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This work focuses on the effect of information on motivation to act pro-socially in the short
and the long run.

There is a large set of literature dealing with motives to do the right thing. Part of it
focuses on social motivation and social norms. Bicchieri (2006) showed that people have
conditional preferences for doing the right thing, even under complete anonymity: either
conditional on what the others do (the so-called descriptive norms) or conditional on what
the others think is socially acceptable to do (normative norm). The underlying question
is the following: can public/private organizations encourage behaviour change by using de-
scriptive and normative norms? On the one hand, Bicchieri and Xiao (2009) state that when
behaviour is not observable, only descriptive norms matters with 60% of dividers of a dicta-
tor game, in a previous session, sharing the amount equally or saying dividers should share
equally. But on the other hand, some, like Raihani & McAulie (2014) defend normative
norm effect on decision. In their experiment it is suggested that Player 1 give 40% (in a
different condition 20%) of the endowment to Player 2. Still, they found the opposite. Again,
normative norms do not show an effect on people’s choices in a modified dictator game where
dividers receive advice from a group of 3 subjects who are unaffected by the divider’s decision.

In line with these researches we firstly question the effect of norms to motivate pro-social
behaviours. We, secondly, question the time lag between the moments when information is
displayed to subject and decision time and its impact on the efficiency of the measure. As
a consequence we will be able to discuss the advantages of policies using communication on
norms to guide decisions, their effect and the term of their efficiency.

To this purpose we built an experiment using a dictator game to avoid a strategic envi-
ronment. The first treatment is a baseline organized in 2 parts. In a first part subjects play
a one-shot dictator game, then played a 10 minutes distraction task. We used a slider task
(40 sliders min out of 60). Then subjects started playing part 2 with 9 rounds of dictator
games. Finally we implemented a norm elicitation block as in Krupka and Weber 2013. In
this context we introduce in part 1 a descriptive and, respectively, a normative message.
The Descriptive norm was implemented by displaying the following information to subjects:
”previous experiments conducted under identical conditions show that most often players
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A give 5 EUROS” (treatment 2). In treatment 3 a normative information was displayed:
”previous experiments conducted under identical conditions show that most often players A
consider that giving 5 EUROS is socially acceptable”. Again short and long run as repeated
decisions to give were observed.

Our results show that on average over the 10 points of initial endowment subjects give
on average: 3.8 in the baseline treatment; 3.4 in the descriptive treatment and 3.8 in the
normative one. Over time (part 2) we find that the average amount is lower in the descriptive
treatment than in the baseline treatment. Conversely we observed a higher level in amounts
sent in the normative treatment by comparison to the baseline treatment. Still our econo-
metrical analyses do not allow to conclude on any significant difference between the baseline,
the descriptive and the normative treatments. But if we analyse compliance to the norm of
giving 5 then the Normative norm seems to significantly increase the probability that player
A would comply with the give 5 euros norm compared to the Baseline. Last we compare the
initial design including the distractive task and a set of treatments excluding any distracting
task. In all treatments we observe a higher level in amounts sent to receivers.
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