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Pensez-vous que le climat mondial change?

Steg (2018) Nature Climate Change
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L’écart d’efficacité énergétique

Hammond (2009) Sustainability
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L‘homme - un décideur rationnel ?

Ø Les motivations conscients dominent les 
décisions et les actions

Ø Traitement cognitif de toutes les informations 
importantes pour la prise de décision

Ø Processus de prise de décision rationnel 
conduit à des résultats optimaux maximisant 
l'utilité individuelle

Homo economicus
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Homo economicus versus homo sapiens

Ø Un « cerveau de l'âge de pierre ... »
Ø Optimisé pour les défis importants du Pléistocène

Ø …dans un monde moderne
Ø Pas (toujours) accès à toutes les informations
Ø Pouvoir cognitif et informatique limité
Ø Décisions souvent influencées par les biais 

cognitifs, les heuristiques, les émotions, les 
habitudes…

Homo sapiens
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Comprendre les décisions
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Connaissances

Valeurs explicites



Comprendre les décisions
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Connaissances

Valeurs explicites

Normes sociales

Emotions

Heuristiques

Biais cognitifs



Comprendre les décisions
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Comprendre les décisions

Augmenter les 
avantages

Réduire les 
barrieres

Make it attractive! Make it easy!
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Comprendre les décisions

Au niveau du décideur

• Connaissances, motivations
• Mécanismes de prise de décision

Au niveau de la situation

• Barrières situationnelles
• Facilitateurs situationnels
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Mécanismes et leviers comportementaux

Comprendre Pouvoir AgirVouloir

Make it attractive!
(Communication)

Make it easy!
(Nudging)
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Mécanismes et leviers comportementaux

Comprendre
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Changement climatique : 
Un défi pour le cerveau humain

Ø Rapide

Ø Intuitif

Ø Affectif

Ø Basé sur l'expérience

Ø Lent

Ø Avec effort

Ø Analytique

Ø Information abstraite
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Évolution de la température de surface mondiale

IPCC (2018) Global Warming of 1.5°
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January 21, 2020
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Mécanismes et leviers comportementaux

Comprendre

Surmonter les limites de traitement du cerveau humain en
fournissant des informations ciblées
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Mécanismes et leviers comportementaux

Comprendre Vouloir
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Leviers motivationnels : Intérêt personnel

Climate change is 
perceived as abstract 
and removed from our 

direct experience

Sheer size or difficulty 
of the task can lead to 

disengagement

Social barriers

Perceptual barriers Action barriers

Ø Les humains priorisent les actions qui ont des conséquences 
positives immédiates ou évitent les conséquences négatives

Utilité Statut social Emotion
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Leviers motivationnels : Intérêt personnel

Climate change is 
perceived as abstract 
and removed from our 

direct experience

Climate change is not 
perceived as a moral 
issue by many people

Perceived lack of 
action by others 
can inhibit one’s 

own action

Sheer size or difficulty 
of the task can lead to 

disengagement

Perceptual barriers Action barriers

Ø Les humains priorisent les actions qui ont des conséquences 
positives immédiates ou évitent les conséquences négatives

Ø Un comportement durable n'apporte généralement pas beaucoup 
d'avantages personnels immédiatement perceptibles

Ø Sensibiliser les gens aux co-bénefices d'un comportement 
durable

Santé Contacts sociaux Statut social
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Leviers motivationnels : Intérêt moral

Climate change is 
perceived as abstract 
and removed from our 

direct experience

Climate change is not 
perceived as a moral 
issue by many people

Sheer size or difficulty 
of the task can lead to 

disengagement

Perceptual barriers Action barriers

Ø Le comportement humain est motivé par des considérations 
sur ce qui est moralement bien ou mal à faire

Ø La durabilité n'est toujours pas perçue comme un problème 
moral par un grand nombre de personnes

Préjudice Loyauté AutoritéFairness Pureté
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Leviers motivationnels : Intérêt moral

Climate change is 
perceived as abstract 
and removed from our 

direct experience

Sheer size or difficulty 
of the task can lead to 

disengagement

Perceptual barriers Action barriers

Préjudice Loyauté AutoritéFairness Pureté
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Leviers motivationnels : Intérêt moral

Climate change is 
perceived as abstract 
and removed from our 

direct experience

Sheer size or difficulty 
of the task can lead to 

disengagement

Perceptual barriers Action barriers

surprising that people so readily invent and
confidently tell stories to explain their own
behaviors (26). Such “confabulations” are often
reported in neuroscientific work; when brain
damage or surgery creates bizarre behaviors or
beliefs, the patient rarely says “Gosh, why did I
do that?” Rather, the patient’s “interpreter
module” (27) struggles heroically to weave a
story that is then offered confidently to others.
Moral reasoning is often like the press secretary
for a secretive administration—constantly gen-
erating the most persuasive arguments it can
muster for policies whose true origins and goals
are unknown (8, 28).

The third rule of life in a web of gossip is: Be
prepared for other people’s attempts to deceive
and manipulate you. The press secretary’s pro-
nouncements usually contain some useful in-
formation, so we attend to them, but we don’t
take them at face value. We easily switch into
“intuitive prosecutor” mode (24), using our
reasoning capacities to challenge people’s ex-
cuses and to seek out—or fabricate—evidence
against people we don’t like. Thalia Wheatley
and I (12) recently created prosecutorial moral
confabulations by giving hypnotizable subjects a
post-hypnotic suggestion that they would feel a
flash of disgust whenever they read a previously
neutral word (“take” for half the subjects; “often”
for the others). We then embedded one of those
two words in six short stories about moral
violations (e.g., accepting bribes or eating one’s
dead pet dog) and found that stories that included
the disgust-enhanced word were condemned
more harshly than those that had no such flash.

To test the limiting condition of this effect, we
included one story with no wrongdoing, about
Dan, a student council president, who organizes
faculty-student discussions. The story included
one of two versions of this sentence: “He [tries to
take]/[often picks] topics that appeal to both
professors and students in order to stimulate dis-
cussion.” We expected that subjects who felt a
flash of disgust while reading this sentence would
condemn Dan (intuitive primacy), search for a
justification (post-hoc reasoning), fail to find one,
and then be forced to override their hypnotically
induced gut feeling using controlled processes.
Most did. But to our surprise, one third of the
subjects in the hypnotic disgust condition (and
none in the other) said that Dan’s action was
wrong to some degree, and a few came upwith the
sort of post-hoc confabulations that Gazzaniga
reported in some split-brain patients, such as
“Dan is a popularity-seeking snob” or “It just
seems like he’s up to something.” They invented
reasons to make sense of their otherwise inex-
plicable feeling of disgust.

When we engage in moral reasoning, we are
using relatively new cognitive machinery that
was shaped by the adaptive pressures of life in a
reputation-obsessed community. We are capable
of using this machinery dispassionately, such as
when we consider abstract problems with no
personal ramifications. But the machinery itself

was “designed” to work with affect, not free of
it, and in daily life the environment usually
obliges by triggering some affective response.
But how did humans, and only humans, develop
these gossipy communities in the first place?

Principle 3: Morality Binds and Builds
Nearly every treatise on the evolution of morality
covers two processes: kin selection (genes for
altruism can evolve if altruism is targeted at kin)
and reciprocal altruism (genes for altruism can

evolve if altruism and vengeance are targeted at
those who do and don’t return favors, respective-
ly). But several researchers have noted that these
two processes cannot explain the extraordinary
degree to which people cooperate with strangers
they’ll never meet again and sacrifice for large
groups composed of nonkin (23, 29). There must
have been additional processes at work, and the
study of these processes—especially those that
unite cultural and evolutionary thinking —is an
exciting part of the new synthesis. The unifying

principle, I suggest, is the insight of the
sociologist Emile Durkheim (30) that morality
binds and builds; it constrains individuals and ties
them to each other to create groups that are
emergent entities with new properties.

Amoral community has a set of shared norms
about how members ought to behave, combined
withmeans for imposing costs on violators and/or
channeling benefits to cooperators. A big step in
modeling the evolution of such communities is
the extension of reciprocal altruism by “indirect

reciprocity” (31) in which virtue pays
by improving one’s reputation, which
elicits later cooperation from others.
Reputation is a powerful force for
strengthening and enlarging moral
communities (as users of ebay.com
know). When repeated-play behavioral
economics games allow players to
know each others’ reputations, coop-
eration rates skyrocket (29). Evolu-
tionary models show that indirect
reciprocity can solve the problem of
free-riders (which doomed simpler
models of altruism) in moderately large
groups (32), as long as people have
access to information about reputations
(e.g., gossip) and can then engage in
low-cost punishment such as shunning.

However the process began, early
humans sometimes found ways to
solve the free-rider problem and to live
in larger cooperative groups. In so
doing, they may have stepped through
a major transition in evolutionary
history (33). From prokaryotes to
eukaryotes, from single-celled orga-
nisms to plants and animals, and from
individual animals to hives, colonies,
and cooperative groups, the simple
rules of Darwinian evolution never
change, but the complex game of life
changes when radically new kinds of
players take the field. Ant colonies are
a kind of super-organism whose prolif-
eration has altered the ecology of our
planet. Ant colonies compete with each
other, and group selection therefore
shaped ant behavior and made ants
extraordinarily cooperative within their
colonies. However, biologists have
long resisted the idea that group se-
lection contributed to human altruism

because human groups do not restrict breeding
to a single queen or breeding pair. Genes related
to altruism for the good of the group are there-
fore vulnerable to replacement by genes related
to more selfish free-riding strategies. Human
group selection was essentially declared off-
limits in 1966 (34).

In the following decades, however, several
theorists realized that human groups engage in
cultural practices that modify the circumstances
under which genes are selected. Just as a
modified gene for adult lactose tolerance evolved
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Very
liberal

Liberal Moderate Conservative
Slightly
liberal

Slightly
conservative

Very
conservative

Harm
Fairness
Ingroup
Authority
Purity

Fig. 1. Liberal versus conservative moral foundations.
Responses to 15 questions about which considerations are
relevant to deciding “whether something is right or wrong.”
Those who described themselves as “very liberal” gave the
highest relevance ratings to questions related to the Harm/
Care and Fairness/Reciprocity foundations and gave the lowest
ratings to questions about the Ingroup/Loyalty, Authority/
Respect, and Purity/Sanctity foundations. The more conserv-
ative the participant, the more the first two foundations
decrease in relevance and the last three increase [n = 2811;
data aggregated from two web surveys, partially reported in
(41)]. All respondents were citizens of the United States. Data
for 476 citizens of the United Kingdom show a similar pattern.
The survey can be taken at www.yourmorals.org.
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Haidt (2007) Science
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Leviers motivationnels : Intérêt moral

Climate change is 
perceived as abstract 
and removed from our 

direct experience

Sheer size or difficulty 
of the task can lead to 

disengagement

Perceptual barriers Action barriers

Préjudice Loyauté AutoritéFairness Pureté
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Leviers motivationnels : Intérêt moral

Climate change is 
perceived as abstract 
and removed from our 

direct experience

Sheer size or difficulty 
of the task can lead to 

disengagement

Perceptual barriers Action barriers

Fondements moraux Thèmes
Préjudice Protéger l’environnement, les enfants, les animaux…

Equité Ceux qui polluent l’environnement ne sont pas ceux qui en 
souffrent

Loyauté Maintenir la beauté de notre ville, de notre pays

Autorité Suivre les recommandations des figures d’autorité

Pureté Assurer des paysages propres, de l’air pur et de l’eau propre
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Leviers motivationnels : Intérêt moral

Climate change is 
perceived as abstract 
and removed from our 

direct experience

Sheer size or difficulty 
of the task can lead to 

disengagement

Perceptual barriers Action barriers
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Leviers motivationnels : Intérêt social

Climate change is 
perceived as abstract 
and removed from our 

direct experience

Climate action has 
very few immediate 

benefits for the 
individual

Climate change is not 
perceived as a moral 
issue by many people

Perceived lack of 
action by others 
can inhibit one’s 

own action

Sheer size or difficulty 
of the task can lead to 

disengagement

Social barriers
Self-interest barriers

Perceptual barriers Action barriers
Ø Les humains sont une espèce fondamentalement sociale
Ø Nous sommes fortement influencés par ce que les autres 

pensent et font
Ø Fournir des informations sur le comportement durable des 

autres peut être un important levier d'action (normes sociales 
descriptives)
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(M5 10.58, SE5 0.38 vs. baselineM5 10.34, SE5 0.33; n5
81), t(80)5 1.04, n.s. That is, the undesirable boomerang effect
of increased usage among households low in energy consump-

tion was eliminated when an injunctive message was added to
the descriptive normative information. This result highlights the
reconstructive potential of social norms. Finally, for households

consuming above the average, the combined descriptive-plus-
injunctive message served to decrease energy consumption

(M 5 18.91, SE 5 0.73 vs. baseline M 5 20.63, SE 5 0.64;
n 5 63), t(62) 5 2.49, prep 5 .96, d5 0.63.

Longer-Term Changes in Energy Consumption
Of the 287 households in the study, 41 were inconsistently above

or below the average across the 2 weeks of normative feedback

and were therefore excluded from the analyses of longer-term

change. There were no significant differences in inconsistency
rate across the four experimental conditions.

Our analyses of longer-term change followed those for short-
term change, focusing primarily on planned pair-wise compar-

isons of baseline and follow-up energy usage. As shown in
Figure lb, the outcomes were nearly identical to those for the
shorter-term measure. For those households that were high

in energy consumption at baseline, the descriptive-norm-only
message continued to produce the (constructive) decrease in

energy consumption, although the difference was not conven-
tionally significant (baseline M5 22.32, SE5 1.05 vs. longer-

termM5 21.29, SE5 0.92; n5 52), t(51)5 1.45, n.s. For those
households initially low in energy consumption, the descriptive-
norm-only condition produced a significant increase in elec-

tricity usage (longer-term M 5 11.13, SE 5 0.44 vs. baseline
M 5 10.15, SE 5 0.34; n 5 68), t(67) 5 2.42, prep 5 .95,

d5 0.59. That is, the descriptive normative message continued
to produce the (destructive) boomerang effect. However, the
combined injunctive-plus-descriptive message produced no

change from baseline for low-consuming households (longer-
termM5 10.14, SE5 0.37 vs. baselineM5 10.04, SE5 0.35;

n5 70), t(69)5 0.64, n.s., again illustrating the reconstructive
power of normative information when an injunctive element

is added to the descriptive normative feedback. Finally,
for households that initially consumed more energy than the
neighborhood average, the combined descriptive-plus-injunc-

tive feedback continued to produce a significant decrease
in energy consumption relative to the baseline (baseline

M5 20.62, SE5 0.64 vs. longer-term M5 19.39, SE5 0.62;
n5 56), t(55)5 2.13, prep 5 .93,d5 0.58. Overall, the results
for both the short-term measure and the longer-term measure

were consistent with predictions.

DISCUSSION

The findings of this experiment are highly consistent with pre-
dictions derived from the focus theory of normative conduct

(Cialdini et al., 1991). Providing residents with descriptive
normative information had a dramatically different effect

depending on whether they were initially above or below the
average level of energy consumption in their neighborhood.

Providing high-energy-consuming households with descriptive
normative information regarding the average home energy usage
in their neighborhood constructively decreased energy con-

sumption. In contrast, for households that were initially low in
their base rates of energy consumption, the same descriptive

message produced a destructive boomerang effect, leading to
increased levels of energy consumption. However, adding
an injunctive component to the message proved reconstructive

by buffering this unwelcome boomerang effect. That is, for
people who were initially low in energy consumption, the same

descriptive normative information combined with an injunctive

Fig. 1. Difference between baseline daily energy consumption and daily
energy consumption during the (a) short-term and (b) longer-term follow-
up periods. Results are shown for the four conditions created by crossing
baseline energy consumption (above vs. below average) with feedback
received (descriptive normative feedback only vs. descriptive feedback
combined with an injunctive message). Error bars show the 95% confi-
dence interval of the pair-wise difference between usage during the fol-
low-up period and during the baseline.
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(M5 10.58, SE5 0.38 vs. baselineM5 10.34, SE5 0.33; n5
81), t(80)5 1.04, n.s. That is, the undesirable boomerang effect
of increased usage among households low in energy consump-

tion was eliminated when an injunctive message was added to
the descriptive normative information. This result highlights the
reconstructive potential of social norms. Finally, for households

consuming above the average, the combined descriptive-plus-
injunctive message served to decrease energy consumption

(M 5 18.91, SE 5 0.73 vs. baseline M 5 20.63, SE 5 0.64;
n 5 63), t(62) 5 2.49, prep 5 .96, d5 0.63.

Longer-Term Changes in Energy Consumption
Of the 287 households in the study, 41 were inconsistently above

or below the average across the 2 weeks of normative feedback

and were therefore excluded from the analyses of longer-term

change. There were no significant differences in inconsistency
rate across the four experimental conditions.

Our analyses of longer-term change followed those for short-
term change, focusing primarily on planned pair-wise compar-

isons of baseline and follow-up energy usage. As shown in
Figure lb, the outcomes were nearly identical to those for the
shorter-term measure. For those households that were high

in energy consumption at baseline, the descriptive-norm-only
message continued to produce the (constructive) decrease in

energy consumption, although the difference was not conven-
tionally significant (baseline M5 22.32, SE5 1.05 vs. longer-

termM5 21.29, SE5 0.92; n5 52), t(51)5 1.45, n.s. For those
households initially low in energy consumption, the descriptive-
norm-only condition produced a significant increase in elec-

tricity usage (longer-term M 5 11.13, SE 5 0.44 vs. baseline
M 5 10.15, SE 5 0.34; n 5 68), t(67) 5 2.42, prep 5 .95,

d5 0.59. That is, the descriptive normative message continued
to produce the (destructive) boomerang effect. However, the
combined injunctive-plus-descriptive message produced no

change from baseline for low-consuming households (longer-
termM5 10.14, SE5 0.37 vs. baselineM5 10.04, SE5 0.35;

n5 70), t(69)5 0.64, n.s., again illustrating the reconstructive
power of normative information when an injunctive element

is added to the descriptive normative feedback. Finally,
for households that initially consumed more energy than the
neighborhood average, the combined descriptive-plus-injunc-

tive feedback continued to produce a significant decrease
in energy consumption relative to the baseline (baseline

M5 20.62, SE5 0.64 vs. longer-term M5 19.39, SE5 0.62;
n5 56), t(55)5 2.13, prep 5 .93,d5 0.58. Overall, the results
for both the short-term measure and the longer-term measure

were consistent with predictions.

DISCUSSION

The findings of this experiment are highly consistent with pre-
dictions derived from the focus theory of normative conduct

(Cialdini et al., 1991). Providing residents with descriptive
normative information had a dramatically different effect

depending on whether they were initially above or below the
average level of energy consumption in their neighborhood.

Providing high-energy-consuming households with descriptive
normative information regarding the average home energy usage
in their neighborhood constructively decreased energy con-

sumption. In contrast, for households that were initially low in
their base rates of energy consumption, the same descriptive

message produced a destructive boomerang effect, leading to
increased levels of energy consumption. However, adding
an injunctive component to the message proved reconstructive

by buffering this unwelcome boomerang effect. That is, for
people who were initially low in energy consumption, the same

descriptive normative information combined with an injunctive

Fig. 1. Difference between baseline daily energy consumption and daily
energy consumption during the (a) short-term and (b) longer-term follow-
up periods. Results are shown for the four conditions created by crossing
baseline energy consumption (above vs. below average) with feedback
received (descriptive normative feedback only vs. descriptive feedback
combined with an injunctive message). Error bars show the 95% confi-
dence interval of the pair-wise difference between usage during the fol-
low-up period and during the baseline.
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(M5 10.58, SE5 0.38 vs. baselineM5 10.34, SE5 0.33; n5
81), t(80)5 1.04, n.s. That is, the undesirable boomerang effect
of increased usage among households low in energy consump-

tion was eliminated when an injunctive message was added to
the descriptive normative information. This result highlights the
reconstructive potential of social norms. Finally, for households

consuming above the average, the combined descriptive-plus-
injunctive message served to decrease energy consumption

(M 5 18.91, SE 5 0.73 vs. baseline M 5 20.63, SE 5 0.64;
n 5 63), t(62) 5 2.49, prep 5 .96, d5 0.63.

Longer-Term Changes in Energy Consumption
Of the 287 households in the study, 41 were inconsistently above

or below the average across the 2 weeks of normative feedback

and were therefore excluded from the analyses of longer-term

change. There were no significant differences in inconsistency
rate across the four experimental conditions.

Our analyses of longer-term change followed those for short-
term change, focusing primarily on planned pair-wise compar-

isons of baseline and follow-up energy usage. As shown in
Figure lb, the outcomes were nearly identical to those for the
shorter-term measure. For those households that were high

in energy consumption at baseline, the descriptive-norm-only
message continued to produce the (constructive) decrease in

energy consumption, although the difference was not conven-
tionally significant (baseline M5 22.32, SE5 1.05 vs. longer-

termM5 21.29, SE5 0.92; n5 52), t(51)5 1.45, n.s. For those
households initially low in energy consumption, the descriptive-
norm-only condition produced a significant increase in elec-

tricity usage (longer-term M 5 11.13, SE 5 0.44 vs. baseline
M 5 10.15, SE 5 0.34; n 5 68), t(67) 5 2.42, prep 5 .95,

d5 0.59. That is, the descriptive normative message continued
to produce the (destructive) boomerang effect. However, the
combined injunctive-plus-descriptive message produced no

change from baseline for low-consuming households (longer-
termM5 10.14, SE5 0.37 vs. baselineM5 10.04, SE5 0.35;

n5 70), t(69)5 0.64, n.s., again illustrating the reconstructive
power of normative information when an injunctive element

is added to the descriptive normative feedback. Finally,
for households that initially consumed more energy than the
neighborhood average, the combined descriptive-plus-injunc-

tive feedback continued to produce a significant decrease
in energy consumption relative to the baseline (baseline

M5 20.62, SE5 0.64 vs. longer-term M5 19.39, SE5 0.62;
n5 56), t(55)5 2.13, prep 5 .93,d5 0.58. Overall, the results
for both the short-term measure and the longer-term measure

were consistent with predictions.

DISCUSSION

The findings of this experiment are highly consistent with pre-
dictions derived from the focus theory of normative conduct

(Cialdini et al., 1991). Providing residents with descriptive
normative information had a dramatically different effect

depending on whether they were initially above or below the
average level of energy consumption in their neighborhood.

Providing high-energy-consuming households with descriptive
normative information regarding the average home energy usage
in their neighborhood constructively decreased energy con-

sumption. In contrast, for households that were initially low in
their base rates of energy consumption, the same descriptive

message produced a destructive boomerang effect, leading to
increased levels of energy consumption. However, adding
an injunctive component to the message proved reconstructive

by buffering this unwelcome boomerang effect. That is, for
people who were initially low in energy consumption, the same

descriptive normative information combined with an injunctive

Fig. 1. Difference between baseline daily energy consumption and daily
energy consumption during the (a) short-term and (b) longer-term follow-
up periods. Results are shown for the four conditions created by crossing
baseline energy consumption (above vs. below average) with feedback
received (descriptive normative feedback only vs. descriptive feedback
combined with an injunctive message). Error bars show the 95% confi-
dence interval of the pair-wise difference between usage during the fol-
low-up period and during the baseline.
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OPower fournit des informations sociales sur la 
consommation d'électricité à environ 50 millions de 
ménages, ce qui permet de réduire la consommation
d'énergie des ménages d'environ 2.5%

Leviers motivationnels : Intérêt social
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Mécanismes et leviers comportementaux

Comprendre Vouloir

Créer et communiquer des co-bénefices

Intégrer la diversité du jugement moral

Utiliser les normes sociales
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Mécanismes et leviers comportementaux

Comprendre PouvoirVouloir
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Compétences

Climate change is 
perceived as abstract 
and removed from our 

direct experience

Climate action has 
very few immediate 

benefits for the 
individual

Climate change is not 
perceived as a moral 
issue by many people

Perceived lack of 
action by others 
can inhibit one’s 

own action

Sheer size or difficulty 
of the task can lead to 

disengagement

Social barriers
Self-interest barriers

Perceptual barriers Action barriers
Ø Les gens peuvent ne pas être conscients de l'impact 

environnemental de leur propre comportement

Ø Les gens peuvent ne pas savoir comment ils peuvent changer 
leur comportement

Ø Fournir des connaissances pratiques sur quelques 
comportements à fort impact soigneusement sélectionnés
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Compétences
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Compétences

Climate change is 
perceived as abstract 
and removed from our 

direct experience

Climate action has 
very few immediate 

benefits for the 
individual

Climate change is not 
perceived as a moral 
issue by many people

Perceived lack of 
action by others 
can inhibit one’s 

own action

Sheer size or difficulty 
of the task can lead to 

disengagement

Social barriers
Self-interest barriers

Perceptual barriers Action barriers

Changement de comportement | T. BroschLausanne, 3 mars 2020 35



Changement de comportement | T. Brosch

Conditions cadres et l’architecture du choix

Lausanne, 3 mars 2020 36



Changement de comportement | T. Brosch

Conditions cadres et l’architecture du choix

Lausanne, 3 mars 2020 37

Beaucoup de décisions prennent la forme d'un choix entre le 
maintien du statu quo et l‘introduction d‘un changement
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Since 1995, more than 45,000 people in
the United States have died waiting
for a suitable donor organ. Although

an oft-cited poll (1) showed that 85% of
Americans approve of organ donation, less
than half had made a decision about donat-
ing, and fewer still (28%) had granted per-
mission by signing a donor card, a pattern
also observed in Germany, Spain, and
Sweden (2–4). Given the shortage of
donors, the gap between approval and ac-
tion is a matter of life and death.

What drives the decision to become a
potential donor? Within the European
Union, donation rates vary by nearly an or-
der of magnitude across countries and these
differences are stable from year to year.
Even when controlling for variables such as
transplant infrastructure, economic and ed-
ucational status, and religion (5 ), large dif-
ferences in donation rates persist. Why?

Most public policy choices have a no-
action default, that is, a condition is im-
posed when an individual fails to make a
decision (6 , 7 ). In the case of organ dona-
tion, European countries have one of two
default policies. In presumed-consent
states, people are organ donors unless they
register not to be, and in explicit-consent
countries, nobody is an organ donor with-
out registering to be one. 

According to a classical economics view,
preferences exist and are available to the de-
cision-maker—people simply find too little
value in organ donation. This view has led
to calls for the establishment of a regulated
market for the organs of the deceased (8 , 9 ),
for the payment of donors or donors’ fami-
lies (10 , 11), and even for suggestions that
organs should become public property upon
death (12). Calls for campaigns to change
public attitudes (13 ) are widespread. In clas-
sical economics, defaults should have a lim-
ited effect: when defaults are not consistent
with preferences, people would choose an
appropriate alternative.

A different hypothesis arises from re-
search depicting preferences as constructed,
that is, not yet articulated in the minds of
those who have not been asked (14–16 ). If

preferences for being an organ donor are
constructed, defaults can influence choices
in three ways: First, decision-makers might
believe that defaults are suggestions by the
policy-maker, which imply a recommended
action. Second, making a decision often in-
volves effort, whereas accepting the default
is effortless. Many people would rather
avoid making an active decision about dona-
tion, because it can be unpleasant and stress-
ful (17 ). Physical effort such as filling out a
form may also increase acceptance of the de-
fault (18 ). Finally, defaults often represent
the existing state or status quo, and change
usually involves a trade-off. Psychologists
have shown that losses loom larger than the
equivalent gains, a phenomenon known as
loss aversion (19 ). Thus, changes in the de-
fault may result in a change of choice.

Governments, companies, and public
agencies inadvertently run “natural experi-
ments” testing the power of defaults.
Studies of insurance choice (20 ), selection
of Internet privacy policies (21, 22), and
the level of pension savings (23 ) all show
large effects, often with substantial finan-
cial consequences.

Defaults and Organ Donations
We investigated the effect of defaults on
donation agreement rates in three studies.
The first used an online experiment (24):
161 respondents were asked whether they
would be donors on the basis of one of
three questions with varying defaults. In
the opt-in condition, participants were told
to assume that they had just moved to a
new state where the default was not to be
an organ donor, and they were given a
choice to confirm or change that status.
The opt-out condition was identical, except
the default was to be a donor. The third,
neutral condition simply required them to
choose with no prior default. Respondents
could at a mouse click change their choice,
largely eliminating effort explanations. 

The form of the question had a dramat-
ic impact (see figure, left): Revealed dona-
tion rates were about twice as high when
opting-out as when opting-in. The opt-out
condition did not differ significantly from
the neutral condition (without a default op-
tion). Only the opt-in condition, the current
practice in the United States, was signifi-
cantly lower.

In the last two decades, a number of
European countries have had opt-in or opt-
out default options for individuals’ deci-
sions to become organ donors. Actual deci-
sions about organ donation may be affected
by governmental educational programs, the
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Since 1995, more than 45,000 people in
the United States have died waiting
for a suitable donor organ. Although

an oft-cited poll (1) showed that 85% of
Americans approve of organ donation, less
than half had made a decision about donat-
ing, and fewer still (28%) had granted per-
mission by signing a donor card, a pattern
also observed in Germany, Spain, and
Sweden (2–4). Given the shortage of
donors, the gap between approval and ac-
tion is a matter of life and death.

What drives the decision to become a
potential donor? Within the European
Union, donation rates vary by nearly an or-
der of magnitude across countries and these
differences are stable from year to year.
Even when controlling for variables such as
transplant infrastructure, economic and ed-
ucational status, and religion (5 ), large dif-
ferences in donation rates persist. Why?

Most public policy choices have a no-
action default, that is, a condition is im-
posed when an individual fails to make a
decision (6 , 7 ). In the case of organ dona-
tion, European countries have one of two
default policies. In presumed-consent
states, people are organ donors unless they
register not to be, and in explicit-consent
countries, nobody is an organ donor with-
out registering to be one. 

According to a classical economics view,
preferences exist and are available to the de-
cision-maker—people simply find too little
value in organ donation. This view has led
to calls for the establishment of a regulated
market for the organs of the deceased (8 , 9 ),
for the payment of donors or donors’ fami-
lies (10 , 11), and even for suggestions that
organs should become public property upon
death (12). Calls for campaigns to change
public attitudes (13 ) are widespread. In clas-
sical economics, defaults should have a lim-
ited effect: when defaults are not consistent
with preferences, people would choose an
appropriate alternative.

A different hypothesis arises from re-
search depicting preferences as constructed,
that is, not yet articulated in the minds of
those who have not been asked (14–16 ). If

preferences for being an organ donor are
constructed, defaults can influence choices
in three ways: First, decision-makers might
believe that defaults are suggestions by the
policy-maker, which imply a recommended
action. Second, making a decision often in-
volves effort, whereas accepting the default
is effortless. Many people would rather
avoid making an active decision about dona-
tion, because it can be unpleasant and stress-
ful (17 ). Physical effort such as filling out a
form may also increase acceptance of the de-
fault (18 ). Finally, defaults often represent
the existing state or status quo, and change
usually involves a trade-off. Psychologists
have shown that losses loom larger than the
equivalent gains, a phenomenon known as
loss aversion (19 ). Thus, changes in the de-
fault may result in a change of choice.

Governments, companies, and public
agencies inadvertently run “natural experi-
ments” testing the power of defaults.
Studies of insurance choice (20 ), selection
of Internet privacy policies (21, 22), and
the level of pension savings (23 ) all show
large effects, often with substantial finan-
cial consequences.

Defaults and Organ Donations
We investigated the effect of defaults on
donation agreement rates in three studies.
The first used an online experiment (24):
161 respondents were asked whether they
would be donors on the basis of one of
three questions with varying defaults. In
the opt-in condition, participants were told
to assume that they had just moved to a
new state where the default was not to be
an organ donor, and they were given a
choice to confirm or change that status.
The opt-out condition was identical, except
the default was to be a donor. The third,
neutral condition simply required them to
choose with no prior default. Respondents
could at a mouse click change their choice,
largely eliminating effort explanations. 

The form of the question had a dramat-
ic impact (see figure, left): Revealed dona-
tion rates were about twice as high when
opting-out as when opting-in. The opt-out
condition did not differ significantly from
the neutral condition (without a default op-
tion). Only the opt-in condition, the current
practice in the United States, was signifi-
cantly lower.

In the last two decades, a number of
European countries have had opt-in or opt-
out default options for individuals’ deci-
sions to become organ donors. Actual deci-
sions about organ donation may be affected
by governmental educational programs, the
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Ebeling & Lotz (2015) Nature Climate Change

Conditions cadres et l’architecture du choix
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Conditions cadres et l’architecture du choix
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Mécanismes et leviers comportementaux

Comprendre PouvoirVouloir

Fournir des connaissances pratiques sur quelques 
comportements à fort impact

Rendre le comportement souhaité facile en utilisant des 
options par défaut
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Mécanismes et leviers comportementaux

Comprendre Pouvoir AgirVouloir

Ø Nos ressources attentionnelles sont limitées

Ø Nous avons toujours plein de choses à faire, et ne pensons 
pas toujours à l’optimisation de notre empreinte carbonique

Ø Mais on peut capturer l’attention et activer les préférences 
préexistantes à l’instant où c’est pertinent
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« Décharge »
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Mécanismes et leviers comportementaux

Comprendre Pouvoir AgirVouloir
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Make it attractive!
(Communication)

Make it easy!
(Nudging)



Etapes principales pour développer une 
intervention comportementale

1. Définir le problème
Ø Population concernée

Ø Coûts économiques et sociétales

Ø Évolutions attendues

2. Identifier le comportement cible
Ø Description

Ø Distribution dans la population

3. Identifier les drivers, barrières et facilitateurs
Ø Niveau du décideur

Ø Niveau de la situation

4. Identifier le levier du changement
Ø Intervenir au niveau de comprendre, vouloir, pouvoir ou agir ?

Ø Quel est le levier optimal ? Communication ? Nudging ?
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Changement de comportement

Intégrer les outils de la psychologie sociale pour 
favoriser la transition énergétique
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