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The climate change domain

« Behavioural interventions
implemented with the purpose of
reducing greenhouse gas emissions
can be seen as behavioural solutions
to a conventional economic problem
(negative externalities)

 Which household and individual
behaviours are relevant within this
domain?
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Behaviours with significant climate impact

Individuals and households

* Energy consumption related to housing
(heating, cooling, appliance use)

» Transportation (aviation, gasoline, and
diesel consumption)

« Consumption of meat and dairy products
* Food waste
» Water usage (shower, dishes, washing)

* Recycling

» Clothing/fashion consumption
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APPROVED Summary for Policymakers IPCC AR6 WG III

Demand-side mitigation can be achieved through changes in socio-cultural factors, infrastructure
design and use, and end-use technology adoption by 2050.

IPCC ARG assess demand-side
mitigation options for the first time
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Figure SPM.6 Indicative potential of demand-side mitigation options by 2050
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The effect of behavioral interventions within the climate change
domain

Interventions: information, appeals
(requests, pleas and appeals),

* Nisa et gl. 2019 Nature gommupicatiqns Meta-analysis of engagement (.g. goalsetting), social
randomized controlled trials — aim to isolate the effects of comparison, choice architecture/nudges
specific interventions individually. Small effects on g(‘f:;‘s"s")”g external barriers or increasing
households’ action affecting GHG emissions, with no effect
over time. Nudges largest effects. Several “Matters Arising”
published as comments. Interventions: defaults, provision and

. . i ) simplification of information, changes to

» Carlsson et. al 2021, REEP Review of empirical field studies the physical environment, reminders,
that test green nudges. Observed effects vary greatly, nudges——| social comparisons, moral suasion, goal

setting and commitments

on the extensive margin larger and more permanent effects
then those targeting the extent of the action, few studies on
long-run effects (but evidence on moral nudges suggest the
effect decrease over time)

Some caution: overestimated effects as compared to the results from nudge units to a large part depending on
publication bias (DellaVigna and Linos, 2022, Econometrica RCTS to scale: comprehensive evidence from two
nudge units) Publication bias effects are is also found in Mertens et. al, 2021, PNAS, “The effectiveness of
nudging: A meta-analysis of choice architecture interventions across behavioral domains”.
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Household energy consumption and
| R (behavioral) interventions
Khanna et. al 2021, Nature Energy
Sma Mo fosdWormaion  Moraary « Meta-analysis of the effectiveness of interventions in household
b ” energy consumption.122 primary studies resulting in 360 effect sizes
representing 1.1 million households in 25 countries.
& » Monetary incentives have the highest average effect size, while
motivation and social comparison have a lower average effect size.
" o2y " _ A& « Estimated (first attempt) global carbon emission reduction potential
o] 2 R CO I from behavioural interventions corresponding to 6% of emissions
| : & from residential buildings and 1% of total global emissions
, , , » Relative effects of interventions may vary with context, the authors
' Nmbar o s s ) caution when comparison between average effect sizes of different
QL @i Bt B, @ e interventions is interpreted.

_ o o » The findings support the idea that interventions should not be
Fig. 2 | Estimated average effect size of different categories of reviewed a 0 h o 0 . .
in.tenrentions.a. The average effe.ctsize forindividual interventions along Studled IndIVIdua”y but rather aS SynergIStIC paCkageS tO Increase
with the corresponding 95% confidence interval. b, The average effect eﬂ:eCtlveneSS .

size for combinations of interventions. Only combinations with an average
effect size that is statistically significant at the 5% level of significance are
labelled. Z =0 implies a reduction in energy consumption. The results are
from a multilevel meta-regression model with interacted dummy variables
for the five interventions. Only studies that employed randomization are
included
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» Effect sizes varies with context and choice
situations

« Can theory help us say something more general
about which type of choices that are more likely
to be affected by behavioural interventions?
Nordblom and Lofgren, 2020, JEBO, “A
theoretical framework of decision making
explaining the mechanisms of nudging”

Last Month Neighborhood Comparison | Last month you used 15% LESS
electricity than your efficient neighbors.

YOUR EFFICIENCY STANDING: 7 g Ofessme
YOu 504 kwn* e
EFFICIENT
NEIGHBORS 596 o
ALL NEIGHBORS 1,092 e

* kWh: A 100-Watt bulb buming for 10 hours uses 1 kilowatt-hour.
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The decision-making process:
Attentive versus inattentive choices

Decision

* Individuals willingness to “invest”
(accept the cognitive cost) in
making an attentive choice likely
depends on the choice itself

Inattentive

Costly Risk of making mistake - We argue that individuals are
nudgeable only when they make
Figure 1: Decision-making process (limited) inattentive or intuitive
choices

Nordblom and Loéfgren, 2020, JEBO, “A theoretical framework of
decision making explaining the mechanisms of nudging”
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The model

Three components together determine whether the individual makes an attentive
(rational) or inattentive choice:

EFFORT (g), CONFIDENCE (1-6) , AND IMPORTANCE (E[A U))
Ceteris paribus:
» A higher effort (¢) makes an attentive choice less likely

« Alower subjective probability (7-6), of making a mistake in the inattentive choice, the
more likely is an inattentive choice

« |f the choice is considered to be unimportant (the expected utility consequence of
making a mistake is small), the probability is higher that the choice will be inattentive.
This is captured by the expected difference in utilities, denoted E[A U]

Nordblom and Loéfgren, 2020, JEBO, “A theoretical framework of
decision making explaining the mechanisms of nudging”
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lllustrations of nudgeability based on the model

Important choices in combination with a
high theta makes the choice hard to nudge

Important choicgs

High sigma

Unimportant choices .
Low sigma

Low theta High theta

Nordblom and Lofgren, 2020, JEBO, “A theoretical framework of decision making explaining the mechanisms of nudging”
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Nudgeable choices

Important choices

High sigma

Unimportant choices

Low sigma

Low theta High theta

Nordblom and Lofgren, 2020, JEBO, “A theoretical framework of decision making explaining the mechanisms of nudging”
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Policy implications from the model

* Nudging is likely to be effective in choice
situations unimportant to the individual: (e.g. 4
towel reuse, duplex printing, snack choice, e
and what to have for lunch) or difficult choices
(e.g. financial decisions).

Going to the gym.
(o]

s

* Nudging choices involving strong habits or
choices that are judged important by the 2
individual are less likely to be effective. saissebibE

o]
Snack choice
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* Note: a specific intervention could be a nudge
to some individuals but not to others. &

Nordblom and Loéfgren, 2020, JEBO, “A theoretical framework of
decision making explaining the mechanisms of nudging”
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Centre for Collective Action

Concluding remarks N -~ Ol e

» Reflection: Which role can behavioral interventions and insights play to drive
societal-wide greenhouse gas emission reductions?

» Take-home messages:

1. Behavioural interventions in the climate change domain have been shown to have
significant (but in many cases small) effects but the effect size is dependent on
choice context and type of intervention

2. There seem to be an important potential for behavioral interventions as part of policy
packages (and behavioural insights when designing policies)

3. Nudges targeting choices involving strong habits or choices that are judged important
by the individual are unlikely to be effective

4. Behavioral interventions can not replace pricing- and regulatory policies if we are
serious about limiting warming to 1.5 or 2 degrees (global GHG emissions need to
peak before 2025!)
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