Leveraging prosocial research for pro-environmental behaviour

BACKGROUND

Is the motivational value impact of prosocial and pro-environmental
incentives on cognitive effort allocation the same ?
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Previous work indicates partial overlap between prosocial and pro-environmental motivation,
potentially reflecting a shared underlying value system. However, several studies suggest these
motives can be psychologically distinct. Von Selasinsky and Lutz (2021) found that prosocial and
pro-environmental orientations in crowdfunding projects were perceived as separate, with pro-
environmental campaigns receiving stronger support. In contrast, Klein and colleagues (2022)
showed that when prosocial and pro-environmental motives were in conflict, prosocial motives
weakly outweighed pro-environmental ones in increasing pro-environmental behavior.

Theoretical framing for this design comes from Shenhav and colleagues (2017), who conceptualize
cognitive control as the medium through which effort is allocated, and from Inzlicht and colleagues
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HYPOTHESES (Pre-registered)

Hypothesis 1.a: Accuracy will be higher when there is an
incentive (Eco, Soc, or Own) compared to when there is no
incentive (None condition).

Hypothesis 1.b: Accuracy will be higher in Own compared to
Eco or Soc trials.

Hypothesis 2: Accuracy will decline over time (block 1 < block
2 < block 3), but this decline (fatigue) will be less pronounced
In conditions with rewards compared to the condition with no
reward.

Hypothesis 3: The magnitude of the effect of cognitive fatigue
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on accuracy will vary by reward type (Own > Eco > Soc >
None), reflecting different levels of motivation that may
counteract fatigue.
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(2024), who note that effort aversion manifests in rapid disengagement when motivation is low.
Accordingly, we predict that less motivating incentives will produce a faster decline in performance
over time.
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METHOD

Block

* Experimental task : Modified version of the Time Load Dual
Back Task (Borragan et al., 2017).

** Experimental design :
= Within-subject design (4x3) with : Mlﬂ i'bIGCk cue
* Fourincentive conditions: pro-environmental (WWF),
prosocial (UNICEF), own-reward, and no reward. /-
3 Blocks of 264 trials, divided into :
* Mini-blocks of 44 trials (6 per blocks)
* Blocks never start by an own incentive mini-block

TLoadDBack Mini-block cue TLoadDBack

Self-Report

** Incentive types will be presented as equivalent
monetary rewards directed toward different beneficiaries
(e.g., UNICEF, WWF).
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Fig 1. Accuracy mean for No Incentive Fig 2. Accuracy mean for Social Incentive Fig 3. Accuracy mean for Eco Incentive Fig 4. Accuracy mean for Own Incentive

< Main Effect of Incentive: Significant (xX° = 81.61, p < 2.2e-16) / Main Effect of Block: Not significant (x° = 1.16, p = 0.55) / Incentive x Block Interaction: Significant (X’ = 37.42, p = 1.46e-06)
< N=120
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Fig 6. Hypothesis 2: Linear trend across block (i.e., Fig 7. Hypothesis 3: Buffering effect of Incentive on fatigue

effect of fatigue)

Fig 5. Hypothesis 1: Incentive effect

10R = Odds Ratio, refer to the Odds of having an accurate response
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¢ Participants are able to strategically invest cognitive effort for sufficiently rewarding outcomes.
¢ Our results highlight that:
= Personal incentives (Own) significantly enhance accuracy and counteract cognitive fatigue over time, replicating earlier work (Krebs et al., 2023).
=  While both ecological and prosocial incentives stay behind personal incentives in terms of overall motivational impact, the effect of prosocial
Incentives is more stable over time. Ecological incentives show a decline in performance, suggesting a limited buffering effect against fatigue.
¢ These findings suggest that motivation type plays a crucial role in cognitive effort allocation, with personal stakes driving the strongest performance
Improvements. However, prosocial incentives provide a more stable motivational impact compared to ecological incentives, which could have important
Implications for designing interventions aimed at promoting sustained effort in various contexts.
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