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Background



Sixth mass extinction = “Biological annihilation” 
(Ceballos et al., 2017)



The problem.
• We are loosing species and biodiversity: 

• The average rate of vertebrate species loss over the past 100 years is 100 times higher 
than the background rate of 2 mammal extinctions per 10,000 species (Ceballos et al., 
2015). 

• 10,000 and 100,000 species are becoming extinct each year (WWF, 2017).

• We are short of conservation funding:
• Only 12% of the estimated conservation costs to protect threatened bird species is 

currently funded (Mc Carthy et al., 2012).
• Funding shortfall of $1 billion to $1.7 billion per year to manage all existing protected 

areas in developing countries (Bruner et al., 2004).

• Charitable giving and philanthropy is critical to raise resources and support 
for conservation, alongside other sources of public & private sector finding. 



How to raise sympathy and 
charitable giving? 



Can the media be a useful informational tool to change 
preferences and increase pro-social behaviour?
• The public depends on audiovisual and digital modes of mass communication as a 

source of knowledge about environmental issues.

• People may be spending less time in nature- there is a shift towards sedentary 
activities involving electronic media (Pergams and Zaradic, 2006).

• YouTube has over a billion users, which amounts to nearly one-third of all people on 
the Internet, and over half the views come from mobile devices 22 (YouTube, 2018).

• Videos grab attention. They can shape emotions, preferences, attitudes, behavioral 
intentions & behaviour (Ferrara, 2016; Howell 2014). 

• But there is limited literature quantifying the intended and unintended consequences 
of media exposure to biodiversity conservation films, and narrative content. 



Existing evidence I: Media impacts behaviour

• Environmental documentaries, behaviour and attitudes:
• Jacobsen (2011): spike in local carbon offsets sales in neighbourhoods where 

theatres had screened ‘An Inconvenient Truth’.
• Howell (2014): ‘The age of stupid’ increased stated concern about climate change, 

motivation to act, and viewers’ sense of agency, behaviour.
• Other socio-economic behaviours: Fertility, son preference and women’s 

empowerment (La Ferrara et al., 2012; Jensen and Oster, 2009), literacy (Keefer and Khemani, 2011), voter 
turnout (Gentzkow, 2006), media bias (DellaVigna and Kaplan, 2007) etc.

• No explicit focus on conservation? Charity videos? 
• We differentiate between media exposure & media content. 
• Contingent valuation literature shows that the WTP/WTD increases with 

information on anthropogenic cause of endangerment (Bulte et al., 2005, Brown et al., 2002, 
Kahneman and Ritov, 1994, Kahneman et al., 1993).



Existing evidence II: Interventions can have unintentional, 
spillover effects on subsequent behavioural intentions and 
behaviours
• Positive spillover effects:

• Audio-visual environmental media have a positive short-run impact on multiple PEBs, concern, 
attitudes, and beliefs (e.g., in Howell, 2011).

• If individuals more likely to co-perform similar behaviours (Gatersleben et al., 2002), or if they act to 
prevent cognitive dissonance or have preferences for behavioural consistency (Bem, 1972; Thøgersen, 2004)
or if it strengthens self-identity (Whitmarsh and O’Nieil, 2011). 

• Negative spillover effects:
• Weak identity, if individuals perceive behaviour as substitutes, or due to moral licensing and 

disengagement (Fishbach, 2006, Clot et al., 2016; 184 Mazar and Zhong, 2010; Sachdeva et al., 2009).

• If no spillover effects, they we may be overestimating the effects of media on 
behaviour. 

• Can biodiversity conservation videos have spillover effects on subsequent behaviours?



Experimental Materials & 
Method



What we do…
• Objective: Do videos cause pro-environmental spillover effects? 

• Focus on video exposure and video content. 

• We ran a lab experiment at the LSE behavioral lab (N = 259, n ~ 37/group) in Nov-
Dec 2016.

• We designed videos with different types of content, with and without audiovisual 
information on the anthropogenic cause of endangerment. 

• Randomly assigned subjects to watch one video each, after which they took 3 different 
decisions in a fixed sequence.

• Incentive compatible donations (money), stated behavioral intentions to pay green 
taxes, and then donate time. 



Biodiversity conservation videos 
(interventions)
• Videos with and without the anthropogenic cause of endangerment, featured either 

Lions, Bats or Lions & Bats in the Savanna.

• Common anthropogenic cause of endangerment: hunting, illegal wildlife trade, and 
habitat loss from land conversion for agriculture (IUCN, 2016). 

• The average length of each video is around 2 minutes, and ~15 photos displayed for 
around 6-10 seconds (Gross and Levenson, 1995). 

• Script: Introductionà Ecological role à Endangerment à Anthropogenic cause 
à Moral appeal for protection



Experimental design

Exposed to video
Behaviour 1:
Charitable 

donation (money)

Behaviour 2:
Willingness to 
pay a green fee 

(money)

Behaviour 3: 
Willingness to 

donate time to a 
campaign (time)

Control



Behaviours
Behaviour 2: WTP green fee

Behaviour 3: WTD time

Behaviour 1: Donations



Hypothesis & empirical strategy 
• Hypothesis 1: Exposure to media content about the anthropogenic cause of 

endangerment has a positive direct effect on contributions (Bulte et al., 2005, 
Kahneman et al., 1993).

• Hypothesis 2 (null): There is no spillover effect from biodiversity conservation videos 
on WTP a green fee or WTD time:
• Media exposure has no spillover effect.
• Media content on the anthropogenic cause of endangerment has no spillover effect.

• Empirical strategy: Cragg-Hurdle model (Crag, 1971, Woolridge, 2011)
• Part 1: whether to donate (i.e., the first hurdle is the decision to donate a non-zero amount), 

estimated using a probit regression. 
• Part 2: how much to donate (i.e., the unbounded outcome), which is estimated by using a 

truncated linear regression.

• Sample: 
• 63.71% was female, average age of 24 years, 80.31% were full-time students, and 73% were 

affiliated to the LSE.



Results



Result 1: Direct effect on charitable donations (money)
Video content on the anthropogenic cause of endangerment increases the 
amount donated, but not the likelihood of donating. 



Result 2: Indirect spillover effects on WTP green free 
& WTD time 
Video exposure increases the likelihood of a positive WTP 
green fee.



Result 3: Past donors behave differently.
They are WTD more time when exposed to media content on 
the anthropogenic cause of endangerment. 



Conclusion & Policy take-away(s):
• Video exposure and content matter – potentially useful policy tools to change 

preferences & behaviour. 

• They cause direct effects on pro-environmental behaviour (donations for conservation) 
& indirect effects on subsequent behavioural intentions (WTP a green fee & WTD 
time).
• Video content on the anthropogenic cause of endangerment increases the amount donated, but 

not the likelihood of donating. 
• Video exposure increases the likelihood of a positive WTP green fee.
• Past donors, behave differently: Donate more & WTD more time when exposed to media content 

on the anthropogenic cause of endangerment. 

• Similarity of behaviours and the type of people targeted by the intervention. 
• Are there unintentional behavioural effects versus effects on intentions? 
• External validity in the field. 
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