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Innovation through transdisciplinary collaboration
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If you want something new, you have to stop doing something old 99
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The worlds of

(Behavioural) Economics
and Social Marketing

Behavioural Economics studies
preferences (choices) and behavioural
biases. ‘Choice architecture’ aims to help
people to make better decisions for
themselves.

The methods used allow to provide
normative frameworks/benchmarks and
empirical tools for evaluation of (policy)
interventions.

Social Marketing examines the
motivators and barriers to
behaviour and designs goods /
services that deliver value that
overcomes these barriers.
Social marketing methods co-
design concepts for solutions using
qualitative and quantitative
approaches.



Exploring synergies between
SM and BE for behaviour



Behavioural economics assumptions about human behaviour

Realism
(ontology)

Irrationality

Judgements
are biased

Self-control

Loss Aversion

Confidence

Behavioural
preferences

Behavioural
beliefs

What should

we remember?

Memary
@ storage
Reduce o key

elements

Focus on how humans behave in the real world not in the abstract world
(hypotheses and assumptions are based on observations about human behaviour)
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People do not behave as rational agents — Homo Sapiens specics

Edit memaries after event

People make decisions that are systematically biased

Favaur simple over complax
Autonemy, group status,

reversible decisions
Finish what we invest in

Favour easily accessible,
relatahle infa

People focus on the short-term more than long-term when making

choices and seek instant gratification D g

People are highly motivated to avoid pain et

People overestimate their abilities

There are action sequences that people would prefer to adopt when Eas

completing unfamiliar tasks y
Social

People make choices based on expectations about the consequences of e

their choices and factors that can determine how the future will evolve.

Source: Thaler 2016, American Economic Review

Too much
information

Motice l
primed or

repeated things

Novel is naticeable

Changes are noticeahle

Drawn to details
confirming aur beliefs

Motice faws in others more
than aurselves

Facus an stories and patterns
Rely on generalities, priar history

Familiar things and people are
better

Simplify numbers and
probablities
Think we can read minds

Froject current
mirndset on past and

future

Mot enough
meaning
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Attractive

Timely
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Social marketing assumptions about human behaviour

Temporal
orientation

Pleasure
principle

Social
orientation

Knowledge-
Action gap

Consumer
empowerment

Value-
orientation

Segmentation

Consumers are more motivated by short-term, self
oriented options than long-term and altruistic

Consumers act to minimise pain and maximise
pleasure

Individuals do not act alone — homo socious

More education does not equal more action, other
factors can prevent action

Consumers need to feel in control - its their definition

of ‘better choices’ not ours

Consumers make choices that deliver them value - their
definition of value not ours

Consumer ability, choice goals and choice processes
differ by household and by individual

Motivation Ye

Opportunity
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education behavioural
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Resistant to
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Source: Rothschild 1999
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® No Unable to behave  Unable to behave
education, education,
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yYi
Economic value
Self Oriented
R A
RRR Social value
Other Oriented

Emotional value

Altruistic value

Source: Holbrook 1994



Common elements of both worlds
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Pleasure Loss
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Value- Realism
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A unifying policy framework

Classical economics approach: The Policy Pallet Joint BE + SM approach:
The behavioural exchange matrix

(Active Decision)

Free choice
20 Wi
Hug Smack
Free choice Free choice
2
. . g Reward of additional $  Punishment of loss of $
Coordination g endowment endowment
2
g . _
& Cipd Rfm] =
Nudge Shove
Pr; cing Restricted choice Restricted choice
(Suggested) (Enforced)

reform

Restricted choice

(Passive Decision)

Source: Boronyak The Australian Decentralised Energy Roadmap 2011 Source: French 2011 J of Social Marketing
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Insight
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Design
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Evaluate

Achieve

AEconomics helps to define the problem, car
iIdentify economic/technical barriers

AEconomics (and context/technical expertise
helps to set the benchmark)

mioninmis AMarketing and Behavioural
e Science/Economics help to identify barriers

s AMarketing and CdDesign to develop
rrowetens solutions (building on Econ Experiments)

ABE methods to evaluate (to inform design
but also develop the business case)

Define Problem

Benchmarking

Evaluation

AApply dissemination and training
erayBidne gpproaches from both disciplines

Regulation



The BEST of both worlds: The BEST IDEA from a business angle

Insight esign
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Define Benchmarking Behavioura Ideation and Prototype/ Market
Problem Barriers Concept Solution Research and
and Insights Development Development User Testing
Evaluate Achieve
' . N
// 4
U
Viability and Forecasts and Pilot-tests and Strategic Stakeholder Devel .
Feasibility Simulations Impact Studies Alignment Engagement ?V: opir:nen
of Solutions of Artefacts
/Prototypes




A—D

Case Study 1 - Behaviour Change
Energy Efficiency and Energy Demand

Shifting

R RusseBennett, RMulcahy KLehteren U Dulleck 2020, The transformative service paradox: The
dilemma of wellbeing trad®ffs Journal of Service Managementl (4), pp.63-663.



What works best to change energy behaviour:
Hug, nudge, smack or shove?

Prototype/Solution
Development

Design

i :E Forecasts and
Simulations

Evaluate

ENERGY
CONSUMERS
! AUSTRALIA
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Understanding how to influence people

Four policy levers

(Active Decision)

Free choice
Choice ® a &
~ Y\ SN
(restricted/free)
Hug Smack O
'c% Flr:?e chgice Eree ﬁhoice 23
ewards unishment 3
and 3 S
G 5
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Outcome 2 e M= :
(reward/punishment) Nudge Shove 8
@ Restricted choice Restricted choice

Restricted choice

(Passive Decision)

French (2071)




Testing the four policy levers

R N
Lab simulation > Read Scenario
Public Good Game 1. Business as usual
Groups of 4 players (16 (energy Efficiency
people at a time) context)
simultaneously 2. Extreme weather
event

See report summary: https://eprints.qut.edu.au/127786/

v

P Play multiple rounds of p
the game
(16 and 8)

v
v

Complete survey-
demographics and
moderating variables

Phase 1 (n-=144)

A

I
J
S

LA

Students

Maijority Sample Age: <36
years

Younger skew
Gender: 56.25% male
Majority Income: <$11'000 p.a

Income Skew: Lower

Phase 2 (n=178)

feele]
%
P
o
L

General Population

Majority Sample Age: >36
years

More balanced mix of ages

Gender: 4494% male

Majority Income: >$70'000+

pa

Income Skew: Balanced

||

ENERGY
CONSUMERS
, AUSTRALIA



Sharing electricity:
public good game of 4 per people per ‘neighbourhood’

Experiment 1: energy efficiency context Experiment 2: extreme weather event

AVERAGE CONTRIBUTIONS (ROUNDS 1 - 8)

Average Contributions- Decay Effect (Rounds 1 - 16) Baseline =+Hug +Nudge —Shove —~Smack

—Baseline —Hug —Nudge —Shove —Smack

8 Nudge
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] /"\ % Shove c
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See report summary: https://eprints.qut.edu.au/127786/




Results

dh=

I
Q

The high shove was the most effective
approach for energy efficiency condition
but not for demand condition

Caveat - restriction level is important.

The smack and shove had unintended
negative effects -
Potential reactance.

Negative interventions (smack, shove)
seem to crowd out good behaviours
and lead to lower contributions.

Communication issue apparent

value needs to be clear. We're all in this
together, but DON'T ask me to solve
network problems.

Communication of such situations is
important and may in itself provide
sufficient incentives for behavioural
change.



Results
Some consumers are more motivated than others:

Participatory citizenship

participants with higher levels of
participatory citizenship contribute larger
amounts to the public good.

p < 0.01

Age
as participants age increases, so does the
contribution amount. p < 0.1

Taxes

the more a participant justifies cheating
on their taxes, the less they will
contribute. p<0.05

Employment status

participants who are “Unemployed/looking
for work,” will contribute smaller amounts
than participants who are employed. p <
0.01

Personally Responsible
Citizenship

77 Highest self 43 Average

efficacy age
Mostly Spread of
Women education
More likely

to own

Couples with or without children, share
houses

Justice Oriented
Citizenship

-76 Highest self 41 Average

efficacy age

Mostly Most likely to

Women have a university
degree

Split between

renting and owning

Couples with/without children, single
person households

Participatory
Citizenship
- Highest self Average
85 efficacy 40 age
Mostly Spread of
Men education
Split between

renting and owning

Any household type



What we learnt about blending BE and SM

R

Personas +
Framework Method Multivariate analysis
Using the Behavioural Using BE method of public Developing customer segments
Exchange framework from SM good game simulates using SM personas and BE
allowed comparison of nudges decisions over time. SM does analysis shows how the effects
with other policy approaches not have methods to do this very for different types of

customers



Case Study 2 - Compliance

Water compliance by Farmers
(report to the Qld government, DNRME)

Tax Compliance Behaviours

H Chan, U Dulleck, J Fooken, N Moy, B Torgler (forthcor@asf),and the Hidden Economy:
Experlmental Evidence on Flghtlng Tax Evasion in Small Business Transkctraasof Business
Ethics (based on commissioned research by the ATO)



Insight Design
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Define Benchmarking Behavi | Ideation and Prototype/ Market Viability and Forecasts and Pilot-tests and Strategic Stakeholder Development
Problem Barri Concept Selution esearch an Feasibility Simulations Impact Studies Alignment Engagement of Artefacts
| n N o N

Project phases
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Literature Codesign Behavioural Reportand
Review workshops Experiment options paper
To review existing To validate existing To test interventions, To recommend a program
knowledge to identify gaps knowledge. messages, activities, and tools. of activities to address
and frameworks barriers and reinforce
To design interventions, positive behaviours

messages, activities, and
tools.




@ Terms and Definitions

Intentional Behaviour:

Performing an action Repeatedlyintentional:

Ml EUires e Extreme Deliberate “Any intentional behaviour/action that occurs
presence‘ of fivelcomporsiss — — = moré than one time or is ha/bitual.” (Ronis, Yates
A A desire for an outcome Intentional and Kirscht, 1989)
A Beliefs about an action that repeated

leads to that outcome; non-compliance

A An intention to perform the
action
A Skill to perform the action : %
A Awareness of fulfilling the )
Intentional

intention while performin ¢
I P & non-compliance
the action.

27?
(Malle and Knobe, 1996). 2?7

Mild @ >/ Accidental

Unintentional non-compliance

Unintentional Behaviour:
“Unintentional behaviour... refers to
causes that brought about the

behaviour without an intervening
intention.” (Malle, 1999).




From Theory to Experiments

Higher
Audit
Rate, Endo-
genous Audit

Resistance/Opportunities/Disengagement Enforcement

Reciprocity/Procedural Service

Ediraecs Assistance, Positive

Feedback, Tax Reporting
{Infrequent or Pre-Filled)

Commitment/Duty/Conscience/
Adherence to Norms

Trust/Social

Audit Remorse, Moral Suasion,
Socially Responsible
Buyer, Peer Effect

MOTIVATIONAL
POSTURES

PARADIGMS

STRATEGIES/TREATMENTS




g Method:
Economic Tax Experiments

(Standard) Tax declaration computer laboratory experiment with 266 student, and 83tndent

(tradespeople and trade TAFE students), with service provider (pool fence framing) and customer. Offer of
cashin-hand payment, and tax declaration. 10% audit probability, 40% tax rate). Surplus generated if
trade takes place, price can be negotiated.

n.s. n.s.
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n.s. n.s. 12
. 10 532 553 “
4 564 T T 4.88 2 10
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o » %ao = e (\&‘ \e’b‘ o@,\ o('e} S audit reporting suasion effects
‘3‘\\"? &° Qo‘*“ (@ N (ef\‘\ la W X Qzeﬁ rate seller
AN \,zO'“Q c.'\,g\‘\
(ao‘ °

Student sessions -studenNsgssions



)
>Q= Tax Compliance Insights

Sticks vs Carrots: high audit rates and increased frequency

of declarations increased compliance for student and non- 222 Audit frequency,
student samples and penalty
policies

for buyers didn’t chance compliance results.

Benefits of
framed
experiments
for policy
questions

Below the surface: Nudges for buyers didn’t chance
compliance results.

Social nudges and Trust appeals: Increase compliance,
particularly in the Non-student sample

Easy
Attractive

Social
Timely

Q Spotting what is difficult to observes with real data: Nudges

Make it easy: Assistance (making in easy to calculate
declarable profits) makes a difference.




g Method - Water Compliance:
Co-Desigh Workshops and Behavioural Simulation

\/ The Qualitative Research provided:
I L1 1 1 I \/ - Confirmed barriers and motivators
- - - Persona profiles based on Value
OJ v theory (intrinsic vs extrinsic value)
Y
. . - ldeation of solutions and
Qualltatlve Research Quantltatlve Research communications (using Exchange, PIP
and EAST)
Aim Aim - A chance for common biases to be
Uncovering motivations and barriers Testing interventions and gathering identified.
and ideating messages, interventions, additional data on messages, tools and
tools and activities activities.
The Quantitative Research
Approach Approach provided:
Co-Design Workshops Business Simulation embedded in an - Quantitative confirmation of barriers,

online survey sent out to email databases motivators and personas.

- An objective test of ideated solutions
via a simulation.

Sample: Qualitative = 25; Quantitative = 137*




Designing the Primary

Research

-@

EA
ST

More carrots less sticks: Scope for behavioural change
driven by value

Spotting the unintentional: Limited knowledge of
unintentional noncompliance

Below the surface: Non-compliance can reflect biases as well
as externalities

Heroes or rebels: Motivation is bi-polar, either intrinsic
or extrinsic

What’s in it for me: |

2




