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AHHOTanus1. B cTarbe npeacraBieHa MOAEIb HHBECTUIIMOHHOTO 00eCTIeueH s BHEIPEHHSI HHHOBALIUI Ha ITPOMBIIIICHHBIX
HPEANPUATHUSAX KEJIE3HOAOPOKHOIO TPAHCIOPTAa YKpPauHbl. PaCKpbITI MCTOYHUKN MHBECTUPOBAHUS U TEXHOJIOTUM aKKyMYJH-
pPOBaHMS M IepepacipeieeHus] HHBECTUIIHOHHBIX PECYPCOB, HEOOXOAMMBIX UIsl MOJAEPKKA MHHOBAIIMOHHBIX MPOIECCOB Ha
HPOMBIIUICHHBIX HPEIIPUATHSIX KEIC3HOTOPOXKHON oTpaciu, U GopMupoBanun PernoHambHOro (OHIa MHBECTUIIMOHHOTO

Pa3BUTHS TPOMBINIJICHHBIX NPEANPUATUAX JKCJIC3HOAOPOXKHOTO TpaHCIIOPTa.

KuawueBsble cioBa: MO/I€JIb, THBCCTUIIMOHHOC OGCCHC‘IBHI/IG, MHHOBAIIMOHHBIN IpoueCcC, MPOMBINIIICHHBIC NPEATTPUATUA
JKCIIC3HOAOPOKHOI'O TPpaHCIIOPTa, pEruOHAJIbHBIC OPTaHbl BJIACTH.

Summary. This paper presents a model investment support innovation in industrial railway transportation Ukraine. Dis-
closure of sources of investment and technology accumulation and redistribution of investment resources needed to support
innovation processes in industrial rail industry, and the formation of Regional fund investment of industrial railway transport.

Key words: model, investment software, process innovation, industry railways, regional authorities.
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Introduction. Achieving sustainable development
goals is high on the international and national agendas.
Sustainable development is increasingly being presented as
a kind of development that provides real improvements in
the quality of human life and at the same time conserves the
vitality and diversity of the Earth [1]. A growing number
of companies worldwide have engaged in serious efforts
to integrate sustainability into their business practices.
One approach to reduce the impact of organizations on the
environment is by understanding employee’s pro-environ-
mental behaviors, and reduction in energy consumption
particularly [2]. There are a lot of possibilities to reduce
enterprise energy consumption through energy efficient
technologies and materials, and it should be mentioned that
all these measures require financial investments, physical
and other efforts that can benefit to company only in future.
Behavior change, on the other hand, also has the potential
to reduce energy consumption yet possesses just a fraction
of the costs of technological change and can benefit present
company management. However, to become a useful tool,
the theoretically grounded and methodologically sophis-
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ticated understanding of environmentally significant con-
sumption concept is needed to be clearly defined.
Literature review. The results of complex analysis of
the literature on the achieving sustainable development goals
suggest that many scholars and authors have given their own
interpretation and definition of behavioral component of
issues relating to the sustainability. The works of the research-
ers who have begun to examine the behavioral component
of issues relating to corporate environmental sustainability
include Dietz McDonald, Liilfs & Hahn, M. Nguyen, S. Lo,
S. Attari and others [1-15]. However, the problem question
about how can energy-saving behavior in the workplace be
achieved has just recently been explored [4; 5; 7]. It appears
after conducting a review of relevant literature, that there is
the need for greater understanding on the role of commitment,
norms, social comparison as well as other variables such as
office culture on pro-environmental energy-saving behavior.
The research objective. The purpose of the article is in
the theoretical justification of the effectiveness of behavior
change interventions in the office building settings at the
enterprises that facilitate gaining corporate environmental
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sustainability based on modification of the individual decision
making context.

Results. The important statement is that human behavior
plays a significant role in climate change. Our response to cli-
mate change is made all the more complex by the fact that the
environmental costs appear far into the future and are rela-
tively intangible. Addressing climate change effectively will
require policy actions by both government and the private
sector [1]. The pivotal role organizations and their employ-
ees play in tackling climate change has been acknowledged
by governments, communities and scholars [2]. Individuals’
actions matter as well. Individuals’ consumption decisions
can significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions and politi-
cal support from citizens is necessary for implementing policy
[3]. Individuals affect the climate via their roles both as con-
sumers and as citizens [6]. Decades of research suggest that
there is an energy-efficiency gap. The gap is a result of deci-
sion-making processes that deviate substantially from stand-
ard models of utility maximization and from policies that are
intended to promote efficiency, but that are poorly designed
[3]. Energy use is an abstract concept for most, resulting in a
real disconnect between intention and action.

Numerous studies have been conducted assessing the
potential for energy savings through investments in energy
efficient technologies [7]. However, while there are a lot
of technological opportunities, it is reasonable to focus on
the potential for energy savings in office buildings through
changes in individual behavior due to that fact that measures
involving behavior change, unlike technological improve-
ments, can reduce energy use and greenhouse gas emissions
immediately and without significant financial costs [2; 4; 5].
T. Dietz et al. offer evidence that behavior change measures
can on their own lead to substantial reductions in energy use
[3]. T. Nguyen & M. Aiello suggest that careless energy con-
sumption in office buildings ’can add one-third to a building’s
designed energy performance, while conservation behavior
can save third’ [8, p. 245]. Thereat, energy unaware behav-
ior ’uses twice as much energy as the minimum that can be
achieved’ 8, p. 246].

D. Miller points out, that behavior change must be at the
center of the overall strategy to reduce energy use and green-
house gas emissions associated with office buildings [7].
Behavioral interventions may also have a positive spillover
effect related to energy efficient technologies: the behavior
of individuals ’can strengthen the effectiveness of technical
measures which have been implemented with energy conser-
vation and efficiency considerations in mind’ [9, p. 227-228].
D. Miller justifies the need for behavior change — through work-
force engagement, energy saving skills training, and an energy
aware culture — within a set of mutually reinforcing strategies
to reduce office building energy consumption in order to gain
corporate sustainability [7]. Despite the challenges, many of the
changes that governments around the world want to encourage,
and particularly consumers engaging more in energy supply
markets, require individuals to make active choices that require
effort and changes to their routines [3].

T. Dietz stressed that, it is clear that changes in consumer
behavior can help reduce the stress we place on the environ-
ment. This substantiates that an integrative theory of environ-
mentally significant consumption can guide efficiency pol-
icy. But it should be mentioned that, generating the science
to inform effective policy will require serious investment in
interdisciplinary research [3; 15]. This justifies that for gain-
ing corporate sustainability companies encourage greater
energy efficiency. Most individuals are not taking energy effi-
ciency actions despite the benefits for the environment and
for individuals’ budgets. This substantiates that to realize the

potential of consumer action policies based on a sound under-
standing of environmental decision making are needed.

Most scientific literature is concerned with internal factors
and their influence on pro-environmental behaviors originate
from the field of Social Psychology and can be broadly cate-
gorized into three theoretical domains: rational choice, moral
and non-rational choice [5]. The earliest attempts to under-
stand environmental decision making assumed consumers
were rational actors promoting their individual self-interest
using perfect information about the costs and benefits that
would follow from their actions [10]. One of the social psy-
chologist theories used to explain pro-environmental beha-
vior is the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), which adopts
a rational decision-making framework [5; 10]. Under this
model, if a product or a change in behavior would save money
while providing the same utility to the consumer, it would be
adopted. The assumption of self-interested behavior raised
the specter of the tragedy of the commons [11]. However, it
should be noted, some commons have been maintained sus-
tainably for decades or even centuries, whereas others have
collapsed. This contradiction has inspired a rich and sophisti-
cated literature [15]. The rational choice theory has been sub-
ject to increasingly assault in the last half of the century with
scholars arguing that non-rational components, such as habits
and emotions have to be considered to explain pro-environ-
mental behavior [5].

Moral and non-rational choice theories focus on envi-
ronmental values as the main driver of pro-environmental
behaviors whilst Rational Choice Theories focus on the
impact of attitudes. These Theories focus on environmental
values as the mam driver of on pro-environmental behav-
iors [5]. Supporters of this approach assume that altruistic
or moral reasons are the cause of pro-environmental behav-
ior [12] The New Environmental Paradigm (NEP) and the
Noun Activation Theory (NAT) are amongst the leading
constructs in this field [5]. NEP argues that environmental
concern is the key to pro-environmental behavior, whilst the
Noun Activation Theory contends that personal norms ante-
cede environmentally friendly behavior [13]. These were
later integrated into the Value-Belief-Norm Theory (VBN),
which is now considered to be a comprehensive and widely
accepted moral theory for pro-environmental behaviors
amongst Moral Theory Psychologists [6].

VBN indicated a strong initial support for the NAT theo-
ry’s contention that personal moral norms are the main basis
for an individual’s general predispositions to environmental
behavior. However, the theory was extended claiming that not
Jjust altruistic but biosphere and egoistic beliefs in conjunction
with new ecological worldview) were the basis for our behav-
ior. If they were activated by our beliefs about our responsi-
bility and the consequences of our actions our norms would
be activated, which in addition would affect our behavior [5].

The Comprehensive Action Determination Model
(CADM) integrated TPB and NAT and added the non-rational
component habit to address the multidimensionality of human
behavior [5] The CADM argued that environmental behavior
is an outcome of the complex interrelationship among norma-
tive, intentional, habitual, and situational processes [4]. The
core assumption of CADM is that behavior is directly pre-
dicted by intention, perceived behavioral control, and habit.
Following the TPB, an intention refers to the feeling of being
ready and willing to perform a behavior, whereas perceived
behavioral control corresponds to a perceived ability to per-
form the behavior. Habit refers to both behavioral routines
and behavioral automaticity. On the second level, in line with
the TPB, intentional process is generated from attitude toward
the behavior, perceived behavioral control, and social norms.
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Attitude regards person’s evaluation on the behavior, whereas
social nouns indicate the influence of relevant other people on
the behavior. In addition, personal norms, which reflect to the
feeling of moral obligation according to person’s values, also
influence intention directly [5]. Normative processes do not
influence behavior directly, but are mediated by intentional
and habitual processes [5]. Personal norms, themselves, are
considered stable, yet perceived behavioral control could
impact personal nouns in the long terms [3].

The results of the theoretical analysis allow to justify that
previous studies of pro-environmental change have mainly
focused on socio-psychological models of individual behav-
iors. A. Darnton et al. in their study noted that it is possible
to trace a move from simple linear ’information deficit’ mod-
els, to those that recognize that holding positive attitudes
does not automatically lead to undertaking positive individual
behaviors [14]. Researchers in pro-environmental fields have
repeatedly shown that holding pro-environmental attitudes
does not necessarily lead to pro-environmental behaviors.

Motivating consumers will not be sufficient to realize
environmental gains. Dietz argues that motivation will have
to be accompanied by effective communication about what
actions will have the biggest pay-offs. Furthermore, financial
obstacles will have to be addressed [3].

Lo S.et al. suggest that «the research on household energy
conservation and other pro-environmental behaviors cannot
be easily generalized to organizational contexts» like offices

[9, p. 293]. Focus must be placed on energy saving behaviors
in an office setting directly because the personal motivations
for energy consumption and energy savings vary in compari-
son to a household setting. The existence of split incentives —
whereby organizations reap the financial benefits of changes
in behavior enacted by employees — therein presents a poten-
tial barrier to behavior change. Those engaged in behavior
change likely perceive the process as providing only costs and
no tangible benefits (Table 1).

Conclusions. It should be mentioned that a lot of programs
which devoted for encouraging energy efficiency assume that
monetary costs and the amenities provided by energy are the
dominant motivators of energy consumption. The result of the-
oretical analysis allows to justify that a lot of authors stresses
that consumers consider energy price but are not too sensitive to
it [3; 10]. The findings of this research devoted to motivational
determinants of employees’ energy consumption are consistent
with broader understanding of environmental decision making
and environmentally significant consumption and allows to jus-
tify that beliefs, norms, and values also have a strong impact on
energy consumption. Most energy consumers in office build-
ings have rather inaccurate beliefs about resource use and may
select the wrong actions when they try to become more effi-
cient. Thereby for ensuring environmental sustainability at the
enterprises it is reasonable to modify the individual decision
making context in office building according the most valuable
motivational determinants of energy-consumption.

Table 1

Motivational determinants of employees’ energy consumption

Motivational
determinants

Energy Consumption

Well-being

Individuals use energy to enhance well-being. However, for most energy uses there are diminishing returns to
well-being with increased consumption [3]. Energy efficiency actions are seeking to find an optimal trade-off
between the amount of energy used and the amount of well-being produced. The goal is to provide the same
improvement in well-being by using less energy, thus reducing harm to the environment [3]. This justifies the need
to examine not only what improvements in well-being are derived from energy services, but also what people
consider in making decisions about energy use [3]

Norms

T. Dietz et al. determine norms as understandings of what our friends and neighbors are doing and what they
expect of us and point out that norms have a strong influence on decisions [3]. Being able to compare one’s own
consumption with that of an efficient group of neighbors undoubtedly encourages efficiency actions. D. Miller
points to the presence of norms that inhibit the adoption of pro-environmental behaviors [7]

Altruistic

values decision making [1; 3; 15]

When a decision has impacts not only on the individual but also on other people or the environment, altruistic
values can complement or even dominate the narrow self-interest presumed by a standard rational choice theory of

Beliefs

Attari’s work shows that we cannot assume that consumers will accurately assess the environmental impacts of
their actions [10]. It justifies that the misperceptions are systematically biased. It appears that some of the system-
atic variation has to do with the resource itself [10]

Shortcuts

impacts can be systematically inaccurate [10]

Cognitive psychology has demonstrated that humans use shortcuts to simplify the information available, an
approach labeled *heuristics and biases’ [3; 5; 11]. Attari’s work shows that our perceptions of consumption
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AHoTanif. Y cTarTi pO3NITHYTO MOTEHIial eKOHOMII eHepropecypciB B odicHEX OyniBIsX. BusHaueHO OCHOBHI cTpateril

[0/I0 BITPOBADKEHHS HEOOX1THMX 3MiH MMOBEIIHKH MPAI[iBHUKIB Il CHEPTOOIIA/PKCHHS T MOTHBAI[Ii{HI YMHHUKH CTIOKUBAHHS
€Hepril JJ1s1 JOCSTHEHHSI CTaaO0CTi OBKIILIS.

Ku1rouoBi ciioBa: cranicTh JOBKIJUISL, CKOHOMISI €HEprii, 3MiHa IOBE/IiHKY, 0(iCHI OymiBIIi, MiANPHEMCTBA.

AHHOTaHI/lﬂ. B crarbe PaCcCMOTPEH MMOTCHIMAJT SKOHOMHU SHEPropeCypCcoB B O(bHCHBIX 3JaHHUAX. OHpeneneHH OCHOBHBIC

CTpAaTEeTHH 110 BHEAPEHUIO HEOOXOAUMBIX H3MEHEHHH TOBEACHHS PAOOTHUKOB /NI DHEprocOepeKeHst 1 MOTHBALIMOHHBIE (hak-
TOPbI OTPEOIEHHS SHEPTUM AJISL JOCTUXKEHUSL YCTOMUNBOCTH OKPY’KatoLel cpebl.

KnrwueBrble cioBa: 3Kog0rudecKas yCTOﬁ‘II/IBOCTB, OKOHOMMSA DHCPTUH, UBMCHEHHUC TMOBCACHUA, OCI)I/ICHBIC 30aHusd, IIpea-

TIpUATHAL.
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