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INTERVENTIONS

MENU PLAN - SELECT YOUR LUNCHES FOR THE COMING WEEK
Flat discounted rate for five lunches: 40 CHF
My food choices
can’t impact the Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday
climate. i RISOTTO MUSHROOM VEGGIE NASI GORENG VEGGIE CHILI
BURGER CARBONARA
h' 5 FALAFEL BLACK LENTILS THAI"BUTTER"” VEGGIE HUMMUS
Or can they: KEBAB BEANS SCHNITZEL PLATTER
BEEF THAI CHICKEN CHILI CON BEEF BURGER FISH FILLET
MEATBALLS CARNE TILAPIA
Myood chie FISH FILLET LAMB KEBAB ROASTED PASTA VEAL
"" SEA BREAM CHICKEN ALL'AMATRICIA BRATWURST
Y -NA (sausage)

: : : : : : : Figure 2. Nudge Menu Intervention: Lower footprint on top two rows. All dishes were in
Figure 1. Collective Action Problem Framing — Social Dilemma Intervention (Excerpt) adherence to Swiss Dietary Guidelines. (The content was reduced to fit the poster format)
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RESULTS
N i
Climate footprint by treatment group Table 2. Climate footprint of outcomes by treatment group among meat-eaters
(Meat Eaters n = 1691)
Treatment condition n Mean  Mean Net p 95% CI1
6 — === footprint  diff footprint
5.38629 5.37939 5.39605 5.38375 1) ) reduction
5.06903
4.73885 4.83657 (%)
§ Control: no information, no social 230 5.94
?;:- 4 dilemma, conventional menu
S Information Only 215 540 -0.54 9.09% * -1.06;-0.03
3 Nudge Menu Only 197 539 -0.55 9.26% * -1.04;-0.07
"g Social Dilemma Only 213 5.38 -0.56 9.43% * -1.05;-0.07
§ Information + Social Dilemma 192 538 -0.56 9.43% * -1.07;-0.04
S 27 Information + Social Dilemma + 226 507 -0.87 14.65% ** -1.35;-0.40
= Nudge Menu
Information + Nudge Menu 210 4.84 -1.10 18.52% ** -1.57;-0.64
Social Dilemma + Nudge Menu 208 474 -1.20 20.20% ** -1.66;-0.74
Control  Nudge Dilemma D+Nudge Info l+Nudge 1+D l+D+N 1 Climate footprint of food choices (Mean kg CO2-eq/week)
2 Difference compared to the control group (Mean kg CO2-eq/week)

Figure 3. Climate footprint of food choices per treatment in Kg of CO2-eq per week. *p <0.05, **p <0.001
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