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Course Description
Mobilizing successful conservation efforts to mitigate climate change and preserve both local and global ecosystems requires a new way of thinking. This course will investigate the barriers to pro-environmental behavior and the heuristics and biases that cloud our ability to respond effectively to environmental problems, using insights from behavioral economics, neuroeconomics, and environmental risk perception. Emphasis will be placed on interdisciplinary applications of recent research, and implications for environmental policymaking and persuasive messaging. 

Goals

Upon completion of the course, students will be able to:

· Read and understand the academic literature in environmental psychology and behavioral economics
· Understand how media, social norms, and cultural contexts can influence environmental decision-making and risk perception

· Identify key behavioral economics principles, heuristics, and biases that can impact environmental decisions

· Analyze how the structure and framing of decision contexts and information can influence environmental behavior outcomes

· Understand how policymakers and stakeholders evaluate environmental risks, costs, and benefits

· Articulate how individuals, communities, corporations, and governments interact when managing environmental risks and commons problems 

· Design surveys and behavioral experiments to better understand how individuals think and act in decisions with environmental impacts

· Apply the principles and strategies of psychology and behavioral economics to real environmental decision contexts, from managing conservation efforts to behavioral interventions to reduce home energy usage
Course Structure and Requirements
Every week we’ll examine a different theme through several papers. In the first half of the course we will focus largely on how individuals deal with environmental decisions, from environmental philanthropy to residential energy usage, and how everything from emotion to math ability to media influences our decision-making processes. The second half of the course will focus more on the tensions between communities and corporations, laypeople and experts, and how belonging to different cultural groups can influence people’s perception of climate change risk.

Weekly Reading Responses

Each week a 2-3 paragraph written response with your thoughts on the week’s readings, along with 1-2 discussion questions, should be submitted to me by email no later than Tuesday 5 PM. This response can focus on one reading in particular, even one of the optional readings if that was most interesting to you – the main intent is to give you the chance to develop some thoughts for discussion during class. The commentaries will be graded primarily for completion; please also bring them to class with you (on your laptop is fine).

Class Participation and Leading Discussions
All students are expected to read each week’s papers in preparation for class and to actively engage in class discussions. Let’s keep things lively! 
Everyone will lead in the discussion of two papers. This can simply be an open discussion, with you guiding via talking points, or you can include group activities, media, etc.: whatever makes the most sense to you. 
Research Proposal 

Participants will present a small research proposal idea at the end of the term for a novel study that examines an open question about environmental decision-making or risk perception in members of the public. Study designs may be for surveys, behavioral experiments, or even neuroimaging. Students taking the course for 1 unit need only to outline their idea in a brief PowerPoint presentation. 

Those taking the course for 2 or 3 units will submit a 4-5 page research proposal in writing in addition to the Powerpoint presentation. Proposals should begin with an introduction motivating the experiment, a methods section describing the proposed experiment, a planned analyses section, and a predictions and implications concluding section. Each student will have a chance to present their proposal during the last class.

Class Assessment
Grading will be as follows:

	Number of Units
	Class Participation & Leading Discussion
	Response Papers
	Research Proposal Presentation/Paper

	1 unit
	40%
	40%
	20%

	2-3 units
	40%
	30%
	30%


University Policies:

Plagiarism is a very serious offense. For purposes of the Stanford University Honor Code, plagiarism is defined as the use, without giving reasonable and appropriate credit to or acknowledging the author or source, of another person's original work, whether such work is made up of code, formulas, ideas, language, research, strategies, writing or other form(s). If you have any questions about these matters, please see me.

Students with Documented Disabilities: Students who may need an academic accommodation based on the impact of a disability must initiate the request with the Office of Accessible Education (OAE). Professional staff will evaluate the request with required documentation, recommend reasonable accommodations, and prepare an Accommodation Letter for faculty dated in the current quarter in which the request is made. Students should contact the OAE as soon as possible since timely notice is needed to coordinate accommodations. The OAE is located at 563 Salvatierra Walk (phone: 723-1066, URL: http://studentaffairs.stanford.edu/oae). 

Articles

Week 1 – Introduction to Heuristics and Biases (January 11th)
Why environmental risks and their solutions are so deceptively easy to ignore. An introduction to heuristics, cultural cognition, and media’s influence on them. Course goals and expectations.
Week 2 – Environmental Valuation and Protected Values (January 18th)
How we price the nonmarket value of natural resources. Moral outrage on surveys of environmental resources valuation. Environmental philanthropy.
Gsottbauer, E., & van den Bergh, J. C. J. M. (2010). Environmental Policy Theory Given Bounded Rationality and Other-regarding Preferences. Environmental and Resource Economics, 49(2), 263–304.
http://sallan.org/pdf-docs/Gsottbauer_EnviroPolicy_BehavEcon.pdf
Baron, J., & Spranca, M. (1997). Protected Values. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 70(1), 1–16. 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S074959789792690X
Kahneman, D. (1999). Economic Preferences or Attitude Expressions?: An Analysis of Dollar Responses to Public Issues. Journal of Risk and Uncertainty, 203–235.
http://www.geog.ucsb.edu/~deutsch/geog111_211a/papers/Kahneman%20on%20attitude%20and%20affection.pdf
Sawe, N. & Knutson, B. (2015) Neural valuation of environmental resources. Neuroimage 122, 87–95. http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1053811915007193

 HYPERLINK "http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1871503" \h 
Optional:

Portney, P. R. (1994). The contingent valuation debate: why economists should care. The Journal of Economic Perspectives, 8(4), 3–17.
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles.php?doi=10.1257/jep.8.4.3
Sen, A. (1995). Environmental Evaluation and Social Choice: Contingent Valuation and the Market Analogy. Japanese Economic Review, 46(1), 23-37.
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1468-5876.1995.tb00003.x/abstract
Week 3 – How Perspectives on Time & Space Impact Environmental Outlook (January 25th)

Discounting long-term risks, sacrificing the future for immediate gains. Intergenerational equity. Differences in temporal discounting of environmental risks compared to financial and health domains. Neural systems associated with short and long-term thinking. How personal past and future time perspectives can influence pro-environmental behavior.
Padilla, E. (2002). Intergenerational equity and sustainability. Ecological Economics, 41(1), 69–83.
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0921800902000265#
Gifford, R., Scannell, L., Kormos, C., Smolova, L., Biel, A., Boncu, S., … Uzzell, D. (2009). Temporal pessimism and spatial optimism in environmental assessments: An 18-nation study. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 29(1), 1–12.
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0272494408000510
Hershfield, H. E., Bang, H. M., & Weber, E. U. (2014). National differences in environmental concern and performance are predicted by country age. Psychological Science, 25(1), 152–60. 
http://public-prod-acquia.gsb.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/documents/Hershfield_PsychologicalScience_2013_Paper%201.pdf
Optional:

Hardisty, D. J., & Weber, E. U. (2009). Discounting future green: money versus the environment. Journal of Experimental Psychology. General, 138(3), 329–40. 
http://psycnet.apa.org/psycinfo/2009-11328-001
Svenson, O., & Karlsson, G. (1989). Decision-Making, Time Horizons, and Risk in the Very Long-Term Perspective. Risk Analysis, 9(3), 385–399.
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1539-6924.1989.tb01004.x/pdf
Week 4 – Risk Perception and Assessment: Cultural Cognition, the Precautionary Principle, and Alternatives Assessments (February 1st)
Cultural divides in environmental risk perception. Differences between probabilistic uncertainty and ambiguity. Preference for ambiguity-free systems at the cost of greater risk. Role of ambiguity in climate change outcomes in driving avoidance/inaction. The Precautionary Principle. How we deal with risks now, and alternatives assessments. Charles Perrow’s concept of Normal Accidents and how institutional complexity sets the stage for environmental disasters.
The Precautionary Principle - World Commission on the Ethics of Scientific Knowledge and Technology: ONLY Introduction (p. 7-16)
http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0013/001395/139578e.pdf
http://www.masonlec.org/site/rte_uploads/files/C-B-Analysis-and-the-Environment.pdfSunstein, C. R. (2005). Cost-Benefit Analysis and the Environment. Ethics, 115(2), 351–385.


Kahan, D. M., Peters, E., Braman, D., Slovic, P., Wittlin, M., Ouellette, L. L., & Mandel, G. (2011). The Tragedy of the Risk-Perception Commons : Culture Conflict , Rationality Conflict , and Climate Change. Cultural Cognition Project working paper, (89).
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1871503
McCright, A. M., & Dunlap, R. E. (2011). Cool dudes: The denial of climate change among conservative white males in the United States. Global Environmental Change, 21(4), 1163–1172. 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S095937801100104X
Optional:

Kriebel, D., Tickner, J., Epstein, P., Lemons, J., Levins, R., Loechler, E. L., Quinn, M., et al. (2001). 
The Precautionary Principle in Environmental Science, 109(9), 871–876.
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1240435/pdf/ehp0109-000871.pdf
Week 5 – Knowledge, Behavior Change, and Social Norms (February 8th)
Differences between descriptive and injunctive norms, personal identities, and methods of encouraging pro-environmental behavior through norms. The Attitude-Behavior Gap. Environmental locus of control.
Guest Speaker: Gregg Sparkman, Dept. of Psychology
Kollmuss, A., & Agyeman, J. (2002). Mind the gap: why do people act environmentally and what are the barriers to pro-environmental behavior? Environmental education research, 8(3), 37–41. 

http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/13504620220145401
Heimlich, J., & Ardoin, N. (2008). Understanding behavior to understand behavior change: a literature review. Environmental Education Research, 14(3), 215–237. 
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/13504620802148881
Cialdini, R. B., Reno, R. R., & Kallgren, C. a. (1990). A focus theory of normative conduct: Recycling the concept of norms to reduce littering in public places. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58(6), 1015–1026. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.6.1015

Brough, A. R., Wilkie, J. E. B., Ma, J., Isaac, M. S., & Gal, D. (2016). Is Eco-Friendly Unmanly? The Green-Feminine Stereotype and Its Effect on Sustainable Consumption. Journal of Consumer Research. https://doi.org/10.1093/jcr/ucw044
Week 6 – Pro-Environmental Decisions, Eco-Labeling, and Study Design (February 15th)
Analysis of how eco-labeling can influence purchasing behavior; case study on the impact of the Energy Star label. Energy decisions and solutions. How to understand the impact of individual differences on environmental decision outcomes.
In addition to this week’s reading, find several articles relevant to your final project ideas.
Linder, N. S., Uhl, G., Fliessbach, K., Trautner, P., Elger, C. E., & Weber, B. (2010). Organic labeling influences food valuation and choice. NeuroImage, 53(1), 215–220. http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1053811910008293
Wilson, C., & Dowlatabadi, H. (2007). Models of Decision Making and Residential Energy Use. Annual Review of Environment and Resources, 32(1), 169–203.
http://www.annualreviews.org/doi/pdf/10.1146/annurev.energy.32.053006.141137
Optional:
Sahoo, A. & Sawe, N. (2014) Negative Dividends: Internality Losses Can Outweigh Externality Gains. 
Available on Canvas.
Week 7 – Life Cycle Assessments (February 22nd)
How prior assumptions, goals, and scope can influence the findings of life cycle assessments and their implications for environmental outcomes. 

Guest Speaker: Emily Grubert, Emmett Interdisciplinary Program in Environment and Resources

In addition to this week’s reading, outline a basic final project proposal.
Grubert, E. (2016). Implicit prioritization in life cycle assessment: text mining and detecting metapatterns in the literature. International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment, (1), 1–11. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-016-1153-2

Reap, J., Roman, F., Duncan, S., & Bras, B. (2008a). A survey of unresolved problems in life cycle assessment. Part 1: Goal and scope and inventory analysis. International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment, 13(4), 290–300. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-008-0008-x

Reap, J., Roman, F., Duncan, S., & Bras, B. (2008b). A survey of unresolved problems in life cycle assessment. Part 2: Impact assessment and interpretation. International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment, 13(5), 374–388. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-008-0009-9

Week 8 – Trust: Corporations vs Individuals, Experts vs Laypeople, and the Commons (March 1st)
The dynamics of information asymmetry between those who generate environmental problems and surrounding communities. Trust issues and environmental risks. How experiential knowledge of the "layperson" can and should be a crucial component of policy decisions. 
Kulkarni, S. P. (2000). Environmental ethics and information asymmetry among organizational stakeholders. Journal of Business Ethics, 27(3), 215–228. 
http://download.springer.com/static/pdf/632/art%253A10.1023%252FA%253A1006340624326.pdf?auth66=1392165417_9a3b5ad4dbf23fb0988cec05b683c1fb&ext=.pdf
Wynne, B. (1996). May the Sheep Safely Graze? In S Lash, B. Szerszynski, & B. Wynne (Eds.), Risk, Environment, and Modernity. Sage Publications Ltd.

Savadori, L., Savio, S., Nicotra, E., Rumiati, R., Finucane, M., & Slovic, P. (2004). Expert and public perception of risk from biotechnology. Risk analysis : an official publication of the Society for Risk Analysis, 24(5), 1289–99. 
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.0272-4332.2004.00526.x/full
Tokar, B. (1998). Monsanto: A Checkered History. The Ecologist
http://www.mindfully.org/Industry/Monsanto-Checkered-HistoryOct98.htm
Week 9 – Case Study on the West Virginia Chemical Spill (March 8th)
A case study of the environmental risks management both before and after the major spill of MCHM which affected the water supply of over 300,000 people in January 2014.
       Reading list to be determined by group assignment.

Week 10 – Project Presentations and Conclusion (March 15th)
