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1. Introduction 

The energy sector has been the target of a number of different environmentally motivated 
policies during the last decades; in particular policies aiming at reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases as a means to reduce climate change have been frequently adopted. One 
important part of such environmental policies within the European Union is to enhance 
electricity saving, primarily through different information campaigns directed both to the 
industry sector and to the household sector (e.g., European Union, 2008; Swedish Energy 
Agency, 2008).  
 
The Swedish household sector contributes to about 25 percent of the total electricity 
consumption. The electricity used by households for electric light and for different sorts of 
electric devices (not including electricity heating) has more than doubled during the last 
decades, it increased from 9.2 TWh in 1970 to 22.1 TWh in 2006. The electricity used for 
electricity heating (where the domestic sector is dominating) has increased from 4.7 TWh in 
1970 to 21.8 TWh in 2006 (Swedish Energy Agency, 2007).  Therefore, although the 
household sector in Sweden contributes to a limited proportion of total electricity 
consumption, it is still important to address the household sector as well when environmental 
policies targeted towards the energy sector are to be implemented. When Linden et al. (2006) 
study the energy consumption habits and attitudes among Swedish households they found 
that many households behave in a way that they define as “energy efficient” (i.e., they put lid 
on pots, use washing and dishing machines only when they are full etc.), but also that there 
are significant differences between households in this respect; there are also many households 
that still are what Linden et al. call “energy unaware”.   
 
The aim of the present study is to identify factors that are important for Swedish households’ 
behavior regarding their domestic electricity consumption; and in particular the factors 
affecting households’ willingness to increase effort to reduce domestic electricity 
consumption. Results are based on a postal survey that was sent out to 1200 households (the 
response rate was 47 %). The analysis is carried out within a so-called ordered probit 
framework. We hypothesize that economic motives (such as perceived costs associated with 
electricity saving but also potential cost savings), differences in socio-economic 
characteristics as well as differences in knowledge; attitude and behavior regarding electricity 
issues may affect the willingness to save more electricity.  
 
The outcome of different electricity saving measures, in terms of reduced consumption and 
reduced electricity costs may well be difficult for the individual household to foresee and to 
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change behavior regarding the personal electricity use often involves changing habits. In 
order to reduce uncertainty but also to increase individuals’ awareness on the negative 
environmental impact associated with electricity production information may be of vital 
importance. In this paper we test empirically whether the design of information affects the 
stated willingness to increase effort to save electricity among Swedish households. More 
specifically; we evaluate whether information that is more precise in the sense that it; (a) is 
formulated in terms of concrete examples of activities that can be undertaken to reduce 
electricity use; and (b) provides information on the potential monetary savings associated 
with different actions, is more effective than general information. More knowledge about 
how individual consumers are motivated and how they perceive potential obstacles towards 
undertaking measures aimed at reduced electricity consumption is, clearly, essential in order 
to design effective policies aiming at promoting electricity saving behavior.  
 
 
2. Theoretical and Methodological Basis for the Analysis 

A majority of the previous studies aiming at explaining differences in consumer behavior and 
consumption patterns in the Swedish electricity market have primarily used qualitative 
approaches (e.g., Nyberg, 2002; Bladh, 2005; Ellegård, 2005; Lindén et al. 2006). A 
limitation of the above studies is that they analyze the impact of each variable separately; it is 
therefore difficult to identify the variables that have had the strongest impact on behavior. 
When Sardianou (2007) examines the main determinants of household energy use patterns in 
Greece by applying a quantitative approach; her results suggest that the typical energy-saving 
consumer is an individual with a relatively high income that lives in her own house and are 
relatively well informed about the global environmental problems related to energy 
production and consumption. Brandon and Lewis (1999) combine a qualitative and a 
quantitative approach so as to examine energy consumption in the UK, focusing on a 
particular form of information; different forms of consumption feedback. They found that 
consumption feedback and environmental attitudes had a significant impact on conservation 
behavior while socio-economic factors primarily explained historic consumption. In addition, 
Brandon and Lewis (1999) stress that both economic motives and attitudes and values need to 
be addressed in the analysis and that mush of the previous research carried out by consumer 
scientists have focused too narrowly on attitudes, beliefs and values but neglected the 
importance of energy costs and therefore underestimated the potential for change for 
individual households (p. 83).  
 
From the perspective of economic theory the decision whether to increase effort to save 
electricity or not is determined by its outcome in terms of net utility; such a decision will only 
be made if the expected costs associated with electricity saving are outweighed by its 
expected benefits. The cost of undertaking electricity saving measures can be both in the form 
of transaction costs (i.e., the perceived effort in time, effort or inconvenience) and of direct 
monetary nature (i.e., investments for power saving equipment). The associated perceived 
benefits are, clearly, expected savings in electricity costs but might also be non monetary 
(i.e., perceived satisfaction from contributing to limiting the environmental impacts arising 
from electricity production). The decision to undertake electricity saving measures or not can 
also be mediated through social norms; i.e., through the interactions and perceived 
expectations from friends, neighbors, family and other households in general. Social 
interaction may trigger individuals to rethink their current situation and thus actively 
investigate the alternatives at hand. In addition, if an individual is uncertain about the future 
cost savings associated with electricity saving, others’ behavior and/or opinions may play an 
important role in the decision making process.  
 
Lindén et al. (2006) argue that the massive information campaigns promoting energy saving 
during the oil crisis in the 1970s have fostered a conservative use among electricity 
consumers and that (at least some) individuals motivate their effort to save electricity with the 
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idea that conservation in itself is a genuinely good cause. The frequent debate related to 
electricity prices and production during the last years – and in particular about its 
environmental impacts – can also be interpreted as a social norm. Taken together, it should be 
reasonable to expect individuals stated willingness to increase effort to save electricity to be 
positively related both to the individuals’ concern for environmental issues and to the 
individuals’ beliefs about other peoples behavior and/or expectations.  
 
These factors of economic nature are of course of vital importance, we do however also focus 
the analysis on the potential bounded rationality of consumers. The latter implies that 
individuals will economize on scarce cognitive resources by utilizing routines and rules of 
thumb and will tend to make satisfactory decisions rather than expend time and effort 
searching for the optimum decision (Simon, 1959; Foss, 2003). Many decisions in everyday 
life take the form of a choice between retaining the status quo and accepting an alternative 
which is advantageous in some respects and disadvantageous in others. Research in the 
behavioral science show evidence of inertia in household decision making processes and 
individuals tend thus to favor the present situation and neglect potential cost savings 
(Samuelson and Zeckhauser, 1988; Hedström et al., 2004). According to central results in this 
field most of the individuals are not able to – and do not want to – continuously evaluate their 
consumption decisions. Therefore individuals develop rules of thumb for how to behave in 
different situations; one example is the use of habitual behavior (see for instance Biel, 2003, 
for a discussion on the role of habits in environmental behavior). Another explanation for 
such inertia is that the individual sometimes has preferences for the alternatives that do not 
require any active action to be undertaken, so-called omission bias (Spranca et al., 1991). In 
individual behavior the perception that regrets will be worse, ceteris paribus, after an active 
decision compared to a passive situation can be interpreted in terms of omission loss. These 
impacts can be reinforced by so-called loss aversion; i.e., individuals often value the benefits 
associated with a decision lower if the outcome is good compared to the disadvantages 
associated with a bad outcome of the decision (Kahnemann and Tversky, 1979). The above 
suggest that it is reasonable to expect that many individuals will prefer retaining to their 
present behavior rather than increasing effort to save electricity.  
 
In the empirical investigation we analyze some of the most important determinants of the 
stated willingness to increase effort so as to save electricity. This is done both by presenting 
and commenting on some descriptive statistics of survey responses and by the use of ordered 
probit regression analysis. The analysis highlights the impacts of perceived cost savings and 
transaction costs, information, environmental concern, social norms, and different socio-
economic characteristics. Drawing on the results of previous research value based persuasive 
techniques (such as information campaigns) need to be systematically processed to be 
effective. To be persuaded by the arguments presented, recipients must understand the 
arguments and presumably also elaborate its details (i.e., Eagly and Kulesa, 1997). With 
respect to information we perform an empirical test on whether the impact of information on 
(stated) behavior differs depending on how information about the potential activities that can 
be carried out is presented to respondents. 
 
 
3. Survey Design and Responses 

In November 2005, 1200 questionnaires were sent out to a sample of randomly drawn 
Swedish households. The formulation of the questions included in the questionnaire, as well 
as the content of the questions was designed in cooperation with the Swedish Energy 
Administration and after taking into account comments from smaller pretests. The 
questionnaire was sent out both to people living in their own houses and to people living in 
apartments. The response rate after two reminders was 47 percent, which should be 
considered satisfactory for such a comprehensive postal survey. Although no in-depth 
analysis of non-respondents was carried out it seems reasonable to expect that people with a 
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lack of interest in electricity consumption issues and/or limited or non-existent experience of 
these issues (i.e., electricity consumption levels, electricity prices etc.) are over-represented 
among the non-respondents. This is in part supported by the fact that men are overrepresented 
among the respondents (67 percent); this fits well with the notion that men typically have 
been more active at the electricity market when it comes to choosing between different 
electricity suppliers. Therefore it seems reasonable to expect men to be the main 
responsibility for signing electricity contracts and to be, on average, better informed about 
electricity consumption and costs. Moreover, about 30 percent of the respondents live in 
apartments, a figure which is lower than 51 percents of Swedes in general that live in 
apartments in 2006 (Statistics Sweden, 2008). It is important to keep this potential self 
selection in mind when the results of the survey are interpreted. However, it is also 
reasonable to expect that many of the non-respondents (i.e., people with limited knowledge 
and/or interest in electricity issues and/or immigrants facing language difficulties etc.) also 
are difficult to persuade to become more active on the electricity market through, for 
instance, marketing and information campaigns (Bladh, 2005). On the other hand, the results 
may still provide information about the potential for increased effort to reduce electricity 
consumption among the respondents, and such knowledge is still useful for policymakers 
when policies aimed at changing the behavior Swedish households are designed.      
 
A central part of the analysis in this paper focuses on households’ willingness to increase 
their effort within four different activities so as to save electricity in the future. The activities 
to which the analysis is focused are; laundry, lightening, heating, and use of hot water. The 
questionnaire collected information on, for instance, respondents’ present habits regarding 
electricity saving, their experience and knowledge regarding their own electricity 
consumption and cost, their stated willingness to increase effort so as to reduce electricity 
consumption as well as on socio-economic characteristics. To facilitate an empirical test of 
whether the information provided, and in particular on how the information is presented, 
affects the outcome in terms of self reported willingness to increase electricity saving effort 
the sample was divided into three sub samples of equal size (called A, B, and C); each 
provided with a slightly different amount of information provided in each sub sample. The 
framing to the question on respondents stated willingness to increase effort to save electricity 
was identically formulated in each sub sample; it read: 
 

“To change behavior regarding the own electricity consumption implies both sacrifices 
and potential savings in the form of lower electricity costs. How willing are you to 
undertake the following measures in order to lower your electricity consumption within 
each of the following areas”  

 
Respondents were then asked to mark their answers on a scale ranging between 1 (for 
completely unwilling) and 5 (very willing). Respondents who did not consider the question as 
relevant for their particular household were asked to mark 0 and these responses were 
removed from the econometric analysis (this was probably the case for the households that 
have electricity costs included in their rent, for instance). The amount of information was 
most limited in sample A; respondents were confronted with four different electricity 
consumption areas where changed behavior would reduce their level of consumption and 
simply asked about their willingness to undertake measures within each. In sample B 
respondents were asked about their willingness to undertake measures related to a limited 
number of concrete examples of electricity saving activities within each category of activity. 
Finally, in sample C respondents were given the same examples of possible activities that can 
be undertaken so as to use less electricity as in sample B but they were also given additional 
information; the size of the estimated annual monetary saving associated with each activity 
for a typical Swedish household. The different electricity saving measures as they were used 
in the different samples are listed in Figure 1 (and used in the econometric analysis as well). 
The activities used in the questionnaire were drawn from the webpage of Swedish Consumer 
Agency (2005) and they all constitute activities that have a significant impact on the size of 
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the electricity bill. These measures are thus associated with relatively large reductions in 
electricity costs for at least some households. We hypothesize, drawing on the results of 
Eagly and Kulesa (1997), that the respondents in sample B and C will, on average, report a 
higher willingness to undertake measures aiming at reducing electricity consumption than 
respondents in sub sample A.  
 

Version B (reference alternative) 
Laundry and drying the washing 

o Fill up the washing machine 
o Reduce temperature from 60 degrees C to 40 degrees C when clothing is only lightly 

dirty 
o Dry the washing without supplying heat 

Lighting 
o Use more energy efficient light bulbs 
o Turn off lights when no one is in the room 

Heating 
o Remove large furniture placed in front of radiators 
o Lower the indoor temperature one degree Celsius 
o Tighten doors and windows  

Hot water use 
o Change leaking gaskets 
o Change to water saving nozzle in the shower 
o Reduce maximum temperature of hot water to 60 degrees Celsius 

Version A (headings) Version B (estimated annual savings) 
 Laundry and drying the washing 

o Fill up the washing machine (12-18 SEK) Use of washing machine 
o Reduce temperature from 60 degrees C to 40 

degrees C when clothing is only lightly dirty 
(40-50 SEK) 

Use of drying cabinet or tumbler 
drier 
Lighting 

o Dry the washing without supplying heat (12-18 
SEK) 

Heating 
Hot water use 

Lighting  
o Use more energy efficient light bulbs (40-50 

SEK) 
o Turn off lights when no one is in the room (12-

18 SEK) 
Heating 

o Remove large furniture placed in front of  
radiators (150-170 SEK) 

o Lower the indoor temperature one degree 
Celsius 380-420 SEK) 

o Tighten doors and windows (750-850 SEK) 
Hot water use 

o Change leaking gaskets (380-420 SEK) 
o Change to water saving nozzle in the shower 

(600-700 SEK) 
o Reduce maximum temperature of hot water to 

60 degrees Celsius (200-300 SEK) 
 

Figure 1.  Activities listed as examples of potential electricity savings measures 
Note: 1 SEK corresponds to about 0.10 Euro 
 
In addition, the questionnaire collected information on the respondents present habits 
regarding electricity consumption; including to what extent they are already engaged in 
different measures aiming at reducing their use of electricity. Responses show, for instance, 
that a relatively high share of Swedish households are actively trying to limit their electricity 
use, this is particularly the case for activities related to laundry while lower proportions 
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claim that they are actively trying to limit the electricity used for heating and electric 
light purposes.  
 
Table 1 presents averages, standard deviations, minimum values and maximum values a 
number of responses that we consider to be potentially relevant for explaining differences in 
households’ willingness to increase effort to save electricity. Some of these statements were 
used as explanatory variables in the econometric analysis.  
 

Table 1: Variables Included in the Analysis: Definitions and Descriptive Statistics 
Variables Coding/definitions  Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Laundry 
Lighting 
Heating  
Hot water use 

1 for completely unwilling, 5 for 
very willing to increase effort to 
save electricity (dependent variable)

2.80
2.90
2.75
2.83

1.02 
1.12 
1.09 
1.05 

1 
1 
1 
1 

5
5
5
5

Estimated monetary 
information (A) 

1 for respondents in sample A, zero 
otherwise 

0.32 0.47 0 1

Estimated monetary 
information (C) 

1 for respondents in sample C, zero 
otherwise 

0.34 0.48 0 1

Pensioner 1 for pensioners, zero otherwise 0.21 0.41 0 1
Electric heating 1 for electricity heated home, 0 

otherwise 
0.36 0.48 0 1

I believe that many other 
households in my 
municipality try to reduce 
their use of electricity.  

1 for disagree completely, 5 for 
agree completely 

3.43 1.59 1 5

I often discuss electricity use 
and electricity saving with 
people who are close to me. 

1 for disagree completely, 5 for 
agree completely 

3.48 1.69 1 5

Reduced electricity 
consumption is important for 
environmental reasons. 

1 for disagree completely, 5 for 
agree completely 

3.95 1.58 1 5

It is difficult to undertake 
measures in everyday life 
that reduces the electricity 
use of my household.    

1 for disagree completely, 5 for 
agree completely 

3.41 1.60 1 5

Number of observations: 536 

 
The statements aim, for instance, at capturing differences in the degree to which respondents 
acknowledge the presence of social norms and interactions, their view on the possibilities to 
affect electricity costs by changing behavior, as well as their perceptions about the transaction 
costs associated with electricity saving (for instance the perceived inconvenience). The four 
variables laundry, lighting, heating and hot water use constitute the respondents stated 
willingness to increase effort to save electricity within each corresponding area (and 
constitute the dependent variables in the econometric analysis).  
 
Several interesting results emerge from Table 1. The presence of social interactions regarding 
electricity consumption show large variation between households but 62 percent of the 
respondents agree, partly or entirely, to the statement that many other households try to 
reduce their electricity use. It is also notable it seems to be relatively common that individuals 
form an opinion about the electricity use and electricity saving by consulting other 
individuals. 67 percent support, partly or entirely, the statement claiming that they often 
discusses issues related to electricity use and electricity saving with other people. It is also 
interesting to note that environmental concern seem to be a potentially important motive for 
electricity saving; this statement is supported, partly or entirely, by as many as 84 percent of 
the respondents. Moreover, the presence of transaction costs are perceived significant for 

 6



many respondents, 61 percent express support for the notion that it is difficult to undertake 
measures in everyday life that reduces the electricity use of the household. In the econometric 
analysis following this section we analyze to what extent individual differences in how the 
factors discussed here are perceived affects the (stated) willingness to increase effort to save 
domestic electricity consumption.  
 

4. Analyzing the Determinants of Households’ Willingness to Save Electricity 

In this section we analyze quantitatively what are the main determinants of the stated 
willingness to increase effort to save electricity within each of the four activities (i.e., 
laundry, lighting, heating, and hot water use). The dependent variable is discrete rather than 
continuous (ranging between 1 and 5 as was described in Table 1 above); therefore the 
analysis is carried out in a so called ordered probit framework. Results in terms of estimated 
coefficients and corresponding t-values are displayed in Table 2. It is important to note that 
when these results are interpreted, the size of the coefficients are probabilities and will 
therefore not say much about the magnitude of the effect on stated willingness to increase 
electricity saving as a result of a change in any of the independent variables. The 
interpretation of the signs are still of vital interest; a coefficient with a positive sign implies 
that an increase in the corresponding independent variable would increase the probability for 
the individual to be very willing to increase effort (i.e., to respond by marking 5) and that the 
probability of being completely unwilling decrease. On the other hand, the impacts on the 
intermediate options (2, 3, and 4) are ambiguous. Negative estimates will clearly imply the 
opposite (Greene, 1997). When we perform likelihood ratio tests, the hypothesis that all 
coefficients except the constant are equal to zero can be rejected at the 1 percent for each 
estimated model. The model aiming at explaining what factors that affect the stated 
willingness to increase effort to save electricity consumed for laundry purposes performs 
relatively well (in terms of explanatory power) while the model on hot water use has the 
lowest explanatory power.  
 
In general, the factors that have an impact on the stated willingness to save more electricity 
seem to be fairly similar between the different areas and activities. Another result that is 
common between all models is that individual differences in socio-economic background 
(such as level of education, income, age and gender) not appear to have any statistically 
significant impact on the willingness to reduce electricity consumption. The only exception is 
that elderly people, those who are pensioners, are more inclined to report a high willingness 
to save electricity; at least regarding laundry and heating. One plausible explanation for this 
result (note that the general age variable did not prove to be statistically significant) can be 
that the cost for drying the laundry without heating and for running the washing machine 
more seldom is perceived as lower because time is likely to be a less scarce resource for 
elderly. An additional potential explanation for this result is in line with the arguing of 
Linden et al. (2006); that the massive information campaigns during the oil crisis in the 1970s 
fostered a conservative energy behavior in Sweden. Linden et al. claim that these repeated 
national information campaigns implemented new behavior and changed habits among 
Swedish households; those who are pensioners are old enough to have been the target of 
these early massive, repeated campaigns.  
 
The differences in the amount and level of details of the information provided in the 
questionnaire (i.e., the three sub samples A, B, and C as described above) did have a 
statistically significant impact on the willingness to be more active within three of the four 
activities that were included. The negative, and statistically significant estimate for 
coefficient “No detailed information (A)” in the laundry, lightning, and hot water models 
indicates that respondents that only faced the areas listed (i.e., sample A) were less willing to 
increase effort to reduce their electricity consumption compared to respondents that were 
given concrete examples of activities that can be undertaken within each area (this means that 
sample B is our reference alternative). However, the stated willingness to increase effort to 
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save electricity within the area heating was not affected by this “manipulation” of 
information. A reasonable explanation for this lack of impact may be that for house owners 
with electric heating the electricity cost constitutes such a significant proportion of the 
household budget and therefore these households are already relatively well informed about 
the measures that can be undertaken so as to keep the cost for electric heating down.   
 
Table 2: The Determinants of the Willingness to Increase Effort to Reduce Electricity 
Consumption 

Laundry Lightning Heating Hot water use 
 

Coeff t-value Coeff t-value Coeff t-value Coeff t-value 
Constant 1.330 4.905 1.101 3.355 0.810 2.454 0.806 2.665 
No detailed 
information (A) 

-0.905 -7.715 -0.559 -4.695 -0.174 -1.389 -0.552 -4.707 

Estimated 
monetary 
information (C) 

-0.082 -0.712 -0.336 -2.909 0.059 0.465 -0. 035 -0.305 

Pensioner 0.317 2.705 -0.002 -0.471 0.192 1.492 0.000 0.663 
Electric heating 0.212 2.129 -0.271 -2.701   0.173 1.731 
Discusses 
electricity 
saving 

0.094 2.540 0.156 3.938 0.222 5.085 0.143 3.663 

Environmental 0.267 5.590 0.186 3.871 0.187 3.305 0.170 3.497 
Difficult -0.108 -2.635 -0.108 -2.588 -0.163 -3.530 -0.050 -1.222 
Other 0.064 1.142 0.079 1.313 0.007 0.103 0.118 1.966 
 Number of 

observations: 532 
Log-likelihood 
value: -681 
Restricted: -750 
Chi-squared: 139 

Number of 
observations: 525 
Log-likelihood 
value: -703 
Restricted: -744 
Chi-squared: 81 

Number of 
observations: 426 
Log-likelihood value: 
-578 
Restricted: -612 
Chi-squared: 69 

Number of 
observations: 526 
Log-likelihood 
value: -708 
Restricted: -734 
Chi-squared: 53 

 
However, more information in terms of the (potential) monetary savings associated with our 
different electricity savings activities did not increase the willingness to undertake electricity 
saving measures further. Regarding the activities included in lighting, the impact from adding 
this information was even negative, and also statistically significant. One plausible 
explanation for the negative estimate of the “Monetary information (C)” coefficient in the 
lightning model can simply be that the monetary saving that can be achieved is often very 
low (10-50 SEK corresponds to 1.1- 5.6 € per year), and when respondents are confronted 
with these low potential savings their willingness to save declines (for instance, their 
willingness to switching off lights when they are not in the room). It is also interesting to note 
that respondents with electric heating were less prone to save electricity by switching off 
lights. The reason for this result may be that for these households electricity costs constitute a 
significant part of the household budget and the potential savings are too small to be 
considered worthwhile. It has also been argued that lights give off heat as well as light when 
they are switched on; therefore people may believe that electricity consumed on lights will 
reduce the amount of electricity needed for heating.  
 
Our results support our hypothesis that costs, of course, are important. In a cold country like 
Sweden, for people with electric heating electricity costs constitute a relatively large 
proportion on the household budget and these respondents also reported a larger willingness 
to increase their effort to save electricity than respondents with lower electricity costs, on 
average.  
 
As was noted in the previous section, the beliefs about to what level other people try to 
reduce their electricity use, both people close to the respondent and people living in the same 
municipality, are quite high. Out hypothesis was that the beliefs on how other people behave 
might be interpreted by respondents as a social norm indicating that undertaking measures to 
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reduce electricity consumption is a “good” activity to do. However, according to our results, 
the beliefs on how other people behave did not affect the (stated) willingness to undertake 
measures to reduce electricity consumption in any statistically significant way. Still, people 
who are interested in issues related to electricity consumption and electricity costs (i.e., those 
who supported the statement saying “I often discuss electricity use and electricity saving with 
people who are close to me”) were also – on average - more willing to accept increased effort 
to save electricity. This effect was also highly significant from a statistical point of view for 
all the estimated models. One potential explanation for this result is that people that discuss 
electricity consumption issues also have a higher degree of interest – and knowledge – and 
that they therefore are more likely to consider transaction costs as acceptable compared to 
individuals with a lower interest in this area. Moreover, the negative estimate for the 
“Difficult” coefficient suggest that respondents that perceive transaction costs as high were 
also more reluctant to undertake further measures to reduce their use of electricity, as we did 
expect. This result is also highly significant from a statistical point of view in all estimated 
models except the one focusing on hot water use. Finally, our results support the idea that 
environmental concern is an important motivating factor for people to keep electricity 
consumption down, as we did expect. This is consistent with our expectations and with 
previous research (e.g., Sardianou, 2007; Lindén et al., 2006; Brandon and Lewis, 1999).  
 
As was noted above, the parameter estimates presented in Table 2 can only be interpreted as 
indicators of whether they increase or decrease the probability that an average individual will 
claim to be very willing or completely unwilling  to undertake electricity saving measures 
(i.e., to respond 5 or 1). When marginal effects were calculated for each model they suggest 
that the impact of adding more information has a relatively large effect on the probability that 
an average individual will accept to undertake measures to save electricity. This effect is 
present in all the models. The impact of the discuss variable is also relatively substantial in all 
the models. We could also note that although the marginal effects generally were consistent 
the theoretical and statistical significance of the marginal effects were most clear and stable at 
the endpoints of the scale (i.e., at the probabilities of 1 for completely unwilling or 5 for very 
willing to undertake electricity saving measures).  
 
 
5. Concluding remarks 

This study has focused on analyzing and scrutinizing the determinants of Swedish 
consumers’ stated willingness to increase effort to reduce their domestic electricity 
consumption within four different activities. The activities in focus are; laundry, lighting, 
heating, and hot water use, and they all constitute activities that have a significant impact on 
the size of the electricity bill. We put particular focus on the potential role of information; 
more specifically we evaluated empirically whether information that is more precise and 
detailed seems to be more effective than general information. The analysis was carried out in 
a so called ordered probit framework. Results are based on the survey responses of Swedish 
electricity consumers; the overall response rate was 47 percent.   
 
Our results indicate that both costs and attitudes – in particular environmental motives - are 
important, as we did expect. For households with electric heating in a cold country as 
Sweden, electricity costs constitute a significant proportion of the household budget and 
respondents with electric heating were, on average, more prone to report a high willingness to 
increase effort to reduce household consumption. The same result was found for people with 
a higher interest and more knowledge in this area; i.e. those who report that they frequently 
discusses electricity saving and electricity consumption with other people. We argue that 
people with more knowledge and interest may perceive transaction costs as lower compared 
to people with less knowledge and interest in this area. Our results support previous results 
since environmental concern seems to be an important motivating factor; respondents that 
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supported the idea that electricity consumption is important for environmental reasons were 
more willing to undertake electricity saving measures.   
 
The differences in the amount and level of details of the information provided in the 
questionnaire had a statistically significant impact on the reported willingness to be more 
active. Respondents that only were asked about their willingness to increase effort within 
each of the four areas listed were, on average, less willing to increase effort to reduce their 
electricity consumption compared to respondents that were given concrete examples of 
activities that can be undertaken within each area. However, additional information in terms 
of the (potential) monetary savings associated with the different electricity saving activities 
did not increase the willingness to undertake electricity saving measures further.  
 
Linden et al. (2006) argue that there exist a relatively high awareness of the benefits 
associated with conservation electricity among some of the Swedish consumers, and that this 
awareness is partly a result of the previous massive – and repeated - campaigns promoting 
energy saving. These campaigns started, and were most intense, in the 1970s after the oil 
crises and were then primarily motivated by concern of security of supply rather than 
environmental concern. According to our results, people who are pensioners are more willing 
to report a high willingness to accept electricity saving measures than the average respondent; 
this may be a result of the fact that pensioners are old enough to have been affected by theses 
previous massive campaigns. If that is the case, one could argue that there exists a stock of 
knowledge among Swedish consumers (in particular among older consumers) and present 
campaigns could then draw on and add to this knowledge. The existence of such a stock of 
knowledge among Swedish consumers is also consistent with our result indicating the impact 
of interest and knowledge among consumers, as it was expressed in the questionnaire; i.e., as 
a habit to discuss electricity issues with other people. Summing up; according to our results, 
effective information campaigns promoting electricity saving should be formulated in terms 
of concrete activities rather than in general terms. Moreover, if persuasion is to be effective it 
should stress both economic benefits (cost savings) and attitudinal benefits (reduced 
environmental impacts arising from electricity production) and such campaigns may add to 
what may otherwise be deteriorating general knowledge founded during earlier decades.  
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