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Voluntary Carbon Offsets

Technology is not yet at the 
stage to decarbonize air travel

Mitigate the negative 
ecological impact of 

aviation

Balance practical need for 
travel with sustainability 



How can we get more people to click ‘yes’
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Choice Architecture and Nudging

§ Defaulting: Setting default choice of energy contracts in 
Germany to more expensive ‘green’ energy increased purchases 
nearly 10-fold (Ebeling & Lotz, 2015)

§ Attractive Framing: Labelling vegetables with indulgent 
descriptors increased vegetable consumption at a university 
cafeteria (Turnwald et al., 2017)
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Reframing Absolute Values as Percentages

§ Translating information to “shift the perspectives of decision 
makers in ways that change their subjective evaluations of 
choice options” (Weber, 2012, p. 387) 

§ Framing effects occur when equivalent information presented in 
different ways leads to systematically different decisions (Sher & 
McKenzie, 2011) 
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Hypothesis

§ People are more likely to purchase carbon offsets when the cost 
of the carbon offset is presented as a percentage of their flight 
cost compared to when the cost is presented as a dollar sum

§ However, this framing effect only holds when the percentage is 
relatively small, and may even reverse when the percentage is 
relatively high
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Methodology

Simulate an online purchasing environment

Your flight itinerary costs $250 

Check out page: offer carbon offsets
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Methodology

Help clear the air!

When you buy a carbon offset, you’re supporting high-
quality, verified carbon reduction projects like Mirador 
Clean Cookstoves, which works with local families across 
rural Honduras, building improved cookstoves that use 
just half the amount of wood of a traditional one. When 
wood use is cut by nearly half, so are CO2 emissions. 
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Methodology

Will you contribute 2% of your flight cost to fund low-
carbon initiatives like these in rural communities around 
the world? 

Will you contribute $4.99 to fund low-carbon initiatives like 
these in rural communities around the world? 
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Experiment 1: Pilot

Control condition Percentage condition
$4.99 donation 1.43% of flight cost
42% opted to donate 55% opted to donate

• N = 149, employed full-time

• 40 women, 108 men, 1 unreported; mean age 42 years

Flight cost: $350

Pearson chi2(1) =   2.4942   Pr = 0.114
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Experiment 2: Pre-registered Replication

• N = 488, employed full-time

• 240 women, 243 men, 3 other, 1 unreported; mean age 42 years

Control condition Percentage condition
$4.99 donation 1.43% of flight cost
42% opted to donate 54% opted to donate

Flight cost: $350

Pearson chi2(1) =   7.3267   Pr = 0.007
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Experiment 3: 2x2 design

1. Control vs Percentage

2. High Price ($500) vs Low Price ($250) for the flight 

Control Percentage

Low Price $4.99 (N = 61) 2% (N = 61)

High Price $4.99 (N = 55) 1% (N = 55)

• N = 229, employed full-time

• 109 women, 111 men, 9 unreported; mean age 39 years
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Experiment 3: 2x2 design
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Discussion

Nudges are cheaper, financially and politically, to implement 
than laws, but not all of them are effective or palatable

Can framing be applied to other environmental behaviors?

Future directions:

§ Switch point (1.43% vs 2%)

§ 1.99% vs 2%

§ Field experiment
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Conclusion

§ People are more likely to purchase carbon when the cost of the 
carbon offset is presented as a percentage of their flight cost

§ However, this framing effect only holds with relatively small 
percentages, and was shown to reverse when the percentage is 
relatively high 

§ Execution requires precision: there is no ‘one nudge for all’ 


