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Background

Social norms have been shown to impact behaviour in a wide variety of contexts (Bicchieri, 2006)
and constitute an important informal enforcement mechanism for achieving beneficial collective
outcomes (Nyborg et al., 2016). For this reason, the dynamics of norm proliferation within
populations has become of increasing interest to researchers in many fields. Social norm
interventions, or the disclosure of information regarding the behaviour or attitudes of others, have
attracted attention from policymakers as a promising low-cost strategy to encourage the adoption
of welfare-improving behaviour and facilitate the spread of corresponding norms (Cialdini et al.,
2006; Schultz et al., 2008; Allcott, 2011). Normative considerations are particularly important in
the context of social dilemmas in which purely self-interested individuals have, according to
traditional neoclassical theory, no intrinsic motivation to cooperate.

While social dilemmas are typically thought of as either problems of provision or appropriation, it
has been observed that the same dilemma can in fact be characterized within the context of either
frame (Cox et al., 2013). The atmosphere, for example, is typically conceived of as a shared
resource that must be preserved through refraining from engaging in carbon-intensive activities.
However, the resource can equally be conceived of as one that must be created and maintained by
preferentially engaging in carbon-neutral activities. While in both frames of this dilemma, prosocial
behavior may amount to the same action (e.g. biking to work), the way in which an individual is
implicated with respect to the resource differs in each case. Consequently, the prosocial norm
evoked in each frame manifests differently according to whether a dilemma is characterized as a
problem of appropriation or provision. In the first instance, the prosocial norm prescribes that one
refrain from extracting wealth from the resource (e.g. by refraining from using a car to commute),
whereas the prosocial norm in the second instance consists of an injunction that one contribute to
the shared wealth of the resource (e.g. by using a bike).
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Given evidence that norms may be responsible for the changes in behaviour that arise across
framing conditions (Dufwenberg et al., 2011; Gichter et al., 2015; Krupka & Weber, 2013; van
Dijk et al., 2000; Bernold et al. 2014), we investigate the extent to which the observation above
may open an opportunity for policymakers to leverage the effectiveness of social norm
interventions. Should we find evidence that the effectiveness of normative information differs
across frames, this would suggest that framing could be used as a tool to maximize the effectiveness
of social norm interventions. Towards this end, we investigate whether valence framing impacts
the effectiveness of a social norm intervention on prosocial behaviour. We accomplish this by
employing a between-subjects design to manipulate empirical expectations and original
endowments in the simplified framework of a dictator game with no role or payoff uncertainty.

Experimental Design and Hypotheses

This experimental work will be carried out on a targeted sample of approximately 1000 participants
using Amazon Mechanical Turk in conjunction with oTree." In the coming weeks,” we will conduct
an experiment that consists of two games: a giving game and a taking game that are structurally
equivalent in the range of payoff outcomes and their respective theoretical predictions. In each
game, we introduce a social norm intervention in which participants are informed that most other
workers in a previous session of the experiment transferred a certain amount of money to the
participant with whom they were paired. Departing from previous studies, we also vary the
intensity of the intervention, as we introduce treatments designed to elicit both high and low
empirical expectations in each decision frame.” We expect that these social norm interventions will
lead to significantly more prosociality in both the taking and giving treatments relative to the
baseline conditions. Our main research interest, however, is the relative degree to which these
interventions affect behaviour in each frame.

Although some studies find no significant difference in prosocial behaviour across frames that
differ in valence (e.g. Apesteguia & Maier-Rigaud, 2006; Dreber et al. 2013), a good deal of
evidence indicates that social dilemmas of positive valence, in which group members must
contribute to the creation of a resource, tend to generate higher levels of cooperation than dilemmas
of negative valence, in which group members must exercise self-restraint in order to preserve a
resource (Andreoni, 1995; Willinger & Ziegelmeyer 1999; Bougherara et al., 2008; Khadjavi &
Lange, 2015). Alevy et al. (2014) find that introducing observability in a dictator game increases

' Amazon Mechanical Turk offers a number of advantages and is used by a growing number of social
scientists to perform incentivized experiments (Buhrmeister et al. 2011).

> Results will be available for the conference.

* Note that we accomplish this experimentally without deception. In two additional treatments, we use the
strategy method in order to investigate the extent to which the effectiveness of the social norm
intervention is sensitive to the hypothetical nature of the information provided. Any differences between
hypothetical and non-hypothetical treatments could yield an important methodological contribution
concerning the study of these interventions.



prosocial behaviour in a giving game, but has no effect on prosociality in a taking game. Given this
result, as well as indications that prosocial motivations appear to be more salient in frames of
positive valence, we expect a social norm intervention will be more effective in the giving game
than in the taking game.

To facilitate an investigation of not only whether, but zow valence framing may lead to different
reactions to social norm interventions, we elicit participants’ beliefs (i.e. their normative and
empirical expectations) as well as their social preferences. To elicit beliefs we follow incentivized
methods in the experimental economics and social psychology literature (Bicchieri & Xiao, 2009;
Krupka & Weber, 2013), and to elicit preferences we use the incentivized Social Value Orientation
measure developed by Murphy and Ackermann (2014). Thus, in addition to the main research
question, our experimental design will allow us to explore the impact of valence framing and social
norm interventions on preferences and beliefs, as well as the impact of framing on the relationship
between beliefs and preferences and behaviour. Further avenues of exploration made possible by
this dataset include effects related to gender, age, education, income, geography, and political
affiliation, as well as the possible impacts of empirical and normative expectations on social
preferences, of role (dictator vs. receiver) on expectations and preferences, and of empirical
expectations on normative expectations.

Implications

This work can have important theoretical as well as practical implications. Following in the line of
inquiry that examines the ways in which non-pecuniary factors affect behaviour, the results we
obtain here can inform theoretical accounts of decision-making that address the interactions
between framing, normative information, and beliefs and preferences. By advancing our
knowledge of the conditions under which social norm interventions may be most effective, we can
also add to the capacity of policymakers to leverage prosocial motivations in order to improve
social outcomes.

References

Alevy, J. E., Jeffries, F. L., & Lu, Y. G. (2014). Gender- and frame-specific audience effects in
dictator games. Economics Letters, 122(1), 50-54.

Allcott, H. (2011). "Social norms and energy conservation." Journal of Public Economics 95(9-
10): 1082-1095.

Andreoni, J. (1995). "Cooperation in public-goods experiments — Kindness or confusion."
American Economic Review 85(4): 891-904.

Apesteguia, J. and F. P. Maier-Rigaud (2006). "The role of rivalry - Public goods versus common-
pool resources." Journal of Conflict Resolution 50(5): 646-663.



Bernold, E., Gsottbauer, E., Ackermann, K., & Murphy, R. Social framing and cooperation: The
roles and interaction of preferences and beliefs. (January 30, 2015). Available at:
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2557927

Bicchieri, C. (2006). The grammar of society: The nature and dynamics of social norms. New
York, NY.: Cambridge University Press.

Bicchieri, C. and E. Xiao (2009). "Do the right thing: But only if others do so." Journal of
Behavioral Decision Making 22(2): 191-208.

Bougherara Douadia, Denant-Boémont Laurent, Masclet David. (2008) Eviter le mal ou... faire le
bien : gestion des biens environnementaux et politiques de développement durable. Une
¢tude expérimentale», Revue économique 3 (Vol. 59) , p. 685-692

Buhrmester, M., et al. (2011). "Amazon's Mechanical Turk: A new source of inexpensive, yet high-
quality, data?" Perspectives on Psychological Science 6(1): 3-5.

Cialdini, R. B., Demaine, L. J., Sagarin, B. J., Barrett, D. W., Rhoads, K., & Winter, P. L. (2006).
Managing social norms for persuasive impact. Social Influence, 1(1), 3-15.

Cox, J. C., Ostrom, E., Sadiraj, V., & Walker, J. M. (2013). Provision versus Appropriation in
Symmetric and Asymmetric Social Dilemmas. Southern Economic Journal, 79(3), 496-
512.

Dreber, A., Ellingsen, T., Johannesson, M., & Rand, D. G. (2013). Do people care about social
context? Framing effects in dictator games. Experimental Economics, 16(3), 349-371.

Dufwenberg, M., Gachter, S., & Hennig-Schmidt, H. (2011). The framing of games and the
psychology of play. Games and Economic Behavior, 73(2), 459-478.

Gichter, S., Gerhards, L., & Nosenzo, D. (2015). Norm compliance in the presence of peers. Cedex
Discussion Paper No. 2015-23.

Gintis, H. (2009). The Bounds of Reason: Game Theory and the Unification of the Behavioral
Sciences. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

Khadjavi, M. and A. Lange (2015). "Doing good or doing harm: experimental evidence on giving
and taking in public good games." Experimental Economics 18(3): 432-441.

Krupka, E. L., & Weber, R. A. (2013). Identifying social norms using coordination games: Why
does dictator game sharing vary? Journal of the European Economic Association, 11(3),
495-524.

Murphy, R. O., & Ackermann, K. A. (2014). Social Value Orientation: Theoretical and
measurement issues in the study of social preferences. Personality and Social Psychology
Review, 18(1), 13-41.

Nyborg, K., Anderies, J. M., Dannenberg, A., Lindahl, T., Schill, C., Schluter, M., Adger, W. N.,
Arrow, K. J., Barrett, S., Chapin, F. S., Crepin, A. S., Daily, G., Ehrlich, P., Folke, C.,
Jager, W., Kautsky, N., Levin, S. A., Madsen, O. J., Polasky, S., Scheffer, M., Walker, B.,
Weber, E. U., Wilen, J., Xepapadeas, A., and de Zeeuw, A. (2016). Social norms as
solutions. Science, 354(6308), 42-43.

Schultz, P. W., Khazian, A. M., & Zaleski, A. C. (2008). Using normative social influence to
promote conservation among hotel guests. Social Influence, 3(1), 4-23.



van Dijk, E. and H. Wilke (2000). "Decision-Induced focusing in social dilemmas: Give-some,
keep-some, take-some, and leave-some dilemmas." Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 78(1): 92-104.

Willinger, M. and A. Ziegelmeyer (1999). "Framing and cooperation in public good games: an
experiment with an interior solution." Economics Letters 65(3): 323-328.



