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The present study presents the results of a collaborative registered replication of 
Griskevicius et al. (2010, Experiment 1). As part of the Collaborative Replication and 
Education Project, 24 student groups from six countries (N = 3,774) investigated whether 
pro-environmental behavior can be promoted by priming status motives (desires for 
social status and prestige). This large, multi-site replication showed no evidence to 
support the hypothesis that hypothetical pro-environmental behavior can be stimulated 
by having participants read a story designed to prime status motives. We performed 
several exploratory analyses to investigate whether extension variables (i.e., equating 
“green” choices with prosocial behavior, political beliefs, sampling methods, location, 
duration of data collection, and gender) moderated the hypothesized effect of status 
motives on pro-environmental choices, but these analyses produced null results. One 
limitation of the study is that most data collection sites did not include a manipulation 
check, and the one site that did found a much weaker effect (d = 0.32) than the extremely 
large effect originally reported (d = 3.69). As a result, it remains unclear whether the null 
result reflects a failure of this specific priming method or a challenge to the underlying 
theory. 

Introduction  

Environmental and climate changes are considered one 
of the most urgent global challenges that we currently face 

(Steg, 2023; Van Der Linden, 2015). They substantially in
fluence health, economic prosperity, and access to basic re
sources such as food and water (IPCC, 2018, 2022). Some 
recent reports show that for a majority of citizens in the Eu
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ropean Union (Eurobarometer, 2017) and the United States 
(Pew Research Center, 2019), protecting the environment 
is of high personal importance. Furthermore, pro-environ
mental behavior, such as recycling or selecting “green” 
products, is often shaped by social norms, which can serve 
as cues to what behaviors are socially approved or likely to 
be socially reinforced (e.g., Goldstein et al., 2008; Hamann 
et al., 2015; Nolan et al., 2008; Reese et al., 2014; see also 
Lange et al., 2020). Thus, understanding and explaining the 
motivational basis of pro-environmental behavior is of the
oretical and practical importance. When pro-environmen
tal behavior aligns with personal benefits and does not re
quire substantial efforts (for example, if riding a bike to 
work is easier and faster than using a personal car), people 
engage in it willingly (Nordlund & Garvill, 2002). However, 
in many cases, pro-environmental behavior is very costly 
and time-consuming (for example, in comparison to regu
lar cars, electric vehicles are expensive, have a rather lim
ited driving range, and there are often sparsely distributed 
charging stations). What, then, makes people willing to en
gage in pro-environmental behavior despite these costs? 

One of the reasons why people may be willing to engage 
in pro-environmental behavior is because of the social con
sequences it has. That is because pro-environmental be
haviors are considered good and are expected (Lange et al., 
2020), people might be inclined to engage in pro-environ
mental behavior because this behavior might signal some
thing positive about them. For example, reputational bene
fits underlie some pro-environmental behaviors both in the 
lab (e.g., Griskevicius et al., 2010) and in field experiments 
where social interventions based on observability and de
scriptive norms were demonstrated as most effective for 
promoting cooperative behavior (Kraft-Todd et al., 2015). 

Griskevicius and colleagues (2010) reported the results 
of three experiments in which priming status motives 
seemed to promote certain hypothetical pro-environmental 
behaviors. Specifically, they argued that activating status 
motives (desires for social status and prestige) can lead 
people to choose “green” (indicated as environmentally-
friendly) products over more luxurious non-green products 
that are associated with greater wealth (Study 1). The au
thors predicted that reading a second-person story about 
obtaining a prestigious job, but having to compete with 
others for a promotion or else be fired (thought to prime a 
status motive) might motivate people to engage in pro-en
vironmental behavior (i.e., reading the story would increase 
the likelihood of choosing pro-environmental [green] prod
ucts). In control conditions that did not activate status mo
tives (e.g., reading a story of a similar length about losing 
tickets to an upcoming concert, or reading no story at all), 
non-green products were predicted to be more desirable 
than their green counterparts. Participants were assigned 
to either the status story or one of the two control con
ditions (non-status story or no story). After reading their 
respective stories, participants were asked to imagine they 
were shopping and were asked, hypothetically, whether 
they would purchase green products (e.g., a low-emission 
car) or non-green products (e.g., a more luxurious sports 
car). Participants in the no-story control condition pro

ceeded to the product selection phase of the study immedi
ately. A composite “green” score was calculated by adding 
up the number of “green” choices the participant made (no 
green choices = 0; all green choices = 3). Participants in 
the status story condition were substantially more likely to 
choose hypothetical green products (d = 0.47) compared to 
participants in the control conditions (which were pooled 
for analyses). 

In summary, Griskevicius and colleagues (2010) found 
that reading a story that activated status motives inclined 
people to choose pro-environmental products over more 
luxurious non-green products when given a hypothetical 
choice. Theoretically, this effect may reflect efforts to sig
nal prosocial, self-sacrificing behavior. The authors inter
preted their findings according to the “competitive altru
ism” hypothesis (see Van Vugt et al., 2007), which suggests 
that individuals attempt to appear more altruistic when 
competing for status. On this account, conspicuous con
sumption in humans serves to signal positive, socially rele
vant qualities. Given that people have an evolutionary drive 
to signal their worth as a potential mate or competitor, dis
playing altruism might be a cost-effective way of promoting 
reputation and prestige (Iredale & van Vugt, 2012; Palovo-
Velez et al., 2021). 

More specifically, publicly demonstrating pro-environ
mental behavior signals to others that someone prioritizes 
environmental concerns, indicating a willingness to incur 
costs (such as opting for a less luxurious product at a higher 
price) for the benefit of others. Accordingly, people who 
consume sustainable products are perceived as altruistic 
(Braun Kohlová & Urban, 2020), and those perceived as al
truistic are viewed as having qualities desirable in a long-
term mate (Phillips et al., 2008). Drawing on all of these 
ideas, Griskevicius and colleagues (2010) suggested that ac
tivating social motives, like concern for status, can serve as 
an effective strategy for promoting green (or other types of 
prosocial) behavior. 

While these theoretical accounts are compelling, it is 
a separate empirical question whether a minimal status 
prime (e.g., reading a short second-person story about 
competing for a promotion) is sufficient to activate these 
motives and alter behavior. For such an effect to occur, sev
eral conditions would need to be met: individuals must not 
be ordinarily or habitually motivated to signal their latent 
value, must possess mechanisms to identify contexts where 
such signaling is beneficial, and must interpret the prim
ing narrative as a relevant social cue. These fairly strong 
assumptions may not always hold, and their plausibility 
warrants careful consideration. This distinction may help 
explain inconsistent findings in the literature and moti
vates our empirical re-examination of this effect. 

The present multi-lab study aims to assess the robust
ness of the effect observed by Griskevicius and colleagues 
(2010) in their Experiment 1 and to provide a more precise 
estimation of the size of this effect, through a multi-site 
collaborative project under the umbrella of the Collabora
tive Replication and Education Project (CREP). Per CREP 
procedures (see details in Method - CREP Procedures), only 
one study in a multi-study paper is typically selected for 
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replication. In this case, the CREP team selected the first 
experiment from Griskevicius et al. (2010) as it was the 
focal study that was conceptually replicated and extended 
in their subsequent experiments (see Method for justifica
tion). Successful replication would entail that respondents 
in the social status condition (as compared to the pooled 
control conditions) would choose the less-luxurious but 
green products over the more luxurious but non-green al
ternatives, and would give empirical support to the hypoth
esis that pro-environmental behavior can be promoted by 
priming status motives. In addition to running direct repli
cations, we also incorporated exploratory measures to as
sess the moderating role of factors such as changing atti
tudes toward pro-environmental behavior across time, or 
the country in which the study was conducted. 

About CREP   

The Collaborative Replications and Education Project 
(Wagge, Brandt, et al., 2019), or CREP, is an initiative seek
ing to improve undergraduate training in research meth
ods. CREP’s role includes selecting studies to be closely 
replicated by students, structuring the methods for the 
replication, reviewing projects both before and after data 
collection, and facilitating the publication of a pooled 
analysis (such as the present paper). Replications are re
garded as a gold standard verifying the reliability of pub
lished findings (Open Science Collaboration, 2015). In ad
dition, conducting replications of highly-cited studies is 
perceived as exciting by students and gives students au
thentic, valuable opportunities to make substantial contri
butions to science (Frank & Saxe, 2012; Grahe et al., 2012). 

CREP participants include students and instructors at 
institutions worldwide1. CREP offers several advantages 
over traditional undergraduate research experiences. First, 
the CREP model allows students to learn about best prac
tices by directly replicating published work by scholars in 
their field. This active learning experience—also known in 
the education literature as mastery experience or high-im
pact learning practice—can be an important predictor of 
academic achievement (Loo & Choy, 2013). Second, stu
dents get to participate in authentic scientific research 
(Grahe, 2017) that may eventually be published in a pooled 
analysis and will also be openly available on the Open Sci
ence Framework (which is an open-source management 
tool that facilitates open and transparent collaboration in 
scientific research) for meta-analytic researchers in the fu
ture. Third, students have the option of performing a 
“replication+” study to add their own additional research 
question, condition, or measure to the replication study 
(assuming it does not interfere with the direct replication). 
Furthermore, students acquire an understanding of the im
portance of open science practices such as preregistration, 
replication, open methods, and open data, all foundational 
to research integrity (Kidwell et al., 2016). They actively en

gage with external reviewers (i.e., CREP team members), 
collaborating and learning beyond their institution through 
engagement with CREP members. Several CREP studies 
have been published (e.g., Ghelfi et al., 2020; Leighton et 
al., 2018; Wagge, Baciu, et al., 2019), with some included in 
meta-analyses (Lehmann et al., 2018). This underscores the 
project’s significant contributions to psychological science. 

The present report documents a pooled analysis of data 
collected by 24 teams who signed up to replicate one of 
CREP’s earliest selections for replication: Experiment 1 
from Griskevicius et al. (2010). First, we run preregistered 
analyses on the pooled data to directly replicate the analy
ses performed by Griskevicius et al. Additionally, we pre
sent exploratory analyses to examine the potential for 
moderators of the effect of interest. Finally, we report the 
results of an internal meta-analysis of the effect size from 
each team. This collaborative approach not only enhances 
the robustness of our findings but also exemplifies the 
strength of collective efforts in advancing transparent and 
replicable research practices within the scientific commu
nity. In addition, the methodology employed in the analy
ses underscores the commitment to fostering a culture of 
openness and team building in psychological research. 

Method  

CREP Procedures   

Experiment 1 of Griskevicius et al. (2010) was selected 
for replication through the standard CREP selection 
process, outlined by Wagge, Brandt, et al. (2019). This 
process, which took place in 2013, involved selecting the 
most-cited papers from the most-cited journals (e.g., Psy
chological Science, Journal of Personality and Social Psychol
ogy) in various subfields of psychology published in 2010. 
From those studies, several were deemed feasible for un
dergraduate research teams to attempt to replicate. Since 
its publication, now 15 years ago, Griskevicius et al. (2010) 
continues to garner significant attention, with an impres
sive citation count of over 2,500 and an average of nearly 
300 citations per year since 2020, according to Google 
Scholar. The selection of Experiment 1 from this paper was 
thus heavily influenced by the number of citations it had 
received, which were taken as a valid, if imperfect, indicator 
of its importance, at least to researchers (for a deeper dis
cussion of citation count as a valid metric for determining 
replication value, see Isager et al., 2021). 

In addition to citation count, there were a number of 
reasons that Griskevicius et al. (2010) warranted replica
tion. Generally, findings from studies with smaller sample 
sizes and/or no existing replications are considered some
what uncertain (Isager et al., 2021). The sample size of 
Griskevicius et al.'s Experiment 1 was not large (N = 168 
across three between-participant conditions), and when the 
current replication project began in 2013, the effect it 

As of October 2023, 480 projects at 174 institutions in 29 countries have been initiated. 1 
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demonstrated had not been replicated by any independent 
researchers2. Moreover, doubts have been raised over the 
kind of priming methods used in Griskevicius et al.'s Ex
periment 1 (Shanks & Vadillo, 2021; Yong, 2012). Thus, the 
sustained value to the field of the Griskevicius et al. (2010) 
paper, despite the relative uncertainty resulting from the 
methods it used, warranted a new attempt to replicate its 
findings in a larger, multi-site study. 

Once the focal study was selected, the CREP leadership 
team emailed the corresponding author of the original 
work. The CREP team communicated their process and 
goals and asked for input on possible extension hypotheses 
and guidance for replication teams. The key components of 
this correspondence are available here: https://osf.io/vdo0i/
wiki/Original%20Study%20Information/. There are two key 
points from the correspondence. First, the main author 
noted that the effect may not replicate if participants do 
not equate “green” choices with prosocial behavior. Second, 
the original authors noted that the connection between 
“green” choices and status was unique to politically liberal 
groups. The former point provided us with a lens through 
which to interpret our results, and the latter point sug
gested an important extension hypothesis that many stu
dent teams chose to include. 

Between 2014 and 2020, groups signed up for the project 
and prepared OSF project pages for pre-data collection re
view. These pre-data collection project pages were required 
to include materials, a planned analytical strategy, a video 
documenting the procedure, and local Institutional Review 
Board (IRB) approval. The project pages were examined by 
two reviewers and the executive reviewer, at which point 
projects were either approved or sent back for revisions un
til approval could be granted. Groups were asked to prereg
ister project pages before data collection. After data collec
tion was completed, project pages were again reviewed by 
two reviewers and the executive reviewer. At this stage, pro
ject pages were revised to include the dataset, a short re
port describing the obtained results, and a signed comple
tion pledge confirming that the research followed ethical 
guidelines and the predefined study protocol. Following a 
positive review, individual projects were deemed complete. 

Target Sample Size    

Per early CREP policies, the required sample size was set 
as a rule of thumb to be at least half of the original study’s 
N. For this study, the targeted sample size should have been 
84 (half of the original N of 168), but due to a typo in the 
documentation file, the target sample size for each group 
was set to 82 respondents. There was no explicit stopping 
rule for individual teams–they simply needed to recruit 

the required minimum sample size–since CREP replication 
procedures do not require it. 

Differences from the Original Study      

The original study was conducted in a lab, where partic
ipants were tested in small groups. Some of our data col
lection teams used a similar lab setting (37%), but some 
also collected data online (46%) or through some combina
tion of in-lab and online testing (17%). Some groups con
ducted direct replications, and others included extension 
variables (e.g., pro-environmental literacy, political ideol
ogy) that had not been included in the original procedure, 
but these were always measured after the original protocol 
had been completed, ensuring that every team did conduct 
a direct replication. Characteristics of the individual repli
cations can be found at https://osf.io/cghyv. 

Disclosures  

Preregistrations  

Each lab preregistered its materials, protocol, and an
alytical strategy on the OSF before data collection. The 
primary analyses in this paper were also pre-registered: 
https://osf.io/ach3n. 

Data, Materials, and Resources     

The authors of the original study provided materials for 
replication. All groups who completed projects uploaded 
their data, analyses, and a short description of their results 
to their OSF project page. All datasets, materials, analytical 
scripts, and other materials can be found on the central 
project OSF page (https://osf.io/vdo0i/). The complete, 
anonymized dataset is available here: https://osf.io/dax6g. 
A codebook for our merged dataset with all variables col
lected as part of the project is available at https://osf.io/wd
cmv. A readme file containing all information related to the 
project is at https://osf.io/vdo0i/wiki/home/. 

Reporting  

We have reported all details of the sample size, data ex
clusions, manipulations, and measures. 

Ethical Approval   

Data were collected following the 1964 Declaration of 
Helsinki. Overarching IRB approval for this study was ob
tained from the IRB of the Department of Psychology, Uni
versity of Belgrade, Serbia (https://osf.io/7ehku). In addi

Marchand et al. (2020) tested whether activating status motives evokes increased desire for green products and they tested this hypothe
sis in two experiments: an online experiment with hypothetical consumption and a field experiment with actual consumption. Although 
the findings gave support to the original findings, this study revealed significantly reduced preference for green products in public set
tings that require actual consumption, compared with privately stated choice intentions. However, the authors note that the results 
might have been influenced by the fact that a different product category (i.e., ice cream) was used. This study therefore cannot be taken 
as strong support for Griskevicius and colleagues’ (2010) original findings. 
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tion, as part of the CREP procedure, all groups obtained 
local IRB approval when necessary. 

Sample  

From 2014 to 2020, 49 groups from nine countries ex
pressed interest in conducting a CREP replication of Griske
vicius et al. (2010) Experiment 1. Of these 49 groups, 25 did 
not contribute data to the final analysis: specifically, three 
did not create their OSF page, four did not begin data col
lection, five did not complete data collection, 11 did not 
provide their data, one did not provide their codebook, and 
one did not follow the CREP procedure. The final sample 
of completed projects included data collected by 24 groups 
from six countries: USA (N = 18), UK (N = 1), Germany (N 
= 1), Canada (N = 2), Netherlands (N = 1), and Iceland (N = 
1). The overview of groups participating in this project can 
be found at https://osf.io/cghyv. Overall, the present pro
ject included approximately 30 reviewers, three CREP assis
tants, and three executive reviewers. 

A total of 21 participants were excluded prior to publicly 
posting the compiled dataset because they reported ages of 
16 (N = 3) or 17 (N = 18). The final data set consisted of data 
collected from 3,774 participants. All individual data sets 
are available here: https://osf.io/zqyw3. Each student group 
recruited at least 82 respondents, except for one group that 
recruited 70 (due to the COVID-19 outbreak that inter
fered with the project). Nine groups failed to collect data on 
at least one of the following demographic characteristics: 
age, gender, or race/ethnicity, and within each site, ques
tions about these characteristics varied in how they were 
asked3. Details about the missing data are available here: 
https://osf.io/pmgv2. 

The final sample consisted of 2,302 individuals who 
identified as women and 973 who identified as men; 18 
participants identified as gender variant/non-conforming, 
“other”, “prefer not to say,” or transgender/non-binary. An 
additional 481 participants did not indicate their gender. 
The mean reported age for participants was 23.98 years (SD 
= 10.21), though age was not collected for 956 of the partic
ipants. 

We re-coded the available race/ethnicity information to 
include the following categories: White (N = 1339, 71.3%), 
Black (N = 129, 7.0%), Asian (N = 131, 7.0%), Hispanic/
Latino (N = 151, 8.0%), Middle Eastern (N = 28, 1.5%), Mul
tiracial (N = 8, 0.4%), Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (N 
= 5, 0.3%), and “other” (N = 71, 3.8%). These reported per
centages do not include the participants who either did not 
report their race/ethnicity or were not asked this question 
(N = 1897, 50.3% of the total). 

Procedure  

The experiment employed a between-subjects design 
and included one status and two control conditions, using 
the exact conditions from Experiment 1 of Griskevicius et 
al. (2010). In the status condition, participants read a 
“cover” story designed to prime “a desire for social status” 
(Griskevicius et al., 2010, p. 395), in which participants 
imagined graduating from college and obtaining a job with 
a prestigious company, but having to compete with others 
for the opportunity for promotion or else be fired. In one 
of the control conditions (control story condition), partici
pants read a control story (involving losing and eventually 
finding tickets to a forthcoming concert and then attending 
the concert with a same-sex peer) intended to elicit sim
ilar affect as the status story without priming status mo
tives. In the other control condition (no story condition), 
participants did not read any story at all and just indicated 
their product choices. In the original study, no differences 
were found between the two control conditions, and they 
were combined for analysis4. See Griskevicius et al. (2010) 
for more complete details of the cover stories. 

To eliminate potential suspicions about the purpose of 
the study, participants were told that they were participat
ing in a study on memory and that they would be asked to 
recall information from the story later in the session. Af
ter reading their respective story (or in the no-story control 
condition, proceeding immediately to choosing products), 
participants were asked to imagine they were shopping and 
to make a hypothetical choice between three pairs of prod
ucts (cars, soaps, and dishwashers). For each product, par
ticipants could choose between a pro-environmental 
(green) and a conventional (the more luxurious non-green) 
version of the product, each of which was equally priced 
and manufactured by the same company. 

The authors of the original study reported that the story 
manipulation had been extensively pretested in a prior 
study (Griskevicius et al., 2009) and was successful (see 
Griskevicius et al., 2010, Study 1). As per CREP procedures, 
selected studies are directly replicated as reported in the 
paper. Therefore, in keeping with the original paradigm, we 
did not include a manipulation check. Only one data col
lection team decided to include a manipulation check and 
found a much smaller, d = 0.32, difference in desire for sta
tus between the status story and control groups than that 
reported by Griskevicius et al. (2009), d = 3.695. However, 
we urge caution in interpreting this result, given that it was 
only conducted by one out of 24 data collection teams. 

As noted above, data were collected in the lab and on
line, using various survey platforms; the majority (N = 15) 

Regarding demographics, the original study reported only information about gender of the participants (male and female). 

In our dataset, there were no significant pairwise differences between conditions (no story, control story, status) on any dependent vari
able after controlling for multiple comparisons, except in evaluating gender by condition; the gender x condition results are reported in 
the exploratory analysis section and include these findings. 

This effect size was calculated from the data given in Table 1 of Griskevicius et al. (2009). 

3 

4 

5 
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of groups used Qualtrics, while three used paper surveys, 
and one team used each of the following: Medialab, Super
Lab, SurveyGizmo, SoSciSurvey, and PsyToolkit. One team 
used an unidentified online platform for data collection. 
Each group documented the mode of data collection that 
they used (online vs. in-person). Respondents were re
cruited from both student and general populations. De
scriptions of individual datasets are available at 
https://osf.io/pmgv2. 

Treatment of Missing Data, Data Preparation, and        
Data Analysis   

We excluded participants who did not respond to the 
dependent variables. To create a merged dataset, we ac
cessed all individual datasets from each team’s OSF page or 
reached out directly to teams for data if it was not available 
on OSF. In cases where clarification was needed, we con
tacted groups to ascertain whether the dataset was in its 
raw form or transformed, and to request codebooks. Any in
stances of missing data were retained in the analysis. 

We conducted the same analyses as the original paper: 
for each product (car, soap, and dishwasher), we reported 
percentages of “green” versus “non-green” selections by 
condition, Chi-square tests, and Phi coefficients. We also 
computed a composite green score, which we analyzed with 
a between-subject ANOVA across conditions (status story, 
control story, and no story), and reported effect size and 
post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey Honestly Significant 
Difference (HSD) test. 

One advantage of the multi-lab approach is that natural 
variation in the data collection process across different labs 
can be leveraged to test for moderators or boundary con
ditions (Klein et al., 2018). Accordingly, we also performed 
several exploratory analyses. First, as per the recommen
dation of the original authors, we tested whether partici
pants equated “green” choices with prosocial behavior. Sec
ond, we ran 2 x 2 factorial ANOVAs to determine whether 
political orientation (liberal/conservative) or political party 
(democrat/republican) interacted with condition (control/
status). Third, we ran an ANOVA to explore whether differ
ent settings (online/lab) yielded different results. Fourth, 
we tested potential differences between the US and other 
countries. Fifth, the long-lasting nature of our project (data 
collection was done between 2014 and 2020) enabled test
ing whether the effects differed across time. Lastly, the 
original authors stated that it would be worth testing for 
potential gender differences; thus, as part of our ex
ploratory analyses, we explored gender differences in status 
motives using a 2 x 2 factorial ANOVA (gender: woman 
or man; condition: control vs. status). For each of these 
exploratory analyses, we performed a sensitivity analysis 
to determine the smallest possible effect size that could 
have been detected with the collected data set, assuming a 
power level of .80 and an alpha level of .05. We also deter
mined the sample size that would have been necessary to 
detect a significant effect, given the actual effect size docu
mented. A script for the sensitivity analyses is available at: 
https://osf.io/5h6gc. 

Specific packages included for data processing and 
analysis included: ggplot2 (Wickham, 2016), tidyverse 
(Wickham et al., 2019), viridis (Garnier et al., 2024), col
orspace (Zeileis et al., 2020), forestplot (Gordon & Lumley, 
2024), gghalves (Tiedemann, 2024), ggthemes (Arnold, 
2019), skimr (Waring et al., 2024), sjmisc (Lüdecke, 2018), 
statpsych (Bonett, 2024), ltm (Rizopoulos, 2006), effsize 
(Torchiano, 2016), pwr (Champely, 2020), papaja (Aust & 
Barth, 2024), psych (Revelle, 2024), misty (Yanagida, 2024), 
afex (Singmann et al., 2016), lsr (Navarro, 2015), and MOTE 
(Buchanan et al., 2019). 

After our primary analyses, we conducted an internal 
meta-analysis on the data collected across all of the teams 
using the R package metafor (Viechtbauer, 2010). We also 
analyzed the moderating effects of extension variables sep
arately. All analyses were performed with R Markdown and 
RStudio (R Core Team, 2021; RStudio Team, 2020). The 
analysis code is available here: https://osf.io/hjrk8/. 

Results  

Confirmatory Analyses   

Green Car   

The original paper found that participants selected the 
green car more often in the status condition (54.5%) than 
in the control condition (37.2%), 𝛘2(1, N = 168) = 4.56, p = 
.033, ɸ = .165, 95% CI [.077, .326]. In our sample, 54.83% of 
participants in the status condition selected the green car, 
compared to 55.50% of participants in the control condi
tion. We did not detect an effect of condition on green car 
selection, 𝛘2(1, N = 3,726) = 0.13, p = .720, ɸ = -.006, 95% CI 
[-.039, .026]. 

Green Cleaner   

Similarly, the original paper found that participants se
lected the green cleaner more often in the status condition 
(41.8%) than in the control condition (25.7%), 𝛘2(1, N = 
168) = 4.52, p = .034, ɸ = .164, 95% CI [.077, .325]. In our 
sample, 54.95% of the participants in the status condition 
and 56.75% of the participants in the control condition se
lected the green soap. As with the choice of car, we did not 
detect an effect of condition on the choice of cleaner, 𝛘2(1, 
N = 3,725) = 1.06, p = .303, ɸ = -.018, 95% CI [-.050, .015]. 

Green Dishwasher   

Finally, in the original paper, participants selected the 
green dishwasher more in the status condition than the 
control condition (49.1% and 34.5%, respectively), 𝛘2(1, N 
= 168) = 3.30, p = .069, ɸ = .140, 95% CI [.077, .301]. We 
found no such effect when comparing the control partici
pants who selected the green dishwasher (52.90%) to the 
status condition participants who did the same (51.65%), 
𝛘2(1, N = 3,729) = 0.49, p = .482, ɸ = -.012, 95% CI [-.044, 
.020]. 
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Figure 1. This diagram shows the distribution of responses under different conditions. Black dots represent              
mean values. The shaded areas below are boxplots corresponding to interquartile ranges.             

Composite Green Score    

We followed the procedure used in the original study and 
computed a composite green score by assigning a score of 
“1” to all “green” selections and a score of “0” to all non-
“green” selections. Because participants made a dichoto
mous choice for each of the three products, scores ranged 
from 0 (no “green” products) to 3 (all “green” products). 
The mean composite score was 1.64 (SD = 1.00). The distri
bution of composite scores can be seen in Figure 1. The dis
tribution of mean choices for each data collection team (N 
= 24) for each product, as well as for the composite score, is 
displayed in Figure 2. 

The original paper by Griskevicius and colleagues (2010) 
reported a significant effect of status on the composite 
score when the status prime condition was compared to 
both control conditions (control story and no story) com
bined, F(1, 166) = 8.53, p = .004, η2 = .05, 95% CI [.005, .129]. 
The same test on our data did not reveal a significant effect, 
F(1, 3,718) = 1.16, η2 < .001, 95% CI [.000, .002, p < 0.282], 
and in fact the green score was descriptively lower in the 
status condition (M = 1.61, SD = 1.00) compared to the con
trol condition (M = 1.65, SD = 0.99), counter to the original 
hypothesis. 

Exploratory Analyses   

Prosociality  

The original authors made two important notes regard
ing conditions that might influence the replicability of the 
key effect: the prosociality of “green” choices and politics. 
Regarding prosociality, they stressed that participants’ ten
dency to equate “green” choices with prosocial behavior is 
fundamental for replication. That is, if participants do not 
equate “green” choices with prosocial behavior, the effects 
might be weakened (resulting in an unsuccessful replica
tion attempt). We can offer a limited response to this is
sue, as two of our 24 teams added an extension variable to 
determine whether participants found owners of the green 
products in the study to be more nice, caring, or altruis
tic than owners of the non-green products; because these 
questions were structured differently across the two sites, 
we examined each separately. 

The first site (project #15, N = 232) asked participants 
to respond to the following question, translated from Ger
man: "Please indicate on a scale from 1 (disagree com
pletely) to 9 (agree completely) how much you agree with 
the following statements: “Consumers of pro-environmen
tal products are [kinder/more empathetic/more altruistic] 
than consumers of conventional products.” Here, the terms 
“kind” and “more empathetic” are used as measures of 
“nice” and “caring,” respectively. The means for each rating 
were below the midpoint of the scale (kind/nice: M = 3.58, 
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Figure 2. This diagram shows the distribution of mean choices for each institution (N = 24) for each product and                   
the composite score. The means for each product are between 0 and 1 (0 = more non-green choices by                    
participants, 1 = more green choices), and the mean for the composite score is between 0 (non-green choices for                    
all three products) and 3 (green choices for all three products).            

SD = 2.19; empathetic/caring: M = 4.82, SD = 2.32; altruis
tic: M = 4.59, SD = 2.17). Importantly, the correlations be
tween the total composite score (the extent to which peo
ple made “green” choices) and these characteristic ratings 
were small and nonsignificant (kind/nice: r(125) = .11, 95% 
CI [-.07, .28], p = .235; empathetic/caring: r(125) < .01, 95% 
CI [-.16, .18], p = .975; altruistic: r(125) = .06, 95% CI [-.12, 
.23], p = .496). Thus, these data do not provide evidence 
that perceiving green product choices as altruistic is asso
ciated with choosing green products. 

The researchers at this site also included a general ques
tion assessing people’s perceptions of the prosociality of 
green choices. Using the same rating scale as above, they 
asked to what extent participants agreed with this state
ment (again, translated from German): ‘Choosing to buy 
pro-environmental products is a behavior that is beneficial 
for the general public.’ Participant ratings for this question 
were much higher (M = 7.38, SD = 1.98) than those for the 
above questions about specific characteristics (empathic/

caring, reported above), t(126) = 11.03, p < .001, d = -0.98, 
95% CI [-1.19, -0.77]. 

We also tested whether this site’s participants’ ratings of 
prosociality moderated the relationship between condition 
and composite scores. We found that participants who rated 
green choices as more prosocial did tend to have higher 
composite scores (β = 0.37, p < .001), but there was no asso
ciation between condition and scores (β = -0.05, p = .776), 
and there was no interaction between condition and rat
ings of prosociality. In other words, participants who rated 
green choices as more prosocial were not more or less likely 
to choose those products across the different conditions 
(control and status), β = -0.32, p = .062. Summary statistics 
for this analysis can be found in Table 1. 

This site did not replicate the main findings of the orig
inal study (results of a one-way ANOVA comparing com
posite scores across conditions [status/control]: F(1, 230) = 
0.22, p = .639, η2 = .001, 95% CI [<.001, .024]. Using the pwr 
package in R (Champely, 2020), we performed a sensitiv
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Table 1. Means and standard deviations for the       
composite score and prosociality variables by       
condition for project #15     

Condition 
“Green” Selections 

M (SD) 
Prosociality Rating 

M (SD) 

Control 2.12 (0.87) 7.31 (2.08) 

Status 2.06 (0.97) 7.51 (1.76) 

ity analysis to determine the smallest effect size that could 
have been detected with this site’s sample size, as well as 
the sample size that they would have needed to detect a sig
nificant effect (given the actual effect size that they found). 
This site had the power to detect an effect size of η2 = .03, 
and the necessary sample size to detect a significant effect 
would have been n = 7843. 

The second site (project #13, N = 227) had participants 
rate the same three characteristics from 1 (totally agree 
that the owner has this quality) to 9 (totally disagree that 
the owner has this quality). This group used the same items 
as had been used by the authors of the original study to pre-
test perceptions of owners of green and non-green prod
ucts. We added the ratings of the three green products and 
the three non-green products together for each participant 
and found that participants rated the owners of green prod
ucts as nicer (M = 9.19, SD = 4.21) than owners of non-
green products (M = 12.19, SD = 4.19), t(226) = -10.85, p < 
.001, d = -0.72, 95% CI [-0.87, -0.57]. Likewise, participants 
rated green product owners as more caring (M = 7.95, SD = 
3.91) than non-green product owners (M = 13.47, SD = 4.32), 
t(225) = -16.35, p < .001, d = -1.09, 95% CI [-1.25, -0.92], and 
more altruistic (M = 9.83, SD = 4.43) than non-green prod
uct owners (M = 13.87, SD = 4.19) as well, t(224) = -10.16, 
p < .001, d = -0.68, 95% CI [-0.82,-0.53]. This site did not 
replicate the main findings of the original study (results of 
a one-way ANOVA comparing composite scores across con
ditions [status/control]: F(1, 225) = 0.78, p = .378, η2 = .003, 
95% CI [<.001, .035]), despite having the power to detect an 
effect size of η2 = .03 (the necessary sample size to signifi
cantly find the effect that was actually detected would have 
been n = 2610). 

Therefore, of the two sites that tested whether green 
consumption was associated with prosociality, one of them 
did not find evidence of an association, and one did find 
such evidence. Both, however, failed to replicate the origi
nal effect. Thus, it is unlikely that participants’ perceptions 
of green products as associated with prosociality can ac
count for whether we did or did not (in actuality, we did 
not) replicate Griskevicius and colleagues’ (2010) findings. 
However, we have to be cautious regarding the conclusions 
because our results are based on a very limited number of 
groups that added these extension variables. 

Next, the original authors regarded political ideology as 
a relevant factor in explaining prosocial behavior. Thus, 
many student teams included political ideology as exten
sion variables. 

Political Orientation and Party Affiliation      

When the CREP team first contacted the original authors 
about the replication, the original authors recommended 
examining political orientation as a possible extension 
variable. A recent meta-analysis by Cruz (2017) suggested 
that both political ideology and party affiliation have asso
ciations with environmental concerns. Political orientation 
describes where someone falls on the spectrum of political 
beliefs, ranging from strongly liberal to strongly conserva
tive, and political party affiliation specifies the major polit
ical party with which someone identifies (Cruz, 2017). How
ever, defining political orientation is complex, as specific 
attitudes and beliefs associated with it vary across time and 
place (Jost et al., 2003). For example, the liberal/conserv
ative dimension conveys different political attitudes in the 
US versus in European countries (Greenberg & Jonas, 2003). 

In our study, many data collection teams (N = 10) added 
a question about political orientation (liberal/conserva
tive), and some (N = 4) added a question about political 
party affiliation (Republican/Democrat/Independent); 
some groups added both questions (N = 4), and some groups 
added similar questions with response options that were 
more fitting to their particular country of origin (e.g., 
Canada) (more information on characteristics of datasets 
and extension variables is available here: https://osf.io/
m8uda). We used these data to test whether green product 
selections differed for liberals and conservatives. Some in
stitutions measured political orientation with a continuous 
scale (e.g., from very liberal to very conservative), whereas 
others measured it using categorical response options (e.g., 
liberal, conservative, neutral). We collapsed over these dif
ferent response types to create a novel variable with two 
levels: a “liberal” level that included all responses indicat
ing any degree of being liberal, and a “conservative” level 
that included all responses indicating any degree of be
ing conservative. We excluded any “neutral” or “other” re
sponses. Using this method of collapsing data, we found 
that N = 551 participants were classified as conservative, 
while N = 744 participants were classified as liberal. Since 
this constitutes just 34.3% of the overall sample of 3774 
participants, it is unknown whether the effects of political 
beliefs on status motives, if detected, would hold for the re
maining 65.7% of participants. Descriptive statistics for this 
and all following exploratory analyses can be found in Table 
2. 

Liberal/Conservative. We conducted a 2 x 2 factorial 
ANOVA (political orientation: liberal vs. conservative; con
dition: control vs. status) to determine whether political 
orientation interacted with condition to predict the com
posite green score. 

We found a main effect of political orientation such that 
participants who identified as liberal selected significantly 
more green products on average (M = 1.87, SD = 0.98) than 
participants who identified as conservative (M = 1.25, SD = 
0.97), F(1, 1,287) = 130.73, p < .001, η2 = .092, 95% CI [.064, 
.124]. As we found earlier, there was no main effect of con
dition; the mean scores for participants in the grouped con
trol condition (M = 1.65, SD = 0.99) did not differ from those 
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Table 2. Means and standard deviations for control and status conditions across levels of several exploratory               
variables: political orientation, political party, lab setting, geographic setting, project year, and participant              
gender  

Exploratory Variable N teams N Levels 
Mean (SD) Composite Scores 

Control Status 

Political Orientation 10 1295 

Liberal 
1.88 (0.96) 

N = 492 
1.87 (1.01) 

N = 252 

Conservative 
1.27 (0.96) 

N = 365 
1.20 (0.97) 

N = 186 

Political Party 4 514 

Democrat 
1.81 (0.97) 

N = 209 
1.71 (1.11) 

N = 123 

Republican 
1.14 (0.84) 

N = 113 
1.10 (0.89) 

N = 69 

Lab vs. Online 23 3599 

Lab 
1.68 (0.98) 
N = 1351 

1.61 (1.00) 
N = 673 

Online 
1.65 (1.02) 

N = 949 
1.65 (0.99) 

N = 626 

US v. Others 24 3768 

US 
1.48 (1.00) 
N = 1330 

1.49 (1.01) 
N = 816 

Others 
1.85 (0.95) 
N = 1082 

1.80 (0.94) 
N = 540 

Year 24 3768 

2014 
1.54 (0.91) 

N = 193 
1.55 (0.87) 

N = 95 

2016 
1.67 (1.01) 

N = 207 
1.69 (1.05) 

N = 99 

2017 
1.27 (0.89) 

N = 112 
1.26 (1.03) 

N = 57 

2018 
1.56 (1.02) 

N = 717 
1.51 (1.04) 

N = 357 

2019 
1.79 (0.99) 

N = 780 
1.71 (0.96) 

N = 464 

2020 
1.68 (0.98) 

N = 403 
1.65 (0.99) 

N = 284 

Gender 20 3274 

Female 
1.71 (0.98) 
N = 1479 

1.66 (1.00) 
N = 822 

Male 
1.48 (1.03) 

N = 625 
1.43 (0.97) 

N = 348 

in the status condition (M = 1.61, SD = 1.00), F(1, 1,287) = 
0.41, p = .522, η2 < .001, 95% CI [<.001, .005]. There was also 
no interaction between the two variables, F(1, 1,287) = 0.28, 
p = .597, η2 < .001, 95% CI [<.001, .005]. This analysis had 
the power to detect an effect size of η2 = .006, and the nec
essary sample size to significantly find the effect detected 
would have been n = 7845. 

Democrat/Republican. Similarly, for political party af
filiation (“Democrat” or “Republican”), we conducted a 2 x 
2 factorial ANOVA (political party: Democrat N = 332 vs. 
Republican N = 182; condition: control vs. status), includ
ing only participants from the US. 

We found a main effect of political party such that par
ticipants who identified as Democrat selected significantly 
more green products (M = 1.77, SD = 1.03) than participants 
who identified as Republican (M = 1.12, SD = 0.86), F(1, 505) 
= 51.95, p < .001, η2 = .093, 95% CI [.050, .146]. We detected 
no main effect of condition (control: M = 1.65, SD = 0.99; 
status: M = 1.61, SD = 1.00), F(1, 505) = 0.80, p = .370, η2 

=.002, 95% CI [<.001, .016]), and we did not detect an in
teraction between political party and condition, F(1, 505) = 
0.14, p = .709, η2 < .001, 95% CI [<.001, .010]. This analy
sis had the power to detect an effect size of η2 = .015, and 
the necessary sample size to significantly find the effect de
tected would have been n = 7845. 

Lab vs. Online    

To determine whether there were differences in results 
across different testing settings, we first collapsed all re
ported lab settings (group, individual, and just “lab” with
out specifying whether data were collected in a group or 
individually) into one variable level. We then conducted 
chi-square tests of independence using a dichotomous set
ting variable (lab [N = 2024] versus online [N = 1581]). We 
found no relationship between green choice and setting for 
any of the three types of products (ps of .728, .884, and .952 
for the green car, soap, and dishwasher, respectively). 
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To see if there was an interaction between condition and 
setting, we conducted a 2 (condition: status vs. control) x 2 
(lab vs. online) ANOVA using the composite score as a de
pendent variable. We did not detect a mean difference in 
composite score between those who completed the study in 
the lab (M = 1.66, SD = 0.98) and those who completed the 
study online (M = 1.64, SD = 1.01), F(1, 3547) = 0.09, p = 
.766, η2 < .001, 95% CI [<.001, .001]. As we found earlier, 
there was also no main effect of condition; the mean scores 
for participants in the grouped control condition (M = 1.65, 
SD = 0.99) did not differ from those in the status condition 
(M = 1.61, SD = 1.00), F(1, 3547) = 1.27, p = .260, η2 < .001, 
95% CI [<.001, .003]. There was also no interaction between 
the two variables, F(1, 3547) = 1.19, p = .275, η2 < .001, 95% 
CI [<.001, .003]. This analysis had the power to detect an ef
fect size of η2 = .002, and the necessary sample size to sig
nificantly find the effect detected would have been n = 7845. 

US vs. Others    

The original study was conducted only with individuals 
in the United States. Here, we conducted an exploratory 
analysis to determine whether the tested effects differed 
for US-based participants versus participants from other 
countries. Using data from US-based participants only (N = 
2,151), we found no association between condition (control 
versus status) and green car selection (𝛘2 (1, N = 2,104)) = 
0.12, p = .728, ɸ = .007, 95% CI [<.001, .053]), green cleaner 
selection (𝛘2 (1, N = 2,103)) = 0.004, p = .884, ɸ = .001, 95% 
CI [<.001, .034]), or green dishwasher (𝛘2 (1, N = 2,107)) = 
0.00, p = .952, ɸ < .001, 95% CI [<.001, .022]) selection. 

We then conducted a 2 x 2 ANOVA to test whether there 
was a main effect of condition (control or status) or inter
action with geographic setting (US or non-US). We detected 
no significant main effect of condition (p = .558) or inter
action (p = .409). We found a small main effect of location, 
such that individuals from non-US countries selected sig
nificantly more green products (M = 1.83, SD = 0.95) than 
individuals from the US (M = 1.48, SD = 1.01), F(1, 3,714) = 
115.62, p < .001, η2 = .030, 95% CI [.020, .042]. This analysis 
had the power to detect an effect size (for the interaction) 
of η2 = .002, and the necessary sample size to significantly 
find the effect detected would have been n = 7845. 

Stability of Effect over Time      

To determine whether any effects differed over the time 
period in which we collected data, we examined effects 
across projects that were started in different years, as deter
mined by their project codes assigned at the time the teams 
signed up for the study (e.g., project #14-3 was initiated in 
2014). With year treated as a factor, we examined whether 
there were any differences in composite green scores across 
conditions (control and status). As demonstrated in Figure 
3, we did not detect any meaningful change in effect size 
over time. If we used a linear regression model to predict 
effect size by year, we would need 7843 teams to detect an 
effect of η2 = .001, and the analysis with n = 24 teams had 
the power to detect an effect of η2 = .26. 

Gender Differences   

In their original paper, Griskevicius and colleagues 
(2010) stated that exploring gender differences would be 
interesting in future studies. Although they did not find 
any gender differences, Griskevicius et al. (2010) hypothe
sized that men could be more likely to engage in pro-en
vironmental “showing-off” behavior than women because 
men are generally more concerned about status motives. 
Because of the increased statistical power that our large 
sample provided, we sought to test these potential gender 
differences as part of our exploratory analyses. 

To test this question, we conducted a 2 x 2 factorial 
ANOVA (gender: woman or man; condition: control vs. sta
tus). We found a main effect of gender, such that partici
pants who identified as women selected significantly more 
green products (M = 1.69, SD = 0.99) than participants who 
identified as men (M = 1.46, SD = 1.01), F(1, 3,263) = 36.22, 
p < .001, η2 = .010., 95% CI [.005, .019]. We did not detect 
an interaction between gender and condition, F(1, 3,263) = 
0.00, p = .964, η2 < .001, 95% CI [<.001, <.001]. This analysis 
had the power to detect an effect size (for the interaction) 
of η2 = .002, and the necessary sample size to significantly 
find the effect detected would have been n = 7845. 

When we conducted a 2 x 3 factorial ANOVA with the 
independent conditions (control, status, and no story), we 
found an effect of condition, F(2, 3,261) = 4.23, p = .015, η2 

= .001, 95% CI [<.001, .005]. Post-hoc testing with Tukey’s 
HSD correction revealed significant differences between the 
“no story” condition and the other two conditions (95% CI 
of the difference for no story vs. control story: [0.01, 0.21], 
p = .028; 95% CI of the difference for no story vs. status: 
[-0.21, -0.01], p = .032). There was no difference between 
the control story and the status story conditions, p = .995. 
Participants in the “no story” condition made more “green” 
choices (M = 1.7, SD = 0.98) than participants in the con
trol condition (M = 1.58, SD = 1.01) or status condition (M = 
1.59, SD = 1.00). This effect was not detected when the un
grouped conditions were examined in the entire data set; it 
was detected only when we excluded participants who did 
not respond to the question about gender or listed a gender 
other than “Male” or “Female.” 

Internal Meta-analysis   

To synthesize data collected in all groups and investigate 
whether the tested effects varied across data collection 
sites, we performed a random effects internal meta-analysis 
for the overall model with no moderators and then sepa
rately for each moderator included in the model. The re
sults from these analyses corroborated the analyses re
ported above: None of the tested effects were significant 
(see Table 3). The same was true for all of the moderating 
effects of extension variables. 

Discussion  

In their original study, Griskevicius et al. (2010) sug
gested that hypothetical pro-environmental behavior can 
be promoted by priming status motives. They linked this 
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Figure 3. Effect sizes (Cohen’s d) by year with 95% confidence intervals.           

Table 3. Random Effects Internal Meta-analysis     

95% CI 

Effect size S.E. Lower Upper Z-value p-value T2 I2% 

Overall model -0.03 0.04 -0.12 0.05 -0.77 0.44 0.01 32.88 

Lab vs. Online 0.15 0.08 -0.01 0.32 1.81 0.07 0.01 26.99 

Year -0.01 0.03 -0.06 0.05 -0.19 0.85 0.12 34.92 

US vs. other -0.04 0.09 -0.21 0.13 -0.47 0.64 0.01 34.06 

Gender 0.20 0.34 -0.45 0.86 0.61 0.54 0.02 41.84 

Party 0.03 1.48 -2.87 2.94 0.02 0.98 0.10 76.95 

Pol_orient <-0.01 0.30 -0.60 0.60 <-0.01 0.99 0.01 32.57 

Note. Year – Year when replication was conducted; Party – Political party preference (Democrat vs Republican), Pol_orient – Political orientation (Liberal vs. Conservative) 

finding to the “competitive altruism” hypothesis, according 
to which individuals’ altruistic behaviors arise from status 
competition (i.e., attempts to be perceived as good; Hardy 
& Van Vugt, 2006). In essence, cultivating a positive rep
utation through prosocial and pro-environmental behavior 
and action, coupled with a demonstrated willingness to in
cur costs for the public good, can elevate an individual’s 
standing within a group. The original study revealed a 
higher preference for all three hypothetical green products 
(green car, green cleaner, green dishwasher) in the status 
condition compared to the control conditions. 

In this multi-lab replication study, we recruited a large 
sample of participants across six different countries. We 
employed the same methods and analytical strategy as the 
original study. As part of our pre-registered confirmatory 
analysis, we tested whether an effect of reading the status 
story on pro-environmental choice behavior existed when 
the green score was calculated as a composite. Critically, 
this analysis did not detect a statistically significant effect 
of the status story, failing to replicate the original findings 
from Experiment 1 of Griskevicius et al. (2010). We also an
alyzed whether the effect of reading the status story existed 
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for each of the green vs. non-green products separately. For 
all three products, we failed to detect a significant effect 
of the status story: Participants in the status condition and 
the control conditions did not differ in their tendency to se
lect hypothetical green products. As in the original study, 
we found no differences in green choice behavior between 
the two control conditions (non-status story vs. no story). 
Thus, overall, we did not replicate the main conclusion of 
Experiment 1 from Griskevicius et al. (2010) with a much 
more highly powered analysis (original N = 168, present N = 
3774). 

There are several possible explanations for this differ
ence in results. The most straightforward is simply that 
the original study was a false positive, and there was no 
true effect of priming status motives. The broader literature 
on the “going green to be seen” effect does include some 
null results (see Brick et al., 2017; Brick & Sherman, 2021; 
Lange et al., 2020). In an effort to provide an additional as
sessment of the effect using the methods of Griskevicius et 
al. (2010), our results fail to provide evidence that pro-en
vironmental behavior is driven by status motives. 

Another explanation for the present null results might 
lie in the decision to use the same priming technique as 
Griskevicius and colleagues (2010) to induce status motives. 
The literature in this area examining pro-environmental 
behavior has produced a variety of findings, depending on 
the method used. Some studies have demonstrated that 
reputational cues can increase pro-environmental behav
ior, particularly when behavior is observable or occurs in 
public contexts. For example, public goods games and rep
utation-based interventions have shown that when individ
uals can gain social standing from their choices, pro-en
vironmental behavior tends to increase (Barclay & Barker, 
2020; Milinski et al., 2006). Similarly, recent work has 
shown that priming the future or evoking social comparison 
can activate status concerns and promote sustainable 
choices (Essl et al., 2024). In contrast, other studies using 
priming or visibility manipulations have failed to find such 
effects (Brick & Sherman, 2021; Henkel et al., 2019; Lange 
et al., 2020). While these studies are not direct replications 
of Griskevicius et al. (2010), they test closely related theo
retical claims. Therefore, these competing results warrant 
further investigation into the appropriateness of the variety 
of methods that have been used to study pro-environmen
tal behavior. 

In the present research, Griskevicius et al.‘s (2010) prim
ing manipulation had a much weaker effect than in the 
original study (see “Limitations”), such that the current 
failure to replicate might constitute a failure to replicate 
the priming manipulation, rather than a failure of the the
ory. However, it is unclear why the status story prime 
worked so effectively, with such a very large effect size, at 
priming desire for status in the original study and yet was 
so much weaker - to the point where it had no detectable 
influence on participants’ product choices - in replications 
conducted just a few years later (i.e., in our earliest replica
tions dating from 2014). 

One more explanation for our null results hinges on 
the finding that our control participants selected the green 

products at much higher rates than in the original study. 
Our control participants’ rates of selecting the green car, 
soap, and dishwasher were 55.5%, 56.8%, and 52.9%, re
spectively, while the original control participants’ rates 
were much lower at 37.2%, 25.7%, and 34.5%, respectively. 
Green products may have been perceived as more novel 
when Griskevicius and colleagues ran their study (~2008) 
relative to when we ran ours (2014-2020), so that a smaller 
group of the population would buy them when given the 
choice. In this case, perhaps status primes moved some 
people’s preferences from that low baseline. On the other 
hand, perhaps by the time our data collection occurred, the 
people who could have been persuaded by a status prime to 
buy green products were already making these choices be
cause of those products’ popularity in broader culture. 

Given this possible alternative explanation, we examined 
whether there appeared to be any overall pattern in the 
total composite score over time (collapsing across condi
tions). The extended duration of data collection, spanning 
several years, allowed us to investigate potential variations 
in the tested effects over time. As shown in Figure 4, the 
scores documented in some years did differ from others, 
but the early years (2014 and 2016) did not yield signifi
cantly different scores from the last two years (2019 and 
2020). Nevertheless, it is still possible that attitudes toward 
pro-environmental behaviors had sufficiently changed be
tween the time when Griskevicius et al. (2010) conducted 
their study (which appeared to have occurred in 2008 or 
earlier, based on the date of original submission to the Jour
nal of Personality and Social Psychology) and 2014, the earli
est starting date of data collection in our study. 

The original authors stressed that to document the effect 
of status motives on pro-environmental choices, it is es
sential that participants equate these choices with proso
cial behavior. Despite being recommended by the original 
authors, only two groups decided to explore this issue di
rectly, and their findings suggested that whether partic
ipants thought of pro-environmental choices in this way 
was unrelated to those participants’ responses. Thus, al
though the original authors’ claim was only tested in a lim
ited subset of our sample, we have not found support for it. 

Per the recommendation of the original authors, we also 
performed exploratory analyses to test whether political 
beliefs significantly moderated the effect of reading the 
status story on pro-environmental choices. In this study, 
some testing sites collected data on political orientation 
(e.g., liberal/conservative) and/or political party (e.g., De
mocrat/Republican) as extension variables. We found that 
participants who identified as liberal or as Democrats se
lected more green products than participants who identi
fied as conservatives or as Republicans. These independent 
effects of political belief (either orientation or party affili
ation) did not, however, interact with any effect of reading 
the status story on green choice behavior. Although pro-
environmental behavior is typically associated with left-
wing orientation (at least in the United States), Barclay and 
Barker (2020) offered an alternative explanation. Namely, 
they suggest that people of more conservative ideologies 
might also regard pro-environmental behavior highly, be
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Figure 4. Mean composite scores by year. There were no noticeable differences in mean composite scores               
between the earliest projects (2014 and 2015) and the latest projects (2019 and 2020).               n  = Number of projects,     N  =  
total sample size.    

cause according to their model, behind it lies a cooperative 
reputation. 

One difference between the original study and our multi-
site replication was that in the original study, participants 
were tested in small groups in a lab setting. Meanwhile, in 
our study, many sites tested participants in the lab, some
times individually and sometimes in small groups, yet other 
sites tested participants online. It is conceivable that being 
tested in a laboratory context, which is presumably more 
social (in that, at minimum, the participant has some in
teraction with a research assistant, and possibly with other 
participants), may more strongly influence status motives 
on pro-environmental behaviors, compared to being tested 
online. If this is the case, then we would expect to have 
found differences in the proportion of green choice se
lections between in-person and online participants in our 
study (e.g., Belletier et al., 2015; Belletier & Camos, 2018). 
However, we found no significant difference in composite 
green scores across these settings when we explored 
whether the setting in which participants were tested 
(lab—presumably at least somewhat social—versus online) 
influenced the results. Thus, we cannot conclude that the 
difference between the present study and that of the orig
inal study can be explained by different testing environ
ments. Online data collection has become increasingly pop
ular over the last decade and offers several advantages over 
traditional lab settings, such as reduced costs, more effec

tive testing, increased generalizability of results, and more 
efficient (i.e., automated) data collection (e.g., Buhrmester 
et al., 2011; Dandurand et al., 2008; Gosling et al., 2004; 
Nayak & Narayan, 2019). Our findings – that there were no 
differences in results between the lab and online contexts – 
are consistent with those of many previous studies compar
ing the quality of online and lab-based samples of partici
pants (e.g., Peer et al., 2017; Riva et al., 2003). 

It is important to note that the original study was con
ducted in the US, while this multi-site replication project 
collected data in five other countries: Canada, the Nether
lands, the UK, Germany, and Iceland. We found no signif
icant differences in results between the samples from dif
ferent countries. This is not surprising given that all of the 
countries included here are WEIRD (Western, Educated, In
dustrialized, Rich, and Democratic; Henrich et al., 2010), 
with similar environmental policies according to the Frag
ile State Index (Fund for Peace, 2022). Whether the relation 
between status motives and pro-environmental behaviors 
differs in non-WEIRD populations is an important area for 
future work. 

Finally, in their paper, Griskevicius and associates stated 
that gender differences in status motives would be worth 
exploring. Our findings indicate a greater preference for 
green products among women compared to men, but a 
moderating effect of gender on the relationship between 
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the experimental conditions and product preference was 
not detected. 

All of the results that we documented with our pooled 
data were corroborated by the internal meta-analysis that 
we performed. The primary effect and any moderating ef
fects of extension variables were all non-significant and did 
not vary across the different testing sites. Taken together, 
these findings fail to suggest that pro-environmental be
havior can be promoted by priming status motives, at least 
using the present priming paradigm. 

Limitations of the Study     

The present study has some limitations. First, as noted 
above, all of the countries in which the study was conducted 
are WEIRD and have similar environmental policies. Thus, 
we urge caution in generalizing these findings to other 
populations. One possibility is that participants from non-
WEIRD and fragile countries, many of which have recently 
increased efforts to promote pro-environmental behaviors 
(e.g., Díaz et al., 2020), could be more sensitive to any po
tential relation between social status and pro-environmen
tal action. Therefore, it will be worth exploring in future 
work whether the results of the original study replicate in 
non-WEIRD environments and countries that are consid
ered fragile. Additionally, it is crucial to acknowledge the 
potential impact of socio-cultural factors in these diverse 
contexts. Pro-environmental behavior is influenced by so
cial norms (e.g., Saracevic et al., 2022) and individual val
ues (e.g., Nordlund & Garvill, 2002). Thus, we recommend 
that future researchers explore how local values and socio-
economic conditions might influence the relationship be
tween social status and pro-environmental actions in dif
ferent regions. 

Second, we tested moderation effects only for those vari
ables for which we had sufficient statistical power. There
fore, most of the extension variables that were measured 
could not be used in the analyses (e.g., personality traits). 
To more thoroughly explore the role of extension variables 
in the effects being replicated, future CREP studies could 
pose stricter guidelines on the usage of extension variables 
in student groups. Furthermore, incorporating a compre
hensive set of guidelines for the inclusion of extension vari
ables would enhance the robustness and applicability of 
findings across diverse research settings, fostering a more 
nuanced understanding of moderation effects. 

Third, there is a possibility that the minimal priming 
manipulation did not effectively induce status motives. The 
original Griskevicius et al. (2010) study did not include 
a manipulation check, instead referencing earlier work 
(Griskevicius et al., 2009) in which the manipulation pro
duced very large effects on self-reported desire for status 
(e.g., d = 3.69). We conducted a direct replication following 
the CREP protocol, requiring fidelity to the original meth
ods as closely as possible, and so like Griskevicius et al. 
(2010), our sites were not required to include a manipu
lation check. However, one team did include such a check 
and found that while the manipulation had a statistically 
detectable effect, the effect size was substantially smaller 
than that reported in the original study (d = 0.32 vs. d = 3.69 

for the composite measure), suggesting that the manipu
lation was not as psychologically potent in the replication. 
At the same time, there are reasons to be cautious about 
interpreting the original effect size, which is higher than 
the 99th percentile of all effects observed within social psy
chology (Lovakov & Agadullina, 2021). Manipulation check 
effect sizes might be expected to be larger than the effects 
of manipulations on dependent variables, as any presumed 
effects on the dependent variable occur via the manipula
tion. However, this reported effect is very large, arose from 
reading short (approximately 700-word) stories, and is de
pendent on a control group mean (1.95 on a 7-point scale; 
see Griskevicius et al., 2009, Table 1) that suggests an im
plausibly low baseline desire for status. Together, the re
sults of 24 replications suggest that these stories do not 
cause changes in choosing to purchase a green product in 
the same manner as originally reported in Griskevicius et 
al., 2010, but it is unclear to what extent the null results re
flect a failure of the original manipulation or a challenge to 
the underlying theory. 

Conclusion  

One goal for this project was to provide a medium for 
students to engage in high-quality replication research 
while contributing to psychological science. Student-led 
projects can and do offer rigorous experience, and the pre
sent work is no exception; the quality of the studies was en
sured by continuous and careful supervision of senior re
searchers (faculty members, two reviewers, one CREP board 
member), recommendations from the original first author, 
and documentation of the research process (e.g., Grahe et 
al., 2020; Wagge, Brandt, et al., 2019; Wagge et al., 2023). 

The primary goal of this project, however, was to inves
tigate the possibility that pro-environmental behavior can 
be promoted by priming status motivations. This study pre
sents a large sample, multi-site replication of the Griskevi
cius et al. (2010) study, conducted by student teams at var
ious institutions. Overall, our study did not replicate the 
original work, as we observed no evidence supporting the 
notion that hypothetical pro-environmental behavior can 
be stimulated by reading a story designed to prime status 
motives. While these results do not dismiss the theoreti
cal framework proposed by Griskevicius et al., they do, at 
the very least, indicate that there are substantial bound
ary conditions for the expected effect. Given our inability 
to demonstrate a reliable effect, proponents of the original 
theory should reconsider which populations may still ex
hibit an effect using the present methods, as well as poten
tial explanations for why the effect may have diminished in 
the intervening years. The time lapse between the original 
study and our replications, spanning from 4 to 10 years, has 
seen increased attention directed toward climate change 
and environmental choices in many communities. It is con
ceivable that the heightened awareness of this topic in the 
general population has tempered the likelihood of the ef
fect to emerge. Regardless of cause, it seems the original ef
fect – or the effect of priming manipulation – is either very 
sensitive to the conditions in which it is tested or cannot be 
reliably detected in modern times. 
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