voivodship

37 26 62

Warmian-Masurian 
Voivodship

33 24 88

Greater Poland 
Voivodeship

36 31 164

West Pomeranian 
Voivodship

31 27 78

Source: see Table 3. 
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