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Abstract:



Across fields, more sustainable and resilient outcomes are being realized through a whole systems design perspective, which guides decision-makers to consider the entire system affected including interdependent physical and social networks. Although infrastructure is extremely interdependent, consisting of diverse stakeholders and networks, the infrastructure design and construction process is often fragmented. This fragmentation can result in unnecessary tradeoffs, leading to poor outcomes for certain stakeholders and the surrounding environment. A whole systems design perspective would help connect this fragmented industry and lead to more sustainable outcomes. For example, a whole systems design approach to relieve traffic on a highway might see beyond the obvious, but often ineffective, response of adding a new vehicle lane to encourage a solution such as repurposing existing road lanes from automobiles to above-ground “subway” systems. This paper discusses influences to whole systems design and how intentional choice architecture, meaning the way decisions are posed, can nudge decision-makers to employ whole systems design and result in more sustainable infrastructure. By uncovering these influences and organizing them by the social, organizational, and individual levels of the infrastructure design process, this paper provides the needed foundation for interdisciplinary research to help harness these influences through choice architecture and whole systems design for the infrastructure industry.
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1. Introduction


Infrastructure is inherently interdependent and these interdependencies are often bidirectional, meaning each infrastructure influences the state of another [1]. For example, the electric power grid uses natural gas for generators and rail transportation may supply the natural gas. Furthermore, not only is the electric power grid dependent on rail transportation for natural gas, rail transportation is dependent on electricity for network and communication operations. These infrastructure interdependencies influence the entire surrounding community and affect the public’s mobility, health, and economic development [2,3].



Other industries with complex systems problems, such as health care, have intentionally implemented whole system design or systems thinking to promote improved solutions in comparison to conventional design techniques [4]. Whole system design is a design framework that encourages the consideration of interrelated components, people and systems. When applied to complex design issues, whole systems design aims to optimize the performance of an entire system rather than an individual part [5]. For example, systems thinking has been used in hospital operations modeling to define a hospital system in order to accurately portray the hospital state, which includes the events surrounding the hospital resources, patients, and staff [4].



A conventional approach to complex problems in science and engineering is the reductionist approach, in which we take things apart and then study the pieces in more detail. While reductionism narrowly defines perspectives and makes numerical measurement possible, to design interdependent infrastructures, reductionism must be complemented by systems thinking. Systems thinking is a way to catch what reductionism can miss: connections, relationships, patterns, processes, and context. Smartt and Ferreira [6] call for research to better determine the involvement of systems engineering in the bid process of contract work in order to better estimate the cost of a project to avoid losing money throughout the life cycle. In contrast, the goal of this paper is different in that we are not focused simply on cost, but in how to encourage systems thinking leading to a whole systems design approach throughout the infrastructure design process. The goal is to ensure that infrastructure design decisions are not made in isolation. A shift in perspective is needed in the infrastructure industry where the behavior of the overall systems is realized as more than the sum of the individual parts. The use of whole systems design promotes collaboration and leads to an outcome that better considers the social, economic, and environmental impacts when compared to conventional techniques [7].



The purpose of this paper is to better understand how to enable the consideration of whole system design for infrastructure. To do this, we investigate the influences throughout the decision process during infrastructure design. Decisions made early in the infrastructure design process determine the sustainability of an entire system for decades. Better understanding how these decisions are made can help enable a whole systems design approach.



We hypothesize that intentional choice architecture can help prompt whole systems design and result in more sustainable infrastructure. Choice architecture is the context in which people make decisions [8]. Put another way, choice architecture is the environment of a decision and determines how information is presented to a decision-maker. This is important because choice architecture has the potential to “nudge” decision-makers towards outcomes, whether intentional or not [9]. Section 2 will set the stage for the overarching goal of this paper: the definition of sustainable infrastructure and the need for more research in this area. Section 3 will define whole systems design and briefly explain how whole systems design promotes sustainable infrastructure. Section 4 describes the methods for completing the review of influences to whole systems design throughout the infrastructure process. Section 5 defines choice architecture and the existence of choice architecture within the infrastructure industry at the societal, organizational and individual levels. Section 6 discusses more specifically how choice architecture can help alleviate barriers and promote drivers to whole systems design through examples. This paper concludes with Section 7, a call for more research in the area of choice architecture with aims to expose potential intervention points in the decision-making process that can encourage whole systems design and result in the improved sustainability of infrastructure.




2. Sustainable Infrastructure Defined


This paper defines sustainable infrastructure using The Institute for Sustainable Infrastructure’s (ISI) Envision rating system for sustainable infrastructure in order to have a common definition that was agreed upon by a group of relatively independent stakeholders and one that applies to all types of civil infrastructure projects.



ISI defines sustainable infrastructure as that which meets the overall community needs and enhances quality of life. This involves “integrating with existing systems and infrastructure in a meaningful way” [10]. Infrastructure must also improve the performance in key areas such as energy efficiency, water and material reduction when compared to a conventional infrastructure project. Envision emphasizes having key stakeholders involved in the early stages of the design process in order lower the risk of community issues down the road caused by poor infrastructure designs and instead create an outcome that is sustainable long term.



Need for Research Leading to More Sustainable Infrastructure


The National Academy of engineering points out the need to “restore and improve urban infrastructure” as a Grand Challenge for Engineering in the 21st Century [11]. These grand challenges were defined by an international community and aim to guide the next generations of the engineering community to issues that are in dire need of attention. There is a need for more collaboration in research between industry and academia that focuses on global systems and sustainability which involves better understanding the triple bottom line of economics, environment, and social issues through methods such as interdisciplinary research [12].



Leaders in construction engineering management are observing the need for more research on the entire lifecycle of infrastructure as opposed to just the construction phase, the involvement of key stakeholders, and use of more sustainable methods in the early phases of infrastructure design as opposed to the previous focus on cost minimization techniques [13].



Industry tools like Envision encourage principles of whole systems design, but the collaboration between industry and academic researchers can help us understand how to better enable whole systems design in practice. Programs such as the National Science Foundation’s Critical Resilient Interdependent Infrastructure Systems and Processes (CRISP) promote this type of research [14].



In 2004, the National Academy of Engineering wrote The Engineer of 2020: Visions of Engineering in the New Century where they discussed the changes in thinking and focus that will be necessary to confront the challenges that engineers would be faced in the years to come. The discussion on physical infrastructure emphasized the need for the engineer of 2020 to put more focus on sustainability. In the past, infrastructure design neglected assessing the impact that infrastructure would have on the environment leading to poor aging of infrastructure and putting the United States in a vulnerable position in important areas such as water treatment, waste disposal, transportation and energy facilities [15]. These projected challenges are becoming exponentially more important as issues with aging infrastructure and limited resources are encroaching upon us, just a few years away from the projections of 2020. The National Academy of Engineering challenges the engineer of 2020 to help solve these infrastructure problems not only in industrialized countries like the United States, but also in developing countries.



Charles M. Vest, former National Academy of Engineering and Massachusetts Institute of Technology president, emphasized the importance of sustainably developing the earth. He pointed out that systems engineering is crucial to solve these complex problems and must be emphasized in engineering education [16] Research and application of whole systems design goes hand in hand with systems engineering that promotes sustainable development as it stimulates the collaboration of interdisciplinary engineering teams. Not only that, but whole systems design is general enough so that the outcomes of research in this area could be applicable to industrialized as well as developing countries. The next section will make the application and benefits of whole systems design more clear.





3. Whole Systems Design Defined


Systems thinking is a shift in perspectives: from the parts to the whole, from objects to relationships, and from structures to processes. The most essential properties, especially when it comes to sustainability, are often due to the relationships between parts.



Whole systems design is a way of incorporating systems thinking into design. Although a whole systems approach cannot guarantee a sustainable outcome, this approach can lead project stakeholders to consider the three major pillars of sustainability: social, economic, and the environment. For this paper, whole systems design is defined using the paper A framework for sustainable whole systems design by Blizzard and Klotz [17] in which the design process, design principles, and design methods are defined from a systematic literature review of whole systems design. Blizzard and Klotz pulled from topics including whole systems design, systems engineering and systems thinking and summarized the following steps, design principles, and design methods below.



Steps of the design process defined as:

	(1)

	
Establish common goals—then align incentives




	(2)

	
Practice mutual learning




	(3)

	
Share information with everyone









The major design principles are defined as:

	(1)

	
Focus on the fundamental desired outcome




	(2)

	
Learn from nature




	(3)

	
Apply systems thinking









The design methods are defined as:

	(1)

	
Define the scope to align with vision and desired outcomes




	(2)

	
Design on a clean sheet




	(3)

	
Start design analysis at the end-use and work upstream









Much of the literature that specifically focuses on sustainability principles in engineering or principles for green engineering, overlap with principles from whole systems design. For example, a major sustainability principle for engineers is to “solve problems holistically”, which is very similar to the whole systems design principle of “apply systems thinking” [18]. The steps, principals, and methods outlined by Blizzard and Klotz (2012) [17] promote designs that involve affected stakeholders, and consider the interdependencies of the design. Whole systems design is broad enough to apply to any field and help improve the sustainability of design outcomes.




4. Methods


The goal of this paper is to describe situations within the infrastructure industry where choice architecture can influence design decisions and could be considered a driver or a barrier to whole systems design. All of the instances that we define could be either a driver or barrier to whole systems design depending on how the choice architecture is structured; therefore, we do not go into detail on which are considered barriers and which drivers. Our goal is not to provide exhaustive explanation of the influences of these drivers and barriers, as this is information that can be gleaned from the literature we cite. Rather, we hope to encourage exploration of how choice architecture influences these drivers and barriers in a logical way, by organizing them roughly by the level at which they operate: societal, organizational and individual level. This is not to say that influences cannot trickle down from a higher level or vice versa. Many of the drivers or barriers we describe have influence throughout the entire design process. Recognizing that all categorization is somewhat subjective, the following rules were used to determine how to organize the different schools of thought:

	(1)

	
References categorized under the societal level are those considering factors that influence the general population and are not necessarily determined by a specific industry or individual, but by larger outside entities.




	(2)

	
References categorized under the organizational level are those that identify specific tools or practices that can be applied to the construction or infrastructure industry.




	(3)

	
References categorized under the individual level are those that specify factors influencing a human’s individual thought or decision process.









Influences in the infrastructure design process can be due to a plethora of triggers from fiscal, to social, to psychological. The influences of choice architecture can be better understood by using a behavioral sciences lens, so many of the identified influences originate from research in this area. The behavioral sciences aim to explain the causes behind behavior that can seem irrational at first glance and this paper aims to determine why whole systems design is not employed when the principles promote a more sustainable outcome.




5. Choice Architecture and the Influence on Whole systems Design in Infrastructure


As noted in the Introduction, choice architecture is the context in which people make decisions, defined as the way information is presented and can influence the decision-maker [8]. For example, the simple rearrangement of food in a buffet style cafeteria can increase or decrease the consumption of specific items by as much as 25% [8]. Although some may argue using designed choice architecture with aims to support a certain outcome could be considered paternalistic, choice architecture exists inherently within every display of information. Therefore, intentional or not, the choice architecture influences decisions about finance [19], medicine [20], law [21], and engineering [22].



For this paper, the goal of exploring choice architecture is to expose opportunities where choice architecture exists and that restructuring the decision environment could help alleviate barriers to whole systems design that might be unintentionally embedded within the influences to infrastructure processes. Table 1 is intended to summarize influences to the infrastructure design process and the potential choice architecture that could be used to encourage whole systems design at the societal, organizational, and individual level.



Table 1. Influences and Choice Architecture within the Infrastructure Design Process.







	
Level

	
Influences to the Infrastructure Design Process

	
Potential Choice Architecture Modification to Encourage Whole Systems Design






	
5.1 Societal

	
5.1.1 Diffusion of Innovation

	
Governmental Incentives




	
5.1.2 Legal Regulations

	
Updated Codes




	
5.2 Organizational

	
5.2.1 Social Heuristics

	
Design Proposals




	
5.2.2 Decision Support

	
Integrated Project Delivery




	
5.3 Individual

	
5.3.1 Utility Maximization

	
Project Definition




	
5.3.2 Bounded Rationality

	
Request for Proposal










5.1. Societal Level


At the societal level, choice architecture can be embedded within direct and indirect social and legal instances where it could have an influence on the use of whole systems design. For example, in the difficulty of changing a structure of historical significance [23], or when building codes do not adopt a new infrastructure technology [24].



Well-established theories such as diffusion of innovations [25,26] and networks of power [27,28] can help explain how these societal level influences can inhibit the major design principle of whole systems design which is to define the scope to align with vision and desired outcomes [17].



5.1.1. Diffusion of Innovation


An innovation is defined as “an idea, practice or object perceived as new by an individual or another unit of adoption” [25]. This section breaks diffusion of innovation into two phases: the original adoption of a new technology or method and the implementation of said technology or method. In order to better understand the slow diffusion of green technologies and methods in infrastructure, we pull from general research on innovation diffusion in the construction industry and attempt to understand how these barriers relate to whole systems design. For example, we want to understand why innovations such as green roofs have been slow to diffuse in the United States, despite the fact that they have been proven to reduce storm water runoff and reduce heat island effects, among other benefits [29].



Adoption of Innovation


Wilson and Dowlatabadi [30] adapt Rogers’ model from Diffusion of Innovations [25] and develop a model for the innovation decision process in order to study diffusion of innovation in the context of residential energy use. According to their model, initialization of innovation diffusion, or adoption of a new innovation, involves the prior conditions of perceived need or problem, social norms, behavior, and previous existing practice [30]. After the prior conditions are met, the next steps are as follows: knowledge, persuasion, decision, implementation, and confirmation [30]. Barriers throughout all stages of this process can be anything from lack of resources, normative beliefs about the opinions of peers of certain actions and self-efficacy. These are barriers experienced by individuals, but are strongly influenced by outside factors such as social norms and market segmentation.




Implementation of Innovation


Sheffer and Levitt [31] explain that most research on diffusion of innovation focuses on the adoption phase, while neglecting to study the concept all the way through implementation, which is where diffusion can fail. Sheffer and Levitt find it important to focus on a firm’s ability to adopt a new innovation as opposed to just their willingness to adopt. Their main focus is the implementation of integral innovations, which are those that make a change between the linkages of components, as opposed to an innovation within a component, and how this is affected by existing industry structure. Sheffer and Levitt argue that in fragmented industries, which are those that do not have consistent relations between the firms in the network, it is hard to accumulate architectural knowledge, which is knowledge about the way components work together in order for an innovation to function, and therefore, innovation implementation is difficult.



The industry designing and constructing infrastructure are often categorized as a fragmented due to the typical industry structure which involves contracts such as design-bid-build [32]. Operators may consistently work with a specific designer, but inconsistently work with contractors. When a new innovation requires integration throughout different phases of a project, from design to operations, it can be difficult for firms to communicate these needs when they have unstable or inconsistent relationships.



Product and material innovation can be a driver as well as a barrier to more sustainable design [33]. The industry that designs and constructs infrastructure can be known as one that has a tendency to maintain current practices, but with the emerging focus on the importance of energy efficiency (ranked as number 1 driver to sustainable design and construction), innovation is necessary to meet the needs of the trend towards more sustainable practices. Choice architecture can help guide decision-makers towards the use of new innovations and prompt the use of whole systems design to successfully implement them.



For example, a method of whole systems design is to “design on a clean sheet” [5,17,34,35]. Designing on a clean sheet while practicing other principles from whole systems design such as “learn from nature” [17,35,36] can encourage designers to look to new innovations that is meant to increase the sustainability of the design whether or not the innovation is institutionalized.



Governmental incentives are a form of choice architecture that can be used to encourage the industry designing and constructing infrastructure to incorporate new innovations. For example, the USDA Rural Development offers a financial incentive for the development, construction, and retrofitting of commercial-scale bio-refineries [37]. Incentives like this change design heuristic by encouraging designers to start anew, as opposed to continually designing infrastructure the same way.



Another method of whole systems design is to “start design analysis at the end-use and work upstream” [5,17,18,34,38]. This method is a tactic for ensuring that the architectural knowledge necessary to operate an integral innovation is defined at the beginning of a project, making a clear path for the implementation of said innovation. In this instance, choice architecture exists in the form of the project definition. For example, a highway project can be set up as solution based on assumptions that adding another road lane is needed to relieve highway congestion simply because this is the common solution on past highway projects. Choice architecture can help reframe the project as a problem. For example, asking for solutions to the traffic problem rather than stipulating a lane must be added, encourages the use of whole systems design which could lead to a more sustainable solution such as the development of a new form of public transportation.





5.1.2. Legal Regulations


Legal regulations, such as at the local level, can delay and at times prohibit the use of certain sustainable practices [39], which in turn discourages the employment of whole systems design. Graywater systems use building wastewater that does not contain human pathogens for functions not requiring potable water. This saves water as well as reduces the need for energy-intensive processes to treat wastewater. However, codes in some states do not permit these systems [40]. Things like zoning regulations restrain site locations and can lead to the development of large parking lots [41] as opposed to the freedom of optimal building or structure location near things like public transportation. Often this is not the result of a rational deliberation, but oversight or infrequent updating of codes. Even where codes do allow such systems, and the technical engineering details work, perceived deviation from social norms may make them unpopular [42,43,44]. On the other hand, new codes for sustainable infrastructure may precede changing cultural values [45]. For example, the Energy Policy Act of 2005 encourages the development of innovative technologies that reduce greenhouse gas by-products by providing loan guarantees [46]. Innovation can inspire whole systems design and vice versa.



The choice architecture of legal regulations has a direct influence on the sustainability of an infrastructure project. A whole systems design approach encourages systems thinking which in turn leads designers to attempt to find ways to divert waste into reusable streams. Codes prohibiting practices such as graywater systems is a direct block to the lifecycle thinking that whole systems design encourages. Updated codes and regulations incentivizing sustainable practices are employing choice architecture to encourage innovation in design.




5.1.3. Other Societal Level Influences


Some other societal level influences include cultural values and networks of power. Within cultures, there are different values for aspects such as the aesthetics of infrastructure. For example, in an interview with Clemson University Parking and Transportation Services, a barrier to the implementation of electric vehicle charging infrastructure was that the chargers did not exactly fit the look and feel of campus [47]. These aesthetic societal level influences are especially relevant in design projects that cross cultures [39]. Networks of power explain the power balance that results from the relationships between different stakeholders based on their official hierarchical position or their individual attributes within an industry [48]. This power balance can influence the outcome of a design. In the past, urban development approaches focused on human services and private-sector requirements [15]. Traditional approaches to infrastructure development did not emphasize environmental impact and this could be partially attributed to cultural values and legal regulations.



These are just a few of the societal level influences to whole systems, which are motivators for the organizational level influences explained in the next section.





5.2. Organizational Level


A strong influence to whole systems design at the organizational is contract structures, which govern relationships in infrastructure projects. Relationships influence decision-making, which, in turn, affects the end design of an infrastructure project. A contractor working in a design-bid-build procurement arrangement, in which the eventual builder is not hired until the design is complete, will not provide the same input as one working in a design-build arrangement, in which the eventual builder is also contracted to support the design phase [49].



Whole systems design requires that all project information is shared with all affected stakeholders. This is not possible when the involvement of important stakeholders is fragmented like in the design-bid-build procurement arrangement.



One approach to infrastructure design that encourages whole systems design is Integrated Project Delivery. Integrated Project Delivery aligns stakeholder contract incentives with overall project goals [50] and makes the goals and values of various stakeholders more transparent, which is helpful as the psychological research shows these goals and values can otherwise be misperceived [51]. Still, Integrated Project Delivery is not widely practiced and, even when it is, creating the alignment between incentives and goals is a challenge [32]. This is because infrastructure development stakeholders operate in a unique culture that influences their decisions [52,53,54]. Influences to whole systems design fostered by this culture are explored in the following subsections.



5.2.1. Social Heuristics


To define social heuristics, we draw from Beamish and Biggart’s [55] research in the commercial building industry. Social heuristics are defined as “collectively held principles of evaluation that act as (quasi) models for choice and in so doing make agent search, assessment and selection processes both simpler as well as socially accountable” [56]. For example, rules of thumb are all under the umbrella of social heuristics.



Study of the industry that designs and constructs infrastructure from an economic sociology perspective found tacit social heuristics that aid coordination among particular groups but also lead to reluctance to depart from industry standards and unusually high reliance on reputation [55]. Decision processes at this level often depart from the assumption of rational deliberation and rational information use, and possibly in ways that deviate from the biases exhibited by consumer decisions [57]. Beamish and Biggart [55] reveal why new technologies are slow to be adopted. Unlike microeconomic theories, that suggest green technologies fail to be implemented due to a perceived higher cost, they instead found practitioners rely on social heuristics that do not necessarily consider cost at the forefront. This suggests that price is not in fact the critical criterion when making design decisions, but it is rather a combination of fear of departure from: established reputation, network governance relationships and conventional design. Therefore, design and construction practitioners for infrastructure rely on social heuristics such as consensus, reflexivity, and reputation.



Although choice architecture is not completely transposed to social heuristics, as these principles are often not explicitly written down, there are choice architecture methods that can influence commonly accepted ideas. For example, designers are able to develop a good reputation with clients due to repetition of successful designs. The implementation of a new technology could potentially delay a normally simple construction project and this is a risk that many designers are not willing to take. Reliance on the reputation heuristic is common in commercial construction [55]. A designer with a good reputation could use choice architecture in their design proposals to nudge infrastructure stakeholders to consider a change to a more sustainable design. Highlighting how whole systems design can lead to more sustainable aspects could encourage taking a risk on a new concept, such as a green roof, which encompasses the principles of whole systems design.




5.2.2. Decision Support


Computational models remain the most readily available tool for visualizing, predicting, and managing complex civil infrastructure system dynamics. While these tools can be used as a decision support for design decisions, the outcome of these types of software rely on the implemented model to capture tradeoffs in designs and in reality may not be the best representation of the interdependencies between infrastructure and the community [58]. Past research has defined the complex relationship that involves interdependencies between infrastructures as a system of systems and attempted to model these systems, but this is with little regard to the dependence of humans on critical infrastructure [1]. Not only that, but modeling software requires data accessibility, model development, and model validation, and also, a certain level of expertise [58,59].



In a sense, the choice architecture of modeling software can influence the use of whole systems design. Since it is impossible to analyze all of the uncertainties of infrastructure, the outcome of modeling software can simplify the intricacies of infrastructure design, which can help designers make decisions, but the assumptions the model makes can take advantage of choice architecture to ensure that the output considers sustainability. A survey of U.S. and international research on critical infrastructure interdependency modeling grouped models as either using an integrated system model or the coupling of a series of individual simulations together asserting that integrated models “tend to model at a much higher level than coupled models” [59]. It is important that designers of infrastructure understand. The limitations and pitfalls of the models they are working with, such as those that simply couple individual simulations. Whole systems design encourages the use of systems thinking, but the use of modeling software cannot take the place of designers employing systems thinking and considering all affected stakeholders and the community. For example, the use of integrated project delivery could help frame the project in a way that the use of modeling software could help designers make tradeoffs without sacrificing something important to a major stakeholder.




5.2.3. Other Organizational Level Influences


Other organizational influences to whole systems design include: governance, knowledge transfer, and work place norms. Although economics supports the use of relational governance in infrastructure projects, the different phases of infrastructure projects are often disconnected, which makes the relational governance of these projects difficult. The use of relational governance can be improved through fundamental changes in work places norms and regulations, but more integrated research is needed to show how to make these changes effective [60]. These organizational barriers can be triggers for the individual level barriers described in the next section. For example, knowledge transfer is crucial for the successful application of whole systems design and is often unsuccessful at the organizational level, but knowledge fundamentally resides with individuals [61]. An opportunity for changes in choice architecture arise in boundary objects like rating systems or building codes that are often read or used by individuals. Small changes in the structure of these materials can prompt changes in perceived ability [62].





5.3. Individual Level


Infrastructure development stakeholders are influenced by goals, incentives, and available information as they make decisions [63]. Stakeholders may make decisions that do not optimally trade sustainability objectives against other outcomes, when they are unaware of the impact of infrastructure on sustainability [64]; when sustainability is not an objective, perhaps because of misaligned incentives or insufficient feedback on the consequences of decisions [64]; when they believe that the client is more interested in other goals, such as minimizing upfront costs [44]; or, when they have sustainability goals, but lack the time to allocate sufficient thought or attention to them [63].



5.3.1. Utility Maximization


The concept of utility theory from economics claims that when an individual is presented with a decision in an environment with a limited budget, their goal will be to maximize utility, or value [65,66]. Utility theory assumes individuals make rational assessments of decision outcomes. This becomes difficult in infrastructure design due to varying definitions of utility depending on stakeholder groups. For example, the definition of utility for a commercial builder might be to maximize profit, and the definition of a facility manager might be reducing maintenance costs. Moreover, there is a difference between short term and long term utility. Designers often have difficulty seeing the long term utility of an infrastructure project and tend to make decisions based on present benefit which can lead to a tradeoff between money and the environment [67].



A whole systems design approach asks designers to align design goals with all stakeholders and consider the effects of design decisions on the entire system. In other words, all design decisions should aim to maximize the utility of the entire system (which includes the utility of individual stakeholders).



The choice architecture used in a project definition greatly affects an individual’s concept of utility when making a design decision. For example, if the cost of a parking garage project is defined as just the design and construction phases, a designer would be less likely to include more sustainable technologies like LED lights because although they have been proven to have a return on investment, their initial cost is more expensive than conventional lighting options such as metal halide [68].




5.3.2. Bounded Rationality


Bounded rationality means that decision-makers are constrained by their computational ability and the environment of the choice and information presented [69]. Bounded rationality attempts to augment traditional economic theory that assumes decision-makers are economical and completely rational [70]. Simon theorized that humans could subconsciously manipulate the environment of a choice to reduce their respective computational ability.



Related to infrastructure, this becomes relevant when a designer or decision-maker is attempting to make tradeoffs when it comes to infrastructure design outcomes. As stated in the Introduction, infrastructure is interdependent making it infeasible to consider the outcome of all design decisions.



Attribute substitution is an underlying process of bounded rationality that occurs when a decision-maker substitutes complexity for more simple, point specific traits or elements of options [71]. When designing infrastructure, engineers are often confronted with challenging design choices, such as, material options within environmental and cost parameters or, design options that meet flow capacity and physical space limitations. Under these circumstances, the decision-maker may simplify the situation by focusing on one attribute, like cost or durability, at a time in order to determine an appropriate outcome. The problem considering one attribute at a time is the tendency to consider some attributes over others or overly weighing attributes considered first, leading to attribute substitution [71].



Attribute substitution can be detrimental to design for sustainability because substitutions can occur without rational analysis. For instance, assessing the sustainability of a project material, like an asphalt roadway, an engineer may substitute full life cycle emissions calculations for recycled material when specifying a pavement mix, which may lead to a short life span of the product and an increase in emissions compared to other design options. Cardin, Neufville, Geltner [58] suggest that to analyze all designs and outcomes of infrastructure is time intensive. Simplification through attribute substitution maximizes utility for the individual decision-maker by decreasing the time to make a design choice.



Whole systems design encourages focus on the fundamental desired outcome, which means stakeholders work together to determine the necessary tradeoffs as opposed to tradeoffs that focus on one evaluation metric and might degrade sustainability of the resulting design. The use of choice architecture in the definition of a project’s goals can help simplify a project scope without suggesting tradeoffs that diminish sustainability outcome of a project. Choice architecture can be used to shape the environment of the choice; for example, in request for proposal (RFP) design. A request from a city for design proposals for a waste overhaul strategy may yield more options than a proposal for a zero waste franchise. Although both RFPs aim to focus on the waste and recycling program, the request for a waste overhaul strategy might lead to more creative solutions like the inclusion of a waste to clean energy facility [72].






6. Choice Architecture in Infrastructure


Infrastructure decisions, at the societal, organizational and individual scale, often rely on social heuristics or rules of thumb to improve design decision outcomes. However, when these heuristics do not align with reality or between stakeholder groups these tactics can lead to less than sustainable outcomes in which buildings and infrastructure are designed in isolation. Buiten and Hartmann [73] point out that cognitive bias within public–private partnerships can lead to prematurely narrowing project scope and look to research in judgment and decision-making for a solution. Levitt et al. [74] observe the disconnect between a private–public partnership and its network and emphasize the importance of more research on stakeholder engagement within these partnerships. Research goals such as these can be expanded with aims to encourage whole systems design, meaning, employing systems thinking during the design and construction process to realize the interconnectedness between the systems the design will influence and make changes in order to increase the sustainability of the design or project. By better understanding the influences on decision-making from a choice architecture point of view, researchers can develop interventions to encourage a whole systems design perspective and in turn lead to more sustainable design outcomes. The focus of this section is the decision-making process of infrastructure design and points where manipulating choice architecture encouraged more sustainable outcomes.



6.1. Decision Aids Defined


A decision aid is anything used during a decision process to facilitate a choice. In healthcare, decision aids such as those that provide information on treatment options and risk factors increase patient knowledge when making medical decisions under uncertainty [75]. Similarly, building codes, modeling software, even green rating systems act as decision aids for professionals designing and constructing infrastructure. These tools reduce uncertainty from outside factors like storm events (codes used to design to 100-year floods), energy costs (modeling energy consumption using building information modeling) and environmental impact (with Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design guide). Modifying these tools to focus on particular choices can encourage higher considerations for sustainability during design [76].




6.2. Examples of Choice Architecture Interventions


Empirical research involving interventions within decision aids for infrastructure are known to influence the decision-making process of infrastructure design. Examples include studies testing the effect of role models, framing effect, anchoring bias, and the coupling of multiple choice architecture interventions.



An empirical study tested the effect that a role model project would have on the consideration of sustainability by professional engineers. The role model project illustrated the feasibility of high levels of sustainable achievement. By manipulating Envision, a rating system for sustainable infrastructure [77], providing a positive role model, illustrating high levels of achievement, led engineering professionals to believe their projects could also meet a higher sustainability performance while a negative role model led to decreased performance when compared to a control group with no role model [22].



Using a role model as an intervention within a decision aid such as Envision is a form of choice architecture. The study manipulated the presentation of design options and influenced what professional engineers believed was possible, in turn, helping them set realistic but higher sustainability goals.



A more nuanced approach using choice architecture is framing decision outcomes as a loss in value (rather than a gain), which can increase a decision-makers’ acceptance of risk and lead to high goals for achievement. Researchers can make accurate predictions about decision-making based on framing effects [78] and loss aversion [79] due to the last 30 years of research [65]. An example of framing effects and loss aversion applied to infrastructure decisions is another empirical study using the rating system for sustainable infrastructure, called Envision. The study concluded that by endowing points to professional engineers in the sustainable rating system significantly influenced their decision-making. Professional engineers endowed points (with the option to lose points rather than gain them) set high achievement levels goals for sustainability [62].



Of course, infrastructure decisions are subject to varying constraints, goals, and resources with different stakeholder mandates and budget cycles. Decisions about infrastructure are made in groups. Coupling the role model and framing effect in a group setting using Envision led to similar effects as individual decision-making. This study also showed that disclosing the interventions to participants did not curtail the effect of choice architecture on decision-makers considerations for sustainability [80].



Just as role model projects illustrate high levels of sustainability and framing effects take advantage of loss aversion, which can improve decision-making, anchoring bias can hinder decision-making for sustainability. Anchoring bias is the tendency of decision-makers to base their decisions off of a predefined standard whether or not it is representative of reality, which could fall under the previously discussed category of bounded rationality [81]. Anchoring bias in regards to energy performance goals for U.S. buildings was tested in an empirical study with owner representatives from the United States Green Building Council finding that building rating systems can unintentionally result in lower energy performance goals depending on the anchor used to set these energy use reduction goals [82]. This is relevant because when it comes to the choice architecture of decision aids in infrastructure engineers may adjust their goals based on the initial anchor that they are presented. For example, the American Society of Heating, Refrigerating, and Air Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) establishes a 30% minimum energy reduction as a target for future building codes [82]. This 30% can act as an anchor for building energy goals based. Setting a higher energy reduction target may increase the average energy goal set by building owners.



Not only are decisions about energy and sustainability influenced by choice architecture but also decisions about contract pricing. A study involving civil engineering students tested the coupling of multiple choice architecture methods: reordering criteria, the insertion of emoticons, and explicit examples of risk and uncertainty, within a preliminary design trade-off matrix with aims to increase the attractiveness of particular design options that were defined to be less risky than an alternative [83]. Although the results of the study were inconclusive, a similar experiment with a larger sample size may hold significant results.



This merging of theories from behavioral science with infrastructure design and construction holds promise to aid in making complex decisions. Choice architecture clearly exists throughout the infrastructure design and construction process and intentional or not, decision-makers are influenced by the way information is presented to them. While our goal is to encourage the use of whole systems design during building and infrastructure design, this approach can be leveraged towards other outcomes as well. The next section details the need for more research in this area, in effort, to take full advantage of the potential of intentional choice architecture.





7. Conclusions


Understanding how to promote whole systems design in the infrastructure industry using choice architecture has the potential to lead to low cost implementation that would have a dramatic increase on the sustainability of infrastructure, for example, a request for proposal that does not prescribe the exact solution, but is instead vague and asks for innovative solutions to a particular problem. The previous section gives only a few examples of where choice architecture has been tested in the framework of infrastructure decisions. For researchers, the contribution of this paper is helping realize the ample opportunities there are to research in this area; to help better understand which choice architecture interventions are the most effective at promoting whole systems design and where already existing choice architecture is having the opposite effect. For industry, the contribution is making the benefits of whole systems design evident and how choice architecture can influence design outcomes. Not only that, but helping industry recognize that small changes in things like common decision aids and social norms can promote more sustainable infrastructure.



Those responsible for infrastructure design and construction realize the need for more research with a focus on the triple bottom line, meaning the economic, social, and environmental impact of a design or project [13]. Approaches through choice architecture to encourage a whole system design process can help. At the societal level, research is needed to better understand how things like governmental incentives effect the diffusion of new green technologies within the infrastructure design and construction industry. At the organizational level, a closer look at infrastructure project delivery could reveal opportunities for choice architecture to nudge designer and constructors towards a whole systems design approach. At the individual level, multiple empirical studies have resulted in an increased level of sustainability based on a choice architecture change [22,76,80,83,84,85], which is further evidence that changes in choice architecture have the potential for a significant impact on the infrastructure design and construction industry.



In conclusion, the research of choice architecture with aims to promote whole systems design can help answer the emerging question on how to promote the design of more sustainable infrastructure with small, but intentional changes, to already existing decision aids and structures.







Acknowledgments


The authors are grateful for our ongoing research partnership with Elke Weber, Eric Johnson, and Ruth Greenspan Bell. Their insight and selfless collaboration shaped the research described in this paper. This material is based in part on work supported by The National Science Foundation, through Grants 1054122 and 1531041. Any opinions, findings, and conclusions or recommendations expressed in this material are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the National Science Foundation.




Author Contributions


Nora Harris, Tripp Shealy and Leidy Klotz conceived the concept and outline for the paper. Nora Harris wrote the major sections of the paper. Tripp Shealy and Leidy Klotz provided sources, comments, and major edits for the paper.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	1. 
Rinaldi, S.M.; Peerenboom, J.P.; Kelly, T.K. Identifying, understanding, and analyzing critical infrastructure interdependencies. IEEE Control Syst. Mag. 2001, 21, 11–25. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	2. 
Dill, J. Bicycling for Transportation and Health: The Role of Infrastructure. J. Public Health Policy 2009, 30, S95–S110. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	3. 
Röller, L.; Waverman, L. Telecommunications Infrastructure and Economic Development: A Simultaneous Approach. Am. Econ. Rev. 2001, 91, 909–923. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	4. 
Kopach-Konrad, R.; Lawley, M.; Criswell, M.; Hasan, I.; Chakraborty, S.; Pekny, J.; Doebbeling, B.N. Applying systems engineering principles in improving health care delivery. J. Gen. Intern. Med. 2007, 22, 431–437. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	5. 
Lovins, A.; Bendewald, M.; Kinsley, M.; Bony, L.; Hutchinson, H.; Pradhan, A. Factor Ten Engineering Design Principles; Rocky Mountain Institute: Boulder, CO, USA, 2010. [Google Scholar]

	6. 
Smartt, C.; Ferreira, S. Advancing Systems Engineering in Support of the Bid and Proposal Process. Syst. Eng. 2011, 14, 305–326. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	7. 
Charnley, F.; Lemon, M.; Evans, S. Exploring the process of whole system design. Des. Stud. 2011, 32, 156–179. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	8. 
Thaler, R.H.; Sunstein, C.R.; Balz, J.P. Choice Architecture. In The Behavioral Foundations of Public Policy; Princeton University Press: Princeton, NJ, USA, 2014; pp. 428–429. [Google Scholar]

	9. 
Thaler, C.R.; Sunstein, R.H. Nudge: Improving Decisions about Health, Wealth, and Happiness; Yale University Press: New Haven, CT, USA, 2008. [Google Scholar]

	10. 
Institute for Sustainable Infrastructure and Zofnass Program for Sustainable Infrastructure. Envision Rating System for Sustainable Infrastructure; Institute for Sustainable Infrastructure and Zofnass Program for Sustainable Infrastructure: Washington, DC, USA, 2015. [Google Scholar]

	11. 
National Academy of Engineering. Grand Challenges—14 Grand Challenges for Engineering. Engineering Challenges. 2016. Available online: http://www.engineeringchallenges.org/challenges.aspx (accessed on 15 September 2016).

	12. 
Lucko, G.; Kaminsky, J.A. Construction Engineering Conference and Workshop 2014: Setting an Industry–Academic Collaborative Research Agenda. J. Constr. Eng. Manag. 2016, 142, 4015096. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	13. 
Levitt, R.E. CEM Research for the Next 50 Years: Maximizing Economic, Environmental, and Societal Value of the Built Environment1. J. Constr. Eng. Manag. 2007, 133, 619–628. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	14. 
National Science Foundation. Critical Resilient Interdependent Infrastructure Systems and Processes. 2016. Available online: https://www.nsf.gov/funding/pgm_summ.jsp?pims_id=505277 (accessed on 15 September 2016). [Google Scholar]

	15. 
National Academy of Engineering. The Engineer of 2020: Visions of Engineering in the New Centiry; National Academies Press: Washington, DC, USA, 2004. [Google Scholar]

	16. 
Clough, G.; Agogino, A.; Dean, M.; Grubbe, D.; Hinrichs, R.; Kerns, S.; Moye, A.; Natalicio, D.; Ostrach, S.; Smerdon, E.; et al. Educating the Engineer of 2020, Phase II; National Academies Press: Washington, DC, USA, 2005. [Google Scholar]

	17. 
Blizzard, J.L.; Klotz, L.E. A framework for sustainable whole systems design. Des. Stud. 2012, 33, 456–479. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	18. 
Boyle, C.; Coates, G.T.K. Sustainability Principles and Practice for Engineers. IEEE Technol. Soc. Mag. 2005, 24, 32–39. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	19. 
Thaler, R.H.; Benartzi, S. Save More TomorrowTM: Using Behavioral Economics to Increase Employee Saving. J. Polit. Econ. 2004, 112, S164–S187. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	20. 
McNeil, B.J.; Pauker, S.G.; Sox, H.C.; Tversky, A. On the Elicitation of Preferences for Alternative Therapies. N. Engl. J. Med. 1982, 306, 1259–1262. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	21. 
Fischhoff, B.; Kadvany, J. Risk: A Very Short Introduction; Oxford University Press: Oxford, NY, USA, 2011. [Google Scholar]

	22. 
Harris, N.; Shealy, T.; Klotz, L. How Exposure to ‘Role Model’ Projects Can Lead to Decisions for More Sustainable Infrastructure. Sustainability 2016, 8, 1–9. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	23. 
Hommels, A.M. Unbuilding Cities. In Obduracy in Urban Sociotechnical Change; MIT Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2005. [Google Scholar]

	24. 
Henderson, K. Ethics, Culture, and Structure in the Negotiation of Straw Bale Building Codes. Sci. Technol. Hum. Values 2006, 31, 261–288. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	25. 
Rogers, E. Diffusion of Innovations; The Free Press: New York, NY, USA, 1995. [Google Scholar]

	26. 
Andrews, C.J.; Krogmann, U. Technology diffusion and energy intensity in US commercial buildings. Energy Policy 2009, 37, 541–553. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	27. 
Hughes, T.P. Networks of Power: Electrification in Western Society, 1880–1930; Johns Hopkins University Press: Baltimore, MD, USA, 1993. [Google Scholar]

	28. 
Hughes, T.P. The evolution of large technological systems. In The Social Construction of Technological Systems: New Directions in the Sociology and History of Technology; MIT Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1987; pp. 51–82. [Google Scholar]

	29. 
Hendricks, J.S.; Calkins, M. The Adoption of an Innovation: Barriers to Use of Green Roofs Experienced by Midwest Architects and Building Owners. J. Green Build. 2006, 1, 148–168. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	30. 
Wilson, C.; Dowlatabadi, H. Models of Decision Making and Residential Energy Use. Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour. 2007, 32, 169–203. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	31. 
Sheffer, D.A.; Levitt, R.E. How Industry Structure Retards Diffusion of Innovations in Construction: Challenges and Opportunities. 2010. Available online: https://gpc.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/wp059_0.pdf (accessed on 28 December 2016).

	32. 
Kent, D.C.; Becerik-Gerber, B. Understanding construction industry experience and attitudes toward integrated project delivery. J. Constr. Eng. Manag. 2010, 136, 815–825. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	33. 
Ahn, Y.H.; Pearce, A.R.; Wang, Y.; Wang, G. Drivers and barriers of sustainable design and construction: The perception of green building experience. Int. J. Sustain. Build. Technol. Urban Dev. 2013, 4, 35–45. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	34. 
EPA. What Is Green Engineering. 2007. Available online: http://www.epa.gov/oppt/greenengineering/pubs/whats_ge.html (accessed on 28 February 2009). [Google Scholar]

	35. 
McMahon, M.; Hadfield, M. The Butterfly Effect: Creative Sustainable Design Solutions through Systems Thinking. FAIM: Intelligent Manufacturing now, Limerick, Ireland, 2007. Available online: http://eprints.bournemouth.ac.uk/9727/1/FAIM2006_McM-244.pdf (accessed on 28 February 2009).

	36. 
McLennan, J. The Philosophy of Sustainable Design: The Future of Architecture; Ecotone: Kansas City, MO, USA, 2004. [Google Scholar]

	37. 
USDA Rural Development. Biorefinery, Renewable Chemical, and Biobased Product Manufacturing Assistance Program. 2011. Available online: http://www.rd.usda.gov/programs-services/biorefinery-renewable-chemical-and-biobased-product-manufacturing-assistance (accessed on 22 August 2016). [Google Scholar]

	38. 
Stasinopoulos, P.; Smith, M.H.; Hargroves, K.; Desha, C. Whole System Design: An Integrated Approach to Sustainable Engineering; Earthscan: London, UK, 2009. [Google Scholar]

	39. 
Mahalingam, A.; Levitt, R.E. Institutional Theory as a Framework for Analyzing Conflicts on Global Projects. J. Constr. Eng. Manag. 2007, 133, 517–528. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	40. 
Eisenberg, D.; Done, R.; Ishida, L. Breaking down the Barriers: Challenges and Solutions to Code Approval of Green Building; Development Center for Appropriate Technology Tucson: Tucson, AZ, USA, 2002. [Google Scholar]

	41. 
Eisenberg, D.; Yost, P. Sustainability and building codes. In The Sustainable Urban Development Reader; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2004; pp. 193–198. [Google Scholar]

	42. 
Rozgus, A. Using gray water efficiently. Consult. Specif. Eng. 2009, 45, 19–20. [Google Scholar]

	43. 
Hoffman, A.J. Overcoming the Social and Psychological Barriers to Green Building. Organ. Environ. 2008, 21, 390–419. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	44. 
Laustsen, J. Energy Efficiency Requirements in Building Codes, Energy Efficiency Policies for New Buildings; International Energy Agency (IEA): Paris, France, 2008. [Google Scholar]

	45. 
Steven, A.; Engstrom, N. The social construction of ‘green building’codes. In Sustainable Architectures: Critical Explorations of Green Building Practice in Europe and North America; Spon Press, Taylor and Francis Group: New York, NY, USA, 2004. [Google Scholar]

	46. 
US EPA. Summary of the Energy Policy Act. 2005. Available online: https://www.epa.gov/laws-regulations/summary-energy-policy-act (accessed on 22 August 2016). [Google Scholar]

	47. 
Clemson University Parking and Transportation Services. Campus Vehicle Fleet Electrification Potential Interview; Clemson University Parking and Transportation Services: Clemson, SC, USA, 2016. [Google Scholar]

	48. 
Rowley, T.J. Moving beyond Dyadic Ties: A Network Theory of Stakeholder Review. Acad. Manag. 1997, 22, 887–910. [Google Scholar]

	49. 
Hale, D.R.; Shrestha, P.P.; Gibson, E.G., Jr.; Migliaccio, G.C. An Empirical Comparison of Design/Build and Design/Bid/Build Project Delivery Methods. J. Constr. Eng. Manag. 2009, 135, 579–587. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	50. 
AIA. Integrated Project Delivery: A Guide; AIA: Washington, DC, USA, 2007. [Google Scholar]

	51. 
Ames, D.R.; Weber, E.U.; Zou, X. Mind-reading in strategic interaction: The impact of perceived similarity on projection and stereotyping. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 2012, 117, 96–110. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	52. 
Star, S. The ethnography of infrastructure. Am. Behav. Sci. 1999, 43, 377–391. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	53. 
Davis, H. The Culture of Building; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2006. [Google Scholar]

	54. 
Vinck, D. Everyday Engineering: An Ethnography of Design and Innovation; The MIT Press: Cambridge, UK, 2003. [Google Scholar]

	55. 
Beamish, T.D.; Biggart, N. Social Heuristics: Decision Making and Innovation in a Networked Production Market. UC Davis Graduate School Management Research Paper. 2010. Available online: https://gpc.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/wp056_0.pdf (accessed on 28 December 2016).

	56. 
Beamish, T.D.; Biggart, N.W. The role of social heuristics in project-centred production networks: Insights from the commercial construction industry. Eng. Proj. Organ. J. 2012, 2, 57–70. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	57. 
Cohen, M.; March, J.; Olsen, J. A garbage can model of organizational choice. Admis. Sci. Q. 1972, 17, 1–25. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	58. 
De Cardin, R.; Neufville, M.; Geltner, D.M. Design Catalogs: A Systematic Approach to Design and Value Flexibility in Engineering Systems. Syst. Eng. 2011, 14, 305–326. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	59. 
Pederson, P.; Dudenhoeffer, D.; Hartley, S.; Permann, M. Critical Infrastructure Interdependency Modeling: A Survey of US and International Research. 2006. Available online: http://cip.management.dal.ca/publications/Critical%20Infrastructure%20Interdependency%20Modeling.pdf (accessed on 28 December 2016).

	60. 
Henisz, W.J.; Levitt, R.E.; Scott, W.R. Toward a unified theory of project governance: Economic, sociological and psychological supports for relational contracting. Eng. Proj. Organ. J. 2012, 2, 37–55. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	61. 
Javernick-Will, A. Motivating Knowledge Sharing in Engineering and Construction Organizations: Power of Social Motivations. J. Manag. Eng. 2012, 28, 193–202. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	62. 
Shealy, T.; Klotz, L.; Weber, E.U.; Johnson, E.J.; Bell, R.G. Using Framing Effects to Inform More Sustainable Infrastructure Design Decisions. J. Constr. Eng. Manag. 2016. Available online: http://ascelibrary.org/doi/abs/10.1061/%28ASCE%29CO.1943-7862.0001152 (accessed on 28 December 2016). [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	63. 
Mukherjee, A.; Muga, H. An integrative framework for studying sustainable practices and its adoption in the AEC industry: A case study. J. Eng. Technol. Manag. 2010, 27, 197–214. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	64. 
Abrahamse, W. Energy Conservation through Behavioral Change: Examining the Effectiveness of a Tailor-Made Approach; University Library of Groninge: Groningen, The Netherlands, 2007. [Google Scholar]

	65. 
Kahneman, D.; Tversky, A. Prospect theory: An analysis of decision under risk. Econom. J. Econom. Soc. 1979, 47, 263–292. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	66. 
Friedman, T.L. Hot, Flat, and Crowded: Why We Need a Green Revolution—And How It Can Renew America, 1st ed.; Farrar, Straus and Giroux: New York, NY, USA, 2008. [Google Scholar]

	67. 
Hardisty, D.J.; Weber, E.U. Discounting future green: Money versus the environment. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 2009, 138, 329–340. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	68. 
U.S. Department of Energy. LED Lighting. 2016. Available online: https://www.energy.gov/energysaver/led-lighting (accessed on 28 December 2016). [Google Scholar]

	69. 
Simon, H.A. Bounded Rationality. In Utility and Probability; Eatwell, J., Milgate, M., Newman, P., Eds.; Palgrave Macmillan: London, UK, 1990; pp. 15–18. [Google Scholar]

	70. 
Simon, H.A. A Behavioral Model of Rational Choice. Q. J. Econ. 1955, 69, 99–118. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	71. 
Smith, E.D.; Bahill, A.T. Attribute Substitution in Systems Engineering. Syst. Eng. 2011, 14, 305–326. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	72. 
Loeser, S.; la Vorgna, M. Mayor Bloomburg Annouces Requests for Propsals to Build State of the Art Technology Facility to Convert Waste to Clean Energy; The Blue Room: New York, NY, USA, 2012. [Google Scholar]

	73. 
Van Buiten, M.; Hartmann, A. Public-Private Partnerships: Cognitive Biases in the Field. In Proceedings of the Organization Conference (EPOC 2013), Winter Park, CO, USA, 9–11 July 2013.

	74. 
Levitt, R.E.; Garvin, M.J.; Scott, W.R.; Dewulf, G.; Monk, A.; South, A. Toward an Integrated Lifecycle Governance Framework for Delivering Civil Infrastructure Projects through Public-Private Partnerships (P3s). In Proceedings of the Engineering Project Organization Conference Devil’s Thumb Ranch, Winter Park, CO, USA, 29–31 July 2014.

	75. 
O’Connor, A.; Rostom, A.; Fiset, V.; Tetroe, J.; Entwistle, V. Decision aids for patients facing health treatment or screening decisions: Systematic review. BMJ 1999, 319, 731–734. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	76. 
Shealy, T.; Klotz, L. Choice Architecture as a Strategy to Encourage Elegant Infrastructure Outcomes. J. Infrastruct. Syst. 2016. Available online: http://ascelibrary.org/doi/10.1061/%28ASCE%29IS.1943-555X.0000311 (accessed on 28 December 2016). [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	77. 
Institute for Sustainable Infrastructure. Envision. 2016. Available online: http://sustainableinfrastructure.org/envision/ (accessed on 1 August 2016).

	78. 
Levin, I.P.; Schneider, S.L.; Gaeth, G.J. All Frames Are Not Created Equal: A Typology and Critical Analysis of Framing Effects. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process 1998, 76, 149–188. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	79. 
Benartzi, S.; Thaler, R.H. Myopic Loss Aversion and the Equity Premium Puzzle. 1993. Available online: http://www.nyu.edu/econ/user/bisina/benartzi_thaler.pdf (accessed on 28 December 2016).

	80. 
Shealy, T.; Klotz, L.E.; Weber, E.U.; Johnson, E.J.; Bell, R.G.; Harris, N. Alleviating Biases in Infrastructure Decisions for Sustainability: A Summary of Five Experiments and A Call to Action for The Engineering Project Management Research Community. In Proceedings of the Engineering Project Organization Conference Cle Elum, Washington, DC, USA, 28–30 June 2015.

	81. 
Jacowitz, K.; Kahneman, D. Measures of anchoring in estimation tasks. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 1995, 21, 1161–1166. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	82. 
Klotz, L.; Mack, D.; Klapthor, B.; Tunstall, C.; Harrison, J. Unintended anchors: Building rating systems and energy performance goals for U.S. buildings. Energy Policy 2010, 38, 3557–3566. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	83. 
Van Buiten, M.; Hartmann, A.; van der Meer, J. Nudging for Smart Construction: Tackling Uncertainty by Changing Design Engineers’ Choice Architecture. In Proceedings of the Engineering Project Organization Conference, Seattle, Washington, DC, USA, 28–30 June 2016.

	84. 
Shealy, T.; Klotz, L. Well-Endowed Rating Systems: How Modified Defaults Can Lead to More Sustainable Performance. J. Constr. Eng. Manag. 2015, 141, 1–8. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	85. 
Klotz, L. Cognitive biases in energy decisions during the planning, design, and construction of commercial buildings in the U.S.: An analytical framework and research needs. Energy Effic. 2011, 4, 271–284. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]









© 2016 by the authors; licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC-BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).







nav.xhtml


  sustainability-09-00054


  
    		
      sustainability-09-00054
    


  




  





media/file0.png





