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Motivation

Lowering the environmental impact of consumption is a key component in fighting climate
change (IPCC, 2014).

Information on product attributes could help consumers make more sustainable choices.
Prerequsite: consumers access and react to the information.
o Might avoid information to behave selfishly (Dana et al., 2007; Golman et al., 2017).

o Information might be insufficient to encourage sustainable choices.

Technology offers new ways to provide information on sustainability of own consumption.
o Specific targeted information at individual level on purchased product and close substitutes.
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Method
® Field RCT with App users (ReciclaYa) from Carrefour in Spain.

® Treatment intervention offering optional information on recycled material of purchased
plastic water bottles and close substitutes.

® Preregistered at aspredicted.org Num. 107257.



Related Literature and Contributions

® Information avoidance (e.g., Dana et al., 2007; Hertwig and Engel, 2016; Golman et al., 2017),
particularly in context of environmental consequences (e.g., d’Adda et al., 2018; Lind et al., 2019;
Momsen and Ohndorf, 2020, 2022; Reisch et al., 2021)

— Investigate acquisition of information on product sustainability in the field.

® Effectiveness of providing mandatory information on the environmental impact of
consumption (e.g., Newell and Siikamiki, 2014; Camilleri et al., 2019; Fosgaard et al., 2021; Takahashi,
2021; Andor et al., 2022)
— Focus on provision of optional information.

® Credence Goods (e.g., Dulleck and Kerschbamer, 2006; Kerschbamer et al., 2019; Balafoutas and
Kerschbamer, 2020; Schneider et al., 2021)
— Optional information interventions for label credence goods.
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Information Intervention

App users who upload one of the target products are randomly assigned to one of two
groups:

® Treatment:
(1) Thank you for purchasing the product.
(2) Offer to receive information about recycled material of purchased and related products.
(3) [If yes:] Information about recycled material of 4 bottles (2 of each brand).
(4) Choose a 5 € voucher for one of the two brands.

e Control:

(1) Thank you for purchasing the product.
(4) Choose a 5 € voucher for one of the two brands.
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Sample

® Duration of experiment: September 23, 2022 — December 3, 2022 (at which point the
pre-registered sample size of 1.000 valid voucher choices was reached)

® Exclusion Criteria

o Users with invalid voucher choice (N = 142)
o Users who uploaded a green and a brown product (N = 11)
o Users with technical issues (N = 1)

® Final sample: 988 app users (542 control, 446 treatment)

o 40% upload a product from “sustainable” brand (— “sustainable” consumers)
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Investigating Reasons for Lack of Effectiveness

Path Dependence
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Investigating Reasons for Lack of Effectiveness

Path Dependence
® 82% of consumers choose a voucher for the brand of the initial purchase.

® This path dependence holds similarly for sustainable and unsustainable consumers.

Information Processing
® Treated users who select info spent on average 11 seconds on the info screen.
® 387% of those users spent at least 5 seconds on the info screen.

Intention to Cheat
® 10% of users upload an old purchase after their voucher choice that match the voucher brand.
® 83% of all uploads of an old purchase after the voucher choice match the voucher brand.

® Excluding “cheaters” does not affect the results.
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Robustness

The treatment affects the propensity to choose a voucher.

Results are robust to classifying individuals based on history of purchasing behavior before
the experiment.

No effect on observed purchasing behavior during and after voucher period.

Demand for considered products is responsive to incentives

12



Conclusion

Good news

® High voluntary information acquisition.

® No significant difference in information acquisition by purchasing history.

® Brown consumers do not seem to strategically avoid green information about products.
Bad news

® Offering voluntary information on sustainability of purchased product and close substitutes does not
lead to significantly more sustainable consumption preferences.

® Strong path dependence in product choice that is unlikely to be explained by a lack of information
processing or an intention to cheat.

® Information interventions in isolation might not be enough for triggering (substantial) behavioral
change.

Information interventions might still be useful as part of policy packages that combine
increased awareness on products’ sustainability with other boosts to behavioral change.

13



Thank you

esther.blanco@uibk.ac.at



References |

Andor, M. A., Gerster, A., and Peters, J. (2022). Information campaigns for residential energy conservation. European Economic Review, page 104094.

Balafoutas, L. and Kerschbamer, R. (2020). Credence goods in the literature: What the past fifteen years have taught us about fraud, incentives, and the role of institutions.
Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Finance, 26:100285.

Camilleri, A. R., Larrick, R. P., Hossain, S., and Patino-Echeverri, D. (2019). Consumers underestimate the emissions associated with food but are aided by labels. Nature Climate
Change, 9(1):53-58.

d'Adda, G., Gao, Y., Golman, R., and Tavoni, M. (2018). It's so hot in here: Information avoidance, moral wiggle room, and high air conditioning usage. FEEM Working Paper
No. 007.2018.

Dana, J., Weber, R. A., and Kuang, J. X. (2007). Exploiting Moral Wiggle Room: Experiments Demonstrating an lllusory Preference for Fairness. Economic Theory, 33(1):67-80.

Dulleck, U. and Kerschbamer, R. (2006). On doctors, mechanics, and computer specialists: The economics of credence goods. Journal of Economic Literature, 44(1):5-42.

Fosgaard, T. R., Pizzo, A., and Sadoff, S. (2021). Do people respond to the climate impact of their behavior? the effect of carbon footprint information on grocery purchases.
IFRO Working Paper No. 2021/05.

Golman, R., Hagmann, D., and Loewenstein, G. (2017). Information Avoidance. Journal of Economic Literature, 55(1):96-135.
Hertwig, R. and Engel, C. (2016). Homo Ignorans: Deliberately Choosing Not to Know. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 11(3):359-372.

IPCC (2014). Climate change 2014: Mitigation of climate change. contribution of working group iii to the fifth assessment report of the intergovernmental panel on climate change
[edenhofer, o., r. pichs-madruga, y. sokona, e. farahani, s. kadner, k. seyboth, a. adler, i. baum, s. brunner, p. eickemeier, b. kriemann, j. savolainen, s. schldmer, c. von
stechow, t. zwickel and j.c. minx (eds.)]. cambridge university press, cambridge, united kingdom and new york, ny, usa.

Kerschbamer, R., Neururer, D., and Sutter, M. (2019). Credence goods markets and the informational value of new media: A natural field experiment. Working Papers in
Economics and Statistics, 2019-02, University of Innsbruck.

Lind, J. T., Nyborg, K., and Pauls, A. (2019). Save the Planet or Close Your Eyes? Testing Strategic Ignorance in a Charity Context. Ecological Economics, 161:9-19.

Momsen, K. and Ohndorf, M. (2020). When Do People Exploit Moral Wiggle Room? An Experimental Analysis of Information Avoidance in a Market Setup. Ecological
Economics, 169:106479.

Momsen, K. and Ohndorf, M. (2022). Information avoidance, selective exposure, and fake (?) news: Theory and experimental evidence on green consumption. Journal of
Economic Psychology, 88:102457.

Newell, R. G. and Siikamaki, J. (2014). Nudging Energy Efficiency Behavior: The Role of Information Labels. Journal of the Association of Environmental and Resource
Economists, 1(4):555-598.

Reisch, L. A., Sunstein, C. R., and Kaiser, M. (2021). What do people want to know? information avoidance and food policy implications. Food Policy, 102:102076.

Schneider, T., Meub, L., and Bizer, K. (2021). Consumer information in a market for expert services: Experimental evidence. Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Economics,
94:101754.

Takahashi, R. (2021). Who is attracted to purchase green products through information provision: A nationwide social experiment to promote eco-friendly coffee. Environmental
Science & Policy, 124:593-603.

14



Measuring Effect on Consumption Choices

® Major Challenge: Products are only bought occasionally
o Within 6 months, 61% of consumers buy at most once a product from the set (cond. on

buying any)

o Insufficient power to estimate ITT based on naturally occuring consumption choices

15
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Distribution of Time Spent on Info Screen
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Estimation Results — Propensity to Choose Sustainable Brand

ATE Effect heterogeneity
Treated -0.006 -0.002 -0.013 -0.010
(0.024) (0.025) (0.030) (0.032)
Sustainable consumer 0.638***  0.638***  (0.630***  (0.620***
(0.025) (0.026) (0.034) (0.035)
Treated X sustainable consumer 0.017 0.019
(0.051) (0.028)
Constant 0.163*** 0.183* 0.166*** 0.187*
(0.019) (0.098) (0.021) (0.099)
Additional controls No Yes No Yes
Observations 984 959 984 959
R? 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4

*p < 0.1, ¥*p < 0.05 ***p < 0.01. Control variables are gender, age (below 30, 30-60, above 60),
whether individual lives in a single household, whether individual has used the app before 2022, and whether the
individual reports that he/she recycles.
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Attrition by Treatment Status

Control  Treatment x3-test

(%) (%) (p-value)
Share receiving thank you message 99.7 99.8
Share receiving voucher choice message 97.5 95.6 0.13
Share with voucher choice 96.0 89.8 0.00
Share with valid voucher choice 91.2 84.1 0.00

=- There is differential attrition by treatment status from the point of making the voucher
choice onward (but not before!).
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Voucher Choice including All (Assigned) Individuals

Voucher Choice

None Sustainable Unsustainable
Treated 0.062***  0.067*** -0.032 -0.032 -0.030 -0.035
(0.016) (0.021) (0.024) (0.028) (0.025) (0.033)
Sustainable consumer -0.022 -0.016 0.588***  (0.588***  -0.566%**  -0.572%**
(0.015) (0.016) (0.025) (0.035) (0.025) (0.035)
Treated X sustainable consumer -0.013 -0.001 0.014
(0.031) (0.051) (0.050)
Constant 0.049***  0.047***  0.176***  0.176%** 0.775%** 0.777***
(0.010) (0.011) (0.018) (0.020) (0.020) (0.022)
Observations 1,120 1,120 1,120 1,120 1,120 1,120
R? 0.02 0.02 0.35 0.35 0.31 0.31

*p < 0.1, ¥*p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.
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Valid Voucher Choice including All (Assigned) Individuals

Valid Voucher

No Sustainable Unsustainable
Treated 0.071*** 0.074*** -0.033 -0.023 -0.039 -0.051
(0.020) (0.027) (0.023) (0.026) (0.026) (0.034)
Sustainable consumer -0.053%** -0.050** 0.590***  0.603***  -0.537***  _0.552%**
(0.019) (0.022) (0.025) (0.034) (0.025) (0.035)
Treated X sustainable consumer -0.006 -0.027 0.033
(0.039) (0.051) (0.051)
Constant 0.108*** 0.107***  0.153%*%*  (.148*** 0.738*** 0.745%**
(0.015) (0.016) (0.018) (0.019) (0.020) (0.023)
Observations 1,120 1,120 1,120 1,120 1,120 1,120
R? 0.02 0.02 0.35 0.35 0.31 0.31

*p < 0.1, ¥*p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.
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Pre-experimental Behavior by Consumer Type

Unsustainable  Sustainable =~ Comparison

Variable Consumer Consumer (p-value)

sustainable units 1.04 3.29 0.01
(0.22) (0.79)

unsustainable units 2.61 0.80 0.00
(0.42) (0.17)

sustainable liters 1.89 6.60 0.00
(0.39) (1.51)

unsustainable liters 4.43 1.19 0.00
(0.71) (0.27)

recycled plastic 34.77 107.45 0.00
(6.58) (24.72)

nonrecycled plastic 68.19 18.86 0.00

(11.03) (3.90)




Information Acquisition by Alternative Classification
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Voucher Choice under Alternative Classification

Voucher Choice

None Sustainable Unsustainable
Treated 0.012 0.000 0.020 0.009 -0.032 -0.009
(0.012)  (0.000) (0.062) (0.078) (0.062) (0.078)
Sustainable consumer 0.010 0.000 0.385***  0.375%*%*  _(0.305%*%*  _(.375%**
(0.011)  (0.000) (0.062) (0.080) (0.062) (0.080)
Treated X sustainable consumer 0.026 0.026 -0.053
(0.027) (0.128) (0.128)
Constant -0.005 0.000 0.217*** 0.222%** 0.787*** 0.778***
(0.005)  (0.000)  (0.046) (0.050) (0.046) (0.050)
Observations 224 224 224 224 224 224
R? 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

*p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ¥**p < 0.01.
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Purchases of Units during Voucher Period

Purchased Units

None Sustainable Unsustainable

Treated 0.018 0.027 -0.108 -0.194 -0.560* -0.729
(0.030) (0.038) (0.248) (0.209) (0.331) (0.476)

Sustainable consumer -0.042 -0.032 2.603***  2.4098%** D 3pg¥¥* D [53pr**
(0.031) (0.042) (0.298) (0.435) (0.313) (0.467)
Treated X sustainable consumer -0.021 0.224 0.440
(0.061) (0.592) (0.620)

Constant 0.468***  0.464%**  (0.641***  (.681*** 3.775%** 3.854***
(0.024) (0.026) (0.173) (0.170) (0.302) (0.351)
Observations 1,120 1,120 1,120 1,120 1,120 1,120

*p < 0.1, ¥*p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.
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Purchases of Units after Voucher Period

Purchased Units

Sustainable

Unsustainable

None
Treated -0.004 -0.016 -0.374%* -0.220 -0.050 -0.455
(0.027)  (0.034)  (0219)  (0.179) (0.372) (0.550)
Sustainable consumer -0.005 -0.019 L.171%%%  1.350%**  _] 566*** D 062***
(0.028)  (0.038)  (0.267)  (0.412) (0.337) (0.439)
Treated X sustainable consumer 0.031 -0.402 1.055
(0.055) (0.525) (0.679)
Constant 0.725%** 0.731*** 0.609*** 0.536*** 2.534%*x 2.725%**
(0.021)  (0.023)  (0.152)  (0.149) (0.343) (0.400)
Observations 1,120 1,120 1,120 1,120 1,120 1,120

*p < 0.1, ¥*p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.
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Consumption Volume of Considered Products over Time
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Consumption Volume of Considered Products over Time
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