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Experiment for a Green Transition of the Labour Market*

Giorgio Dini*
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Abstract

While the industry is witnessing a progressive ecological transition, it is still unclear how greener
sectors can expand in the market without an adequate labour supply. We carry out an experiment
(n=500) to investigate what incentives are most effective in encouraging people to apply for green
jobs. To do so, we elicit ranked preferences towards green and brown jobs with different intertemporal
payoffs. In the treatment group, subjects experience a mild level of social pressure in favour of a green
transition. Findings from a probabilistic model show that, when treated, subjects are 24.4 percentage
points more likely to favour green job opportunities, especially those granting increasing wage profiles.
Differences in treatment are particularly evident for women, individuals with large circles of friends,
introverts, and questioners of the green economy. As the job market transitions toward greener
opportunities, our work contributes to understanding how peer pressure strategies can encourage
applications for green jobs.
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Social Expectations.
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1 Introduction

As illustrated by Loiseau et al. (2016), the definition of green economy is vast and inclusive of many
concepts and objectives. These range between ‘cleaner production, waste hierarchy, bio-economy,
industrial ecology, circular economy, nature-based solutions, and dematerialization through product-
servicing, and tools like life cycle assessment, and cost-benefit analysis’. Most scholars agree that
to fully succeed in the green transition, government intervention is essential, especially to include a
change in societal lifestyles (Droste et al., 2016).

According to recent statistics, gross value added and employment from market production in the
EU environmental economy, respectively, grew by 4.2% and 3.9% in 2018. In parallel, in the US, about
32% of corporations are observed to have made investments to address climate change. While
regulation and financial incentives are still uncertain in the green sector domain, more and more firms
are committing to sustainable solutions. In the current era, the industry is in the process of
transitioning towards greener sectors via restructuring, innovation, and investment in skills (Steen and
Njos, 2018; Pavlova, 2018; Ansah and Sorooshian, 2019; Capasso et al., 2019).

To produce and thrive in the market (Stilvel and Primrose, 2010), firms need a sufficient level of
labour supply and committed workers. The slow or absent supply of green jobs is justified by the delay
that exists between the adoption of new techno-economic paradigms in the economy and the
corresponding change in lifestyles (Perez, 2020)—including choosing a specific job. While the setups
for a digital and green economy are mostly present, applying for a green job is difficult per se. First,
the societal and cultural framework has not yet normalized applications for green jobs. Second, they
often require higher levels of formal education in green and sustainability positions or, when they do
not, their screening mechanisms appear to favour those with a background in ‘green’ competencies.
Third, human resources are not yet trained to review ‘green’ applications. An agreed definition of
green jobs is still lacking in the literature, as well as little is known about the effects of investments
or green growth and jobs on labor market outcomes (Deschenes, 2013). As illustrated by Vona et
al. (2018), green employment may consider ‘an ample spectrum of actions devoted to environmental
sustainability’, which require both engineering skills for designing and producing technology and

managerial skills for implementing and monitoring environmental organizational practices. In the



current stage, the new techno-economic ’‘green’ paradigm is being progressively absorbed and the
transformation is not complete — the global value of the green economy opportunity should be around
10.3 trillion dollars, but by 2050 (Oxford Economics, 2023). This means that applying for a green
job, or offering one, is not yet the norm.

Compared to the European Union —which, among others, recently introduced the European Green
Deal, a Circular Economy Action Plan, a Zero Pollution Action Plan, and the Farm to Fork Strategy—
government policies in favor of a green transition are not significantly developed in the US. A series of
Federal policies, however, address the need to create incentives for a green economy and,
consequently, a green workforce. An investment tax credit measure is present for solar energy
adoption, indirectly supporting job creation in the solar industry. A per-kilowatt-hour tax credit for
electricity derived from wind energy is also active, meaning jobs could progressively grow for wind
energy production and maintenance. The Clean Energy Manufacturing Initiative (CEMI), on theother
hand, supports the creation of clean energy manufacturing through various grants. Finally,the
Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) carries out improvements for energy efficiency in low-
income households, giving origin to jobs to decarbonize buildings.

Though institutions are in the process of creating the right conditions for an expansion of green
jobs that also benefits workers in addition to firms (Grolleau et al., 2012), moral hypocrisy still affects
green choices (Gamma et al., 2020). Moral hypocrisy means subjects may appear or want to appear
moral but are not actually moral. In our case, most of the population cares deeply aboutthe
environment and the green economy in theory. However, this does not necessarily correspond to
actions useful to achieve a social paradigm of green growth. Individuals may be aware of the economic,
societal, monetary, and environmental benefits of green jobs but fail to take action in this direction
by applying for them. In our experiment, we gather ranked preferences for jobs in the green and brown
economy, defined as firms employed respectively in low-carbon and carbon-intensive sectors. In
addition, each job opportunity offers distinct intertemporal benefits among decreasing, increasing,
and constant wage profiles. The resulting scenario displays six distinct job opportunities which
individuals must rank.

Intertemporal incentives matter significantly for employment preferences. In the simplest trade-

off scenario, workers express preferences for higher salaries in the far future (Loewenstein and



Nachum Sicherman, 1991). Changes in taxation also affect intertemporal labour supply for both
women (Haan, 2010) and men (Haan and Uhlendorff, 2013). Intertemporal decisions also emerge due
to marriage (Mazzocco et al., 2014), weather and flexibility of work (Krueger and Neugart, 2018),
retirement preferences (Rogerson and Wallenius, 2016), human capital accumulation (Walle- nius,
2011), and consumption insurance (Wu and Krueger, 2021). In other words, when making a decision,
rational individuals are likely to value the consequences occurring in different time periods. Regarding
the role of ecological transition, the future wage for polluting and green are projected to have opposite
patterns, especially regarding low-skilled jobs (Chateau et al., 2018).

Our design does not focus exclusively on the interaction between greenness and intertemporal wage
profiles but also accounts for the potential effect of social pressure in shaping choices on greenjobs.
This is why, within the treatment group, participants encounter a subtle degree of social influence
advocating for a shift towards green initiatives. Indeed, a large number of studies argue that social
incentives are often stronger than monetary ones in shaping behaviour. According to Sanfey et al.
(2014), individuals’ motivations to make a certain decision are always belief-dependenton others’
expectations. This has also been proven by Cloutier et al. (2011), who illustrated how regions of our
brain respond when we violate social expectations. With respect to occupational change, the analyses
by Patuelli et al. (2020) and Falck et al. (2012) highlight how family and peer pressure shape
entrepreneurial identity. Job pressure is also significantly shaped by the work- family interface (Narisada,
2020). Similarly, negative expectations from peers influence unemployed subjects’ decision to partake or
not in a training programme to increase job opportunities (Focacci and Lam, 2020). In general, non-
standard institutions, such as social ones, may affect individual behaviour (Heckman, 2000), especially
when social isolation is at stake (Cacioppo and Hawkley, 2009).

While the extant literature is rich in studies that tackle the nature and incentive-based mecha-
nisms that lead firms to restructure for greener sectors, research is scarce with respect to behavioural
investigations related to the labour force that could make such transformation possible. We aim to fill
this gap by understanding what incentives drive people to opt for greener jobs. Particularly,we
investigate whether, when applying for a job, potential job candidates are motivated to a larger extent

by social pressure and expectations, or rather by intertemporal preferences, where incentives



vary short and long term. Our findings are relevant for both policy makers interested in nudging
efficient occupational behaviour and firms interested in attracting a committed type of labour force.
To do this we use experimental methods on a large segment of the population treated with different
information. The chosen approach is the most cost-effective for gathering preliminary evidence in a
complex context like the job market, where many overlapping factors exist. This setup is designed to
ensure high internal validity by utilizing a survey experiment, while also reaching a relevant sample
through well-established preference ranking elicitation methods.

In Section 2, we illustrate the experimental design and the data used for our analysis. Sec-
tion 3 discusses the findings obtained from the experiment, while Section 4 concludes with some

implications.

2 Empirical Strategy & Data

2.1 Experimental Design

To identify what incentives are most effective in nudging people into greener jobs, we carried out an
online experiment on Qualtrics using 500 participants residing in the US, aged between 18 and 40. The
age range is justified by the design of the experiment, which investigates lifelong job applications(40-
years time horizon). Participants were hired through the Prolific platform and paid $8.85 per hour. The
sample is well-balanced across treatments according to demographic characteristics (see Table A.2 in
Appendix). Individuals are randomly assigned to a treatment. The questionnaire is presented to
subjects at the end of the experiment, and several control checks are present.

All participants are initially provided with some relevant information regarding job openings and
their features in line with the idea that they have to make a decision relevant to their career. For
this purpose, we ask them to carefully look at all career prospects.

Table 1 below features the sector of the company, distinguishing between carbon-intensive and
low carbon?, and the future yearly wage level associated with each decade the subject would work

at the company in question. These career wage prospects are shown to participants and presented

2The distinction aims to present two contrasting cases: one where the sector consistently contributes to climate
change through carbon emissions, and another where the sector maintains overall low emissions. No example is provided
to participants to avoid priming on specific sectors over others.



in the table below for convenience. For simplicity, the retirement benefits are the same after forty
years of work. Options A, B and C are jobs in a carbon-intensive sector in companies that cause
pollution and climate change. Options D, E and F are jobs in a low-carbon sector in companies that
drive the ecological transition of the economy. The wage level is different across all options. Options
A and D show a decreasing wage over the years. Options B and E show a constant wage over the
years. Options C and F show an increasing wage over the years. Subjects are indirectly required to
consider a potential trade-off between job type and income.

After answering some comprehension questions relative to the career prospects, participants in
the treatment group are exposed to a message conveying social pressure. Particularly, they are
exposed to the following text: “In your community, some of the people would not apply for a job in
a carbon-intensive company because it damages their health and the planet. Applying for a job in
the low-carbon sector helps to promote the green economy, as well as safeguard the planet. In other
words, part of your community agrees that opting for a green job is the best solution for society.”
Subjects in the control group are not treated with any specific information.

All participants are asked to decide what job they would like to apply for. They are asked to rank
the above-mentioned job options following the order of job applications they would send out,with
1 and 6, respectively, indicating their favourite and least favourite job options.

The survey ends with a short questionnaire. We ask questions relative to their age, gender, level of
education, risk preferences, whether they consider themselves extroverts or introverts, and whether they
have a small or large circle of friends. Participants are then asked about their employment status, the
sector of employment, and the extent to which the company they currently work atis to be
considered environmentally friendly. We also investigate their level of concern for the environmental
situation in their community, for large-scale environmental damages, and for climate change in
general. About this, we propose a last question where we ask what they think of the economy’s green
transition. In particular, we ask them whether it can potentially affect the labour market in terms of

the creation or destruction of job opportunities.



Option Sector 1-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 | Total

A Carbon intensive | $22 $20 $185  $17 $775
B Carbon intensive | $19.5 $19.5 $19.5 $19.5 | $780
C Carbon intensive | $17 $185  $20 $22 $775
D Low-carbon $20 $19 $185 $18 | $755
E Low-carbon $19 $19 $19 $19 $770
F Low-carbon $17 $18 $20 $22 $770

Table 1: Career Wage Prospects in thousands $

2.2 Variables & Model

For each respondent, we obtain a ranking of the options from Option A to Option F. This implies
that for each respondent we will have 6 scores from 1 to 6 associated with the options from A to
F. For instance, respondent 1 will have six choices linked to each one of the options available. Each
match from the values 1-6 is uniquely linked with one of the options.

From this variable, we create a dummy variable called ‘green preference’, which is equal to 1
when one of the green options (D, E and F) is ranked first; and 0 otherwise. We also create a
categorical variable ‘category’, distinguishing individuals into three groups based on their first three
employment options. ‘All brown” is the category of individuals who put carbon-intensive options in
the first three ranks. In ‘all green” individuals strictly prefer green options. ‘Mixers” are those who
put both brown and green options within the first three ranks.

To examine the treatment effect, we employ two models. In the first probabilistic model P,
the outcome of interest Y is ‘green preference’. In the second multinomial logistic model ML, the

outcome of interest Y is ‘category’. The models are specified in the following way:

E(Y |X) = P(Y =1|X) = ®(Bo + BiTREAT + 3" D + y"K)

In our models, X is a vector of regressors which are: TREAT a dummy indicating whether social
pressure is applied or not, D is a series of demographics including age, gender, level of education and
employment status; K includes a series of controls, including demographic characteristics, risk
preferences, and personality. In particular, we distinguish between people who are risk averse and risk

lovers, as well as introverts or extroverts, also considering whether they have a large or small



circle of friends. We also account for attitudes towards the environment and the green economy, as
there might be a moderating factor for choices that are significantly greener.

The main hypotheses are pre-registered on the AEA RCT Social Science Registry3.

Hypothesis 1: Main treatment effect We hypothesize that subjects in the treatment group(i.e.
subjects who have displayed the social pressure text) will opt more for green job openings than

subjects in the control group.

Hypothesis 2: Treatment effect on choice variability Subjects in the treatment group are

predicted to show smaller variability across choices than subjects in the control.

In addition to the multivariate analysis and following the approach of Finch (2022), the hypothe-
ses are discussed under the lenses of a Plackett-Luce Model (PLM) to assess the distance between
rankings and more generally the effectiveness of the treatment against the control group.

No other main hypotheses on the treatment effect were pre-registered as the rest of the investi- gation
remained an exploratory analysis.

Finally, building on Loewnstein and Sicherman (1991), we investigate how the carbon intensity of
each sector and social pressure can affect job choices that are different from a temporal perspective.
In particular, we are interested in the following outcome; namely, whether the individual is more or

less likely to opt for a job that favours constant over increasing over decreasing salaries.

2.3 Data

Among the 500 individuals who took part in our experiment, 21 were not able to answer correctly the
initial understanding questions. In particular, they made more than two mistakes. Our final sample is
therefore based on 479 individuals and characterized as follows (Table A.2 in the Ap- pendix).
Concerning gender, 55% identify as men, 43.6% as women, and 1.4% did not disclose this information.
Participants are 34.4 years old on average. As regards education, the majority has a Bachelor’s degree

(45.2%), followed by a high-school degree or equivalent (36.4%), and a Master’s

3Dini, Giorgio and Chiara Natalie Focacci. 2022. ”"Green jobs and motivations.” AEA RCT Registry. August 03.
https://www.socialscienceregistry.org/trials/9824
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degree (12.6%). When it comes to social circles, 83% describe themselves as introverts and most
of the participants declare to have a small circle of friends (86.6%). The most popular sectors are
information technology (15.97%), retail (12.04%), healthcare (8.38%), accountancy, banking and
finance (6.81%), and business, consultancy and management (5.76%). 32.98% think their current
company is somewhat environmentally friendly.

Concerning risk preferences, the majority of participants chose 2 (17.2%), 3, 4, and 6 (12%) on
a scale from 1 to 10, where 10 represents the highest appreciation for risk. 29.4% and 18.4% chose 6
on a scale from 1 to 10 for, respectively, being concerned about the environment in their community
and large-scale environmental damages. 26.6% of the participants picked 10 when asked to what
extent they are concerned about climate change. When asked how they think a green transition of the
economy can potentially affect the job market, 53.6% and 11.4% think it, respectively, creates and

destroys job opportunities.

3 Results & Discussion

At first, we investigated the role of treatment effect on rankings for both carbon-intensive and low-
carbon options. The graph 1 displays both control and treatment density plots with dashed and
solid lines. Treatment raises option D to F density towards the first ranks and, symmetrically, lowers
ranks of options A to C towards the last ranks.

This graphical intuition is corroborated by the probabilistic regression model showing that job
candidates who are treated with social pressure are 24.4 percentage points more likely to opt for green
jobs when looking for employment (Table 7). Results remain economically and statistically significant
when controls are included. On this subject, we find that individuals who claim to be concerned about
the environment, in general, are 35.9 percentage points more likely, significant at 1% level, to put
options of green jobs in higher ranks of preference. A positive and significanteffect equal to 41.6
percentage points is also found for individuals who see green jobs as a proactive opportunity to create
employment.

When investigating interactions through the multinomial logistic model, we find significant differ-

ences between treated and untreated individuals across defined categories. As coefficients cannot be



Carbon-intensive options Low-carbon options

Density
Density

T T T T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 5 & 1 2 3 4
Ranking Ranking

[ ostiona [_] options [ optonc [] optiond [ | optionE [ | optionF I} Control [] Treatment

Figure 1: To the left, options A to C representing the carbon-intensive options show the movement
towards the lowest rankings of the grid. To the right, options D to F, low-carbon options are to a
large extent heightened towards the first ranks.

interpreted directly, we estimate predicted probabilities with the stata mlincom command for non-
linear effects (Mize, 2019). The attitude of men and women towards opting for green jobs, brown jobs,
and a mix of the two for their first three preferences is quite divergent (Figure 2). While, originally,
men choose brown options to a larger extent than women, their likelihood of opting for them as first
preferences drops significantly after treatment. Similarly, while women tend to choose green options
more often when untreated compared to men, social pressure increases their likeli- hood of opting
for green jobs. This may be justified by the stronger perceptiveness and sensitivityto peer pressure
experienced by men in society, currently empirically tested for drinking (Morriset al., 2020),
smoking (Newman, 1984), and sexual activity (Duckworth & Trautner, 2019). This gender-based
characteristic turns out to be useful as regards the green transition, as men treated with environmental
pressure by their community tend to readjust their occupational behaviour in favour of green options.

We also investigate whether differences emerge with respect to individuals having more larger

or smaller circles of friends in line with Focacci & Lam (2020). Particularly, we find that, when



treated, subjects with large circles of friends favour brown jobs less often, compared to small-circle
members (Figure 3). An explanation of this can be found in the exposure of large-circle members
to a larger number of opinions. The larger the group, the higher the probability of being friends
with individuals who opt for green choices in the first place. This, in turn, causes individuals in
large circles of friends to conform to similar ideas or to not oppose them. Already in adolescence,
individuals learn ‘a great deal’ about the world through their wider circle of friends (Giordano,
1995).

No particular effect is observed for the employment status category (Figure 4). It appears that being
employed or not does not significantly impact whether individuals favour greener choices in their ideal
job ranking or not. A slight effect is found post-treatment in unemployed subjects. Fol- lowing social
pressure, they are less likely to pick brown choices as their first three job preferences.In general,
however, the likelihood of opting for green or brown jobs seems independent from employ-ment status.
Similarly, no significant effect is observed as regards the comparison between graduatedand not
graduated individuals (Figure 6), or between older and younger respondents (Figure 7). The latter may
be explained by the fact that the range between the oldest and the youngest subjectsin our sample
is not extremely large as the oldest subject is 40. Their attitudes towards green and brown jobs may
not be that dissimilar.

When we compare introverted and extroverted subjects, we find a significant difference in their
likelihood to favour green or brown jobs (Figure 5). Introverts are generally more inward-focused,
which may lead them to ask themselves questions, analyse their behaviour, and develop awareness
(Beukeboom et al., 2013). This is why pressure from society affects them to a large extent, pushing
their green choices up compared to when not treated. On the other hand, extroverts tend to
favour brown options more often after being treated with pressure. This could be explained by
their difficulty in complying to rules: pushing them to behave according to a certain normative
expectation leads to the exact opposite effect. Extroverts’ ego tends to be generally higher (Taft, 1970;
Brashears et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2022). Thus, a normative expectation may cause rebellion against the
norm itself; in this case, choosing green jobs because society wants you to. No significant effect is
observed for risk-averse individuals and risk lovers (Figure 8).

When analysing results for those who are and are not concerned with the environment, we
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observe that the treatment effect is the same (Figure 7). The main difference lies in the higher baseline
for green job preferences for those who are concerned with the environment. An interestingresult is
observed between subjects who believe the green transition will destroy jobs and subjects who
believe it will create jobs (Figure 9). Following our social pressure treatment in favour ofthe
green transition, we observe a change in the attitude of treated subjects according to whicha
green transition generates more job opportunities (p-value=0.037). For pessimist subjects, the
likelihood of choosing brown jobs as their first three favourite options significantly decreases after
treatment. On the other hand, the likelihood of choosing green jobs as their first three favourite
options significantly increases after treatment. The effect for subjects who are optimistic about
the green transition is significantly smaller, as they might be already convinced by the superiority
of green jobs. This indicates that targeting the first group —namely, those who believe the green
transition will destroy jobs— is extremely relevant. Their baseline for choosing brown jobs, when
not treated, is significantly higher, while the effect of social pressure is successful in changing their
preferences.

Regarding our second hypothesis, we reject the null hypothesis of treatment inducing a smaller
variance. Table 16 displays the variance of each option across treatments and the Bartlett test of ho-
mogeneity of variances allows to test the difference given non-normality conditions. The test impedes
the rejection of the null hypothesis suggesting that variance is not different after the intervention.

Finally, results from Table 13 suggest that individuals prefer increasing and constant wage
prospects to decreasing ones. However, interestingly the greenness of the job option alters the
conventional increasing-constant relationship. In the control group, which excludes any confounding
effect of peer pressure, option F is the most preferred (mean rank = 2.77), while option B, being
carbon-intensive and constant wages is the second most opted prospect (mean rank = 3.05) followed
by option E (low-carbon and constant) (mean rank = 3.38). Surprisingly, option C is ranked fourth
on average (mean rank = 3.76). We exclude that the total difference of 5 thousand dollars between
options C and B can explain this reversal to predictions. Not surprisingly, options D and A, with

decreasing wage prospects, are the least preferred.

11



4 Conclusions

In this article, we carried out an experiment and treated individuals with different information to
see to what extent social pressure and intertemporal preferences can nudge them into applying for
a job that is more environmentally friendly.

Estimates from a probabilistic regression model applied to 473 individuals show that individuals
are significantly more likely to opt for a green job when they are treated with social pressure in favour
of sustainable employment. Comparatively to non-treated individuals, they are 24.4 percentage points
more likely to place green jobs in higher ranks of preference when applying for a job. Our findings
contribute to the sparking debate on the future of greener sector from the behavioural perspective of
the labour force. This is justified by the necessity for labour supply to exist and expand in greener
sectors if such greener sectors want to expand and gain market power.

Results show that this is particularly true for individuals who value long-term benefits and are
risk averse in terms of job stability but risk lovers for immediate monetary payoffs. On this subject,
implications for firms that are committed to greener solutions are advised to frame job offers focused
on the incentives that exist and increase in the future. Considering the progressive restructuring
of firms into sectors that are more environmentally friendly, future projections are likely to be
significantly positive for individuals who work in such sectors. Carbon-intensive firms may also be
careful with regards to the framing of their job offers, which inherently attract individuals with short-
term goals. Finally, we find a significant difference in the likelihood of individuals to favour green or
brown jobs based on whether they are introverts or extroverts. Because introverts are generally more
used to analyse and question themselves (Beukeboom et al., 2013), pressure from society can affect
them to a large extent. On the other hand, when treated with pressure, extroverts,who tend to dislike
complying to norms (Taft, 1970; Brashears et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2022), tendto favour brown
options more often. This suggests firms should account for individual personalities depending on the
target of their job offers.

Our study accounts for some limitations which must be considered. First, the study accounts for a
relatively small sample size (473 observations following comprehension questions) which still allows

us to draw statistically robust conclusions within the experimental setting. However, the
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prolific sample, despite being commonly adopted in experimental studies, still lacks strong potential
generalizability to broader populations. Second, the online setting is a starting point to approach
research in this field, exploring incentives and factors commonly present in real-world applications.
Since our evidence suggests a consistent effect of peer pressure on individuals’ choices, the next
natural step would be to use observational data and field experiments on job search behaviour. Lastly,
ranked options demonstrate a great potential to observe shifts in behaviour; however, the action
space is restricted while participants could have ranked multiple options equally.

While forms of green activism are implemented to protect the environment and support the green
economy via sensitive consumer choices, the potential benefit of social initiatives would be exploited
to enhance the supply of green jobs as well, encouraging people to make a difference by working a
green job and keeping skilled workers motivated*. Additionally, understanding the roleof inter-
temporal monetary incentives (Loewenstein and Sicherman, 1991) is crucial, too, for labour market
institutions, including trade unions, to ensure competitive salaries in green jobs and stable careers.
Our findings would also help firms in framing their job vacancies for green jobs in a more effective
way.

Nonetheless, for the green economy to truly flourish, systemic policies must be put in place to
support both businesses and workers. These policies are not only critical for motivating individuals
to enter the green workforce but also for ensuring businesses have the necessary tools to facilitate
a smooth transition to sustainable practices. A series of policy implications could contribute toa
successful green transition. In general, financial positive incentives such as tax deductions or subsidies
for renewable energy projects or green technologies could help businesses to start or develop their green
transition. In parallel to this, regulations could be put in place to set specific targets for reducing carbon
emissions, as well as create more sustainable companies and buildings in line with energy efficiency
standards. On this subject, governments could invest in the green restructuring of companies, as well
as in infrastructure, including public transportation.

As regards our study more specifically, we believe that, when hiring, governments, public bodies,
and private companies should account for the peer effects that surround the green transition. This

means being up to date with the community’s commitment to environmental issues -without falling

“https://www.oecd.org/environment/Employment-Implications-of-Green-Growth-OECD-Report-G7-
Environment-Ministers.pdf
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into the trap of green washing-, as well as investing or offering attractive training programs to
job candidates or extant employees interested in developing a profile in renewable energy, energy
efficiency, solar installation, wind turbine maintenance, and sustainable construction, and other green
industries. Similarly, human capital investment could play a significant role in encouraging individuals
to apply for green jobs, especially if this is done at the early stages of education, when individuals are
even more influenced by their peers. Sustainability and environmental education should be included
in the new school curricula, as well as scholarships could be offered for pursuing degrees, and later
careers, in related green fields.

The green economy is the future. While firms invest in transforming themselves, the framing of job
offers is crucial to guarantee a type of labour supply that exceeds not just in quantity but alsoin
quality. Corporations that are likely to succeed in the future, saving both the economy and the
environment, are those who work with motivated people. While monetary payoffs are not a sufficient
condition to do so, accounting for social expectations and intertemporal preferences is necessary to

achieve this goal.

14



References

(1]

(2]

(3]

(4]

(5]

(6]

(7]

(8]

9]

[10]

ANSAH, R., AND SOROOSHIAN, S. Green economy: Private sectors’ response to climate change.

Environmental Quality Management 28, 3 (2019), 63—-69.

BEUKEBOOM, C. J., TANIS, M., AND VERMEULEN, |. E. The language of extraversion:

Extraverted people talk more abstractly, introverts are more concrete. Journal of Language and

Social Psychology 32, 2 (2013), 191-201.

BRASHEARS, M. E., BRASHEARS, L. A., AND HARDER, N. L. Where you are, what you want, and
what you can do: The role of master statuses, personality traits, and social cognition in

shaping ego network size, structure, and composition. Network Science 8, 3 (2020), 356-380.

CACIOPPO, J., AND HAWKLEY, L. ‘Perceived social isolation and cognition’. Trends in Cog-

nitive Sciences 13, 10 (2009), pp. 447-54.

CAPASSO, M., IVERSEN, E.J., KLTKOU, A., AND SANDVEN, T. Which region to choose for
an industrial policy? A research path to highlight restructuring opportunities. European

Planning Studies 27, 9 (2019), 1461-1482.

CHATEAU, J., BIBAS, R., AND LANZzI, E. Impacts of green growth policies on labour markets and

wage income distribution: a general equilibrium application to climate and energy policies.

CLOUTIER, J., GABRIELI, J., O’YOUNG, D., AND AMBADY, N. ‘An fMRI study of violations
of social expectations: When people are not who we expect them to be’. Neurolmage 57, 2

(2011), pp. 583—-88.
DESCHENES, O. Green jobs. Tech. rep., IZA Policy Paper, 2013.

DROSTE, N., HANSJURGENS, B., KUIKMAN, P., OTTER, N., ANTIKAINEN, R., LESKINEN, P.,
PITKANEN, K., SAIKKU, L., LOISEAU, E., AND THOMSEN, M. Steering innovations towards

a green economy: Understanding government intervention. Journal of Cleaner Production 135

(2016), 426-434.

DuUcCkwORTH, K. D., AND TRAUTNER, M. N. Gender goals: Defining masculinity and navi-
gating peer pressure to engage in sexual activity. Gender & Society 33,5 (2019), 795-817.
15



[11]

[12]

(13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

(17]

(18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

FAaLck, O., HEBLICH, S., AND LUEDEMANN, E. ‘Identity and entrepreneurship: do school

peers shape entrepreneurial intentions?’. Small Business Economics 39 (2012), 39-59.

Focaccl, C., AND LAM, P. ‘why do unemployed people avoid participation in training? An

experiment for policy making’. Social Policy and Administration 54, 7 (2020), 1231-1245.

GAMMA, K., MAI, R., AND Loock, M. The double-edged sword of ethical nudges: Does

inducing hypocrisy help or hinder the adoption of pro-environmental behaviors? Journal of

Business Ethics 161 (2020), 351-373.

GIORDANO, P. C. The wider circle of friends in adolescence. American Journal of Sociology 101,

3 (1995), 661-697.

GROLLEAU, G., MzouGHI, N., AND PeEkovic, S. ‘green not (only) for profit: An empiri- cal
examination of the effect of environmental-related standards on employees’ recruitment’.

Resource and Energy Economics 34, 1 (2012), 74-92.

HAAN, P. A multi-state model of state dependence in labor supply: Intertemporal labor supply

effects of a shift from joint to individual taxation. Labour Economics 17, 2 (2010), 323-335.

HAAN, P., AND UHLENDORFF, A. Intertemporal labor supply and involuntary unemployment.

Empirical Economics 44 (2013), 661—-683.

HECKMAN, J. ‘Policies to Foster Human Capital’, volume=54, number=1, pages=pp. 3-56,

year = 2000. Research in Economics.

KAZSTELAN, A. ‘on the road to a green economy: How do European Union countries ‘do their

homework’?’. Energies 14, 18 (2021), 5941.

KRUEGER, J. J., AND NEUGART, M. ‘weather and intertemporal labor supply: Results from

German time-use data’. Labour 32, 1 (2018), pp. 112-140.

LEE, H.-W., CHANG, M.-Y., CHou, W.-Y., HWANG, J.-S., AND Fu, Y.-C. From indirectto
direct contacts on facebook: A big-data approach to the making of triadic network closure.

Canadian Review of Sociology/Revue canadienne de sociologie 59, 2 (2022), 207-227.

16



[22]

(23]

(24]

(25]

[26]

[27]

(28]

[29]

(30]

[31]

LOEWENSTEIN, G., AND SICHERMAN, N. Do workers prefer increasing wage profiles? Journal

of Labor Economics 9, 1 (1991), 67-84.

LOEWENSTEIN, G., AND SICHERMAN, N. ‘do workers prefer increasing wage profiles?’. Journal

of Labor Economics 9, 1 (1991).

LoiseAu, E., SAIKKU, L., ANTIKAINEN, R., DROSTE, N., HANSJIURGENS, B., PITKANEN,
K., LESKINEN, P., KUIKMAN, P., AND THOMSEN, M. Green economy and related concepts:

An overview. Journal of Cleaner Production 139 (2016), 361-371.

Mazzocco, M., RUiz, C., AND YAMAGUCHI, S. Labor supply and household dynamics.

American Economic Review 104, 5 (2014), 354—-359.

Mize, T. D. Best practices for estimating, interpreting, and presenting nonlinear interaction

effects. Sociological Science 6 (2019), 81-117.

MORRIS, H., LARSEN, J., CATTERALL, E., Moss, A. C., AND DOMBROWSKI, S. U. Peer pressure
and alcohol consumption in adults living in the uk: a systematic qualitative review. BMC

Public Health 20 (2020), 1-13.

NARISADA, A. Job pressure, the work-family interface, and the sense of distributive injustice:
An elaboration of work-related inputs among twenty-first century workers. Social Psychology

Quarterly 83, 2 (2020), 107-128.

NEWMAN, |. M. Capturing the energy of peer pressure: Insights from a longitudinal study of

adolescent cigarette smoking. Journal of School Health 54, 4 (1984), 146—148.

NEWTON, P., AND MEYER, D. ‘exploring the attitudes-action gap in household resource

consumption: Does “environmental lifestyle” segmentation align with consumer behaviour?’.

Sustainability 5 (2013), 1211-1233.

OWEN, R., BRENNAN, G., AND LYON, F. Enabling investment for the transition to a low carbon
economy: government policy to finance early stage green innovation. Current Opinion in

Environmental Sustainability 31 (2018), 137—145.

17



[32]

33]

[34]

35]

(36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

PATUELLI, R., SANTARELLI, E., AND TUBADJI, A. ‘Entrepreneurial intention among high- school

students: the importance of parents, peers and neighbors’. Eurasian Business Review (2020).

PAavLovA, M. Fostering inclusive, sustainable economic growth and “green” skills development

in learning cities through partnerships. International Review of Education 64 (2018), 339-354.

Perez, C. ‘digital and green: a very convenient marriage by carlota perez’. Beyond the

Technological Revolution Blog Series (2020).

ROGERSON, R., AND WALLENIUS, J. Retirement, home production and labor supply elastici-

ties. Journal of Monetary Economics 78 (2016), 23—34.

SANFEY, A., STALLEN, M., AND CHANG, L. ‘Norms and expectations in social decision-

making’. Trends in Cognitive Sciences 18, 4 (2014), pp. 172-4.

STEEEN, M., AND NJOS, R. Green restructuring, innovation, and transitions in Norwegian

industry: The role of economic geography. Norwegian Journal of Geography 73, 1 (2019), 1-3.

STILWELL, F., AND PRIMROSE, D. Economic stimulus and restructuring: Infrastructure, green

jobs and spatial impacts. Urban Policy and Research 28, 1 (2010), 5-25.

TAFT, R. The measurement of the dimensions of ego permissiveness. Personality: An Inter-

national Journal (1970).

VONA, F., MARIN, G., CONsOLI, D., AND PopPP, D. Environmental regulation and green skills:
an empirical exploration. Journal of the Association of Environmental and Resource

Economists 5, 4 (2018), 713-753.

WALLENIUS, J. Human capital accumulation and the intertemporal elasticity of substitution

of labor: How large is the bias? Review of Economic Dynamics 14, 4 (2011), 577-591.

Wu, C., AND KRUEGER, D. Consumption insurance against wage risk: Family labor supply

and optimal progressive income taxation. American Economic Journal 13, 1 (2021), 79-113.

18



Appendix

A.1 Experimental instructions

CONSENT FORM

Dear respondent, you are invited to participate in a study conducted by researchers of the
Erasmus University Rotterdam and University of Bologna.

You are invited to this survey online because you are residing in the US and you are 18
years old or older

The objective of the study is to understand job applicants' behaviour. You are invited to fill
out a survey on strategies in job market context that will take about four minutes. Once the
survey is completed, you will earn £0.5 (£8.85/hour), transferred to your account in local $
currency.

Participation in the survey is voluntary and anonymous. The answers you provide to us by
completing the survey will remain confidential and will only be used for research purposes.
In any case, we will not be able fo trace the answers back to participants.

Codes, not names, will be used in our analysis of the data. Anonymous data may be
published in scientific journals, articles, and other public contexts and stored in a secure
location for a minimum of 10 years. Data processed before the withdrawal of your consent
and anonymized is lawfully collected and can be used for the research. You do not have to
justify your decision to withdraw.

If you have questions related to the study, please send an email
to: focacci@law.eurnl or giorgio.dini2@unibo.it.

By signing this Form, you consent to participate in this research, confirm that you are at
least 18 years old, understand that participating in this research is completely voluntary;
and understand that your data will be anonymized for further research and publication.

You can now agree to the conditions explained above to participate in the study or
withdraw.

| AGREE

I DO NOT AGREE



PLEASE READ THE TEXT BELOW CAREFULLY

Imagine you have to make a decision that is relevant to your career.

You can see a list of job openings and their features. Now you can look at these career
prospects.

Each line represents an option for a job opening highlighting the company sector and the
future yearly wage level in every decade you will be employed in that company for that
job.

If you are using a smartphone scroll Ieft to see all the table

[company [1-10  |[11-20 [|21-30  [31-40

Option Total
ption | ctor years |years |years [|years

Option |Carbon 92,0008 |20.0008 |18.5008 [17.0008 [775.000%
A lintensive

Option |Carb

ption Carbon 19,5008 [19.5008 [19.5008 |19.5008 |780.0008
B lintensive

Option |[Carbon

ption. |Carbol 17.000% [18.5008 |p0.0008 |22.0008 |775.0008
[ ||ntenswe

gpu':'" |Low-carbon 00,0008 |19.0008 |18.5008 [18.0008 |755.000%
—

EP"':'" |Low-carbon [19,0008 |[19.0008 |19,0008 [19.0008 [760.000%
Option

Fptl |me—carb0n 17,000% |18,000% |[20,000% |22,000% |770,000%

Have you read everything?

Yes

Mo



In brief, regarding the company sector.

« Options A, B and C indicate jobs in a carbon-intensive sector in companies that
cause poliution and climate change.

= Options D, E and F indicate jobs in a low-carbon sector in companies that drive the
ecological transition of the economy.

The yearly wage level over the years is different across all options. But, as you can see:

= Options Aand D show a decreasing yearly wage.
« Options B and E show a constant yearly wage.
« Options C and F show an increasing yearly wage.

If you are using a smariphone scroll left to see all the table

Compan 1-10 11-20 21-20 =1-40
option [~ O Pany Total
sector years [years |[years years
Cption |Carbon
Pt ) . 22.000% |20,000% |18.500% |17.000% |775.000%
Ly intensive
Cipoti (Carbo
ption .a |'| 19,500% [19,500% [19.500% |19.500% [780.000%
B intensive
(Cipti (Carbo
ption. {Carbon 17,0008 |18.5008 [20.0008 [22.000s |775.0008
L intensive
Crption
5 Low-carbon [20,000% |19,000% |18,500% [18,000% |[755,000%
COption
- Low-carbon [19,000% |19,000% |19,000% [19,000% |[760,000%
COption
- Low-carbon [17,000% |18,000% |20,000% [22,000% |(770,000%




Mow, only a few questions about these prospects.

Which option has increasing yearly wage and carbon intensive business?

Option A

Option B

Option C

Which option allows you to earn less than 18,000% in 35 years from now?

Option A

Option C

Option F

Which is the option that allows you to eam the most considering the first 30 years?

Option A

Option B

Option D



In your community some of the people would not apply for a job in a polluting
company because it damages their health and the planet. Applying for a job in the low-
carbon sector helps to promote the green economy, as well as safeguard the planet. In
other words, part of your community agrees that opting for a green job is the best solution
for society.

You now have to take a decision with respect to what job you would like to apply for.

Please rank the job options below (Options A to F) following the order of job applications
you would send out.

1 indicates your favorite job option, & your least favorite job option.

1 2 3 4 5 ]
Opfion A O O O ] O O
Option B O O O O O O
Opfion C O O O ] O O
Opfion D O O O ] O O
Option E O O O ] O O
Option F O O O ] O O

A reminder of the career wage prospects:

If you are using a smartphone scroll left to see all the table

Company |1-10 [1120 |2130 [31-40
|Dptiun pany

Total
sector years |years |years years
COption |Carbon
pt ] ] 22,000% |20,000% |18,500% |17.000% |775,000%
A intensive
Cption |Carbon
pt ] ] 19,500% [19,500% |19,500% |19,500% |780.000%
12 intensive
Cption |Carbon
pt ) ) 17,000% |18,500% |20.000% |22,000% |775,000%
C intensive
Option
I Low-carbon |20,000% [19,000% |18,500% |18.000% |755.000%
Option
e Low-carbon [19,000% [19,000% |19,000% |19.000% |760.000%
Vv
Option
Low-carbon |17,000% [18,000% |20,000% |22,000% |770.000%

|F




Are you employed at the moment?

es

No

In which sector are you employed?

| Engineering and manufacturing w |

To what extent would you define the sector in which you currently work as 'environmentally-
friendly'?

Exiremely environmentally-friendly

Somewhat environmentally-friendhy

Meither cases

Somewhat not environmentally-friendly

Exiremely not environmentally-friendly

Vi



Do you have a small or large circle of friends?
Small

Large

Do you consider yourself more of an introvert or extrovert?
Introvert

Extrovert

With which gender do you identify most with?
Male
Female

Prefer not to say

Please type in your age below:

vii



What is the highest level of education you have completed?

Less than high school degree

High school degree {or equivalent including GED)

Professional degree (JD, MD)

Bachelor's degres

Master's degree

Doctorate

From a scale of 1 to 10, to what extent do you agree with the sentence: ‘| like risk’.

| totally dizagres | totally agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 10
| like risk

®

How much are you concemed about:

A Great
Mever Little Somewhat Much Deal
1 2 3 4 5 ] ] T a8 g 10

The environment situation in your community

Large-scale environmental damages

Climate change

viii



Do you think a green transition of the economy can potentially affect the job market? How?

It destroys job opportunities

Meither destroy nor create job opportunities

It creates job opportunities



A.2 Tables

Table 2: Descriptive statistics: Total population before exclusion of participants with two or more
mistakes in the comprehension questions

Mea (%) St. Dev. Min Max
Gender
Male 55.0 50.0 0 1
Female 43.6 49.6 0 1
Other 1.4 11.8 0 1
Age (years) 344 87.6 18 40
Education
Less than high school degree 8.0 8.9 0 1
High school degree (or equivalent) 36.4 48.2 0 1
Professional degree (JD, MD) 4.0 19.6 0 1
Bachelor’s degree 45.2 49.8 0 1
Master’s degree 12.6 33.2 0 1
Doctorate 1.0 9.9 0 1
Employment status
Employed 76.4 42.5 0
Not employed 23.6 42.5 0
Sector
Accountancy, banking, and finance 6.8 25.2 0 1
Business, consultancy, and management | 5.8 23.3 0 1
Charity and voluntary work 0.5 7.2 0 1
Creative arts and design 5.2 22.3 0 1
Energy and utilities 13 11.4 0 1
Engineering and manufacturing 6.8 25.2 0 1
Environment and agriculture 0.8 8.8 0 1
Healthcare 8.4 27.7 0 1
Hospitality and events management 3.1 17.5 0 1
IT 16.0 36.7 0 1
Law 1.0 10.2 0 1
Law enforcement and security 0.5 7.2 0 1
Leisure, sport, and tourism 0.5 7.2 0 1
Marketing, advertising, and PR 2.1 14.3 0 1
Media and internet 2.6 16.0 0 1
Property and construction 2.1 14.3 0 1
Public services and admin. 4.5 20.6 0 1
Recruitment and HR 1.0 10.2 0 1
Research and higher education 2.9 16.7 0 1
Retail 12.0 32.6 0 1
Sales 4.5 20.6 0 1
Science and pharmaceuticals 0.8 8.8 0 1
Social care 26.2 16.0 0 1
Teacher training and education 52.3 22.3 0 1
Transport and logistics 28.8 16.7 0 1
Environmentally-friendly
Extremely environmentally-friendly 10.7 31.0 0 1
Extremely not environmentally-friendly | 3.9 194 0 1
Neither cases environmentally-friendly 36.4 48.2 0 1
Somewhat environmentally-friendly 33.0 47.1 0 1
Somewhat not environmentally-friendly | 16.0 36.7 0 1




Table 3: Descriptive statistics: total population

Mean (%) Mean (%)
Circle of friends
Large 13.4 34.1 0 1
Small 86.6 34.1 0 1
Personality
Extrovert 17.0 37.6 0 1
Introvert 83.0 37.6 0 1
Risk attitude (from 1 to 10)
1 10.0 30.0 0 1
2 17.2 37.7 0 1
3 16.8 37.4 0 1
4 14.8 35.5 0 1
5 10.8 311 0 1
6 12.0 32.6 0 1
7 9.8 29.7 0 1
8 5.6 23.0 0 1
9 1.8 13.3 0 1
10 1.2 10.9 0 1
Concern for local environment (from 1 to 10)
1 3.2 17.6 0 1
2 5.4 22.6 0 1
3 7.0 25.5 0 1
4 6.4 24.5 0 1
5 6.0 23.8 0 1
6 29.4 45.6 0 1
7 12.2 32.8 0 1
8 14.8 35.5 0 1
9 4.4 20.5 0 1
10 11.2 31.6 0 1
Concern for climate change (from 1 to 10)
1 4.4 20.5 0 1
2 4.6 21.0 0 1
3 2.0 14.0 0 1
4 3.0 17.1 0 1
5 3.6 18.6 0 1
6 14.8 35.5 0 1
7 11.6 32.1 0 1
8 15.6 36.3 0 1
9 13.8 34.5 0 1
10 26.6 44.2 0 1
Green transition
It creates job opportunities 53.6 49.9 0 1
Neither destroy nor create job opportunities 35.0 47.7 0 1
It destroys job opportunities 114 31.8 0 1
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Table 4: Descriptive statistics by group: control & treatment

Mean (%) Mean (%)
Gender
Male 53.60 56.40
Female 45.20 42.00
Other 1.20 1.60
Age 38.1 30.8
Education
Less than high school degree 0.8 0.8
High school degree (or equivalent) 35.2 37.6
Professional degree (JD, MD) 3.6 4.4
Bachelor’s degree 46.0 44.4
Master’s degree 13.6 11.6
Doctorate 0.8 1.2
Employment status
Employed 75.2 77.6
Not employed 24.8 224
Sector
Accountancy, banking, and finance 6.38 7.22
Business, consultancy, and management | 6.91 4.64
Charity and voluntary work 6.91 1.03
Creative arts and design 0.53 3.61
Energy and utilities 0.53 2.06
Engineering and manufacturing 5.32 8.25
Environment and agriculture 1.06 0.52
Healthcare 12.23 4.64
Hospitality and events management 1.60 4.64
T 13.83 18.04
Law 1.06 1.03
Law enforcement and security 1.06 0
Leisure, sport, and tourism 0 1.03
Marketing, advertising, and PR 2.66 1.55
Media and internet 4.26 1.03
Property and construction 2.13 2.06
Public services and admin. 2.13 4.12
Recruitment and HR 1.06 1.03
Research and higher education 2.13 3.61
Retail 11.7 12.37
Sales 4.79 4.12
Science and pharmaceuticals 1.06 0.52
Social care 3.72 1.55
Teacher training and education 2.66 7.73
Transport and logistics 2.13 3.61
Environmentally-friendly
Extremely environmentally-friendly 9.57 11.86
Extremely not environmentally-friendly | 5.32 2.58
Neither cases environmentally-friendly 37.32 35.57
Somewhat environmentally-friendly 32.98 32.99
Somewhat not environmentally-friendly | 14.89 17.01
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Table 5: Descriptive statistics by group: control & treatment

Mean (%) Mean (%)
Circle of friends
Large 12 14.8
Small 88 85.2
Personality
Extrovert 15.6 18.4
Introvert 84.4 81.6
Risk attitude (from 1 to 10)
1 11.2 8.8
2 18.4 16
3 14 19.6
4 14.4 15.2
5 11.6 10
6 11.6 12.4
7 11.2 8.4
8 5.2 6
9 1.2 24
10 1.2 1.2
Concern for local environment (from 1 to 10)
1 4 2.4
2 5.6 5.2
3 5.6 8.4
4 7.2 5.6
5 6.8 5.2
6 30 28.8
7 12.4 12
8 124 17.2
9 2.8 6
10 13.2 9.2
Concern for climate change (from 1 to 10)
1 4 4.8
2 4 5.2
3 0.4 3.6
4 2.4 3.6
5 3.2 4
6 16 13.6
7 11.6 11.6
8 14.8 16.4
9 15.2 12.4
10 28.4 24.8
Green transition
It creates job opportunities 56.4 50.8
Neither destroy nor create job opportunities 33.6 36.4
It destroys job opportunities 10 12.8

xiii



Table 6: Pearson’s Chi-squared test with Yates’ continuity correction

Control Treatment
Variable N Percent N Percent Test
Gender 239 240 X% =2.116
Male 137 57% 125 52%
Female 101 42% 112 47%
Prefer not to say 1 0% 3 1%
Under30 239 240 X% =0.497
Under 145 61% 137 57%
Over 94 39% 103 43%
Friends 239 240 x? =0.196
Small circle 209 87% 214 89%
Large circle 30 13% 26 11%
Social attitude 239 240 x? =0.072
Introvert 199 83% 203 85%
Extrovert 40 17% 37 15%
Environmentalism 239 240 x?=0.1
Less concerned 103 43% 99 41%
Concerned 1 136 57% 141 59%
Education 239 240 x? =0.625
Not graduate 94 39% 85 35%
Graduate 145 61% 155 65%
Employment 239 240 X2 =0.089
No 54 23% 58 24%
Yes 185 77% 182 76%
Green job 239 240 x? =0.051
No or unclear 158 66% 162 68%
Yes 81 34% 78 32%

Statistical significance markers: * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01.
‘Green job’ is a dummy for whether the subject has a green job somewhat to
(extremely green) or not.
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Table 7: Results of the Probit Models regressions

Dependent variable:

greenpref
(1) (2) (3)

Treatment 0.244%* 0.248%* 0.218*
(0.118) (0.119) (0.123)

Female 0.018 —0.009
(0.120) (0.127)

Older 0.116 0.097
(0.119) (0.124)

Graduate 0.155 0.137
(0.128) (0.136)

Employed —0.067 —0.061
(0.148) (0.157)

Friends: Large —0.146
(0.205)

Extrovert —-0.182
(0.185)

Green transition: null 0.205
(0.210)

Green transition: positive 0.419**
(0.210)

Risk tolerance 0.023
(0.142)

Concerned for environment 0.359***
(0.132)

Constant 0.191** 0.077 -0.334
(0.082) (0.163) (0.241)

Observations 473 473 473

Log Likelihood —311.585 —310.340 —299.603
Akaike Inf. Crit. 627.169 632.680 623.206
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Table 8: Average Marginal Effects of Probit Regression

Factor AME SE z P Lower Upper
Treatment 0.0770" 0.0428 1.7990 0.0720 -0.0069 0.1608
Female -0.0018 0.0451 -0.0408 0.9674 -0.0902 0.0866
Older 0.0321 0.0438 0.7327 0.4637 -0.0538 0.1181
Graduate 0.0639 0.0489 1.3060 0.1915 -0.0320 0.1598
Employed -0.0255 0.0541 -0.4720 0.6370 -0.1315 0.0805
Friends: Large -0.0562 0.0765 -0.7348 0.4625 -0.2061 0.0937
Extrovert -0.0678™" 0.0677 -1.0015 0.3166 -0.2006 0.0649
Green transition: null 0.0641 0.0787 0.8137 0.4158 -0.0902 0.2183
Green transition: positive 0.1471 0.0782 1.8796 0.0602 -0.0063 0.3004
Risk tolerance 0.0074 0.0498 0.1486 0.8819 -0.0902 0.1050

ko

Concerned for environment 0.1342 0.0485 2.7657 0.0057 0.0391 0.2293
AME: Average Marginal Effect; SE: Standard Error; z: z-value; p: p-value; Lower: Lower Confidence
Interval; Upper: Upper Confidence Interval; Significance codes: *** 0.001 ** 0.01 * 0.05.
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Table 9: Estimated average discrete probability effects of multinomial logistic regressions with stan-
dard errors clustered at the individual level. SE in parentheses.

(1) (2) (3)

All brown Mixers All green

Treatment -0.030 -0.070 0.100%**
(0.357) (0.119) (0.015)

Female -0.016 0.026 -0.010
(0.647) (0.582)  (0.822)

Older 0.026 -0.049 0.023
(0.449) (0.290) (0.581)

Friends: Large 0.049 -0.190** 0.141*
(0.392) (0.011) (0.052)

Employed 0.015 -0.012 -0.003
(0.719) (0.829)  (0.961)

Green transition: null -0.083 0.096 -0.012
(0.228) (0.249) (0.880)

Green transition: positive -0.176** 0.089 0.086
(0.010) (0.270) (0.291)

Graduate or higher -0.019 -0.063 0.082*
(0.615) (0.223) (0.077)

Extrovert 0.032 0.014 -0.046
(0.543) (0.836) (0.454)

Concerned for environment -0.039 -0.151*%**  0.190***
(0.322) (0.002) (0.000)

Risk tolerance 0.013 0.025 -0.038
(0.728) (0.606) (0.390)

N 475 475 475

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Table 10: Plackett-Luce model parameter estimates for options from A to F data with mean as the

reference considering only the control participants

Table 11: Plackett-Luce Model Parameter Estimates for Options A to F considering only the treated

participants

Table 12: Plackett-Luce model parameter estimates for options from A to F data with mean as the

reference

Option Estimate Std. Error zvalue
Option A -0.50152""" 0.05385 -9.314

Option B 0.19369""" 0.04913 3.942™"
Option C  -0.19929™"" 0.05005 -3.982™"
Option D -0.27846™"" 0.05190 -5.365"""
Option E 0.29315™"" 0.04910 5.971"""
Option F 0.49242™"" 0.05273 9.338"""

Option Estimate Std. Error z value
Option A -0.60838""" 0.07670 -7.932
Option B 0.04930 0.07025 0.702
Option C  -0.33844™"" 0.07231 -4.681
Option D -0.12799 0.07254 -1.764
Option E 0.43503""" 0.07050 6.171
Option F  0.59047"" 0.07564 7.806

Option Estimate Std. Error z value
Option A -0.50152™"" 0.05385 -9.314

Option B 0.19369""" 0.04913 3.942™
Option C  -0.19929""" 0.05005 -3.982"""
Option D -0.27846™"" 0.05190 -5.365"""
Option E 0.29315™"" 0.04910 5.971"""
Option F 0.49242™"" 0.05273 9.338™""
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Table 13: Mean Rank Table

Sample A B C D E F
All 4.08 3.23 3.90 3.93 3.19 2.67
Control 3.91 3.05 3.76 4,12 3.38 2.77
Treatment 4.25 3.40 4.04 3.74 3.00 2.57

Table 14: Pairwise ranking matrix for the six options from A to F

A B C D E F
A 0 135 214 219 185 156
B 338 0 322 243 224 185
C 259 151 0 234 185 163
D 254 230 239 0 131 125
E 288 249 288 342 0 162
F 317 288 310 348 311 0

Table 15: Marginal ranking matrix for the six options from A to F

A B C D E F
A 66 54 52 60 87 154
B 87 76 85 117 84 24
C 26 73 86 108 96 84
D 38 46 140 60 65 124
E 49 164 62 68 106 24
F 207 60 48 60 35 63

Table 16: Estimated variance for each option. The difference between control and treatment is tested
through the Bartlett test of homogeneity of variances with null hypothesis: variance is the same for
both groups. We fail to reject the null for all options.

Variable | Control Treatment | Bartlett test p-value
Option A 3.53 3.04 0.252
Option B 2.18 2.29 0.706
Option C 2.09 2.29 0.481
Option D 2.73 2.39 0.308
Option E 2.22 2.17 0.866
Option F 3.44 3.35 0.833
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A.3 Figures

Predicted Probabilities

Predicted Probabilities

Figure 2: Treatment effect interaction with gender.
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Figure 3: Treatment effect interaction with cohort of friends.
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Predicted Probabilities

Predicted Probabilities

Figure 4: Treatment effect interaction with employment status.
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Figure 5: Treatment effect interaction with individual social behaviour.
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Figure 6: Treatment effect interaction with level of education.
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Figure 7: Treatment effect interaction with age (above vs below mean age).
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Figure 8: Treatment effect interaction with concern for the environment (above vs below mean
concern).
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Figure 9: Treatment effect interaction with attitude towards risk (above vs below 6 in self-reported
risk tolerance question.)
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Figure 10: Treatment effect interaction with attitude towards green transition. Destroy : “It destroys
job opportunities”; Neutral : “Neither destroy nor create job opportunities”; Create“lt creates job
opportunities”.
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