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Social Value 
Orientation 

(SVO)4: 
Concern people 
have for others

• Interventions successful in eliciting sustainable behaviour.

• Desire for positive social standing is most effective in encouraging this behaviour.

1. Comparison of three behavioural models

• Individuals commonly consider a balance between immediate rewards and their 
cost while making sustainable decisions.

• However, the importance placed on immediate rewards can be modulated by 
targeted interventions.

Leaderboard
The 5 players, who chose the option with the lower cost to the resource most often, are:

1. Player 5         5
2. Player 38       5
3. Player 6 4
4. You 3
5. Player 21       3

Your current score: 15 points 
(+15 points from yesterday)

Resource: 9548 points 
(-452 points from yesterday)

Reward 
%

Cost to 
resource 

%

Reward 
%

Cost to 
resource 

%

0.08 0.01

OR

0.15 0.08

0.08 0.01 0.15 0.05

0.08 0.01 0.15 0.02

0.08 0.01 0.23 0.16

0.08 0.01 0.23 0.08

0.08 0.01 0.23 0.04

4. Information daily round1. Study design

• Online game, spread over 10 
days
• Real-time decisions

• 6 groups
• N = 47 to 49
• 1 baseline 
• 5 interventions

• Common resource (10000 
points) shared in a group 

• Points earned by extracting a 
% from resource

• 6 decisions each day
• Each is a choice between 2 

resource extraction options

• Sustainable (Low cost)
• Unsustainable (High cost)

Shared Resource

𝑃𝑜𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑠: 9500

Option 1   
Sustainable 

(Low Reward – Low Cost): 

- Participant earns less 

- More points left for the 
group

6
points

2. Resource extraction options

4
points

5
points

7
points

6
points

12
points

3. Study Timeline

Day 1 (35 mins)

- Instructions
- Questionnaires
- Task (round 1)

Day 10 (15 mins)

Days 2 - 9
(5 mins each day)

Task 
(a round 
each day)

5. Interventions

Intervention specific information

Constant Choice (CC)
Participants have a fixed 

probability () of low-cost 

choices

Constant Pattern (CP)
Same pattern of choices each day. 
 is the point of switch from high-

cost to low-cost choices

Short-term model (ST)
Choices made by weighing rewards () and 
cost to the resource (1-).  is the inverse 

temperature parameter

- Task (round 10)
- Questionnaires

Continuous reflection on shared societal resources can enhance social and 
environmental consciousness.

Conclusion 

• Simple social recognition can significantly impact cooperative behaviour. 

• Minimal organisational methods can promote sustainable behaviour by shifting the focus from individual rewards towards the consideration of the group.

New Ecological 
Paradigm 
(NEP)5: 

Attitude towards 
environment (pro-
ecological view)
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Display of Social Status intervention specific information

3. Short-term model explains most 
participants’ behaviour

Overall improvement in prosocial and environmental attitudes

C. Questionnaires

r=0.98 (p<0.001)
0=0
1=1.01

psi ()
r=1.0 (p=0.0)
0=0
1=1.0

r=0.96 (p<0.001)
0=0.03
1=0.9

r=0.88 (p<0.001)
0=0.01
1=0.85

omega () beta ()

Plots of parameter recoveries
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Option 2 
Unsustainable

(High Reward – High Cost):

- Participant earns more

- Lesser points left for the 
group

Boosting
(BO)

Descriptive 
Norm (DN)

Forecast 
(FC)

Injunctive 
Norm (IN)

Social 
Status (SS)

Group avg. in last round:
• Low-cost choices: 4.2

• Earnings: 13 points

Message: more low-
cost choices now => 
better earnings later

At this rate, resource 
will have 3167.22

points at the end.

Display of leaderboard 
of members with most 
sustainable choices
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3.  Social Status group ends the game with 
a richer resource

1.  Greater mean proportion of low-
cost choices in Social Status group …

4. Cumulative earnings of Social Status
still comparable to other groups,

in spite of more low-cost choices

• All results are of Bayesian mixed effects models, including age and gender as covariates and random effects for participants, where applicable.
• Post.Prob.: Posterior probabilities of directional hypothesis
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BL: Baseline

SS-BL=0.10; Post.Prob.=1
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SS-BL=0.17; Post.Prob.=0.94
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… which does not decrease over days

BO: Boosting DN: Descriptive Norm

FC: Forecast IN: Injunctive NormSS: Social Status

SS-BL=0.19; 
Post.Prob.=0.97
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Day

Resource start state - 10000 points

Resource end state - BL: 3994.94,
SS: 5098.73 points
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Inset: Cumulative per-
person earnings of the 
last six days only

SS-BL=-0.03; Post.Prob.=1
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2. Social Status group has the largest 
difference between low & high-cost 

choices

• Sustainable decisions involve minimising one’s immediate gain in favour of collective, societal long-term benefits.1,2,3

• For e.g. choosing environment-friendly, but slower      , rather than quicker modes of travel       .

• These are inherently social decisions1, where individual choices are inextricably linked to actions and outcomes of others. 
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4. Social Status 
group weighs 
rewards less

2. Model 
recovery

Generating model
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