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Public goods and the environment
•

Environmental public goods
•
•
•

•

Biodiversity
Ecosystem services
Climate protection

Provision of public goods
•
•

Cooperation between stakeholders
The free-riding problem

Modifying human behavior is
essential for addressing
environmental challenges

Traditional
Economic
Instruments

Behavioral
Instruments
(Nudges)

What experimental economics can bring?
•

Behavioral drivers of economic decisions
•

•

Use of experiments in policy evaluation (Colen et al., 2016)
•
•

•

•

Need to be better anticipated and included in economic models.

Testing a policy prior to implementation (ex ante): provides first insights into the impact of
different policies on potential outcomes (provision of public goods)
Understanding stakeholders’ reactions to policy in the presence of behavioral factors
Ability to identify causality

Different experimental tools
•

•
•
•

Discrete Choice Experiments (hypothetical)
Lab experiments (incentivized)
Field experiments (incentivized)
Randomized Controlled Trials (incentivized)

“Economic Experiments as a Tool for
Agricultural Policy Evaluation:
Insights from the European CAP”
Colen et al. (2016) CJAE
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Project funded by BECC
• Part 1: Heterogeneous stakeholders and structure of payoffs
• An analysis of the structure of payoffs when stakeholders are

heterogeneous and its consequences on contributions to the
public good

Management: Trade-off between the
provision of biodiversity (public good)
and timber (private good)

• Part 2: Nudging and social acceptability of policies
Different marginal benefits for
• Many policy instruments are efficient but stakeholders
are (forest owners,
different stakeholders

often reluctant to those. How can we improveNGOs,
social
citizens, policymakers).
Different
social dilemmas.
acceptability of coercive instruments such as taxes
and
How is the provision of public goods
mandates?
affected when heterogeneous
stakeholders interact one with
another ?

Nudging and Social Acceptability
•

With Benjamin Ouvrard
(TSE) and Anne Stenger
(INRA)

Motivation: policymakers are interested in policies that are both efficient and socially
accepted.
A policy may be theoretically efficient, but if social acceptability is low, then implementation may be
canceled.
• Taxes are efficient but experience low acceptability ((Cherry et al., 2007, Kalbekken et al. , 2011)
•

•

E.g. 2013 Eco-tax on heavy trucks in France

“behavioural economics raises the important question of whether corrective environmental taxation
should be complemented by additional instruments that target behavioural biases” (Klenert et al.,
2018) Nature Climate Change
• Nudges benefit from a high social acceptability (Reisch and Sunstein, 2016; Jung and Mellers, 2016)
•

• Research questions
•
•

Can a nudge improve social acceptability of a tax?
What kind of nudge best increases social acceptability?
Nudge #1: e.g. default option
• Nudge #2: e.g. social norms
•

Pro-environmental nudges
- social influence or simple
adjustments to decision
settings that can influence
pro-environmental decisions.

PART 2
Social Acceptability

Methods
•

Lab experiments and small-scale field experiments
•
•

Non-contextualized experiment (abstract) vs Contextualized experiment
(environmental)
Allows us to capture behavior due to public-good characteristics vs environmental
characteristics of goods.

Combination of lab and small-scale field experiment can enhance the correctness and
relevance
the results
for game
policy making
• The of
public
good
environment
Lab experiments
• Subjects are endowed with 10 EUR and assigned to a group of subjects
 Pre-test individual and group responses to different policy designs. High internal validity
• They can invest part of 10 EUR in a Public account that benefits the whole group. The
(causality)
of the
money
is invested
in a Private
accountpolicy
that only
benefits
themselves.
 Give rest
a quick
initial
comparison
of different
policy versions:
designs
that turn
out
• Repeated
game
(e.g. 20 periods)
to be
irrelevant or
ill-formulated
can be excluded in the more advanced experimental
settings
Field experiments provide external validity

PART 2
Social Acceptability

General Design
Baseline

+ control for order effects

• 6 treatments
•
•
•
•
•
•

No policy instrument
Optimal tax
Nudge #1 (default)
Nudge #2 (social norm)
Optimal tax + Nudge #1
Optimal tax + Nudge #2

Baseline

Treatment

10 periods

10 periods

Vote
Treatment
10 periods

Allows to disentangle what is
due to each instrument.
Treatment effect clearly
identified.

• Outcomes
• Where are contributions and payoffs highest?
• Where is social acceptability highest?

Acceptability Index
•

Dimension 1: Perceived effectiveness
•

•

Jung and Mellers (2016): nudges #1 are those considered to manipulate (and therefore deprive of
their autonomy) individuals, unlike nudges #2. Does complementing a tax with a nudge #1 give
subjects the impression of having less autonomy?

Dimension 4: Actual support
•

•

Questionnaire: “How fair do you think it is compulsory for each individual to contribute X to the
public good?”

Dimension 3: Freedom / Autonomy
•

•

Questionnaire : “How effective do you think the tax will be to help increase public good
provision?”

Dimension 2: Perceived inequality
•

•

PART 2
Social Acceptability

Through votes in favor of the implementation of the policy instrument

Dimension 5: Motivation / Interest in the contribution
•

Benabou and Tirole (2003, 2006) and Andreoni (1993): the introduction of a monetary incentive
can destroy the motivation to naturally contribute to a public good. Can complementing a tax
with a nudge avoid crowding-out?

PART 2
Social Acceptability

Hypotheses - Expectations
•

H1: Social acceptability is greater with nudges than with a tax

•

H2: the social acceptability of a nudge acting on system 2 (social norm) is
better than that of a nudge acting on system 1 (option by default), the first
manipulating less than the latter.

•

H3: If we complement a tax with a nudge, social acceptability is better than
for a tax alone but less important than with a nudge alone.

PART 2
Social Acceptability

Contributions
•

First experiment implementing a tax complemented by a nudge

•

First paper to provide insights about whether nudges improve social
acceptability of more coercive instruments

•

Construction of a measurable Acceptability Index

•

Policy evaluation (ex ante acceptability) in the context of a PGG
•

The common design in the literature relies on experimental market where
negative externality engendered by the purchase of a polluting good (see
Kallbekken et al. (2011), Cherry et al. (2017), Heres et al. (2017)).

PART 2
Social Acceptability

Agenda
•

Lab experiment planned at the University of Vienna by December

•

First results will be available in January

What’s next?


Contextualized experiment -> in the field of agriculture probably
Topic = reduction of pesticides (glyphosate upcoming ban ?), implementing a descriptive vs
injunctive norm
 Subjects = Farmers (depending on feasibility and the contacts we have)
 Idea = comparison of social acceptability and how sensitive are farmers to nudges across
different European countries


 Social norms may differ across countries
 It could provide interesting insights on the heterogeneity of European countries governed by the

same agricultural policy (CAP).
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•

Descriptive norm “Many past visitors have removed petrified wood from the Park,
changing the natural state of the Petrified Forest” (7.92% of theft)

•

Injunctive norm “Please don’t remove the petrified wood from the Park, in order
to preserve the natural state of the Petrified Forest” (1.67% of theft)

