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Abstract

Social norms are powerful drivers of human behavior, so much so that people conform
to norms even when they would prefer to deviate. Researchers have theorized that
in these cases, people conform to avoid the costs of deviance. For one, a large body
of work suggests that individuals endure psychological costs such as guilt, shame,
self-deprecation, or decreased self-esteem for deviating from norms. For two, norm
violators are often perceived and labeled negatively, marginalized, stigmatized, or
punished by other people. Notwithstanding the possible psychological or social costs,
people do decide to violate norms. In the present dissertation, I ask: Who are the
deviants, and why? Once individuals have deviated from a norm, how does this expe-
rience shape them? These questions are important to address because deviants play
critical roles in their communities. Specifically, public acts of deviance can signal
disagreement with current practices, and catalyze group and broader social change.
In this dissertation, I present evidence from qualitative and quantitative studies in
the lab and the field suggesting that the experience of violating a norm increases
individuals’ inclination to deviance. The results also indicate a possible psychological
mechanism explaining this effect: deviating causes people to depreciate their percep-
tion of the costs of deviance. After reviewing the relevant literature in Chapter 1,
I present findings from in-depth interviews and two rounds of surveys of deviants
and conformists (Chapter 2) suggesting that deviance is a pattern: compared to con-
formists, deviants report a history of deviance and of feeling different from the typical
member of their groups. Chapters 3 and 4 focus on the question of how deviance be-
comes a pattern. Together, the results of online experiments using behavioral games
(Chapter 3) and a field experiment in the Hasidic community (Chapter 4) challenge
traditional views of deviance as personality or a stable individual trait that develops
early in the life span. Instead, these findings suggest that patterns of deviance can

emerge from an experience of deviance at any point in one’s life.
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Introduction

“Departure from established, accustomed or expected ways of behaving is a
prominent feature of human historical change.”

— Muzafer and Carolyn Sherif

Public acts of deviance can be consequential for individuals and their communities
(Durkheim) 1938; Erikson, 2005} |[Swann and Jetten, [2017). For individuals, deviating
from social norms often comes with psychological and social costs. Social norms are
defined as a person’s impression of the desirable attitudes and behavior of a group
(Miller and Prenticel |1996), and past research suggests that people feel guilty or self-
deprecate for violating norms (Chang et al., 2011} |[Schwartz, 1973; van Kleef et al.,
2015). A large body of work also suggests that deviants tend to be stigmatized,
marginalized, or relegated to the lowest social status of their group (Crocker et al.,
1998; Jetten and Hornsey, 2010; |Major and O’Brien), |2005; Monin and O’Connor,
2011). For communities, public acts of deviance often signal disapproval of ongoing
practices and can generate social change. Paluck and Shepherd (2012)) illustrated this
phenomenon with an intervention fostering students’ public displays against harass-

ment in their school. This intervention, which successfully changed students’ percep-



tions of social norms regarding peer-conflict and harassment, also changed patterns
of collective behaviors.

Although deviance can play important roles for individuals and groups, modern
social psychology emerged and developed with the study of the forces that lead people
to conform, not deviate (Monin and O’Connor, [2011; Moscovici, 1976 Swann and
Jetten, [2017; [Turner, [2006)). Intellectual momentum toward studying conformity was
started by seminal studies exploring public conformity to the erroneous judgments
of peers (Asch| [1955)), conformity to negative social roles (Haney et al., [1972)), and
conformity to the unethical instructions of an authority figure (Milgram, 1963). Since
that time, a major focus in social psychological research has been conformity to social
norms, with studies highlighting that people most often conform to social norms and
that perceptions of social norms often explain behavioral conformity within a group
or community (Prentice, 2012). For instance, research has found that perceptions of
social norms may influence the average age of marriage, women’s level of education,
rates of domestic violence, propensity to recycle, or peer harassment (Prentice), 2012;
Tankard and Paluck| 2016)).

This focus on conformity has left important questions about the determinants and
consequences of deviance unanswered. While we have some idea of how a community
may treat a deviant, and also the negative emotions deviants can feel after violating a
social norm (Chang et al., 2011; Schwartz, |[1973; van Kleef et al.,|2015), scant research
has asked: What are the social and psychological determinants of deviance? How does
the experience of violating social norms shape human psychology and behavior?

In the present dissertation, I revisit questions about the determinants and con-
sequences of deviance. In the remaining of this introduction, I review the relevant
literature and make theoretical predictions about the factors that lead individuals to
violate social norms, and the personal consequences of deviating from social norms.

Second, using a field study in a university context with a cohesive student body and



an established social norm, I ask: who deviates from social norms, and why? Finally,
I present the results of experiments in the lab and the field exploring the emergence
of patterns of deviance in the life span. Specifically, these studies ask: does the expe-

rience of deviating from a social norm makes an individual more inclined to deviance?

1.1 Social and Psychological Determinants of De-
viance

Who becomes a deviant is driven by both contextual and individual factors. I hy-
pothesize about these drivers by drawing on a wide literature from social psychology
and sociology. Contextual factors that drive deviance may be very broad, as in the
time period and culture (e.g., Swidler, 1986), or more local, as in the types of identity
groups that surround an individual (e.g., Monin and O’Connor;, 2011). Individual dif-
ference factors may include a person’s level of identification with their group (Packer
and Chasteen, 2010) personality traits (e.g., Snyder} [1979)), or moral beliefs (Monin
and O’Connor}, 2011)).

1.1.1 Contextual factors that may drive deviance

Predicting which members of a given group will deviate from an established social
norm may depend on a set of contextual factors. Social norms interact with the
institutions, ideologies, symbols, and material products that together form a group’s
culture (Sewell, |2004), broadly defined as “a system of meaning linked to a set of
available behavioral practices” (Paluck and Green| 2009, p. 623). Few perspectives
in the psychology of deviance take seriously the contextual factor of culture, although
arich literature exists in sociology. For example, Swidler| (1986) differentiates between
settled and unsettled cultural periods when studying the power of social norms over

behavior.



In settled times, norms are strong, injunctive, and privately endorsed by most
ingroup members; few or no resources are available for those who may consider devi-
ating. Swidler| (1986) predicted and found through case study evidence that deviation
from social norms may be nonexistent or extremely rare during settled times. Ingroup
members may conform to social norms against their will, and underestimate the prob-
ability that others hold similar attitudes against the norm. This phenomenon, studied
in psychology as pluralistic ignorance, constitutes a major obstacle to social change
in groups (Miller and Prentice, 1996; Prentice and Miller, 1996)). Swidler's (1986))
research suggests that, because contextual factors are strongly in favor of status quo
norms, deviance in settled times is more extraordinary.

By contrast, in unsettled times there is a greater opening for deviance, due to the
emergence of structural opportunities for action against norms. In times of unsettled-
ness or “periods of social transformation” (Swidler, (1986 p.278), resources emerge
for those who hold attitudes against the norm. This perspective suggests that un-
settled cultural periods may shake perceptions of pluralistic ignorance and facilitate
deviance. Deviance may be more frequent during unsettled times, and may not need
to involve individuals with extreme levels of moral resolve, or defiant stances toward
their social groups.

Research on who deviates in settled times is a crucial component of our under-
standing of deviance. However, in order to better understand deviance as a broad
and more ordinary phenomenon, it is also crucial to study deviance in less settled
periods, when change is afoot or resources are available for change. Less research has
examined deviance in these cultural periods.

Some psychological researchers have theorized about contextual drivers of de-
viance, including van Kleef et al. (2015)) whose research demonstrates that high power
predicts deviance, or Monin and O’Connor| (2011)) in their work on defiance who cat-

egorize deviance according to the intention of the actor. In this framework, when



one deviates unintentionally, deviance constitutes a status. For example, people may
unintentionally deviate because they are forced by contextual factors like job loss or
living in a foreign country. This research helpfully points out that deviance is not al-
ways chosen by an individual, in contrast to deviance as a choice, which is the subject

of interest for this paper.

1.1.2 Individual factors that may drive deviance

Perhaps because deviance is often exceptional and thus salient (Ross, [1977; |Gilbert|

and Malonel 1995), or because those who deviate retrospectively report patterns of

deviance in their life history, deviance has traditionally been considered a feature of

human’s personality or a stable individual motivation or trait (Snyder} [1979; Smith

et al.| [1983; |Bennett and Robinsonl 2000; |[Briggs et al.l [1980; |[Diefendorff and Mehtaj,

2007 |O’Neill and Hastings, 2011; DeBono et al., 2011} [Bernberg), [1954; Di Palma

and McClosky, [1970; |[Elms and Milgram), |1966; Burger), [1987). This view of deviance

has led scholars to study the stable characteristics of chronic norm violators, such

as “rebels” (Gino| 2018), “rule-breakers” (Gelfand, 2018), “non-conformists”, (Grant)
2016)), “outsiders” (Becker}[1963), or “trendsetters” (Bicchieri, 2017). This framework

generally considers deviance as a stable trait that develops early in the life span. For

instance, |Gelfand| (2018)) argues that by growing up in a “loose” culture, individuals

become “less attentive to social norms, more willing to take risks, more impulsive,

and more comfortable with disorder and ambiguity” (Gelfand, [2018, p. 166). Other

arguments about the early origins of deviance include the idea that being last in birth
order makes one more rebellious and unconventional compared with other siblings
because of differences in child rearing across sibling order , , p. 154-155).
In all cases, this framework suggests that certain individuals are more likely to violate
norms than others, and that individuals who have often deviated in the past will keep

deviating in future.



Psychologists have developed and tested specific theories of the personality traits
that predict deviance. The theory of self-monitoring (Snyder, 1979)), on the one hand,
specifically considers the existence of enduring individual differences in the extent to
which individuals regulate their behavior based on the expectations of their social
context, with high self-monitors regulating more than low self-monitors (Lennox and
Wolfe, [1984; Snyder, [1979). On the other hand, some studies have found associations
between deviance and some of the Big Five personality traits. For instance, a study
by Bodankin and Tziner (2009)) suggests a relationship between deviance in the work-
place, and traits such as agreeableness, neuroticism and conscientiousness. In their
study, Bodankin and Tziner| (2009) distinguish between constructive and destructive
deviance, and suggest that the direction of the relationship between these personality
traits and deviance depends on the norm at play.

Past research has also explored the motivations that lead some individuals to de-
viate from social norms. When people have the means and ability to conform but
make the intentional decision to deviate, deviance can be considered a stance (Monin
and O’Connor}, 2011)). Social psychologists have theorized that individuals may con-
sciously decide to deviate from a norm because they consider it wrong, because they
feel above it, or because they want to be at odds with it (Monin and O’Connor}, [2011;
Morrison and Miller, 2012).

Psychologists studying dissent, which may or may not include dissent from social
norms, have suggested that other individual differences may drive deviance—in par-
ticular, levels of identification with an the group. On average, individuals who identify
weakly with their group are more likely to voice out minority opinions (Hornsey et al.,
2003)). However, those who strongly identify with their group may publicly criticize
a social norm, as long as they believe that the norm can be harmful for the group.
This contrasts with low identifiers, who tend to remain silent or disengage when they

notice that a norm may be harmful for the group (Packer, [2012]).



Much research remains to be done in order to understand what leads individuals
to choose to deviate from social norms. Accumulated research suggests that some
individual differences matter, such as a person’s group identification or personality
traits (Kirsch et al.| 2015; |Packer, [2012). Most of the research on individual differences
has been conducted in the laboratory. It will be interesting to note whether these
relationships hold in a real-world context regarding a consequential decision about
deviation. Further, it is impossible to know what types of predictors we may be
missing as a result of not studying these types of decisions in the world. Monroe's
(2008)) work on heroes who broke with norms to save lives during genocide is a notable
exception to this rule, but also may not inform theories of more ordinary, regular
occurrences of deviation in the world.

Finally, while I am interested in the characteristics of individuals who choose to
deviate, theory proposes that many individuals are marked as deviants even though
they did not choose to deviate in any meaningful behavioral manner (Monin and
O’Connor}, [2011)). These individuals may perceive themselves as different from others
because of the words or actions of other people, rather than a choice they initiated.
The relationship between feeling different from other people and deviating by choice
is of interest. For example, individuals who choose to deviate may end up feeling
different from others and as a result, be more likely to deviate again. Or more simply,
deviance may become a pattern composed of a history of feeling different and acts of

deviance by choice.

1.2 Consequences of Deviance on Psychological
and Behavioral Outcomes

How does the experience of publicly deviating from a social norm impact human

psychology and behavior? Different theoretical frameworks support alternative hy-
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potheses. On the one hand, classic theories of conformity support the idea that
violating a norm make individuals more inclined to conformity. On the other hand,
different lines of reasoning about the costs of deviance and theories of the self sug-
gest the opposite: that violating a social norm makes an individual more inclined to
deviance. This would suggest that deviance is more of a socially constructed pattern

than a personality trait.

1.2.1 Violating a norm makes an individual more inclined to

conformity

Traditional theories of conformity suggest that people conform to social norms to
achieve “fundamental goals to rewarding human functioning” (Cialdini and Goldstein,
2004, p.591). In this framework, human behavior is at the service of two main basic
needs: maintaining affiliation to the community and maintaining a positive evaluation
of the self (Cialdini and Goldstein, |2004; Cialdini and Trost} 1998} Learyl 1995} Steele,
1988)). These fundamental goals are generally thought to be enhanced by conformity
to social norms and thwarted by deviance (Cialdini and Goldstein|, 2004)).
Conformity to maintain affiliation. Because people most often disapprove of
acts of deviance, violating norms generally limits an individual’s ability to build or
maintain rewarding relationships with their community (Jetten and Hornsey [2010;
Monin and O’Connor}, 2011)). Past research has demonstrated, for instance, that vi-
olating social norms comes with negative social outcomes such as being punished,
marginalized, or excluded (Festinger, [1950; Jetten and Hornsey, |2010; Link and Phe-
lan, 2001; [Major and O’Brien, 2005)). These outcomes typically give rise to an in-
creased need for belonging and social approval, which can be achieved by conforming
to norms (Cialdini and Goldstein, 2004; [Williams et al., 2000). For these reasons,

theories that tie conformity to humans’ need for affiliation support the idea that after



violating a social norm, an individual would be more inclined to conforming to norms
as a way to reinstate their affiliation.

Conformity to maintain a positive self-concept. Theories of norms also tie
conformity to the self. Schwartz (1973)) theorized that, particularly when a social
norm becomes personal, “anticipation or actual violation of the norm result in guilt,
self-deprecation, loss of self-esteem; conformity or its anticipation result in pride,
enhanced self-esteem, security.” (Schwartz, 1973 p.353). More broadly, social psy-
chologists have proposed that a central motivation to conforming to social norms is
the anticipation of the pain of perceiving oneself as a deviant (Chaiken et al., [1996;
Cialdini and Trost, [1998; Prentice and Miller, |1993). The idea that social norm viola-
tions have negative impacts on the self is also supported by recent social neuroscience
research, which has for instance led researchers to formalize negative emotions such as
guilt as deviation from a perceived social norm (Chang et al.; 2011)). Taken together,
these bodies of work provide additional support to the hypothesis that violating social
norms leads individuals to be more inclined to conforming to social norms, as a way

to restore a positive self-concept.

1.2.2 Violating a norm makes an individual more inclined to

deviance

Different theoretical framework support the idea that the experience of deviating from
a norm may make individuals generally feel like a deviant, adopt deviant views and
opinions, or be more likely to engage in deviant behaviors. On the one hand, theories
of the self directly anticipate these outcomes (Markus, |1977; Swann and Bosson,
2010, e.g.,). On the other hand, reasoning about how people form expectations about
the costs of deviating from norms also support the hypothesis that, in many cases,

deviance may cause further acts of deviance, in private or in public.



Reappraising the self in the community. Theories highlighting the coherence
and consistency of the self (Bruner} |1990; Markus| |1977; Swann and Bosson, 2010))
suggest that individuals observe and rationalize their behaviors to make them part
of a coherent narrative. After violating a social norm, individuals could rationalize
their acts of deviance by either shifting their views of the community or integrating
deviance as part of their identity or self-schemata. For instance, individuals may
develop deviant private views of their community or start perceiving themselves as
“the deviant type” after violating a norm, and this can make them more prone to
deviance.

Reappraising the costs of violating norms for the self-concept. The
experience of violating a social norm may make individuals realize that deviating
did not feel as bad as they had anticipated. Past research suggests that individuals
anticipate that public act of deviance will negatively impact their relationship with
others or have negative consequences for the self, such as feeling of guilt, lower self-
esteem, or increased instances of self-deprecation (Chang et al., |2011; |Cialdini and
Goldstein) 2004} |Cialdini and Trost|, [1998; [Prentice and Miller, 1993} Schwartz, 1973]).
However, if milder than expected, the experience of violating a social norm may
lead individuals to reconsider these costs for the self. In particular, lowering one’s
expectations of how painful breaking a norm generally feels would, in theory, make
the individual more inclined to deviance.

Reappraising the costs of violating social norms for affiliation. Similarly,
if the experience of violating a social norm provoked milder reactions from other
people than the norm violator initially anticipated, deviating could lead the individual
to reappraise their perception of the costs of deviance for their relationship with
their community. This mechanism may operate in two different but related ways.
Individuals who notice that others did not respond as negatively as expected to their

act of deviance may depreciate their perception of the strength of the specific norm
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that they violated, in particular, its level of prescriptiveness. This could make them
more inclined to violate similar norms in related contexts (Tankard and Paluck, [2016)).
After deviating, individuals may also develop different expectations of the probability
that other people punish norm violations in general. I reason that if an individual
noticed that others did not react as negatively as expected to their public act of
deviance, this individual may infer that people do generally not react negatively to
norm violations. These reappraisals of the perception of the strength of the norm or
of others’ reactions to deviance could lead individuals to be more inclined to be a

deviant after deviating from a norm.

1.3 Outline

1.3.1 Determinants of deviance

In Chapter 2, I present the results of a field study conducted on the Princeton
University campus. For this study, I conducted in-depth interviews of Princeton
University upperclassmen who deviated from a historical and widely known Princeton
norm: joining an “eating club,” a social group that undergraduates join at the end of
their sophomore year. We explored the themes of these interviews with two rounds
of surveys during the semester when students decide whether to join an eating club
(pilot survey, N = 408; and a random subsample of the pilot survey with 90% takeup,
N = 212). The surveys asked: what are the social and psychological determinants of
deviance from norms? The data suggest that deviance is a pattern: compared to those
who conform, students who deviate by not joining clubs report a history of deviance
and of feeling different from the typical member of their social group. They also feel
less social belonging and identification with Princeton and its social environment.
Students who deviate are lower in self-monitoring, but otherwise are comparable to
students who conform in terms of personality traits measured by the Big Five, and

11



of their perception of the self as socially awkward, independent, or rebellious. While
some of these findings replicate past research, worth further exploration is the role
of previous experience with deviance and its meaning for individuals as they decide

whether to deviate.

1.3.2 Consequences of deviance

In Chapter 3, I present the results of two randomized experiments (N = 3,499)
exploring the behavioral and psychological consequences of deviating from norms.
Participants played social dilemma games governed by norms of cooperation, without
a mechanism for players to punish one another. In these studies, participants as-
signed to the treatment condition, unlike those in the control condition, were offered
a monetary incentive to deviate from a strong norm of cooperation in one round of
the game. The results suggest that violating this norm significantly increased partic-
ipants’ propensity to violate other social norms in new settings involving new groups
and new games (with no incentive to deviate). In addition, post-treatment survey
data suggest that violating norms causes people to depreciate their expectation of the
costs associated with violation, but does not lead them to update their views of the
self. Together, these results challenge traditional views of deviance as personality or
a stable individual motivation or trait, and suggest that deviance can emerge from
an experience of deviance at any point in one’s life.

In Chapter 4, we take these findings to the field and explore the consequences of
violating a norm in a “settled” culture (Swidler, 1986)), in front of other community
members. We deployed a field experiment in the Hasidic community in New York, in
which non-religious norms are typically strong and prescriptive, and norm violations
are rare. We recruited Hasidic women and randomly assigned them to complete one
of two possible activities. Participants assigned to the deviance activity (treatment)

were invited to publicly deviate from a strong social norm of clothing that is not tied
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to Judaism. In contrast, participants assigned to the neutral activity (control) were
invited to carry a religious book for a day. To identify the causal effects of public
deviance, we asked participants (N = 155) to complete a survey within the next
day of their activity. The experience of violating a norm did not make participants
more inclined to publicly deviate in future, but it made them more critical of their
community and more supportive of deviance. Although the experience of deviating
was psychologically challenging for the treatment group (e.g., feeling judged, negative
affect), it led participants to perceive the norm that they violated as weaker and the
costs of violating social norms in general as milder. Taken together, these results
suggest that publicly deviating from a social norm in a settled culture may constitute
a first step towards developing deviant private views and behaviors.

Finally, I conclude the present dissertation in Chapter 5 with a discussion of the

implications of the present findings for future research on deviance.
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Social and Psychological

Determinants of Deviance

In this chapter, I revisit questions about the social and psychological determinants
of deviance from peer influence and social norms. Using a field study in a university
context with a cohesive student body and an established social norm, I ask: who
deviates, and why? We designed a series of studies that are inductive and qualitative
examinations of real-world deviance from a century-old, widely-followed social norm
at Princeton University —joining an eating clubf] We followed qualitative interviews
with repeated surveys using representative sampling to assess the robustness of the
findings from the qualitative interviews. This approach is in line with a pragmatist
philosophy of science, which “urges scientists to observe what behaviors emerge in the
complexity of real life” (Gantman et al., 2018, p.18), to describe the phenomenon at
play, and to formulate hypotheses about the regularities surrounding the phenomenon

(James, 1907; [Rozin, 2001)). This work is observational, and intended to be gener-

"'We describe the eating club norm and its prescriptive component later on. To provide some
context to the reader, eating clubs are student-led private institutions that upperclassmen may join.
This is where most Princeton upperclassmen have meals and party. In 2016, 73% of Princeton
upperclassmen were members of an eating club, which by definition makes it a descriptive norm.
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ative of future hypothesis-testing and theory building about the causes of everyday

behavioral deviance.

2.1 Study Context: An Established Social Norm
at Princeton University

For the past century, the great majority of Princeton undergraduate students have
joined Princeton’s eating clubs, which are independent and private institutions where
students have meals and parties. To quote an undergraduate student, becoming a
member of one of the eleven eating clubs has been considered a “rite of passage.” In
short, belonging to an eating club at Princeton is a social norm.

Technically, any Princeton student who wants to conform to this social norm by
joining an eating club has the means and ability to become a member. Although the
clubs are private institutions, Princeton increases students’ financial aid packages to
assist students to join, in recognition of the eating club’s importance to undergraduate
life. Furthermore, while some clubs are selective (“bicker clubs”), others (“sign-in
clubs”) will accept any undergraduates who decide to join. In the spring of their
sophomore year, all Princeton students make a choice to conform to the eating club
norm by becoming a member, or to deviate by becoming an independent.

Historically the eating club norm could be characterized as part of a settled cul-
ture at Princeton (Swidler, [1986)), because almost all students belonged and projected
the idea that one should belong, as a Princeton student (characterizing a strong de-
scriptive and injunctive norm, respectively). Also, few or no resources were available
for those who would consider deviating, such as alternative cafeterias or kitchens in
dorm rooms.

Today, however, the eating club norm might be characterized as part of a more un-

settled culture at Princeton. Fewer students are joining eating clubs, in part because
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the University is providing more alternatives for eating and socializing on the campus
including co-ops, alternative eating groups where students cook and eat together. As
a consequence, the norm is perceived “on the decline” by Princeton undergraduates,
which is reflected in recent news articles about Princeton eating clubs, stating that
eating clubs Presidents “are combatting declining membership” (Shashkini, 2018).
This is also illustrated in the survey data that we collected in Spring 2017 from 408
Princeton students: the eating club norm is perceived by the students, on average, as
weaker than it actually is. We asked the participants to estimate the percentage of
eating club members on campus, and although the reality is that 73% of the upper-
classmen were members in 2016 (L. Schmucki, personal communication, September 7,
2019), participants’ median and the mean response were approximately 10 percent-
age points lower (median = 65%, mean = 63%). Three quarters of all participants
estimated that less than 70% of all students were eating club members (Figure .

Additionally, the norm of joining clubs is explicitly and publicly debated, as
demonstrated by a recent referendum students held on the topic of whether students
should have to “bicker” to gain entry to the club. The referendum did not pass, but
it was notable as the first time in the history of Princeton that the tradition was up
for debate. Statistics released by the eating clubs show that the proportion of sopho-
mores who participated in the admission process between 2013 and 2016 nonetheless
remained stable: between 79% and 81% of sophomores took part in the process each
year.

Thus, the current climate at Princeton provides an excellent opportunity to study
deviants, because they are growing in number even though the norm remains relatively
strong, clear, and tied to the Princeton student identity. However, while the choice to
become a deviant has grown more common, the experience could not be characterized

as an easy one. While some independent students join an alternative eating group,
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Figure 2.1: Perceived percentage of eating club members. This figure displays the
density of the students’ estimate of the proportion of eating club members on campus
at the time of the study. The vertical dashed line represents the actual proportion of
eating club members on campus.

for the most part students who deviate are not automatically part of an alternative
social group for eating or socializing.

To conclude, Princeton has recently become an unsettled environment in relation
to Eating Club, which provides us with the unique opportunity to study a larger
sample of deviants at a time where the norm is clear, but debated. In this context,
we take the opportunity to study: who deviates? What guides their choice to not join
an eating club? Although some of the reasons why students decide not to join eating
clubs may be specific to eating clubs themselves, this context constitutes a unique
opportunity to study a reasonable sample of deviants (over 30% of the sophomore

class), and provides an opportunity to derive more general lessons about the types of
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contexts that give rise to a decision to stray from the norm and the types of people

who make those decisions.

2.1.1 Overview of the studies

In this chapter, we integrate qualitative and quantitative research to understand who
deviates from a well-established social norm in a real-world setting. We ask: who
deviates? How do they perceive their choice to deviate, how do they identify with
their group, and how do they describe themselves and their history of deviation or
conformity?

We first conducted in-depth interviews with all Princeton upperclassmen who
responded to an advertisement to talk about their decision to join or not join an eat-
ing club at Princeton. The first author used a semi-structured interview approach, in
which general questions guided the conversation but did not attempt to test hypothe-
ses. The purpose of the interview was to elicit students’ open-ended thoughts about
their decision, their views of Princeton, their identities and previous experiences. We
analyzed the general themes of these interviews, and used them to construct a pilot
survey that targeted all Princeton sophomores as they considered whether to join an
eating club. The objective of the pilot survey was twofold: first, identify the popula-
tion of sophomore students who forecasted that they would deviate or conform to the
eating club norm, and second, test the survey questions and scales that we designed
after conducting the interviews on a larger sample of Princeton students. Following
this, we conducted the main survey, for which we sampled a representative subset
of the original sample, balanced by students who forecast that they would deviate
vs. conform to the eating club norm. The main survey took place at the end of
the students’ semester, after they had been living with their decision to deviate or

conform.
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2.2 Study 1: Qualitative and Quantitative Data
Collections on Students Who Decided to De-

viate vs. Conform

2.2.1 Study la: Interviews of deviant and conformist stu-

dents

The objective of this set of interviews was to gain a better understanding of the
population of interest and learn about Princeton students’ social life. Specifically,
interviews with students who did or did not deviate from the eating club norm allowed
us to gather crucial insights from the students about their perception of the clubs,

the context of their decision to join or not join, and their lives more generally.

Recruitment

Since the objective of the interviews was to understand the reasons why a minority
of students on campus decide to deviate from the eating club norm, we primarily
recruited students who decided not to join an eating club. We also interviewed some
eating club members in order to get a sense of the common reasons why students join
the clubs. We recruited independents and eating club members separately, by adver-
tising the study to different Princeton undergraduate mailing lists. The interviews
lasted for 30 minutes on average, and participants were paid at a rate of $12 per hour
for their time.

We interviewed a total of 26 Princeton upperclassmen (8 juniors and 18 seniors).
Overall, the students that we interviewed covered 16 different departments and ma-
jors (e.g., History of Science, Engineering, Psychology & Neuroscience, Journalism,

French, Economics, and Computer Science). Interviewees were White (46%), Asian
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(42%), Black (7%) and Hispanic (3%). The great majority of the interviewees were

women; only 1 interviewee identified as a man.

Procedure

We set up meetings in the psychology department with the juniors and seniors who
agreed to participate. Interviews were semi-structured and conducted by the first au-
thor. The interviewer had a pre-determined set of open questions to ask to the partic-
ipants, but allowed himself to explore some particular themes or responses whenever
something relevant came up in the conversation. The interviews were not recorded;
the interviewer took written notes during the session that he later typed.

We asked open questions to the independent interviewees about what it feels like
to be an independent at Princeton, the reasons why they decided to go independent,
their perception of eating clubs and the eating club norm at Princeton, and their
identification with Princeton. In addition, we asked a set of questions about their
background and experiences with past social groups. In particular, we asked whether
they deviated from their group norms in the past, if their past social groups were
different from Princeton, and how different they felt from the typical member of their
past groups.

The purpose of Study la was not to identify systematic differences between the
students who deviated vs. conformed to the eating club norm. To do so, we would
have needed a much larger sample of Princeton upperclassmen. Instead, we con-
ducted an inductive thematic analysis to identify recurring themes in the qualitative
data (Braun and Clarke, 2006). We then used these themes to understand better
the context of the eating club norm at Princeton on the one hand, and formulate
hypotheses about the antecedents of norm deviance on the other hand.

Our thematic analysis strategy closely followed the guidelines introduced by |Braun

and Clarke| (2006). During data collection, we went through a phase of iterative
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reading of the interviews, during which we familiarized ourselves with the data. Every
time we had conducted and transcribed two to four interviews, the authors would
meet to read the interview transcripts together and discuss initial ideas about the
content. By the end of this familiarization phase, our meeting notes included a list
of themes that we had identified in the data. Once data collection was over, both
authors reviewed the interview transcripts and meeting notes again to build together
a list of the primary patterns of responses about: i) the reasons why participants
decided to join or not join an eating club (e.g., the different costs associated with
deviating from the norm), ii) their past and current social life, and iii) their tendency
to deviate from other social norms. Then, we reviewed and named the themes (Braun
and Clarke, 2006 by going through the interview transcripts again, and confirmed
the prevalence of these themes in the data. Finally, we selected vivid examples that
illustrate each of the themes that we identified (Braun and Clarke, 2006), which we

report in this article.

Interview Findings

We organize this findings section into three main themes that we identified from an
analysis of interview notes. The first theme is about the social and logistical costs of
deviating from the eating club norm at Princeton. The second is about the deviants’
relationship with their past groups, and the third about their feeling of belongingness

and identification to a current group, Princeton University.

Theme one: The Social and Psychological Costs of Deviance From the
Eating Club Norm. Participants highlighted two types of cost{] associated with

deviating from the eating club norm at Princeton: social and logistical costs.

2In addition to costs, the participants brought up barriers to conforming to the eating club norm
during the interviews, which stem from economic and religious constraints. In particular, students
mentioned that they would not join eating clubs for materialistic (expensive membership) or religious
reasons (concerns related to religious laws about diet and alcohol consumption).
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The social costs associated with deviating from social norms. In six-
teen of eighteen interviews, participants who were independents talked about feeling
isolated, ignored, or left out by friends who belong to clubs. We quote three of these
participants as examples of what most of them told us about how it feels to not be

an eating club member on campus:

“People who go independent are kind of marginalized and are perceived as
not fitting. There’s also no cohesion between independents. The listserv
was created last year, but in any case, you never know who else is going

independent.”

“There’s a huge culture of eating meals with others here, and when you’re
an independent you have to plan a lot more to see your friends. It’s kind

of hard, but I manage to see them once a week.”

“Independents are ignored. It’s just a general vibe, perceived as less social

or doing their own thing.”

The participants also expressed feeling judged, even ashamed for being indepen-
dent. One of them said that since she dropped out of her eating club, she feels that
her social status is different, “in particular with underclassmen who perceive indepen-
dents as not super cool.” Another student explicitly mentioned that “people segregate
because of eating clubs; they are judging you, judging if you are socially apt.” On this

note, a different interviewee shared the following story:

“Recently at a Shabbat dinner, the eating club question came up. I had
to say that I was an independent. I could see that they were judging me
from the face they made. It makes me uncomfortable and angry, but I

understand them in a way, because I used to be like that too.”

22



The logistical costs associated with deviating from social norms. Going
independent not only involves this type of social cost, but also has negative logistical
implications. One of the interviewees thought that undergraduates “have no freedom
of choice, because it is really hard to go to grocery stores, there’s not a lot of options
and most of us don’t have a car.” She added, “the university is forcing the students
to take the most conventional route.”

Another participant shared thoughts about how the current structure makes it

difficult to be an independent:

“Independents are a little off the grid, even housing is on one side of
campus. Freshmen and sophomores interact with a lot of people, then
there’s mo more community. Also, there’s no support on campus, I have

to take a bus once a week to go get groceries, and that’s not easy.”

Finally, a senior confessed:

“I just want to graduate, leave this place, and be part of a world where

you can eat with whoever you wanna eat with anytime.”

Theme Two: Independents’ past relationship with membership groups.
We explored how participants described their relationship with their social groups
in the past. In contrast to eating club members, independent students emphasized

having a history of both deviating from social norms and feeling different from others.

Past instances of deviance. The interviewer asked the students if they felt
that, before becoming a Princeton student, they were the type of person who would
tend to not follow mainstream behavior. The majority of the independent interviewees
responded to this question with ease, in contrast with the reaction of most of the
eating club members. The content of the independents’ responses also appeared

qualitatively different: three of the seven eating club members said that they mostly
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conformed or always tried to fit in. Another one just said that she didn’t party too
much in high school. On the contrary, independent students expressed much more
interest in the question and were eager to share stories. One of them responded: “my

whole life!” Another student explained:

“Yes. I was not a typical student in high school. I worked at a grocery
store and I really liked the people at the grocery store. But in school, I
never wanted to follow the crowd. Also, most people in my hometown get
married very young, don’t go to college, and don’t even understand why I

am going to Princeton.”

A third participant responded that she had not followed the mainstream much

and told the interviewer:

“Here at Princeton, I created and tailored my major in Visual and Per-

forming AT’tfﬂ and I am the only one who is doing that.”
A final example comes from a student who voiced out:

“I don’t take into account what other people think and do. I do what I
want to do, and I'm not prone to social pressure. People in my band do
a lot of stuff that I don’t really understand, such as dating. I think that

people go on date because of social pressure.”

Feeling different from the typical ingroup member. Interview data also
suggested that the independents, on top of reporting deviating from norms in the
past, also mentioned feeling different from the typical member of their past groups.
One student explained that she never felt like a “typical person because she is a twin,

gender non-conforming, and not the kind of typical Muslim person who fits at the

3The real title of this participant’s major was modified to protect their privacy; details from other
quotes have also been changed for this reason.
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typical religious event.” Another interviewee mentioned that she was never part of
the main crowd. She explained: “kids were looking at me differently. I performed
better, because I was more intelligent.” A senior said that she “always felt different”,
and added: “I had a different childhood, mostly because I lived in developing countries
and that makes you grow up maybe too fast. I saw stuff that are hard to process for a
12-year old kid. I feel 5 years older than the students here.” As a final example, one

of the independent interviewees shared:

“I always felt different. I am Malaysian, but I was born in New Zealand,
from Chinese parents. My parents met in New Zealand, but then they
moved to Malaysia. I don’t really feel part of any of these cultures really.
I also went to a British school and never really felt part of that either. So
I was always aware that I was not like everyone. But being at Princeton

made it even more salient how unique my life is.”

Theme Three: Identification and belonging. One of our objectives during
the interviews was to explore how the independents would respond to questions related
to their identification to Princeton. Although a few students responded negatively,
the answers were overall positive.

We noticed that the independents tended to emphasize their institutional more
than their social identification with Princeton. For instance, an interviewee specified,
“I do identify with my department, anthropology, and the pursuit of knowledge at

”

Princeton.” Another student expressed her love for architecture and said that she
really threw herself into the department. A third independent responded, “I try to
identify with the best parts of what Princeton is. And a part of identifying with a

group is to be able to criticize it. I won’t be back for each Reunions, but I identify,

although I'm wary and critical.”
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In the surveys we explored further the idea that independent students may sepa-
rate out the social and institutional dimensions of their identification to resolve the

psychological conflict triggered by deviating from a well-established social norm.

Who are the deviants? Summary of the interview findings

Our analysis of the exploratory interviews suggests that deviating from the eating
club norm at Princeton may come with substantive costs of two types: social and
logistical. Socially, most junior and senior independents reported feeling left out,
ignored, and isolated from others. Some of them also expressed feeling ashamed or
judged by others, which adds a prescriptive component to the eating club norm at
Princeton. These social costs often coexist with logistical costs. For instance, most
independents do not have access to a kitchen, and when they do, they need to make
extra efforts to find groceries. Also, it is difficult logistically for independent students
to have meals with friends who belong to eating clubs.

The interviews also allowed us to explore factors in the deviants’ past and present
social lives that may be responsible for their decision to deviate from the eating club
norm at Princeton. Interviews with deviants, as opposed to eating club members,
featured stories in which they deviated from norms in the past, and felt different from
the typical member of their past social groups on dimensions such as intelligence,
gender identity, and other characteristics. Finally, the interviews suggest that the
deviants identified with Princeton as an institution, but described belonging less on
a social level, particularly in comparison to conformists.

Overall, we concluded from the interviews that the setting at Princeton would
be interesting for a more systematic investigation of the social and psychological
characteristics of people who deviate from an ingroup norm. The setting features
both costs of deviation (social and logistical), but also a relatively numerous group

of people who do choose to deviate, which would make generalization about deviants
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more reliable. Using our descriptive findings from the interviews, we designed a
survey for Princeton sophomores who were currently deciding whether or not to join

an eating club.

2.2.2 Study 1b: Students deciding to deviate or conform

We used ideas generated from the interviews to create a pilot survey, which had two
goals. First, we used the pilot survey to identify a large sample of prospective deviants
and conformists among students on campus, meaning second year students facing
their mid-year decision about whether to join an eating club or not. We planned to
invite these students to participate in a subsequent survey at the end of the semester
(Study 2) after they had been living with their decision to deviate or conform from
the eating club norm. Second, we used the pilot survey to test the relevance of survey
questions and scales for assessing some of the themes that arose in our interviews,
with a broader population of students.

We fielded the pilot survey in the first week of the Spring semester, when students
have their first opportunity to either conform to the eating club norm (“prospective
conformists”), or deviate from the norm and become an independent (“prospective
deviants”). To recruit participants, we sent an email to all Princeton sophomores
from an undergraduate research assistant inviting them to participate in the survey
in exchange for a $5 Amazon gift card. The participants completed the survey online
by clicking the link to the Qualtrics survey from the email. In order to encourage
participation, we mentioned in the recruitment email that we would possibly contact
them back at the end of the spring semester with the opportunity to take part in a
$20 follow-up survey. We collected as many respondents as possible, in an attempt
to identify a relatively large proportion of students who planned to deviate. The
survey remained open for six days: out of the 1,308 sophomores of this class year,

408 participated (i.e., 31% of the entire population of sophomores).
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Although identifying systematic differences between the students who deviated
vs. conformed to the eating club norm was not the primary objective of the pilot
survey, we briefly describe the main correlates of deviance that appeared in the data.
We include a table of item means in Appendix A (Table and make the data
available at https://osf.io/gxy6v/.

In addition to asking the students if they were about to join an eating club, the
survey asked about their past and present experiences with norms and social groups
(e.g., past norm deviance, perception of norms, belongingness and identification, ex-
pectations about Princeton), and mental health and demographic characteristics. We
pre-registered groups of explanatory variables, but we treated all predictors but be-
longing and identification as exploratory, given the nature of this survey as a pilot
and as a tool for identifying the population of “new” deviants and conformists on

campus.

Main results

Feeling different from others in the past and present (0 = feel very
different 100= feel very similar). Prospective deviants reported feeling more
different from the typical ingroup member than prospective conformists by 10.42
percentage points (Meviants = 47.08; Meon formists = 57.51; SD = 18.97; p < .001;
Appendix A, Table . This analysis suggests a significant positive relationship be-
tween feeling different from others and choosing to deviate, which supports qualitative

data collected in the context of Study la.

Deviance as a choice in the past and present (1 = never chose to deviate,
5 = always chose to deviate). Prospective deviants reported deviating in the past

from social norms at a greater rate than prospective conformists (Mgepiants = 2.91;

Meonformists = 2.54; SD = 1.04; p = .002; Appendix A, Table |A.1). This find-
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ing, in line with the interview results, suggests the existence of a significant positive

relationship between choosing to deviate in the past and in the present.

Belonging and identification (0 = I do not belong / identify at all, 100
= I belong / identify a lot). Prospective deviants reported lower levels of iden-
tification with and belonging to Princeton University than prospective conformists
by 6 percentage points (Mpei.deviant = 61.95; Miel.con formists = 68.05;SD = 22.01;p =
025 Migent.deviants = 71.825 Migent.conformists = 77.91; SD = 21.83;p = .02).

2.3 Study 2: Main Survey of Deviant and Con-
formist Students

Using results from our pilot survey and combining those insights with our qualita-
tive data, we launched our main survey toward the end of the spring semester after
students had officially made their decisions about whether or not to join an eating
club (i.e., to be a conformist or deviant, respectively). The objectives of the survey
were descriptive, but we hypothesized several relationships between characteristics
and experiences of the students on the one hand, and their decision to deviate on the

other. The survey’s pre-registration can be found at https://osf.io/gxy6v/

Theory- and data-driven hypotheses

Based on both theory and our data from Studies la and 1b, we formulated the
following hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1: feeling different from others in the past and present. We
expected deviants to report feeling more different from the typical members of their
group in the past and in the present. This hypothesis emerged from the findings
of both the interviews and survey data. This relationship has been suggested by

theoretical work (Monin and O’Connor;, [2011)), but was never empirically tested.
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Hypothesis 2: deviance as a choice in the past and present. We expected
deviants to report deviating from social norms in the past and in the present at
greater rates than conformists.

Hypothesis 3: belonging and identification. We expected deviants to have
lower levels of identification with Princeton and to feel that they belong to the Prince-
ton community less than conformists. Additionally, based on some hints from the
interviews, we added items exploring possible differences between how the deviants’
and conformists’ identification and belongingness relate to the academic vs. social
aspect of Princeton.

Hypothesis 4: self-monitoring. We expected deviants to have lower levels of
self-monitoring than conformists.

Hypothesis 5: Big Five personality traits. We expected extraversion and
agreeableness to negatively correlate with deviance, and neuroticism to be negatively
associated with deviance.

Additional measures. Individual differences and mental health. In order to
explore further how deviating from the eating club norm may be related to one’s
self-perceived willingness and ability to socialize, we asked the participants about the
extent to which they see themselves as: socially awkward, a rebel, an independent
thinker, and a maverick. In addition, we measured participants’ mental health, which
is a typical correlate of belongingness (Cialdini and Goldstein, [2004)), hypothesized

to be a predictor of deviance from the eating club norm in this study.

Recruitment strategy

At the end of spring 2017, we contacted all prospective deviants (n = 116) and a
representative subsample of the prospective conformists (n = 120) from Study 1b,
and invited them to participate in a follow-up survey (i.e., Study 2). We offered a

$20 Amazon gift card for their participation in the 30-minute follow-up survey. We
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deliberately made this compensation large in order to limit attrition. In the end, a
total of 212 “deviating” and “conforming” sophomores took the survey, that is, 90% of
those who were recruited. Although attrition is rather small (i.e., 10%), we conducted
robustness checks using inverse probability weighting, in which we attribute greater
weight to the participants who are most similar to those who are missing in our final
follow-up survey sample. Our results are the same with this procedure and so below

we present only the unweighted results.

Materials and Procedure

At the beginning of the survey, the participants were asked if they joined an eating
club. This binary variable returns 1 for deviants, 0 for conformists, and constitutes
the norm deviation indicator that we use in subsequent analyses. Out of thell6
prospective deviants that we recontacted, 109 participants (i.e., 94%) reported having
actually deviated from the norm. Deviants (vs. conformists) constituted 50.4% of
our main survey sample.

Subsequently, the participants responded questions exploring different character-
istics and experiences we hypothesized would correlate with their decision to deviate
from vs. conform to the eating club norm. At the end of the survey, the participants
were asked to answer demographic questions (gender, ethnicity, family income and
religiosity), which we use as covariates in all regressions. We now turn into describing
the survey in more detail.

Feeling different from others in the past and present. The objective of
this series of questions was to explore the idea that feeling different from the typical
ingroup member in the past may increase one’s probability of deviating from norms.
We first asked the participants to name their most important past membership groups
and asked them: i) “did you usually feel like you fit in?” (0 = not at all; 100 =

completely); ii) “how often did people from these groups intentionally make you feel
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different?” (0 = never; 100 = all the time); iii) “Before becoming a Princeton student,
in your social life, how often did you feel different from other people?” (scales: 1=
never; 4 = always); iv) “At what age do you think you started to feel different from
other people?”; v) “Do you feel that you have a lot in common with the average
Princeton student?” (0 = I have nothing in common; 100 = I have a lot in common).

We also explored the different ways in which respondents have felt different from
other members of their social groups. We asked the participants to select all the
characteristics that made them feel different from others in the past from the following
list: religion, race, values, gender identity, sexual orientation, ideas, personality, skills,
habits, and interests.

Deviance as a choice in the past and present. We asked participants the
following three questions: i) “How often do you not behave in accordance with the
mainstream or socially expected behavior at Princeton?” (0 = never; 100 = all the
time); ii) “Prior to arriving at Princeton, how often would you behave in opposition
to mainstream social behaviors?” (0 = never; 100 = all the time); iii) After asking
participants to think about the first time they deliberately deviated from a norm, we
asked: “how old do you think you were?”.

Belonging and identification. The series of questions about belonging and
identification were composed of eight items: four items dedicated to belongingness,
and the other four items dedicated to identification. Both subseries of four items were
formulated in the exact same way, using the same scale from 0 (not at all) to 100 (a
lot). The series of questions about belongingness came first, in the following order: i)
“To what extent do you feel that you belong to the Princeton community, in general?”;
ii) “To what extent do you feel that you belong to the Princeton community, socially
speaking [iii) academically speaking]?”; iv) “Is it more important to you to belong to

Princeton socially or academically?”
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Following this series of questions about belonging, the participants responded to
the same series of question about identification (e.g., “To what extent do you feel
that you identify with the Princeton community, in general?”, etc.)

Personality. We used the Ten Item Personality Measure (Gosling et al., 2003)) to
assess the Big five personality traits of the participants, who were asked to rate the
extent to which they perceived themselves as, for instance: extroverted and enthu-
siastic; critical and quarrelsome; or open to experience and complex. To assess the
participants’ level of self-monitoring, we used items from the Self-Monitoring Scale
(Lennox and Wolfe, (1984, o = .65).

Mental Health. We assessed the participants’ mental health through self-report
of sadness and depression on the one hand (e.g., “Please select the options that
most closely describe the level of depression or sadness that you have been feeling in
the past 2 weeks: none, mild, moderate, moderately severe, severe”), and happiness
on the other hand (i.e., “How happy are you”, scale from 1 = not at all happy to
100 = extremely happy). We created an index of negative mental health (o = .81)
by averaging three items: the participants’ self-reports of sadness, depression, and
happiness (reverse coded).

Demographics. We asked the participants for their gender, race, family income,
and religiosity. We controlled for these variables in each of the regression analyses
presented below.

Unreported survey items. We also measured other potential social and psy-
chological correlates of norm deviation, such as levels of anticipatory socialization,
items from the Self-Determination Scale (Sheldon) 1995), and emotions about the
eating club norm, which were for exploratory purposes and not reported here (but

see online materials on the Open Science Frameworlf] for the full survey).

“osf link: https://osf.io/gxy6v/
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Study pre-registration

This study was pre-registered on the Open Science Framework: https://osf.io/gxy6v/

Results

Our objective was to understand and describe the relationships between deviance
decisions and variables describing students’ social memberships, past instances of
deviance, and their personality, rather than to build a predictive model. As such,
we run multiple linear regressionsﬂ of the binary deviance indicator (Hellevik, 2009)
on each of these variables separately. Bivariate models also recognized the fact that
many variables correlated with one another, creating problems of multicollinearityﬂ
For each regression, we used robust standard errors and controlled for demographic

variables (i.e., gender, ethnicity, family income, and religiosity).

yi = Bo + P + XiB + ¢ (2.1)

in which y; indicates if the i'th participant is a deviant, 7 is an estimate of the effect
of the predictor of interest on individual s probability to deviate, P; is the
predictor of interest for the i'th participant, X; is a vector of preregistered

demographic variables, 3 is a vector of covariate effects, and ¢; is an error term.

For each outcome variable of interest, we first conduct a multiple regression using
the aforementioned model (Hellevik, 2009). When we run separate multiple regres-
sions on variables that are part of the same theme (e.g., “deviance as a status in the

past and present”), we use the Bonferroni correction to compute adjusted p-values.

5The findings described in the results section are robust to logistic regression analyses. Because
the objective of these analyses is to estimate the average marginal effects of our predictors of interest
in terms of probabilities, we report the results of linear regression analyses (see |Gomilal 2019;
Woolridge, [2002, pp. 455-456; e.g., [Hoffman et al., 2016)).

SWe used Factor Analysis (Appendix A, see Tables and and Figure to confirm
that the items that we used to test each hypothesis contribute together to separate components.
This analysis revealed 4 principal components that together, explain 75% of the variance. PC1 can
be defined as social belonging and identification, PC2 as academic belonging and identification, PC3
as feeling different in the past and present, and PC4 as deviating in the past and present.
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All the significance levels of the predictors are robust to this correction. Signifi-
cance stars in the Results section reflect adjusted p-values. Finally, we illustrate the
relationship between deviance and the independent variable under consideration by
computing and displaying the probability of an individual’s deviation for different val-
ues of the independent variable, maintaining the pre-specified demographic covariates
at their mean.

Deviance as a pattern. In line with Hypothesis 1, the set of regressions ex-
amining the difference between deviants’ and conformists’ past and present experi-
ences with their group suggests that deviants tend to feel less similar from the “typ-
ical Princeton student” than conformists (b; = —.006, SE,opust = -001, paq = .002;
Rﬁdj = .17; Figure .

The data also support the idea that the deviants have a history of feeling more
different from other people in their groups compared to the conformists (Hypothesis
1). Self-reports of feeling different from the typical group member are recalled at a
younger age by deviants (by = —.02, SE,opust = 009, pagy = .035;R3dj = .14; Fig-

ure . Also predicting deviance are self-reports of perceiving oneself as not fitting
well in their past social groups (by = —.005, SE,opust = 002, pagj = .035;R2dj =
.14; Figure and that former group members made one feel different (b =
003, S Eropust = -001, pagj = .035; R = .14; Figure 2.2).

Although deviants are more likely to report feeling different from others than
are conformists, and that they started to feel this way at a younger age compared
to conformists, Figure [2.3] reveals that deviants do not have significantly different
reasons for feeling different. When asked for the reasons they sometimes felt differ-
ent from others, Figure [2.3] reveals that deviants and conformist report at similar
rates feeling different from other members of their social groups because of their

personality, values, gender identity, and religion. Descriptively, those who devi-

ated from the eating club norm picked more dimensions along which they felt dif-
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Figure 2.2: Feeling different in the past and present predicts deviance. These pre-
dicted probabilities of deviance are derived from separate regressions of the binary
eating club deviance item on each self-reported item of deviance as status in the past
and present, controlling for demographic variables set at their mean.

ferent than those who conformed, but the difference is not statistically significant
(Maeviants = 4.01; Moo formists = 3.63; 1.55; p = .12)

In line with Hypothesis 2, deviants reported more active choices to deviate from
social norms in the present and past, compared to conformists (see Figure . The
results revealed that deviants were significantly more likely to report that they chose
to deviate earlier in their life (by = —0.03, SE,opust = 008, pag; < .OOl;Rdej = .18).
Specifically, deviants reported starting to deviate at a significantly younger age, on
average 11.3 years old, than conformists, who reported starting to deviate at 13.4

years old on average. In addition, deviants reported deviating at higher rates than

conformists in the past, although this difference does not reach conventional levels of
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have made them feel different from other members of their social groups, and 95%
confidence interval bars.

statistical significance (b; = 0.04, SE,opust = .03, p = .12; dej = .14). Finally, deviant
students also reported that they currently choose to deviate from social norms other
than eating club norms compared to students who conform to the eating club norm
(by = 0.006, SE;opyst = -001, pag; < .001; RZdj =.19).

Belonging and identification. The results also support Hypothesis 3, demon-
strating that deviants report lower levels of belongingness and identification than

conformists (b1 seionging = —0.005, S Epopust = 001, pagi = .001; R2,; = .16; Figure ;
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Figure 2.4: Deviating in the past and present predicts deviance. These predicted
probabilities of deviance are derived from separate regressions of the binary eating
club deviance item on self-reported deviance from other norms in the past and present,
controlling for demographic variables set at their mean.

bi.identification = —0.004, SE,opust = 001, pagi = .005;Rgdj = .15). For instance, the
regression model predicts that, compared to those who feel that they belong “a lot”
to the Princeton community, the students who feel that they belong “a little” to
the Princeton community are more likely to deviate from the eating club norm by
around 35 percentage points. The magnitude, direction and significance of the rela-
tionship between deviance and identification items mirrors those of belonging, and
are displayed in Appendix A (Figure [A.2)).

Although we did not find significant differences between the deviants and the con-

formists in terms of academic belonging (b; = 0.002, S E,opust = -002,p = .2; Rgdj =

A1) and identification (by = —0.0009, SE,ppuse = -001,p = .55;R2dj = .11), de-
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viants reported prioritizing their academic belonging over their social belonging (b; =
0.006, SE,opust = 002, pag; = .001; R

their social identification (b; = 0.007, SE,opyst = -001, paq; < .001; R?
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Figure 2.5: Belonging predicts deviance. These predicted probabilities of deviance
are derived from separate regressions of the binary eating club deviance item on self-
reported belonging items, controlling for demographic variables set at their mean.

Self-monitoring and personality traits. The results supported Hypothesis 4,

with deviant students scoring significantly lower in self-monitoring than conformist

= .15; Figure . However,

contrary to Hypothesis 5, there were no differences between conformists and deviants

students (b = 0.18, SE,opust = 056, p = .002; Ridj

for any of the items of the Big five, that is, extraversion (by = —0.027, SE,opust =

02,p = .15; R2

adi 12), neuroticism (b; = 0.00, SE,opust = -02,p = .99; R2

adj

11),

2
adj

openness to experience (b = 0.02, SE,opust = .03,p = 48; R 11), conscien-

tiousness (by = 0.002, SE,opust = .02,p = .92; R?

2qi = -11) and agreeableness (b,
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—0.02, SE,opust = .03, p = .44; dej = .12). Similarly, we found no difference between

deviants and conformists in terms of how much of a maverick (b = 0.01; SE,opust =

02,p = .75, R2,. = .11), a rebel (b = 0.02, SErobust = .02,p = .25;dej = .12),

adj

an independent thinker (by = 0.04, SE,ppust = .02,p = .14; Rgdj = .12), or how social

awkward they feel (b; = 0.03, SE,opust = -02,p = .09; R?Ldj =.13).

1.004

[ e
I3 N
=} a
L L

Predicted probability of deviance

o

o

o
1

2 3 4 5
Self-monitoring index

Figure 2.6: Self-monitoring predicts deviance. These predicted probabilities of de-
viance are derived from separate regressions of the binary eating club deviance item
on the self-monitoring index, controlling for demographic variables set at their mean.

Mental health. Deviants and conformists did not differ in terms of their mental

health (by = —0.04, SEyopust = .03, p = .18; R2;; = .12; Appendix A, Table [A.4)).

adj —

2.4 General Discussion

We used an established Princeton University norm (i.e., joining an Eating Club) to
which 73% of the undergraduate students adhere, to examine the social and psycho-
logical correlates of deviance from social norms. Exploratory interviews of junior and
senior undergraduates revealed that deviating from the eating club norm at Prince-

ton by refusing to join an eating club comes with substantive social costs. This
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suggests that the norm is prescriptive (students should join eating clubs), and not
just descriptive (most students do join clubs).

However, deviance from the eating club norm may have become relatively easier
than it used to be because of recent developments. The university offers financial
subsidies to students who do not join eating clubs, and increasing numbers of students
are choosing to remain independent from clubs. This may make the eating club norm
seem less “settled” (Swidler] [1986). In addition, our data suggest this to be the case:
students perceive the norm to be weaker (fewer students joining eating clubs) than it
actually is. As a result, our survey findings, which highlight the personality and social
experiences that differentiate students who deviate from the students who conform,
paint a picture of deviance from a social norm that is undergoing change. As a result,
while deviance from the eating club norm still comes with costs, the present research
focuses on more “ordinary” deviance. This feature of this research addresses a gap
in the literature on more “ordinary” deviance, as opposed to previous scholarship
on deviation from strong and highly punitive norms (e.g., rescuing Jews during the
Holocaust; Monroe, 2008). During “unsettled” times, the norm seems to be on the
decline and structural opportunities exist for those who decide to deviate.

Our qualitative and quantitative data consistently suggest three themes regarding
those who deviate. First, deviance is a pattern. Individuals who decide to deviate
from social norms deviated more in the past, started to deviate earlier, and deviate
more in the present. These results are true for two different experiences of deviance:
being made to feel different by members of previous social groups, and intentionally
deviating from norms of previous and present social groups. Second, individuals
who choose to deviate tend to be low identifiers who feel that they belong to their
social group less than those who decide to conform. Third, we found that deviants

tend to be lower self-monitors (Snyder, [1979)) than the conformists, but we found no
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differences in personality traits as measured by the Big Five, or in levels of mental
health between deviants and conformists.

On the one hand, the finding that people deviating in the present also report de-
viating in the past seems intuitive and in need of no explanation: individuals strive
to maintain a coherent and consistent self (Fiske| [1993; |[Ross et al., [2010; Swann and
Bossonl, 2010)), which may explain that past behavior is a good predictor of future
behavior. On the other hand, patterns of deviance seem to need more explanation.
Most research on social norms focuses on the rewards of following social norms and
the strong costs of violating them. Previous findings, as well as our own, show that
deviance comes with high social and psychological costs (respectively, social sanc-
tions, and feeling odd or guilty for deviating; |Almenberg et all [2010; [Asch| [1955;
Cialdini and Goldstein), [2004). Related research suggests that social sanctions effec-
tively promotes more conformity and fewer instances of deviance on a collective level
(Fehr and Fischbacher, |2004).

On an individual level, there is less research, and a possible question for future
experimental research is why individuals choose deviance repeatedly over the course
of time. For example, do some people who repeatedly deviate from norms over time
have a different way of predicting or dealing with the social and psychological costs?
Individuals in general may overestimate social sanctions incurred by deviance. For
those who actually deviate, they may discover that they experience lower social costs
than expected.

Deviance may become part of one’s identity through the development of narratives
around the deviant self. An experience of deviation as a choice (or as something
imposed on them, as we observed in our survey), may shape the individual’s own
perception of the self as deviant. Individuals may present themselves as deviant by
status (e.g., “I've always been different from others”), or by choice (e.g., “I'm the

type of person who likes to do different things”). These themes have been previously
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explored by Monin and O’Connor| (2011), who theorized about deviation by choice
vs. status; and by [Blanton and Christie (2003), who theorized and showed how
individuals prefer to define the self as deviants in positive ways from others (“sticking
out in good ways”; 2003)). These narratives and identities may influence one’s own
and others’ expectations for and actual instances of deviant behavior.

Those who deviated from the eating club norm at Princeton feel that they socially
belong and identify less to the typical Princeton student. Deviants and conformists
both feel that they belong and identify with Princeton academically, but deviants
were more likely than conformists to say that they prioritized academics over social
life. One possibility is that those who deviate may compensate their decreased level of
social belonging by increasing their feelings of academic and institutional belonging.

This may be one strategy to minimize the costs of deviation for future investigation.

Limitations

One limitation of this study is that we study deviance from one specific type of norm,
which is highly social—membership in a club. Thus, our description of deviants from
this norm may only apply to the type of people who do not wish to be as social
as others, or who do not get along as well with others. This is a possibility, and
is one more reason why we need more research on the topic of deviance. However,
we also point out that we did not find personality differences that one might expect
if deviance in this specific case had everything to do with degree of sociality—in
particular, we do not find differences in terms of personality traits as measured by
the Big Five (Bodankin and Tziner, 2009). Furthermore, those who deviated from the
eating club norms did not differ from others in their perception of the self as socially
awkward, as independent thinker, or as rebellious. Finally, deviants and conformists
did not differ either in the way they feel different from other people, and we did not

find differences in terms of in mental health or academic identification or belonging.
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Still, we hope that this research inspires similar descriptive and experimental research
exploring other types of norms in other settings.

A limitation to causal inference is that the series of studies described in this
paper are not experimental. The objective of the set of studies presented in this
article was to explore the social and psychological correlates of deviance, not to make
causal or directional claims about the causes of deviance. In this sense, we did not
manipulate any treatments and our results rely only on participants’ self-reports about
their past and present, which implies that they might have erroneously retrieved
and reported information from their past. More research, especially experimental
research, is needed to understand whether individuals who deviated from a norm
build narratives around their past and present self that are coherent with their deviant
behavior, such as reporting more acts of deviance in the past, or whether deviance
is part of a causal loop in which feeling different from others and deviating begets
deviance.

Although we cannot rule out the possibility that demand characteristics may
have driven the differences between deviants and conformists, it is unlikely. During
the recruitment period, we never mentioned to the students that this study was
about deviance from norms or eating clubs. We deliberately called the surveys “the
sophomore survey”, and made sure that the question asking the participants about
their decision to join an eating club was part of a broader set of general questions.
As a result, we believe that the participants were not actively seeking to respond to
the object of the study.

These descriptive results point the way toward more research on social norm de-
viance. First, researchers should seek to understand how and why the social and
psychological costs that one endures after deviating correlate with their probability
to deviate again. Experimental designs in various settings and that involve deviance

from different kinds of social norms are necessary to understand what kinds of char-
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acteristics and experiences are general drivers of deviance, and which are specific to
context. Second, future research should explore if and how feeling different from
other members of one’s group may increase one’s probability to deviate, and why.
Third, because acts of deviance often come with negative consequences, individuals
may update their perception of the self, or of the costs, after deviating from a so-
cial norm. What types of narratives do deviants develop about the self or about
the act of deviating, that shape their own and others’ expectations about future be-
havior? Investigations into these and other questions will greatly contribute to our

understanding of patterns of deviance.
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Experiments Testing the
Consequences of Deviance in

Behavioral Games

3.1 Studying the Consequences of Deviance in
Causal Terms: Challenges and Approach

In the present chapter, I ask whether a pattern of deviance can emerge from one ex-
perience of deviance and why. We designed two studies aiming to identify the causal
effects of violating social norms on three main outcomes: i) individuals’ behavioral
choice to violate social norms again, ii) individuals’ self-perception as a deviant, and
iii) individuals’ expectations of the costs of violating social norms. In the past, re-
searchers who studied deviance typically compared the characteristics or outcomes of
individuals who were already more or less likely to violate social norms (judged by
some individual difference). The present experiments are, to the best of my knowl-
edge, the first to focus on identifying the consequences of deviance in causal terms

using experimental methods. This strategy can be challenging because researchers
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need a setting that allows them to randomly assign individuals to violate social norms,

which is difficult to operationalize.

Logic of the studies

To study the causal effects of deviance, we conducted two randomized experiments
with 3,499 participants (summing both sample sizes) who played a series of behavioral
games for real moneyﬂ. We assigned a random half of them to receive an incentive to
violate a strong, explicit, and uniformly-followed social norm of cooperation.
Participants first played the Public Goods game, in which cooperation to con-
tribute money to a common pool results in the most evenly distributed money for
all players. To make a norm of cooperation clear to all participants, the high rate
of conformity to a cooperative norm was displayed on the screen during each game
round. In the final round of one game, participants in the treatment condition (but
not control condition) received a private message promising a monetary incentive to
violate the social norm of cooperation of their group by contributing a sum far be-
neath the group norm (which would result in a greater monetary benefit to themselves
on top of the incentive). We then observe: are participants induced to violate the
cooperative norm more likely to break norms in future? After violating a social norm,
do individuals update their expectations of the costs of deviance, their perception of
the self as deviant, or both? To answer these questions, we compare control and
treatment participants’ post-treatment contributions to different behavioral games
(Public Goods game, Dictator Game, and Trust Game) with new groups and players,

as well as their responses to survey questions.

IParticipants played with Monetary Units (MUs). The amount of MUs that they accumulated
across studies was converted into U.S. Dollars a rate of 2,000 MUs per $1. at the end of the study,
and transferred to participants as a bonus.
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3.2 Method

3.2.1 Overview of the design

In both studief] participants first played multiple rounds of the Public Goods game
(PGG) with three separate groups (G1, G2, and G3) of four players in total (Fig-
ure . We used this game to measure and experimentally manipulate participants’
inclination to deviate from clearly advertised norms of cooperation.

Participants were kept blind to the fact that their game partners were bots who
always conformed to the social norm by making contributions aligned with the adver-
tised group norm. This design feature ensured that no participants witnessed norm
violations from other players, and that the advertised group norm was reinforced by
the behavior of the other players.

At the last round of the PGG played with their first group, participants assigned to
the treatment condition received a private message promising a monetary incentive
of 50 Monetary Units (MUs) to violate the group norm by making a particularly
low contribution of 10 MUs (when the norm was to contribute 98 MUs out of an
endowment of 100 MUs received at the beginning of the round; Figure 3.1). To
control for the additional resources and the experience of receiving a private message
regarding special treatment, control condition participants were simply offered to
“accept a bonus” by clicking a specific button displayed on the screen. Following
this experimental treatment round, participants entered into two new groups, playing
two rounds of the PGG each with the new players. After this, they played a one-shot
Dictator Game (DG) and a one-shot Trust Game, again with new players (Figure[3.1)).

We use the following rounds of the PGG game (with new groups), the Dictator
Game, and the Trust Game to explore the impact of the incentive to deviate on

participants’ propensity to violate new norms in different settings. In particular,

2Participants who took part in Study 1 were not able to sign up for Study 2.
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behavior in the Dictator Game is understood as a measure of adherence to fairness
norms (Whitt and Wilson, [2007), and the Trust game as a measure of adherence
to trust norms (Berg et al., [1995). Finally, participants completed a short survey,
in which we measured their perception of the costs of violating social norms, their

perception of the self as deviant, and demographics.

Public Goods Game
Round 1
Group 1

Norm =98 MUs

Public Goods Game
Round 2

Group 1
Norm = 98 MUs

" Public Goods Game | [ Public Goods Game |
control condition: treatment condition:
No incentive to break norm

Incentive to break norm |

Accepted | Refused |
incentive

incentive

Public Goods Game
Round 3
Group 1

Norm =98 MUs

i

- r -
Public Goods Game
Rounds 4 & 5
Group 2
Norm = 94 MUs
~ 4

:

Public Goods Game
Rounds 6 & 7
Group 3
Norm = 50 MUs

+

>

-

Dictator Game

!

Trust Game
(Study 2)

Figure 3.1: Description of the studies. In Studies 1 and 2, participants played the
Public Goods game with 3 different groups of players and advertised norms. They
played 3 rounds with the first group, 2 rounds with the second group, and 2 rounds
with the third group. Before playing the last round with the first group, half of all
participants were randomly assigned to an experimental condition that incentivized
them to violate the norm of Group 1 at round 3. After playing all seven rounds of
the Public Goods game, participants played the Dictator Game with a new player,
and in Study 2 only, participants also played the Trust Game with a new player.



3.2.2 Pre-treatment setup

Public Goods game. At the beginning of each round of the PGG, players re-
ceived 100 Monetary Units (MUs), and could choose to cooperate or defect by making
low vs. high contributions to a common pool. The total amount contributed by all
four players was then multiplied by 1.6 and evenly redistributed to all players. The
maximum payoff for the group is when all players contribute the maximum amount
(i.e., 100 MUs). However, conditional on other players making large contributions,

making a low contribution increases the payoff of a single player ]

Mobile and settled players The objective of these studies was to explore vi-
olations of clearly established social norms. For this reason, participants were told
that the game involved two different types of players: “mobile” and “settled” play-
ers. They learned that mobile players moved from group to group every few rounds,
whereas settled players kept playing with the same group the entire time. All par-
ticipants were assigned to be mobile players, and joined groups composed of settled
players (bots) only. This feature of the design made the advertised norm information

convincing to the participants.

Norm advertisement. To make the norm of each group clear to all participants,
we provided them with explicit normative information. The instructions explained
that different groups had developed different collective strategies, that is, the typical
contribution were different in different groups. When they joined a new group and
before making their contribution decisions, participants were explicitly told about: i)
the typical contribution in the group, ii) the minimum contribution made in the past

N rounds in their group, in which N is a number varying between 65 and 130. For

3In the case of repeated PGG (ie., when players play multiple rounds together), defecting is often
not in one’s best material interest: when a player defects, the perceived equilibrium changes, and
other players usually start defecting too in subsequent rounds. However, defecting in the last round
is always in one’s best material interest, as long as the players know that they will never interact
with each other again. In our studies, players are always told whether the round that they are about
to play is the last round.
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instance, participants were told that G1’s (settled) players typically contributed 98
MUs, G2’s (settled) players typically contributed 94 MUs, and G3 (settled) players
typically contributed 50 MUs (Figure [3.1)).

Deception. Unknowingly to participants, they played all games with fictitious
players whose contributions were preset to be consistently aligned with the group
norm. This feature of the study allowed us to ensure that participants were exposed
to conformity only. To prevent participants from suspecting deception, we made bots’
behaviors look like human behavior. For instance, participants would sometimes have

to wait up to 30 seconds until other players (bots) made their contribution decisions

in the PGQG.

3.2.3 Experimental round of the Public Goods game

Before playing their final round with Group 1 (G1), participants were randomly as-
signed to either the control or treatment condition. Participants assigned to the
treatment condition were told that they were selected for “the low-contribution deal”:
they would receive a 50 MU bonus if they accepted to make a particularly low con-
tribution of 10 MUs at their last round with G1. The participants who accepted the
low-contribution deal (compliers) were then forced to make a 10 MU contribution at
this round. To control for the possible effect of being offered a deal with extra money;,
participants in the control condition were also offered a bonus, but were never asked

to make a low contribution with G1.

3.2.4 QOutcome measures

Post-treatment rounds of the PGG. After playing the experimental round
with G1, participants played 2 rounds of the PGG with G2, and 2 rounds with G3.

We moved participants to a different group right after the treatment round to ensure
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that at any post-treatment rounds, participants had the same perception of the equi-
librium of their current group independently of their assignment to an experimental
condition. In other words, because they moved to a new group, participants’ expec-
tations of the contributions of their group’s players was independent of the amount
that they contributed in the previous round. For this reason, any average difference
between treatment and control participants cannot be attributed to a change in one’s

expectations of other players’ contributions.

Dictator Game. After playing the Public Goods game with these three groups,
participants played a one-shot Dictator Game. In the Dictator Game, all participants
were paired with a new player, endowed with 100 Monetary Units, and offered to share
some of this endowment with their new game partner. Put differently, participants

were all assigned to be the “giver”, and never assigned to be the “receiver”.

Identification of compliance in the control condition. Participants assigned
to the treatment condition were not forced to accept the incentive to deviate. Those
who refused the incentive to deviate (i.e., “non-compliers”) represent 35% of the
treatment group from each study. To account for noncompliance, we conducted:
i) an intent-to-treat (ITT) analysis, which allows us to identify the causal effects
of being assigned to an incentive to deviate (Gerber and Green) 2012), and ii) an
instrumental variable (IV) analysis, which allows us to identify the causal effects of
deviating after accepting the incentive to deviate (Angrist and Pischke, 2009). To aid
the I'TT analysis, we directly measured noncompliance within the control group as
well, with a question placed in an additional round of public goods games for control
group participants that incentivizes to deviate from the group norm in a fashion
identical to the treatment group.

In Study 1 (but not Study 2), after playing the DG participants from the control
group were led to believe that they would play the PGG again with a new group

(G4), which had the same advertised norm as G1 (98 MU average contribution).
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Immediately after they joined G4, participants from the control condition were offered
the same incentive to deviate of 50 MUs as treatment participants received with
G1. Right after making their decision to accept of refuse this incentive to deviate,
participants were told that the game was canceled because a player from G4 had
left the study, and were directed to the survey questions. This procedure allowed
us to successfully identify the control participant who would have complied to the

treatment, and directly compare their post-treatment decisions to treatment condition
compliers (Figure [3.3)).

Trust Game. In Study 2 (but not in Study 1), participants also played a one-
shot version of the Trust Game with two successive players. In the Trust Game,
participants were paired with another player (bot) and assigned to the role of the
“receiver”. In this context, participants always started a game with 0 MUs. The
other player, commonly referred to as the sender, started with an endowment of 100
MUs. The first mover is always the sender, who decides how much of their endowment
to send to the receiver. This amount is tripled and sent to the receiver, who then
decide how much of this amount to send back to the sender. In this game, if the
sender believes that the receiver is not trustworthy, the maximum payoff is to not
send any MUs to the receiver. Like in the Public Goods game, participants were
informed about the norm. A message indicating the typical behavior of senders and
receivers (i.e., the norm) was displayed on the screen: participants were told that
senders typically send between 65 and 75 MUs, and receivers typically send between
85 and 95 MUs back.

Perceptions of the costs of violating norms: Hypothetical Trust game
deal. To compare the price of deviance for treatment and control participants, we
asked: how large a monetary incentive would have to be for participants to violate

a norm. At the end of Study 2, we asked participants: “if we were to offer you a
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low-reciprocation deal, what is the minimum number of MUs that you would need to

accept the deal?”

Identity questions. Participants were also asked to answer a total of 9 questions
about their perception of the self as a norm violator. These questions were on a scale
from 1 to 7 (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) and included: “I see myself
as someone who stands out of the crowd”, “I see myself as a bit of a deviant”, or “I

see myself as someone who does’t like to follow social conventions”.

3.2.5 Analytic strategy

For each outcome, we use two analytic strategies, which we preregistered on the Open
Science Framework (OSF)] Statistical significance is robust to both analytic strate-
gies. First, we report intent-to-treat (ITT) effects, estimated using linear regression
(OLS). This analysis yields an estimate of the effect of being incentivized to violate a
social norm on the outcome of interest, which are more conservative than the results
of the Instrumental Variable analysis.

The main model can be written:

Yi=DBo+T7Zi+¢€ (3.1)

in which y; is the outcome for the i'th participant, 7 is the intent-to-treat effect, Z;
is a treatment assignment indicator for the ¢/th participant, and ¢; is an error term.
In Study 1, we include gender (X;) into the model to correct for covariate imbalance
between the treatment and control conditions (Angrist and Pischkel 2009).The
conclusions of these analyses are the same regardless of the presence of covariates in

the model.

4Preregistration files can be found on the following link: https://osf.io/yextr/ We also posted
the data and code onto this repository.
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All the findings reported in the Results section are robust to the following model:

Yyi=bo+7Zi+ XiB + & (3.2)

in which y; is the outcome for the i'th participant, 7 is the intent-to-treat effect, Z;
is a treatment assignment indicator for the i'th participant, X; is a vector of

preregistered covariates, 8 is a vector of covariate effects, and ¢; is an error term.

In addition, because a share of the treatment condition participants refused to
comply to the treatment, we also report estimates of the treatment on treated effect
(TOT) using instrumental variable (IV) regression analysis. The results of the IV
analysis is illustrated in Figure and Figure , which compare i) the treatment
condition compliers (incentivized to deviate with Glc) to the control condition par-
ticipants who would have complied to the treatment (incentivized to deviate with
G4), ii) the treatment condition non-compliers to the control condition participants

who would not have complied to the treatment.

Study pre-registration

This study was pre-registered on the Open Science Framework: https://osf.io/yextr/

3.3 Results

3.3.1 Description of the sample

A total of 3,499 U.S. residents from the online participant pool Prolific participated
in Study 1 or Study 2. Control and treatment participants across studies were com-
parable on all demographic variables except for gender. Specifically, the treatment
condition included fewer women than control (Table [3.1)). This imbalance is entirely

driven by a randomly-generated gender imbalance between conditions in Study 1
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(Appendix [B} Table and Table [B.2]). As preregistered, we control for covariates
that are not equally represented across conditions in the regression analyses; inclusion
and exclusion of this covariate in Study 1 analyses does not impact the statistical or

substantive significance of the experimental treatment.

Table 3.1: Description of the sample

Range All participants Control Treatment Difference P-value
Gender 0-1 0.47 0.48 0.45 -0.03 0.05
Age 18-81 34.00 33.61 34.08 0.47 0.25
Income 1-5 2.59 2.57 2.60 0.03 0.46
White 0-1 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.00 0.81
Black 0-1 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.01 0.15
Asian 0-1 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.99
Hispanic 0-1 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.00 0.55
Experience wt games 1-4 1.55 1.54 1.56 0.02 0.48
Pre-treatment contribution 1~ 0-100 88.90 89.31 88.49 -0.82 0.3
Pre-treatment contribution 2 0-100 88.26 88.86 87.65 -1.21 0.15

Note: Table 3.1 displays descriptive statistics for the entire pool of participants that
took part in either Study 1 (N = 1,439) or Study 2 (N = 2,060). The total list
includes the average value of preregistered covariates and pre-treatment
contributions to the Public Goods game for the entire sample and for each
experimental condition. The difference in means between the treatment and control
condition are listed along with the p-values from separate t-tests for these
differences in means.

3.3.2 Pre-treatment contributions

The results reveal that most participants followed the advertised norm of cooperation
of their Public Goods game group pre-treatment. In the two rounds that preceded the
treatment incentive to deviate with G1, the median contribution to the common pool
across the two studies was 97 MUs, with an average contribution of 89 MUs. Further
explorations of levels of cooperation in the first two rounds of the Public Goods game
revealed that 75% of the participants contributed more than 90 MUs. As displayed in

Table B.1] before the treatment incentive to deviate, participants from the treatment
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and control conditions made comparable contributions to the common pool in both

studies.

3.3.3 Noncompliance to treatment

In the final round with G1, treatment participants received their incentive to deviate
from the highly cooperative norm. In both studies, 35% of the participants who re-
ceived the incentive to deviate decided to not comply: on average, these non-compliers
donated 95 MUs in this round, compared to the average donation of 10 MUs among
those who complied to the treatment (Figure [3.3).

3.3.4 Effect of deviance incentive on violations of subsequent

norms in different settings

Figure [3.2] and Figure [3.3| show the average contribution of participants from each
condition in the subsequent rounds of their new Public Goods games (see also Ap-
pendix . The intent-to-treat analysis reveals that the incentive to deviate causally
increased participants’ propensity to violate social norms in subsequent Public Goods
games featuring different groups, group norms, and players. Compared to participants
assigned to the control condition, participants who received the incentive to deviate
with Group 1 violated the norms of both Group 2 and Group 3 at higher rates. Specif-
ically, participants from the treatment condition contributed 78.60 MUs on average,
which is significantly less than the average contribution of 82.40 MUs made by the
participants from the control condition. This difference of 3.80 MUs represents a
4.5% decrease in contributions and is statistically significant (SE = 1.52, p < .01;
Figure . Similarly, participants from the treatment condition contributed less
than the participants from the control condition with their third group. Although

all participants were informed that the norm with Group 3 was to contribute 50

57



MUs, participants from the treatment condition contributed 46.81 MUs on average,
whereas participants from the control condition contributed 51.15 MUs on average.
This statistically significant difference of 4.34 MUs (SE = 1.35, p = 0.001; Figure
represents a 8.5% decrease in contributions due to random assignment to the incentive

to deviate.

treatment
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Figure 3.2: Average contributions in the Public Goods game. This figure illustrates
the difference in average contributions of treatment and control participants in the
Public Goods game at each round. Pre-treatment, participants randomly assigned to
treatment and control condition made comparable contributions to the common pool.
Post-treatment, however, participants who received the incentive to deviate violated
norms at higher rates. They made significantly lower contributions to the common
pool than participants in the control condition at every post-treatment round. Each
of these differences in means represents the intent-to-treat effect, that is, the causal
effect of being randomly assigned to receiving the incentive to deviate.

For the intent-to-treat analysis, we identify treatment compliers and control com-
pliers, who are the participants who were randomly assigned to receive an incentive
to deviate (treatment, at the end of Game 1, and control, in a final additional Public
Goods game) and treatment and control non-compliers, who refused the incentive

to deviate when it was offered at those times. Figure [3.3| shows that control and
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treatment non-compliers (76% and 66% of their groups, respectively) are similar in
their relatively high and norm-conforming contributions to the Public Goods game
pre-treatment, whereas control and treatment non-compliers were also comparable
prior to treatment in their significantly lower and less norm-conforming contributions
prior to treatment. This figure shows the broad comparability of our two groups of
compliers and non-compliers in treatment and control; it also illustrates how individ-
ual differences play a role in responses to normative information. The I'TT analysis
using these groups, based on random assignment to treatment and control, does not
require the comparability of compliers in each condition in order to show the causal
effect of the invitation to deviate on the treatment participants who accepted it in
the third round of Group 1.

Consistent with the I'TT analysis, the IV analysis also reveals a significant effect of
the invitation to deviate, among treatment participants who accepted it (the TOT):
the effect represents a 7 to 12% average decrease in contributions to the common
pool after participants had deviated one time (Figure . Specifically, the analyses
reveal that complying to the treatment decreased participants’ contributions to the
common pool by 5.68 MUs with Group 2 (SE = 2.27, p = 0.01) and 6.56 MUs with
Group 3 (SE = 2.00, p = 0.001), on averageﬂ The impact of the incentive to deviate
on future deviations was not driven by a group of participants who learned to give
the same low amount each time (10 MUs), nor by a group of outliers who simply

adjusted their playing strategy to include low amounts each time (close to 10 MUs;

see Appendix [B.4]).

5These estimates were derived from a pre-registered instrumental variable analysis strategy, de-
scribed in the method section. The results of the instrumental variable analysis are equivalent to
direct comparisons of the contributions of treatment and control compliers.
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Figure 3.3: Illustration of the treatment on the treated effect on Public Goods game
contributions. This figure illustrates the treatment on the treated effect (TOT) for
each post-treatment round, that is, the causal effect of taking up the treatment on
one’s contributions to the common pool in the Public Goods game. As displayed by
the blue lines, we found no difference between the contributions of treatment non-
compliers and control non-compliers (those who refused an incentive to deviate in
a later round), pre- and post-treatment. As depicted by the red shades, we found
a statistically significant difference between treatment and control compliers (those
who accepted an incentive to deviate in a later round) at each post-treatment round.

3.3.5 Effect of treatment incentive to deviate on future vio-

lations of norms of fairness and reciprocation

The results from participants’ play in subsequent behavioral games reveal that the
treatment incentive to deviate also increased participants’ violation of different so-
cial norms of fairness and reciprocity in entirely new settings with different rules and
players. The extension of their deviant behavior to these new settings also argues
against a simple learning explanation for our previous findings, that the players vio-
lated norms because they were taught by experimenters how to earn the most money

in one particular (Public Goods) game.
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Dictator Game. As displayed in Figures and [3.4p, both the intent-to-
treat and the instrumental variable analyses reveal that incentivizing and successfully
inducing participants to deviate from a norm of cooperation in the Public Goods game
increased participants’ rates of violation of an implicit (i.e., not advertised) norm of
fairness in the Dictator Game. Participants from the treatment condition sent an
average amount of 37.81 MUs to their partner, which is significantly lower than the
average 41.18 MUs that control condition participants sent to their partner (averaging
across compliers and non-compliers). This difference of 3.37 MUs is statistically
significant (SE = 1.36, p = .01) and represents an 8% decrease in real money donated

due to the experimental incentive to deviate.

Trust Game. As displayed in Figure 3.4k, participants who received the incentive
to deviate during the Public Goods game also violated a norm of reciprocation (which
was prominently advertised) at higher rates than the participants from the control
condition who never received the incentive to deviate. Specifically, whereas partici-
pants assigned to the control condition sent 77.05 MUs back to the sender, participants
from the treatment condition sent 74.32 MUs back (averaging across compliers and
non-compliers). This effect of 2.73 MUs represents a 3.5% decrease in reciprocation

and is marginally significant in the conservative ITT analysis (SE = 1.59, p = 0.09).

Perceptions of the costs of violating norms. At the end of the study, both
treatment and control participants were asked to imagine that they were offered a
monetary incentive (in MUs) to violate a strong norm of reciprocation in a hypothet-
ical Trust Game. Participants were asked for the price of their deviance: how large
this monetary incentive would have to be for them to violate the norm.

On average, participants who received the treatment incentive to deviate during
the Public Goods game estimated that they would need a lower monetary incentive
to violate a norm of reciprocation in the Trust Game than those who never received

an incentive to deviate. This suggests that inducing participants to violate a norm
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depreciated their expectation of the cost of violating a social norm. Specifically,
participants from the treatment condition estimated that they would need a 258 MU
bonus and control participants estimated 288, a 30 MU difference, in order to violate
a social norm in the context of this hypothetical Trust Game. The difference between

control and treatment estimates of the cost of deviating from a norm was statistically

significant (SE = 15.00, p = .04; Figure 3.44).
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Figure 3.4: Causal effect of the incentive to deviate in different games. Fig. 3.4a
illustrates the difference in average donation between treatment and control partici-
pants in the Dictator Game. This difference in means represents the intent-to-treat
effect—the causal effect of being assigned to the treatment incentive to deviate (in a
previous Public Goods game) on deviation from the Dictator game’s implicit (non-
advertised) norm of fairness. Fig. 3.4b illustrates the treatment on treated effect
(TOT), that is, the causal effect of complying to the treatment incentive to deviate
in the previous Public Goods game on behavior in the Dictator game. Here we found
no difference between the donations of treatment and control non-compliers (in blue)
and a statistically significant difference between the donations of treatment and con-
trol compliers (in red). Fig. 3.4c illustrates the difference between treatment and
control participants’ reciprocation levels in the Trust Game (Study 2). This figure
suggests that the previous treatment incentive to deviate made participants more
likely to violate the Trust game’s explicitly-advertised norm of reciprocation. The
difference between the two experimental conditions is marginally significant. Finally,
Fig. 3.4d illustrates the difference in treatment and control participants’ perceptions
of the costs of violating social norms. Specifically, this figure displays participants’
average estimate of the amount that they would require as an incentive to violate a
norm of reciprocation in a hypothetical Trust Game.

Self-perception as a deviant. The results suggest no effect of the treatment
incentive to deviate on participants’ perception of the self, among all treatment par-

ticipants and among compliers to the treatment.
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3.4 General discussion

The results of these experiments (N = 3,499) reveal that inducing people to violate a
social norm increased their propensity to violate the norm again, and to violate dif-
ferent social norms in new settings with new players and groups. Traditional theories
of deviance have considered the tendency to conform or deviate as a personality trait
or individual difference (e.g., Snyder} 1979; Becker, (1963; |Gino, 2018; Bennett and
Robinson, |2000; [DeBono et al., 2011)). Consistent with this literature, our evidence
shows that a minority of individuals cannot be induced to deviate, even under favor-
able conditions of “no punishment” from group members and real monetary reward.
However, we also find that the majority of individuals can be induced to deviate
under these circumstances, and that this experience results in a behavioral pattern
of deviation over a period of time, in response to new types of norms. This finding
that social experience causally impacts an individual’s tendency to deviate represents
a new finding in the norms and deviance literature.

Why do individuals who deviated from one norm do so again? The experimental
results suggest one psychological mechanism explaining the emergence of a pattern of
deviance. Violating a social norm caused individuals to depreciate their perception of
the costs of deviation. When asked how large of a monetary incentive they would need
to violate a norm of reciprocity, participants who previously had been incentivized to
deviate required a significantly lower amount of incentive than those who were not.
We did not find support for a psychological mechanism involving the self —treatment
participants did not consider themselves to be “deviants” to a greater extent than
control participants, even after they deviated on average more across several different
behavioral games.

Particular features of the behavioral games used in these experiments may explain
why we found that individuals depreciated the perceived costs of deviance but did

not change their self-perception. In these games, we did not allow other players
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to punish deviants, either with social or monetary sanctioning through messages or
fines. This design stands in contrast to many behavioral game paradigms aimed at
testing the evolution of norms, which feature punishment (Fehr and Schurtenberger,
2018; [Fehr and Fischbacher, 2004; Fehr and Gachter, 2000). In our context, it is
perhaps unsurprising that treatment individuals depreciated the anticipated costs
of deviation. They found deviation to be a rewarding monetary experience, and
possibly also found that it wasn’t as difficult a psychological experience as they may
have originally anticipated. Note, however, that no treatment participant offered to
deviate for free —participants who anticipated a monetary payoff for deviating in the
face of no punishment still required on average 258 MUs to deviate from a group norm.
The absence of punishment in this game may limit the generality of our findings, but
this feature usefully shows how psychologically compelling norms can be, even when
violation of the norms results in material gain and zero social sanctioning.

We find that individual differences matter for deviation, but also that experience
with a single act of deviation can cause a behavioral pattern that is suggestive of
an individual difference. Both the self-monitoring scale (Snyder} [1979) measured at
the end of Study 1 and the deviant identity index measured at the end of Study
2 were strong and statistically significant predictors of participants’ decision to ac-
cept the incentive to violate the group social norm. Specifically, being a low self-
monitor or perceiving one’s identity as deviant was associated with increased levels
of norm violations in the Public Goods game (8, = 3.45,SE = 0.99,p < .001,
Bia = —3.87,SE = 0.64,p < .001). Taken together, the correlation between indi-
vidual differences and acts of deviance on the one hand, and the causal impact of
participants’ randomly-incentivized experiences with deviance on future acts of de-
viance on the other hand are consistent with accounts of the malleability of personality

traits across the life span (Damian et al., 2019). The present research indicates that
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individuals may be more or less inclined to conform or deviate, but that experiences
can causally shape or re-shape these personal inclinations.

This experimental paradigm offers many possible permutations that can test the
boundaries of these effects in future research. As already discussed, future research
can include punishment in the game, as a way to investigate whether self-perceptions
may change more and perceptions of costs may increase when players punish deviant
teammates. Additionally, deviance could be randomly invited through non-monetary
incentives. The type of deviance that we model may parallel real world deviant acts
like corruption that are fueled by monetary rewards. Other acts of deviance are based
on principle rather than material gain, such as extreme acts of activism on behalf of
an oppressed group. Future research could attempt to examine the emergence of
patterns of deviance borne of deviance motivated by principle as opposed to material

interest.
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Public Acts of Deviance in Settled
Cultures: A Field Experiment in

the Hasidic Community

How does the experience of publicly violating norms that are meaningful to our
friends, relatives, and neighbors, shape us? Scant research has examined how indi-
viduals’ public acts of deviance within their social groups impact their private views,
perception of their community, and future behaviors. The present study focuses of
extreme cases of deviance in the context of settled cultures, in which norms are strong
and widely followed, and acts of deviance are rare (Swidler, [1986). Specific questions
include: Does the experience of violating a norm increase individuals’ willingness to
support deviants? Does it make them more inclined to deviating from norms again?
After violating a norm, do individuals become more critical of their community?
These questions are important to address because we might not expect a single act
of deviance to create social change—it is more likely that sustained acts of deviance
over time, potentially growing in size or spreading to others, help to shift community

norms (Centola et al., 2018; [Moscovici, [1976] [1994))
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In the present research, we deployed a randomized field experiment in the Ha-
sidic community in New York, which is a subgroup within the ultra-Orthodox Jewish
community. The Hasidic community is distinct for its homogeneity and strong and
injunctive social norms that stand alongside its strict religious codes and regulations.
A core principle guiding the Hasidic Jews is the idea of preservation of the Jewish
civilization, which implies that any form of individual or collective change is unwel-
come. To achieve this ideal of preservation, the Hasidic follow strict religious and
social (i.e., non-religious) rules. For instance, community members tend to not en-
gage with any outside groups, including non-orthodox or secular Jews. They also
follow a strict religious dress code that was established centuries ago. For example,
men have to wear Payies, which are long and curly side burns. In the Torah portion
called Parshat Kdushim, one can read: “You shall not round off the side-growth on
your head, or destroy the side-growth of your beard” (Leviticus: 19, 27).

Non-religious social norms about how to dress on non-religious occasions are also
clear, strong, and prescriptive, although they vary depending on the location of the
community. For example, among Hasidic Jews in Brooklyn, U.S., women wear fancy
clothing, preferably designer brands, at great personal cost and even when their bud-
gets can barely accommodate the expense. Both men and women in these communi-
ties look down upon women who do not dress balebatish, a Yiddish term commonly
used in the Brooklyn Hasidic community to describe high-end, fancy and elegant
clothes and accessories.

For these reasons, the Hasidic community constitutes what sociologists call a “set-
tled” culture, defined as a culture that constrains individuals into a limited repertoire
of practices, such that “alternative ways of actions seem unimaginable or at least
implausible” (Swidler, 1986, p. 284). This fact about the Hasidic community makes
a study of deviance in that context highly unique. To date, most studies in settled

cultural periods are only able to examine deviance and cultural change post-hoc, that
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is, after cultural change already happened. For instance, political scientist Kristen
Monroe, who studied the heroes who violated extremely strong norms to rescue geno-
cide and war victims, conducted her studies in the years following atrocities, once
the norms and culture had already changed (Monroe, 1996, 2008, 2011). The present
study of the consequences of deviating from a social norm in the Hasidic community
while the community is resistant to deviance and change forwards our understanding

of how individual and social changes occur in settled cultural periods.

4.1 The Satmar Hasidic Community of Brooklyn

4.1.1 Study context: A settled culture

The Satmar Hasidic community in New York is a conservative division of the broader
ultra-Orthodox Jewish community. Originally from Hungary, the Satmar Hasidic
Jews arrived in New York after the Holocaust and settled down in two main neigh-
borhoods of Brooklyn: Williamsburg and Borough Park. Community members follow
the principles of Hasidism established by Rabbi Joel Teitelbaum, which emphasizes
devotion in the performance of public and private rituals, adherence to tradition, char-
ity, and the rejection of modernity. To protect their conservative lifestyle, the Satmar
Hasidic community has distanced itself not only from non-Jews and secular Jews, but
also from Orthodox Jews, who adhere to less strict religious ideology (Deutsch) [2009;
Poll, [1969). For instance, contrary to other ultra-Orthodox Jewish subcommunities,
the Satmar Hasidic Jews remain strongly opposed to the establishment of the secular
state of Israel.

Most Hasidic Jews’ behaviors and activities are guided by both religious laws
(Halach) and non-religious social norms. In the context of this study, we draw a
clear line between behaviors governed by religious laws (Halach) vs. non-religious
social norms, defined as community members’ impression of the average or desirable
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views, attitudes and behavior of the group. To illustrate this distinction, let’s consider
clothing rules for Satmar Hasidic women, who constitute the population of interest of
the present research. Religious texts (Halach) requires women to dress “modestly”,
that is, women have to cover their knees, elbows, and if they are married, their
hair. This leads them to dress with long-sleeve tops, wear knee-length skirts over
opaque leggings, and a sheitel (i.e., wig) or Tichel (i.e., scarf). Over time, a non-
religious social norm developed in the community: Satmar Hasidic women wear fancy
clothing, particularly designer brands, often at great personal cost and sacrifice (given
that most Satmar are not wealthy). Both men and women in these communities look
down upon women who do not dress balebatish, or fancy.

We conducted a field experiment to study Satmar Hasidic women’s personal reac-
tions to being invited to violate this high-end clothing norm. Specifically, we recruited
Satmar Hasidic women and offered them to participate in our study called Einer Tug
Programa, which could be translated from Yiddish to English as “Positive Action

2

Day”. A random half of the participants was randomly assigned to be invited to
violate the high-end clothing norm for a day whereas the other half was randomly
assigned to be invited to carry a Siddur (prayer book) for a day, a neutral activity

that they normally engage in.

4.1.2 Ethics of studying the high-end clothing norm in the

Hasidic community

We justify studying the consequences of violating the high-end clothing norm in the
Satmar Hasidic community for three main reasons. First, the Satmar Hasidic commu-
nity is predominantly poor (Roberts, 2011; |Yaffe et al., 2018]), which makes the social
expectation of buying expensive clothing a social issue that puts many households
in debt or difficulties. For instance, qualitative interviews of community members

revealed that some women “do not fully heat their apartment in the winter so that
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they are able to afford $700 dresses for themselves and their daughters” (Yaffe, in
prep.) Second, institutions and religious authorities within the community condemn
the high-end clothing norm and have previously taken action to attempt to change the
norm. For example, a high-school implemented a one-year long intervention aiming to
reduce the perceived importance of clothing brands and prices in students and moth-
ers. Third, the social expectation of high-end clothing for women in the community
has no religious grounds. This social norm is germane to the Satmar Hasidic Jews
in Brooklyn (NY), such that dressing in high-end clothes in Hasidic communities in
Europe or Israel would be considered a negative and counter-normative behavior. As
a result, violating the high-end clothing norm as part of the study would not carry
religious condemnation.

Furthermore, one mode of appeal used by religious leaders in their attempts to
change the norm is that ultra-Orthodox Jews generally value poverty and its ex-
pressions more than they value wealth (Yaffe et al., [2018)), which makes this norm
inconsistent with core values of the community. Poverty is viewed as a sign of spiri-
tuality, and community members consider poverty a necessary condition to focusing
on the study of religious texts (Yaffe, |2020). Thus, our study’s intervention was per-
ceived to be in line with the aims of community leaders and with important aspects of
individual community members’ well-being. Naturally, whether community members
complied with the intervention’s request to violate the norm for one day was entirely
voluntary, and once accepted individuals could vary in their adherence to the study
as they were comfortable.

Finally, one of the principal investigators of this project, Dr. Yaffe, belongs to the
Hasidic community. At the time of data collection, she lived in one of the neighbor-
hoods in which we deployed the experiment with her family. Living in the community
allowed Dr. Yaffe to informally discuss with other community members, such as her

neighbors, family, and friends. This led her to identify that the high-end clothing
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issue was of major concern in the community. In addition, living in the neighbor-
hood with other community members enabled Dr. Yaffe to monitor individual and
community-wide reactions to the study, and debrief with individuals as the study

unfolded.

4.1.3 Hypotheses

First, consistent with classic theories of conformity to social norms (Cialdini and Gold-
stein, [2004; [Schwartz, [1973)), we hypothesized that participants experienced social and
psychological costs for publicly violating the high-end clothing norm. Specifically, we
expected participants to feel judged by others for violating the norm or experience
negative affect. Second, consistent with theories of the self and results from Chapter
3 of the present dissertation, we hypothesized that violating the high-end clothing
norm leads individuals to become more prone to deviance. Specifically, we hypothe-
sized that violating this norm leads participants to be more supportive of deviants,
more inclined to publicly deviate from social norms in future, and develop deviant
private views of their community.

In addition, we formulated hypotheses about the psychological mechanisms at
play. We hypothesized that violating the high-end norm causes participants to depre-
ciate their perception of the costs of violating social norms and update the self-concept
by perceiving themselves as a more of a deviant.

Finally, we explored the idea that deviating from the high-end clothing norm could
lead individuals to become more sensitive to social issues. We asked, for instance, if

participants would be willing to volunteer for ultra-Orthodox Jewish organizations.
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4.2 Method

4.2.1 Experimental design
Recruitment

A team of field officers, composed exclusively of Hasidic Jewish women, built a conve-
nience sample using a referral sampling strategy. First, field officers identified highly
connected members of the Hasidic community in Brooklyn, who helped build an ini-
tial list of 293 names and phone numbers of Hasidic women who lived in Brooklyn
at the time of the study. Field officers contacted each of these women on the phone
and introduced the study. During their phone calls, all field officers read the exact
same script to prospective participants. Specifically, field officers first introduced

themselves and explained the terms of the study:

“The positive action that we ask participants to do are usually quite simple
and require no training or particular effort. However, some actions were
chosen in collaboration with Rebbetzins and community members to ad-
dress some pervasive issues in the community. In this sense, you may be
assigned to do something that will make you feel some discomfort, like so-

cial discomfort. Remember that you can decide to withdraw at any time.”

Field officers subsequently informed prospective participants that they would not
receive any compensation for completing the activity, but that they would receive $20
if they agreed to complete a questionnaire within 24 hours of the activity.

After providing these general details about the study (without specifying which
activity they would participate in) and responding to prospective participants’ ques-
tions, field officers obtained consent from participants who agreed to take part in the
study by asking them the following two questions: 1) “Do you understand all that I

just said to you?”, and 2) “Given all that I just said, would you like to participate?”
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Women who agreed to participate were then randomly assigned to and informed about
their experimental activity. Prospective participants who decided not to participate
in the study after learning about the details of their activity were thanked for their

time and encouraged to take the survey regardless.

Experimental conditions

Treatment condition: the “plain dress”

The objective of the treatment was to experimentally induce an experience of
deviance in a random half of the participants. We asked participants assigned to
the treatment condition to wear an experimental dress, the “plain dress”, which we
provided them in their size. This dress was much less fancy than dresses that the
average Hasidic woman typically wears in Brooklyn. As a result, by wearing the plain
dress in public, participants assigned to the treatment condition experienced publicly
deviating from the high-end clothing norm.

The exact dress that participants would wear for their activity was not imposed
on them. Instead, participants were offered to choose one of three possible dresses.
We piloted these dresses to ensure that most participants would select the same dress
(they all did), that is, the least inelegant one. Piloting these dresses also provided
evidence that wearing the plain dress in public would not be so ungraceful or clownish
that participants would be punished by others (e.g., laughed at or scorned) for wearing
it.

A day before a participant’s activity, a field officer brought her the plain dress in
her size, asked her to wear it for a day, and encouraged her to: meet with at least two
close friends, meet with at least two extended family members (i.e., family members

who are not their parents or siblings), and go to the market or another public space.

Control condition: the “Siddur”
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The objective of the control condition was to make participants complete a neutral
activity. That is, the control activity was meant to make participants engage in a
behavior that they were familiar with and that did not make them feel particularly
positive or negative. Participants in the control condition were asked to carry a Siddur
(i.e., prayer book) for a day. Religious acts are part of community members everyday
life, and most participants already owned a Siddur. As a result, we did not expect
the control activity to have any effects on participants’ outcomes.

A day before her activity, a field officer visited the participant to give her the

Siddur that she would carry for a day.

4.2.2 Data collection

During their visit to the participants’ home to give them the plain dress or Siddur,
field officers handed out an envelope to the participants. This envelope contained
the paper survey that the participants could complete for a $20 cash compensation
within 24 hours of completing their activity. The questionnaire included questions
about the participants’ experience with the activity, their perception of the Hasidic
community, their perception social norms (including the high-end clothing norm),
their willingness to violate social norms in future, as well as their willingness to help
innovators or people facing adversities.

The survey involved both open-ended and likert-scale questions. For all survey
questions, participants were asked to circle a number between 1 and 7, which they
used to indicate low levels of agreement (= 1), medium levels of agreement (= 4), or
high levels of agreement (= 7) with various statements.

To discourage participants to open the envelope and respond to questions before
completing their activity, the envelope had a wax seal. We assume that participants
did not start filling out the questionnaire before they completed their activity, but if

some of them did, this would work against statistical significance of the results.
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Measure of the psychological and social costs of the one-day activity

Description of the one-day activity. The survey began with a series of 4
open-ended questions asking participants to describe their activity. Specifically, we
asked participants to write about what they did, whom them met, where they went,

and whether they were able to follow their activity’s guidelines.

Social and psychological discomfort. To measure the psychological and social
costs of violating the high-end clothing norm in a more systematic way, we asked
participants to indicate on a scale from 1 (no discomfort) to 7 (high discomfort) the
extent to which they “felt weird”, “felt good” (reversed), or “felt that they were
standing out” while completing their activity. Additional items asked participants if
they thought that people: “noticed something unusual” or “were judgmental” towards

them during the activity day.

Adherence with the community’s views

Views on poverty. In the Hasidic community, poverty is viewed as a necessary
condition to being able to dedicate oneself to the study of religious texts. For this
reason, expressing positive views towards poverty is expected and desirable (Yaffe
et al, 2018)). We asked participants to indicate the extent to which they agreed with
two statements about poverty: “I think that poverty gives a better perspective on

life”, and “I think that the least fancy people have a better perspective on life.”

Views on authority figures. Asokonims are authority figures of the Hasidic
Jewish community who assume political (non-religious) roles. We asked participants
about the extent to which they agree with the following statement: “There is a good

reason for every act that the asokonim in the community does.”

Views on own local community. Participants were asked to indicate the ex-

tent to which they agree with the following statement: “My community in Williams-
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burg/Borough Park is the best Jewish community in the world.” This framing was
suggested by Hasidic women because the Hasidic Jews in Brooklyn commonly refer

to their local community as “the best Jewish community in the world!”

Inclination to deviate from social norms

Expressing willingness to help innovators. We told participants that re-
cently, two women entrepreneurs informed us about their projects aiming to make
the community happier and healthier. One of the projects was about teaching a
class on healthy food whereas the other project was about promoting and encour-
aging women to go to the gym. For each of these (counter-normative) projects, we
asked participants to indicate the extent to which they were willing to help these

entrepreneurs by talking with them on the phone.

Expressing willingness to advocate against the high-end clothing norm.
Participants were asked to report the extent to which they would like to sensitize

community members to the problems that come with wearing expensive clothes.

Expressing willingness to publicly violate social norms again. We mea-
sure participants’ willingness to violate social norms in future in the context of the
following five increasingly counter-normative behaviors in the Hasidic community:
using a kosher smartphone with access to the filtered internet to purchase clothes,
having a kosher smartphone with an access to the filtered internet, dressing casually,
driving, and volunteering for non-Hasidic organizations that help people outside of

the community.

Psychological mechanisms leading to shifts in individual’s inclination to

deviate

Perception of the self as deviant. Two items adapted from the self-monitoring

scale (Snyder, 1979) aimed to estimate the extent to which participants perceived
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themselves as a deviant: “I see myself as someone who is strong enough to stand out

of the crowd” and “I see myself as someone who will always try to fit with the crowd.”

Perception of the costs of violating social norms. Two items aimed to
estimate participants perception of the costs associated with violating social norms:
“I would never do something different from my friends because it feels too bad.” and
“It’s easy for me to do something different from my community in order to improve

it 2

Perception of high-end clothing. We asked participants to indicate the extent
to which they agreed with four different statements about high-end clothing. Two
of these statements aimed to assess the participants’ personal beliefs about the over-
priced clothing norm, whereas the other two statements aimed to assess participants’
perception of the strength of the overpriced clothing norm. These statements read:
“T believe [in general, women think| that buying and wearing expensive clothes is
important”, and “If T [in general, women think that if they|] don’t wear expensive
clothes, my [their| family and friends will not like me [them] as much.” In addition,
we asked participants whether they would like to purchase and wear less expensive

clothes in the future.

Sensitivity to social issues in the community. We measured participants’
sensitivity to the community’s social issues in two different ways. First, we asked
participants to report the extent to which they would like to volunteer for ultra-
Orthodox chesed (i.e., charity) organization. Second, we asked participants about
whether they hope that change will occur in the community in two different survey
items. Specifically, we measured the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with
the following statement: “When I think of myself and other women, I hope that some
things will change.” Then, participants were offered to tell us more about what they

wish will change in an open-ended question.
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4.2.3 Analytic strategy
Noncompliance

During the consent process, that is, before learning about their assignment to an
experimental condition, participants were informed that they could withdraw from
the study at any time. Most of the participants who withdrew from the study after
discovering their assignment had been assigned to the plain dress condition, which
highlights the counter-normative and thus challenging nature of this experimental
activity.

An overall 3% of participants assigned to the Siddur (control) condition refused
to complete their one-day activity after learning about their assignment. All of these
participants filled out an endline survey. Among the participants assigned to the
plain dress (treatment) condition, 28% refused to complete the one-day activity, and
we collected endline survey responses from 82% of them. Importantly, we collected
demographic data (i.e., marriage status, number of siblings, and age) for all 155
participants who took part in this study.

We use all of the survey respondents in the analyses, whether or not they com-
plied with the treatment. This intent-to-treat (ITT) analysis provides an estimate
of the causal effect of being assigned to deviate from the high-end clothing norm and
constitutes a conservative test of the effect, since not all of the individuals in the anal-
ysis chose to experience the randomly assigned treatment. In addition, to account for
noncompliance in our analyses, in Appendix [C| we use a technique called instrumental
variables regression analysis (IV analysis; Angrist and Pischke, |2009), which derives
the treatment on treated effect (TOT), that is, the causal effect of violating the high-
end clothing norm among those who experienced the randomly-assigned experimental

condition. These two analytic strategies yield comparable statistical significance re-
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sults; however, because the IV analysis is a more liberal analysis it typically yields
larger effect sizes (Appendix |C)).

To account for missing values from the share of noncompliers who did not take
the survey, we conduct additional intent-to-treat analyses, which we report in the
“weighted” column of Tables[d.1]to[4.3] These additional regression analyses employ a
method called Inverse Probability Weighting (IPW; Gerber and Green| [2012; |Gomila
and Clark] [2019). The objective of IPW if to render the treatment and control
groups relatively more comparable given that some individuals selected out of the
survey, by upweighting the responses of respondents who are most similar to non-
respondents. [PW makes the assumption that missing values are missing completely
at random conditional on observed covariates (Gerber and Green, 2012; Gomila and
Clarkl, 2019). Given the strong similarity in the life courses of women in the Hasidic
Jewish community, it seems realistic to assume that their demographic covariates
that we collected (i.e., marriage status, number of siblings, and age) are sufficient to
explain patterns of missingness in the data.

We present estimates of the causal effects of deviating from the norm from both
the unweighted (7,, without IPW) and weighted (7., with IPW) analyses in the main
text and tables—primarily to contrast the two analytic strategies because we did not
anticipate this type of missingness in our preregistration and thus did not register
the use of IPW. In large part, the weighted and unweighted analysis result in the
same conclusions (consistent also with the IV analyses in Appendix , although the
weighted (IPW) analyses yield more statistically significant findings and larger effect
sizes. While we present both weighted and unweighted I'TT estimates, we primarily
focus our results discussion to those analyses that were pre-registered and arguably

provide the most conservative estimates: unweighted I'T'T estimates.
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Model

For each outcome variable, we estimate the intent-to-treat (ITT) effect of being as-

signed to the treatment condition using the following simple regression analysis:

Yi = Bo+ 77 + € (4.1)

in which y; is the outcome for the i’th participant, 7 is the intent-to-treat effect (i.e.,
difference in means between the control and treatment conditions), Z; is a treatment
assignment indicator for the ¢’th participant, and ¢; is an error term.

Study pre-registration

This study was pre-registered on the Open Science Framework: https://osf.io/ghq73/

4.3 Results

4.3.1 Description of the sample

A total of 155 women from the Hasidic community participated in this study, 52%
of them were assigned to the Siddur (control) condition, and 48% of them were in
the plain dress (treatment) condition. At the time of the study participants were 23

years old, had 8 siblings on average, and 60% of them were married.

4.3.2 Measure of the psychological and social costs of the
one-day activity

Consistent with our hypotheses, participants invited to wear the plain dress (treat-
ment) experienced psychological and social costs, which was not the case of partic-

ipants assigned to carry a Siddur (control). For each dependent variable reported
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below, the difference between treatment and control participants is large, statisti-
cally significant, and appears in both open-ended descriptions of their activity and

responses to Likert scale items (1 = low, 7 = high; Table [£.1)).

Open-ended description of the one-day activity. All participants assigned
to carry a Siddur (control) confirmed, in the open-ended questions asking them about
their day, following their activity’s guidelines. On the contrary, 15% of the partici-
pants assigned to wear the plain dress did not entirely follow their activity’s guidelines.
Some participants from the treatment condition mentioned that they encountered
resistance from family members or avoided wearing the dress in public settings be-
cause they anticipated negative reactions from others. These statements underline
the counter-normative nature of wearing the plain dress in the Hasidic community
in Brooklyn. For instance, a participant wrote: “I definitely encountered obstacles
and my mother made me change outfits.” Another participant mentioned: “I mostly
stayed at home but I went to take the garbage out and I waited for my daughter out-

»

side.” Although these participants ended up not wearing the plain dress in public
for a significant amount of time, their feedback and answers to questions about their
experience indicate that they did psychologically experience violating the high-end

clothing norm on that day.

Social and psychological discomfort. As hypothesized, the experience of car-
rying a Siddur for a day was neutral. Participants assigned to the Siddur (control)
condition did not experience any discomfort during their activity, with average ratings
below 2 on a scale from 1 (no discomfort) to 7 (a lot of discomfort) for all items (Ta-
ble . In contrast, participants assigned to the plain dress (treatment) condition
experienced both social and psychological discomfort, with average responses between
4 and 5 on the same 1-7 scale (Table [4.1]). Specifically, in addition to experiencing
negative affect for deviating, participants assigned to wearing the plain dress felt

that people noticed something unusual about them and judged them for that. These
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differences between control and treatment participants are large and statistically sig-
nificant, with effect sizes (7,,) going from 1.28 to 3.10 points (Table[d.1)). They indicate
that violating the high-end clothing norm comes with significant psychological and

social costs in the Hasidic community in Brooklyn.

Table 4.1: Psychological and social discomfort with the activity.

Condition T
Item [hypothesized direction of the effect 7]

Siddur Dress unweighted weighted
Social and psychological costs [+]
I felt like 1 stood out [+] 1.62 1.72 3107 1.507" .
(0.35) (0.30)
I felt weird [+] 1.80 .87 .'i..ll?"' .U.:"JI -
(0.34) (0.64)
People noticed something unusual [+] 1.52 4.09 257 3.1
; ; - o -~
(0.37) (0.73)
People were a little judgmental [+] 1.51 3.56 2,06 1.45°""
(0.34) (0.21) -
I felt good (reversed) [+] 2,99 4.26 1.287°° -0.29
(0.33) (0.40) -
i D) (IR " e — a4z 24
p<0.1: "p<0.05; **p<0.01; p<0.001 Effect size

Note: Each row of Table 4.1 includes: the average response for the participants in
the Siddur and Dress conditions, the effect size (7) of the treatment derived from
unweighted (7,) and weighted (7;,,) regression analyses, and the standard error of
the effect size of the treatment. Statistical significance is indicated using stars. The
figure appended to the right side of the table provides a visualization of each
unweighted effect sizes.

4.3.3 Adherence with the community’s views

The results suggest that deviating from the high-end clothing norm led participants
to adhere less with the mainstream views of the Hasidic community and become more

critical of some aspects of the community:.

Views on poverty. Participants assigned to violate the high-end clothing norm
agreed significantly less with traditional views on poverty than participants assigned

to carry a Siddur (Table . As displayed in Table participants’ beliefs that
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poverty improves individuals’ perspective on life was less strong in the plain dress
condition (M7 = 3.55,5SD = 1.63) than in the Siddur condition (Ms = 4.05,1.49;
T« = —0.50,SE = .29,p < .1). Similarly, participants’ belief that the least fancy
generally have a better perspective on life was less strong in the treatment (Mp =
4.07,SD = 1.81) than in the control condition (Ms = 4.76,SD = 1.70; 7, =
—0.70, SE = .33,p < .05). These differences between treatment and control con-

dition represent a 12 to 14% difference in one’s views on poverty.

Views on authority figures. Participants assigned to deviate from the high-end
clothing norm believed that the acts of the Asokonim (local authority) are generally
good to a lesser extent (My = 5.57,SD = 1.41) than the participants assigned to
carry a Siddur (Mg = 6.03,SD = 1.16). The effect size of the unweighted intent-
to-treat analysis was 0.46 points in absolute value (SE = .23,p < .05; Table
on a scale from 1 to 7, corresponding to an estimated 7.6% change due to treatment

assignment only.

Views on own local community. Participants in the plain dress condition
(Myp = 4.71,SD = 1.81) agreed less with the statement that their community is the
best Jewish community in the world than participants in the Siddur condition (Mg =
4.92,SD = 1.73). Although this effect of 0.22 points on a 1 to 7 scale does not reach
statistical significance in the unweighted intent-to-treat analyses (SE = .31,p = .49),
we note that estimates from weighted analyses (IPW) yield larger and statistically

significant effect size of 0.79 points in absolute value (SE = .31,p < .01).

4.3.4 Inclination to deviate from social norms

Inconsistent with our hypotheses, the primary —unweighted— analyses suggest that de-
viating from the high-end clothing norm did not lead participants to be more inclined

to publicly violate norms in future. If anything, results from weighted regression
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(IPW) suggest the opposite. However, deviating from the high-end clothing norm
seems to have caused tolerance or support for deviance, and increased one’s inclina-

tion to deviate in private.

Expressing willingness to help innovators. Although the positive effect of
deviating on participants’ willingness to help innovators does not reach statistical
significance in the unweighted intent-to-treat analyses (Table , weighted intent-
to-treat analyses provide some evidence of a positive effect of the treatment on par-
ticipants’ willingness to help innovators by discussing their project with them on the
phone (e.g., Tipw = 1.59, SE = 41, p < .001; Table . This estimated effect of de-
viance is large, corresponding to a 40% increase in expressed willingness to privately

support deviants in the community.

Expressing willingness to advocate against the high-end clothing norm.
Contrary to our hypotheses, we did not find that participants assigned to wearing the
plain dress were more willing to sensitize others to issues surrounding fancy clothing
in the community. This suggests that after violating a norm in public, individuals are
not increasingly ready to do it again. In fact, although it does not reach statistical
significance, the effect seems to go in the opposite direction: descriptively, both un-
weighted and weighted regression analyses suggest that deviating from the high-end
clothing norm makes participants less willing to publicly advocate against that norm

(tu = —0.36, SE = .31,p = .25; Tjpy, = —1.43, SE = .88,p = .11; Table [4.2)).

Expressing willingness to publicly violate social norms again. Similarly,
participants assigned to wearing the plain dress were not more willing to publicly
violate unrelated social norms in future. This null finding appeared using a pre-
registered 5-item index and held when we analyze the data item by item (Table .
If anything, some of the results from other analytic strategies suggest the opposite:

that participants in the treatment condition were less likely to be willing to publicly
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violate social norms. For instance, weighted regression estimates suggest a large
and statistically significant negative effect of violating the high-end clothing norm on
participants’ willingness to drive (7, = —1.97,SE = .59,p < .001; Table , a

highly counter-normative behavior for women in the Hasidic community.

Table 4.2: Effect of treatment on inclination to deviate

Condition
Item [hypothesized direction of the effect 7|

Siddur Dress unweighted weighted
Adl © with the ¢ ity's views [-]
Poverty improves perspective on life 1.05 3.55 -0.50" -1.89°"" ——
(0.29) (0.33)
The least fancy people have a better perspective on life 176 107 -0.70° 0,76 .
(0.33) {0.20)
Good reason for every act the asokonim does 6.03 5.57 -0 .11-' -|_.‘_:|"'
(0.23) (0.54)
My community is the best Jewish community in the world || 1.92 1.71 -0.22 -0.79°*
(0.31) (0.31) ol
Inclination to deviate from social norm [+]
I would like to help innovator by phone (gvm) [+ 1.19 1.54 0.35 1500 -
(0.31) (0.41)
I would like to help innovator by phone (healthy food) [+ 3.05 3.02 -0.03 163" -
(0.31) (0.65)
I want to sensitize others to clothing norm isswes |4 3.02 357 056 -1.43 |
{0.31) (0.88) .
1 would like to own a kosher smartphone to buy clothes online [+ 2.79 305 0.26 0,58 —te—
(0.37) {0.38)
I would like to own a kosher smartphone to buy clothes [+ 246 2,65 0.19 108 .
(0.34) (0.73)
I would like to dress more casually [+ 5.07 103 0.04 0.60 -—
{0.30) (0.54)
I would like to drive [+] 1.28 133 0.06 197
(0.43) (0.58)
I would like to volunteer outside of the community [+ 1.05 3.53 .52 143!
(0.32) (0.79) *
Tp<iLl; *p<0.05; **p<00l; T pe0 00l -2 0 2
Effect size

Note: Each row of Table 4.2 includes: the average response for the participants in
the Siddur and Dress conditions, the effect size (7) of the treatment derived
unweighted (7,) and weighted (7;,,,) regression analyses, and the standard error of
the effect size of the treatment. Statistical significance is indicated using stars. The
figure appended to the right side of the table provides a visualization of each
unweighted effect sizes.
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4.3.5 Psychological outcomes associated with shifts in indi-

viduals’ inclination to deviate

Perception of the self as deviant. Contrary to our hypotheses, violating the
high-end clothing norms did not lead participants to integrate deviance into their
self-concept. If anything, the results provide some evidence of the opposite, that is,
deviating increase individuals’ awareness of their acts of conformity. Although the
average responses of treatment and control participants to both items measuring self-
concept were not statistically significant, estimates from weighted regression analyses
(IPW) suggest that wearing the plain dress led participants to consider themselves as
the type of person who “always tries to fit”. The estimated effect of the treatment of
0.82 (SE = .27,p < .001; Table [4.3]) on a scale from 1 to 7 is statistically significant

and corresponds to a 20% change in one’s perception of the self as deviant.

Perception of the costs of violating social norms. The results suggest that,
consistent with our hypotheses, wearing the plain dress led participants to depreciate
their perception of the costs of violating norms in general. Specifically, compared
to those assigned to the treatment condition, participants who violated the high-end
clothing norm expressed lower levels of agreement with the statement: “I never do
something different from friends because it feels too bad.” As displayed in Table [4.3]
this causal effect of deviance is marginally significant based on our primary unweighted
analyses (7, = —0.43, SE = .26, p < .1) and statistically significant at the 1% signifi-
cance level based on weighted regression analyses (7;,, = —0.96, SE = .21, p < .001).
Unexpectedly, although participants perceived the costs of deviance as lower than
others after wearing the plain dress, they did not become more inclined to violate
norms again (Table . This is unexpected and inconsistent with past findings that
decreased perceptions of the costs of deviance is associated with increased propensity

to deviate, an issue that we explore further in the discussion. Regardless, note that
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control and treatment participants did not differ in their responses to the other item
aiming to assess the costs of deviating: “It’s easy for me to do something different
from my community in order to improve it” (Table . The reasons for this null ef-
fect may be that this item closely mirrored the plain dress activity, which participants

did not find easy (Table [4.1).

Perception of high-end clothing. Violating the high-end clothing norm led
treatment condition participants to perceive this norm as significantly weaker (Ta-
ble . Participants indicated their level of agreement with the idea that Hasidic
women generally believe that buying expensive clothes is important. Participants as-
signed to the treatment condition agreed significantly less with this statement (Mp =
4.61,SD = 1.46) than participants in the control condition (M¢ = 5.11, 5D = 1.30).
This difference of 0.51 (SE = .24,p < .05) on a scale from 1 to 7 corresponds to
a 10% change in treatment condition participants’ perception of the strength of the
norm that they just violated. The reason for this shift could be that participants had
anticipated more social and psychological pain than they actually experienced for vi-
olating the high-end clothing norm. This interpretation, which we consider in depth
in the discussion, finds support in the weighted analysis of participants’ responses to
the item: “If I don’t wear expensive clothes, my family and friends will not like me as
much.” The weighted regression analysis suggests a negative causal effect of violating
the high-end clothing norm on participants’ belief that others’ won’t like them if they
deviate (7, = —0.90, SE = .26,p < .001; Table. The weighted analysis (but not
the unweigthed analysis) also reveal that wearing the plain dress had a negative im-
pact on how much participants value wearing high-end clothes. Specifically, wearing
the plain dress decreased participants’ perceived importance of buying and wearing
expensive clothes (7,5, = —0.96, SE = .28,p < .001; Table . However, consistent

with the null findings that violating the high-end clothing did not make participants
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more inclined to publicly deviating in future, treatment and control groups did not

differ in their willingness to buy and wear less expensive clothes (Table .

Table 4.3: Effect of treatment on possible psychological mechanisms

Condition T
Item |hypothesized direction of the effect T

Siddur Dress unweighted weighted
Perception of the self as deviant [+]
I always try to fit (reversed) [+] 3.93 1.09 0.16 -0.82"""
(0.28) (0.27)
I feel strong enough to deviate [+ 1.77 1.87 0.10 0.28
(0.26) (0.19)
Perception of the costs of violating social norms [-]
Easy for me to deviate (reversed) 3.67 2.59 -0.08 0.11
(0.25) (0.38)
Deviating makes me feel too bad [-| 3.01 2.58 -0.43' -0.96"""
(0.26) (0.21)
Perception of high-end clothing [0]
Women believe that wearing expensive clothes is important (@] 5.11 1.61 -0.517 -0.95"""
(0.24) (0.29)
Women believe that close others won't like them otherwise [0] 3.29 3.37 0.07 -1.16***
(0.34) (0.31)
I believe that wearing expensive clothes is important [0 3.09 2.87 -0.22 -0.96***
(0.29) (0.28)
I believe that close others won't like them otherwise [ 2.4 203 -0.01 -0.90***
(0.27) (0.26)
I want to purchase and wear cheaper clothes [ 1.03 3.95 -0.08 -0.01
(0.32) (0.23)
Sensitivity to social issues [+]
I hope things will change [+ 1.90 1.29 -0.61" -0.09
(0.32) (0.36)
I want to volunteer for Ultra-Orthodox Jewish organizations [+ 5.71 5.36 -0.35 0.55
(0.23) (0.37)

"p<0.1; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001

Note: Each line includes: the average response for the participants in the Siddur
and plain dress conditions, the effect size (7) of the treatment derived unweighted
(7,) and weighted (7;,,) regression analyses, and the standard error of the effect size
of the treatment. Statistical significance is indicated using stars.

Sensitivity to social issues. Our exploratory analyses of participants’ sensitiv-
ity to social issues suggests that violating the high-end clothing norm did not increase
participants’ willingness to volunteer for Hasidic organizations or their perception of
how much change is needed in the community (Table . However, the experience
of violating a norm seems to have shaped participants’ perception of what needs to
change in the community. An overall 40% of the participants from each experimental

condition answered an open-ended question asking what specifically needs to change
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in the community. First, about 20% of the control condition participants’ responses
focused on spiritual changes of the inner self whereas none of the treatment condi-
tion participants wrote about this theme . Instead, the majority (i.e., 63%) of the
participants assigned to violate the high-end clothing norm complained about social
pressure in the community and explicitly stated that this is what needs to change. In
contrasts, less than less than half of the control group (48%) raised issues related to

social pressure.

4.4 General Discussion

The present study provides some of the first evidence of how the experience of publicly
violating a social norm in settled cultures, in which norms are strong, widely followed,
and acts of deviance are rare (Swidler, |1986|), impacts human psychology. Deviating
from a strong norm of clothing in the Hasidic community in Brooklyn did not cause
dwellers to become more inclined to publicly violate norms in future. However, this
experience made them more critical of their community and more supportive of de-
viance. Specifically, violating a norm in public caused participants to agree less with
core views of their community, express lower levels of endorsement for local authority
figures, and be more inclined to supporting innovators’ counter-normative projects.
Taken together, these results suggest that publicly deviating from a social norm may
constitute a first step towards growing tolerance for deviance and developing deviant
views and private (but not public) behaviors.

Further analyses of possible psychological mechanisms underlying these findings
revealed that the experience of deviance affected participants’ perception of social
norms and deviance. Although treatment participants reported that violating the
high-end clothing norm was socially and psychologically challenging (e.g., feeling

judged, negative affect), it led them to perceive this norm as weaker. Furthermore,
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the experience of violating the clothing norm caused participants to mitigate their
perception of the costs of violating social norms in general.

Why did this experience of deviating from a norm decrease participants’ per-
ception of both the strength of the norm that they broke, and the costs associated
with deviating from norms in general? The studies described in Chapter 2 of the
present dissertation suggest that participants might have anticipated disproportion-
ately strong reactions from their family, friends, and acquaintances. In these behav-
ioral game studies, when the experience of deviance was perceived as less costly than
anticipated, individuals depreciated their perception of the costs of violating norms.

However, although treatment participants did depreciate their perception of the
costs of publicly violating norms, they were unexpectedly not more inclined to do it
again. A possible explanation is that deviating from the high-end clothing norm did
not mitigate participants’ perception of the costs of violating social norms enough
to make them want to repeat the experience. After deviating, individuals may still
anticipate that the social or psychological costs of deviating will outweigh the possible
benefits of deviating. We expect this to be especially the case in settled cultures
such as the Hasidic community, in which norms are so internalized that the benefits
of violating norms may not be obvious to individuals (Schwartz, [1973). As a result,
individuals from settled cultures may generally not be willing to violate a norm enough
to actually do it. More field research should explore how individuals’ perception the
costs and benefits of violating social norms compare in settled and unsettled social
groups, and the impact of these perceptions on individuals’ behaviors.

In the present study, contrary to predictions from theories of the self, deviating
from a norm did not lead participants to incorporate deviance into their self-concept
(Markus, 1977; [Swann and Bosson, 2010). If anything, the results provide some
evidence that the that the opposite happened: Deviating enhanced participant’s per-

ception of the self as conformist, generally speaking. A possible reason for this effect
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is that deviance is so rare in the Hasidic community that participants assigned to the
treatment condition had never violated a norm before. Instead of feeding deviance
into their self-concept, this novel and challenging psychological experience could have
made its uniqueness salient, leading participants to realize that they generally con-
form, not deviate. More research should explore how challenging, first-time social
experiences impact one’s perception of the self and future behaviors.

Pre-registered exploratory analyses also suggested that publicly violating a norm
led participants to argue against social pressure in their community. In addition,
whereas 20% of the control group focused on the importance of spiritual change
in the inner self, no participants from the deviance condition mentioned spiritual
change or the self. Instead, deviating seemed to channel participants’ attention to-
wards group dynamics and questions related to social change. Future research should
explore further whether encouraging individuals to deviate makes them more open
to transitioning to a more unsettled cultural setting, in which norms are weaker and
deviance is more frequent. If so, the experience of violating norms could constitute a

first step towards the development of social change in settled cultural periods.

Potential Limitations

Culture, social status, and social power represent possible limitations to the present
findings. In this study, we aimed to make inferences about the consequences of vio-
lating a norm in settled cultures. For one, the Hasidic Jews in Brooklyn (New York)
constitute one model of a settled cultures, but others settled social groups differ on
aspects that may moderate the consequences of violating norms. For instance, acts
of deviance can be more severely punished in other settled communities, such as pris-
ons, gangs, or rebel groups (Decker and Pyrooz, [2015; |Liebling and Marunay, 2013;
Littman) 2018)). In more punitive settings, where abiding by group norms can be

essential to one’s safety, the overall experience of violating a norm may significantly
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differ, and its consequences deserve further exploration. For two, some evidence sug-
gests that power and high-status within one’s social group facilitates deviance and
mitigates the costs associated with counter-normative behaviors (Pike and Galinsky;,
2020; van Kleef et al., 2015)). In the present study, participants were primarily young
Hasidic women, a subgroup within the female ultra-Orthodox population with lower
power and social status. The experience of violating a norm for women in positions
of power, such as Rebbetzins in the Hasidic community, may have been milder, more
rewarding, and perceived differently by other community members. In turn, this
qualitatively different experience could have led powerful individuals to be more in-
clined to violating norms in front of others, and perhaps promote social change. For
these reasons, we encourage conceptual replication of the present research in different
communities including participants from subgroups with varying social status and

power.

Future research

The present study calls for research on individual and social change in settled cul-
tures such as, but not limited to, prisons, religious communities, rebel groups, or
gangs. Conducting naturalistic field studies in these social groups can be difficult,
but it is not impossible. Researchers can contact local organizations or community
members who are already working on producing change in their community, and start
a program of research with them (e.g., Blair et al., 2019)). Alternatively, researchers
could use existing data to explore the causes of change that has already happened
using, for instance, natural experiments or quasi-experiments (Keele and Titiunik,

2016; Sekhon, 2009).
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Conclusion

The present dissertation provides consistent evidence that the experience of deviating
from a social norm enhances individuals’ inclination to be a deviant. Together, the
findings from a series of studies conducted in the lab and the field converge towards one
possible mechanism underlying this effect: violating norms causes people to depreciate
their expectation of the costs associated with violation. However, publicly deviating
from a norm did not lead participants from our studies to update their views of
the self. As discussed below, the present thesis challenges and informs theories of

deviance, theories of conformity, and theories of the self.

5.1 Emergence of Patterns of Deviance in the Life
Span

5.1.1 What have we learned about theories of deviance, con-

formity, and the self?

Rethinking the emergence of deviance in the life span. The finding that

patterns of deviance can emerge from a public act of deviance at any point in one’s
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life is consistent with the idea that deviance can be chronic, but challenges tradi-
tional views of deviance as personality or a stable trait that develops early in the life
span (e.g., Bernberg) 1954; Diefendorff and Mehta, 2007; Gelfand|, 2018 |(O’Neill and
Hastings, 2011; (Grant, 2016; [Snyder} |1979)). The present studies suggest that when
they deviate from a social norm, individuals tend to reappraise their perception of the
costs of deviance. Specifically, their experience of deviance seems to make them real-
ize that deviating did not feel as bad as they expected, or that others did not react as
negatively as they anticipated. This depreciation of the costs of deviance does make
individuals more likely to deviate in future, but not because of their personality or
traits. Instead, people deviate because of a new perception of how mild —as opposed

to painful— the experience will be, which makes deviance more appealing.

Deviance does not motivate conformity. Classic theories of conformity to
norms suggest that deviating makes individuals more inclined to conform in future,
as a way to emend their self-concept (e.g., alleviate feelings of guilt or shame, enhance
self-esteem) or reestablish positive relationships with their community (Cialdini and
Goldstein) 2004; Williams et al., [2000). None of the present studies provide support
to these theoretical arguments. Even public acts of deviance in an extremely “settled”
culture such as the Hasidic community, which led individuals to feel negatively and
judged by others, did not increase their inclination to conformity. If anything, the
results suggest the opposite: after violating a strong norm of their community, devel-
oped deviant private views, became more critical of their community, and exhibited

more support for the counter-normative projects of Hasidic innovators.

When public act of deviance does not impact the self-concept. Although
deviating from a social norm increased individuals’ propensity to deviate, it did not
reshape their perception of the self as a deviant. This was unexpected in light of the-
ories of the self-concept (Swann and Bosson, [2010)) or self-schemata (Markus, [1977),

which suggest that individuals observe and rationalize their behaviors to make them
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part of a coherent narrative about the self. These theories predict that individuals
subsequently behave in ways that are consistent with their updated perception of the
self.

Different reasons may explain this discrepancy between theory and findings across
studies. First, the context of behavioral games played online (Chapter 3) may have
not been naturalistic enough for participants to reshape their perception of the self
based on their behavior in these games. Second, deviance in the Hasidic community
(Chapter 4) is so rare that participants assigned to the deviance condition might have
been violating a social norm for the first time in their life. Instead of feeding deviance
into their self-concept, this novel and challenging psychological experience could have

made its uniqueness salient, leading participants to realize that they never deviate.

5.1.2 Who are the “robust conformers”?

Although the present dissertation focuses on the consequences of violating norms,
participants’ behavior highlighted the power of social norms for producing confor-
mity. Perhaps most striking is Chapter 3, which demonstrates that even norms that
belong to groups of strangers playing games online and that are not policed by so-
cial or monetary punishment are followed by the great majority of the participants.
In this context, the great majority of participants conformed to the advertised and
implicit (non-advertised) social norms at every round even though it was not in their
personal material interest, and around 35% of participants refused to violate their
group norm in exchange for real money. This result contributes to a large body of
work establishing social norms as powerful drivers of human behavior, and suggests
the existence of a particular type of robust norm conformers, who are more relatively
more reluctant to violate social norms compared to other people. Researchers may
further investigate how these high-conformers react to more appealing offers to violate

norms.

96



5.2 The Possible Consequences of Punishment

5.2.1 Misperceived costs of deviance.

In the present research, participants did not get punished by other members of their
social groups for deviating from social norms, which may have contributed to their
depreciation of the costs of deviance and increased inclination to be a deviant. This
was the case when participants deviated not only in groups of strangers who were not
able to punish them (Chapter 3), but also when they violated meaningful norms of
their community in front of relatives, friends, and neighbors (Chapter 4). Combined,
these results suggest that individuals may generally misperceive the social costs de-
viance that come with deviance, and that deviating from a social norm leads them to
get a more accurate sense of how others react when they observe someone violating
a social norm. Future research should explore the prevalence and magnitude of the
discrepancy between people’s expectation of the social costs of deviance, and the ac-
tual costs of violating different norms. In addition, researchers should also examine

how perceptions of the costs are affected by one or several instance of punishment.

5.2.2 Punishment and the self

Punishment for violating norms may lead individuals to update their perception of
the self as a “deviant.” Theories of the looking-glass self (McIntyre, 2013; |Cooley,
1922) would predict that if other group members ostracised individuals or otherwise
call attention to their wrongdoing, norm violators may update their perception of
the self as deviants, and this self-perception may also drive future deviance. In the
present studies, the encouragement or incentive to deviate, paired with the lack of
punishment from others, may have given participants sufficient external justification

for their behavior, preventing them from generating justifications based on the self.
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5.2.3 Avoiding punishment: A learning process?

While a large body of work has demonstrated that the possibility of being punished
for violating social norms increases levels of conformity (Fehr and Fischbacher| [2004)),
scant research has investigated the effects of being punished for violating a social
norm. The experience of being punished by others for deviating may deter future
acts of deviance, or lead individuals to develop new strategies for minimizing the
negative social consequences of deviating in future, which would lead them to feel
more capable about deviating again. Strategies may include the ability to justify

their deviant behavior to others, which is for future work to explore.

5.3 Deviance in Context: Perceived Meaning of

Deviance and Social Psychological Outcomes

5.3.1 Intrinsically vs. extrinsically motivated deviance

Although using encouragement designs with random assignment to being invited (vs.
not) to deviate from a norm allows us to make causal claims, this design bounds our
inferences to a certain type of deviance: deviance that is mostly extrinsically mo-
tivated, that is, driven by contextual factors. In contrast to intrinsically motivated
deviance (e.g., Monin and O’Connor}, 2011)), extrinsically motivated deviance may be
interpreted as unintentional, undesired, or as a temporary condition by the individ-
ual who deviates. For these reasons, extrinsically motivated deviance may be more
difficult to justify to others, rationalize, and perhaps integrate into one’s self-concept
or identity. The experience of intrinsically motivated deviance, on the flip side, may
be more transformative and reshape individuals and their future behaviors. Future
research should explore how these different sources of motivations to deviate impact

the consequences of violating a social norms.
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5.3.2 Degree of naturalism

The present dissertation includes studies of deviance in diverse contexts and using
different methods with varying degrees of naturalism (Paluck and Cialdini, [2014).
Whereas Chapter 2 and Chapter 4 present studies of deviance from existing norms of
participants’ communities, Chapter 3 uses behavioral games that participants played
online, with strangers. Studying the seemingly exact same phenomenon (i.e., de-
viance) using these radically different approaches led me to reflect upon the idea
that the psychology of deviance in games and in one’s everyday life may actually be
different phenomena.

Game studies are minimal group studies: participants are assigned to play with
groups of other players on the moment and learned about the group norm right after
joining a given group. In these game settings, the group norm is not internalized and
the consequences of individuals’ behaviors are constrained to the experiment. Partic-
ipants have never interacted with each other prior to the study and will not connect
outside of the study. In contrast, the stakes of publicly violating norms in one’s com-
munity, independently of its level of “settledness” (Swidler| |1986), are larger. Norms
are meaningful and internalized, generally endorsed by family members, friends, and
neighbors, and widely followed and prescriptive. In these more meaningful contexts,
community members may expect that public acts of deviance will have both im-
mediate and long-term negative consequences. Individuals may anticipate stronger
negative emotions such as guilt and shame for violating a widely followed norm in
front of meaningful others. In future, studies of deviance should differentiate between
public acts of deviance that are experienced in meaningful vs. less relevant contexts

by the norm-violator.
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5.3.3 Deviating with others

Future studies should explore the consequences of deviating from norms with others,
as a group. Researchers could encourage participants to violate social norms together
with their friends, colleagues, relatives, or even with strangers. Studies could ex-
plore the content of pre- and post-deviance group discussions among deviants or with
conformists, and measure their effects on future behaviors and the formation of mi-
nority groups. Theories of social change suggest that with time, minority groups who
consistently engage in counter-normative behaviors produce social change in their
community (Moscovici, |1976). This channel to social change would be particularly
relevant for settled communities, in which persuasion strategies may not be as effective

at changing minds and behaviors (Swidler} 1986)).

5.3.4 Long-term effects of deviance

Researchers should deploy longitudinal field studies to tackle the ever-important ques-
tion of long-term effects: How do public acts of deviance shape individuals and their
social groups over time? The way individuals process their experience of deviance in
the following days or weeks, on their own or with others, may have important psy-
chological, social, and behavioral implications. After violating a norm, individuals
may build positive vs. negative narratives around their act of deviance or success-
fully vs. unsuccessfully justify their behavior to their friends and relatives. These
different outcomes may impact individuals’ tolerance and support for deviance, their
inclination to violate norms in future, and their ability to foster deviance and social

change in their community:.
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Appendix A

Supplementary materials for
Chapter 2

A.1 Summary statistics for the pilot survey

Table A.1: Description of the sample

Mean Mean Mean

Label Range deviants conformists difference t-value p-value
Deviant [o-1] 1.00 0.00 1.00
Freshman expectations:
excited about going to princeton [o-100] B81.36 85.43 -4.06 -1.76 0.08
Freshman expectations:
excited about meeting princeton students [o-100] 78.12 80.88 -2.76 -1.19 0.24
Freshman expectations: finding similar others [o-100] 58.80 65.26 -6.46 -2.50 0.01
Similarity high school vs. princeton [o-100]  36.74 40.32 -3.58 -1.47 0.14
Moved a lot before Princeton [o-10] 212 2.30 -0.19 -1.03 0.31
Identification with high school [0-100] 56.64 61.44 -4.81 -1.49 0.14
Contact with important past ence groups  [0-6] 4.19 4.57 -0.39 -2.00 0.05
Past instances of deviance [0-3] 2.01 2.54 0.36 3.02 0.00
Disliked high school main norms [o-3] 0.16 0.16 -0.00 -0.07 0.94
Strength of past norm [o-100] 8116 81.76 -0.60 -0.35 0.73
Found friends in Princeton [o-3] 221 2.29 -0.08 -0.96 0.34
Belonging to Princeton [o-100] 61.95 68.05 -6.11 -2.41 0.02
Identification with Princeton [o-100] 71.82 77.91 -6.09 -2.35 0.02
Complexity of identification with Princeton [o-100] 7931 76.10 3.21 1.22 0.22
Dislike Princeton strongest norms [o-3] 0.50 0.31 0.19 2.87 0.00
Time it took to identify with Princeton [1-7] 3.19 2.93 0.26 1.06 0.29
Princeton norm homogeneity [o-100] 82.04 84.62 -2.58 -1.55 0.12
Feel similar to the typical princeton student [o-100] 47.09 57.51 -10.42 -5.17 0.00
Homogeneity of princeton students [o-100] 60.18 62.63 -2.45 -1.49 0.14
Eating club norm strength [o-100] 62.33 64.06 -1.73 -1.36 0.17
Mental health: happiness [o-100] 6853 72.39 -3.86 -1.70 0.09
Mental health: depression [o-4] 0.81 0.61 0.19 171 0.09
Mental health: sadness [0-4] 1.28 111 0.17 1.59 0.11
Thought about transferring [o-2] 0.44 0.45 -0.01 -0.13 0.90
Ethnicity white [o-1] 0.38 0.41 -0.03 -0.50 0.62
Ethnicity black [o-1] 0.10 0.09 0.02 0.49 0.63
Ethnicity hispanic [o-1] 0.07 0.11 -0.04 -1.36 0.17
Ethnicity asian [o-1] 0.33 0.32 0.01 0.29 0.77
Family income [1-5] 3.18 3.57 -0.39 -3.49 0.00
Religiosity [1-4] 2.82 2.23 0.59 3.63 0.00
Gender [o-1] 0.41 0.42 -0.01 -0.17 0.86
Age [18-23] 19.58 19.42 0.16 1.93 0.05

112



A.2 Factor analysis

The factor analysis revealed that four main components explain about 75% of the
variance.

Table A.2: Factor analysis

PC1 pPC2 PC3 pPC4 PC5 PC6 pC7

Standard deviation 2.303949 1.42002 1.14301 1.071893 0.9828263 0.7231126 0.652195
Proportion of Variance 0.408320 0.15511 0.10050 0.088380 0.0743000 0.0402200 0.032720
Cumulative Proportion  0.408320 0.56343 0.66393 0.752310 0.8266200 0.8668400 0.899560
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Figure A.1: Scree plot indicating variance captured by each component.
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Table A.3: Relative contributions to each component of the PCA

PC1 PC2 PC3 PC4 PC5 PC6 PCT
Feel similar to others 0.1016947 0.0026755 0.0682956 0.0474329 0.0859878 0.0512825 0.1275700
Felt different in the past 0.0656366 0.0252809 0.2644480 0.0180578 0.0572514 0.1027039 0.1495600
Fit into past groups 0.0539765 0.0186811 0.2866548 0.0745909 0.0467856 0.0632748 0.1798644
Past deviance 0.0336207 0.0287059 0.0038136 0.2768106 0.1416376 0.1809029 0.0107622
Other deviance 0.0702032 0.1034584 0.0032054 0.1895281 0.0301694 0.2519228 0.0372593
Belonging 0.1186815 0.0017099 0.0304368 0.0149730 0.0367559 0.0027386 0.0216740
Social belonging 0.1159403 0.0088810 0.0054453 0.0084992 0.0701716 0.0083322 0.0049022
Academic belonging 0.0767163 0.1308893 0.1239353 0.0512854 0.1391625 0.0921665 0.0971683
Preference ac. belonging 0.0280663 0.2322779 0.0429276 0.1053075 0.0871357 0.0168044 0.0665009
Identification 0.1145855 0.0187554 0.0366659 0.0438173 0.0126994 0.1036491 0.1310125
Social identification 0.1143521 0.0506383 0.0097086 0.0214184 0.0954126 0.0690268 0.0532782
Academic identification  0.0866839 0.1340514 0.0939101 0.0677737 0.1145095 0.0402652 0.0481845
Preference ac. identif. 0.0198423 0.2439949 0.0305532 0.0805051 0.0823209 0.0169304 0.0722634

Note: This table displays the proportion that each variable contributes to each

component of the PCA. Put differently, each value in the table represents the

proportional contribution to each principal component.

A.3 Identification with Princeton
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Figure A.2: Identification predicts deviance. These predicted probabilities of deviance
are derived from separate regressions of the binary eating club deviance item on self-
reported identification items, controlling for demographic variables set at their mean.
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A.4 Summary of the main survey analyses

Table A.4: Table of coefficients for Study 2

Predictor Bo B SE | t-value | R, |
I feel similar to other Princeton students 0.83 | -0.006 | 0.002 | -3.57*** | 0.166
My past groups made me feel different 0.49 | 0.004 | 0.001 | 2.54** 0.140
Age at which I started to feel different 0.85 | -0.021 | 0.009 | -2.45%* | 0.135
I fit well into my past social groups 1.05 | -0.005 | 0.002 | -2.47** | 0.138
Past instances of deviance 0.49 | 0.041 | 0.026 | 1.55 0.153
Age of first time I deliberately deviated 1.08 | -0.035 | 0.008 | -4.14%** | 0.219
Amount of other instances of deviance at Princeton | 0.24 | 0.006 | 0.001 | 4.49%** | 0.223
I belong to Princeton 0.90 | -0.005 | 0.001 | -3.70%** | 0.190
I feel like I belong to Princeton, socially 0.91 | -0.006 | 0.001 | -4.53%** | 0.215
I feel like I belong to Princeton, academically 0.56 | 0.002 | 0.002 | 1.19 0.147
More important for me to belong academically 0.22 | 0.007 | 0.001 | 4.67*** | 0.223
I identify with Princeton 0.88 | -0.004 | 0.001 | -3.08*** | 0.181
I feel like I identify with Princeton, socially 0.90 | -0.006 | 0.001 | -4.99%** | 0.244

I feel like I identify with Princeton, academically 0.68 | -0.001 | 0.001 | -0.59 0.143
More important for me to I identify academically 0.24 | 0.006 | 0.002 | 3.82*** | 0.201

Positive mental health index 0.66 | -0.043 | 0.032 | -1.33 0.149
Social monitoring index 1.27 | -0.176 | 0.056 | -3.15*** | 0.180
Extraversion 0.75 | -0.027 | 0.019 | -1.44 0.151
Agreeableness 0.74 | -0.022 | 0.028 | -0.77 0.145
Conscientiousness 0.62 | 0.003 | 0.027 | 0.09 0.142
Emotional stability 0.64 | -0.000 | 0.023 | -0.003 0.142
Openness to experience 0.51 | 0.023 | 0.032 | 0.71 0.144
I am a maverick 0.60 | 0.008 | 0.025 | 0.31 0.142
I am an independent thinker 0.40 | 0.041 1.49 0.136 0.151
I am socially awkward 0.47 | 0.033 | 0.019 | 1.670 0.154
I am a rebel 0.54 | 0.023 | 0.020 | 1.15 0.147

Note: This table displays (respectively) the intercept, unstandardized coefficients,
standardized coefficients, standard errors, t-values, and adjusted R? for each
multiple regression analysis conducted in the context of Study 2. Each of these
regression analyses included the following covariates (in parentheses, we report the
range of each covariate’s coefficients across regressions): ethnicity (0.00; 0.14),
gender (0.05; 0.12), income (-0.12; -0.08), and religiosity (0.05; 0.08).

*p < .05; *p < .01; **p < .001
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Appendix B

Supplementary materials for
Chapter 3

B.1 Description of Study 1 and Study 2 samples

Table B.1: Description of Study 1 sample

Range All participants Control Treatment Difference P-value

Gender 0-1 0.48 0.51 0.46 -0.05 0.04*
Age 18-76 35.00 34.68 34.58 -0.10 0.87
Income 1-5 2.61 2.60 2.62 0.01 0.79
White 0-1 0.77 0.78 0.77 0.00 0.88
Black 0-1 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.8

Asian 0-1 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.96
Hispanic 0-1 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.67
Experience wt games 1-4 1.58 1.60 1.56 -0.04 0.33
Pre-treatment contribution 1 0-100 88.10 88.31 87.89 -0.43 0.74
Pre-treatment contribution 2 0-100 87.58 87.58 87.59 0.01 1

Note: Table B.1 displays descriptive statistics for the entire pool of participants
that took part in Study 1 (N = 1,439). Specifically, Table B.1 indicates the average
value of pre-registered covariates and pretreatment contributions at the Public
Goods Game for the entire sample, as well as for each experimental condition
separately. Table S1 also displays the difference in means between the treatment
and control condition, and the p-values from separate statistical tests (t-tests) for
these differences in means.
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Table B.2: Description of Study 2 sample

Range All participants Control Treatment Difference P-value

Gender 0-1 0.45 0.46 0.45 -0.02 0.41
:\g(' 18-81 33.00 32.86 33.72 0.85 0.12
Income 1-5 2.57 2.55 2.59 0.03 0.47
White 0-1 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.00 0.82
Black 0-1 0.07 0.06 0.08 0.02 0.1
Asian 0-1 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.96
Hispanic 0-1 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.01 0.65
Experience wt games 1-4 1.53 1.50 1.56 0.06 0.08.
Pre-treatment contribution 1 0-100 89.46 89.99 88.92 -1.07 0.28
Pre-treatment contribution 2 0-100 88.74 89.74 87.70 -2.04 0.05.

Note: Table B.2 displays descriptive statistics for the entire pool of participants
that took part in Study 2 (N = 2,060). Specifically, Table B.2 indicates the average
value of pre-registered covariates and pretreatment contributions at the Public
Goods Game for the entire sample, as well as for each experimental condition
separately. Table S2 also displays the difference in means between the treatment
and control condition, and the p-values from separate statistical tests (t-tests) for
these differences in means.

117



B.2 Results of the Public Goods Game by Round

Table B.3: Intent to Treat Analysis

Condition
Control Treatment T
Playing with Group 1
Round a 88.31 87.89 -0.43
(1.30)
Round b 87.58 87.59 0.01
(1.37)
Treatment Round (Round c) 85.15 38.97 -46.18***
(1.88)
Playing with Group 2
Round a 84.16 80.14 -4.02%*
(1.49)
Round b 80.56 77.07 -3.49*"
(1.77)
Playing with Group 3
Round a 54.72 50.59 -4.12**
(1.48)
Round b 47.59 43.03 -4.56™""
(1.47)

Note: Table B.3 displays participants’ contributions to the Public Goods Game by
round, broken down by experimental condition. The last column of the table reveals
the size of intent-to-treat effect (7) for each round and its standard errors.

*n < .05; **p < .01; **p < .001
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Table B.4: Intent to Treat Analysis

Control T
Playing with Group 1
Round a 88.31 -0.64
(1.96)
Round b 87.58 0.01
(2.07)
Treatment Round (Round c) 85.15 -69.85"*"
(1.75)
Playing with Group 2
Round a 84.16 -6.09™*
(2.21)
Round b 80.56 -5.28"
(2.64)
Playing with Group 3
Round a 54.72 -6.24"**
(2.20)
Round b 47.59 -6.90"**
(2.18)

Note: Table B.4 displays the contributions of control condition participants to the
Public Goods Game and the treatment on treated effect (7) broken down by round.
Effect sizes (7) was calculated using Instrumental Variable analysis (IV). Standard
errors are indicated in parentheses and statistical significance is signaled with stars.
*p < .05; **p < .01; *p < .001
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B.3 Study 2 Results
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Figure B.2: Dictator Game (ITT).
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Table B.5: Intent-to-Treat Analyses (Study 2)

Condition
Control Treatment T
Playing with Group 1
Round a 89.99 88.92 -1.07
(0.98)
Round b 89.74 87.70 -2.041
(1.06)
Treatment Round (Round c) 86.54 40.71 -45.83***
(1.56)
Playing with Group 2
Round a 86.12 82.35 -3.77
(1.12)
Round b 83.30 80.24 -3.06™"
(1.36)
Playing with Group 3
Round a 55.84 51.21 -4.63***
(1.16)
Round b 46.46 42.51 -3.95***
(1.19)
Playing the Dictator Game (DG)
One-Shot DG (donation) 42.34 40.55 -1.801
(1.04)

Note: Table B.5 displays participants’ contributions to the Public Goods Game by
round and at the Dictator Game (Study 2), broken down by experimental condition.
The last column of the table reveals the size of intent-to-treat effect (7) for each
round and its standard errors.

*n < .05; **p < .01; **p < .001
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Table B.6: Instrumental Variable Analyses (Study 2)

Control T

Playing with Group 1

Round a 89.99 -1.66
(1.52)

Round b 89.74 -3.171
(1.64)

Treatment Round (Round c) 86.54 -71.327""
(1.40)

Playing with Group 2

Round a 86.12 -5.87""
(1.71)

Round b 83.30 -4.75™"
(2.09)

Playing with Group 3

Round a 55.84 -7.21"*
(1.77)

Round b 46.46 -6.15""
(1.82)

Playing the Dictator Game (DG)

One-Shot DG (donation) 42.34 =279
(1.61)

Note: Table B.6 displays the contributions of control condition participants to the
Public Goods Game and at the Dictator Game, and the treatment on treated effect
(1) broken down by round. Effect sizes (7) were calculated using Instrumental
Variable analysis (IV). Standard errors are indicated in parentheses and statistical
significance is signaled with stars.

*n < .05; **p < .01; **p < .001

B.4 Effects Are Not Due to Learning Processes

Two different analytic strategies demonstrate that the impact of the incentive to
deviate on future deviations was not driven by a group of participants who learned to
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give the same low amount each time (10 MUs) nor by a group of outliers who simply
adjusted their playing strategy to include low amounts each time (close to 10 MUs).

Strategy 1: We created a binary variable that indicates whether participants
contributed between 0 and 10 MUs vs. more than 10 MUs post-treatment. We found
that the probability that a treatment participant makes a contribution between 0
and 10 MUs at round 2a or 2b is not significantly larger than the probability that a
control participant makes a contribution between 0 and 10 MUs at round 2a or 2b.

Strategy 2: We created a binary variable which returns:

e ( if the difference between the contribution at the last pre-treatment round
and first post-treatment round is greater than 50 (threshold). For instance, a
participant who contributed 98 pre-treatment and less than 48 post-treatment
returns 0.

e 1 otherwise (e.g., participants who went from contributing 98 pre-treatment to
contributing between 48 and 93 return 1).

We find no difference between treatment and control condition regarding the
proportion of participants who went from making a large contribution before the
treatment round to an extremely low contribution after the treatment. This analysis
is robust to modifications to the threshold. That is, the results hold if the threshold
is any number between 20 and 80.
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Appendix C

Supplementary materials for
Chapter 4

C.1 Instrumental Variable analyses
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Table C.1: Effects wearing the plain dress on discomfort with the activity and incli-
nation to deviate.

Condition
Item [expected direction of average treatment effect 7]
Siddur Dress T
Negative experience with the activity [+]
I felt like I stood out [+] 1.62 4.80 3.18***
(0.35)
I felt good (reversed) [+] 2.98 4.30 1.32%*
(0.33)
I felt weird [+] 1.80 4.95 3.1577"
(0.35)
People noticed something unusual [+] 1.52 4.16 2,647
(0.40)
People were a little judgmental [+] 1.51 3.62 2.11%*"
(0.35)
Adherence with the community’s views [~]
Poverty gives better perspective [—] 4.05 3.45 -0.60"
(0.36)
The least fancy people have a better perspective [—] 4.76 3.92 -0.84"
(0.41)
Good reason for every act the asokonim does [—] 6.03 5.29 -0.75"
(0.36)
My community is the best Jewish community in the world [—] 4.92 4.56 -0.37
(0.52)
Inclination to deviate from social norms [+]
I would like to help innovator by phone (gym) [+] 4.19 4.76 0.57
(0.49)
I would like to help innovator by phone (healthy food) [+] 3.95 3.90 -0.05
(0.50)
I want to sensitize others to clothing norm issues [+] 3.92 3.49 -0.43
(0.38)
I would like to own a kosher smartphone to buy clothes online [+] 2,79 3.21 0.43
(0.58)
I would like to own a kosher smartphone to buy clothes [+] 2.46 2.77 0.30
(0.55)
I would like to dress more casually [+] 3.07 3.01 -0.06
(0.49)
I would like to drive [+] 4.28 4.34 0.06
(0.49)
I would like to volunteer outside of the community [+] 4.05 3.21 -0.84
(0.54)
Note: Tp<0.1; "p<0.05; **p<0.01; "**p<0.001

Note: Each row of Table C.1 includes: the predicted average response for the
participants in the Siddur and Dress conditions, the effect size (1) of being treated
(TOT), and the standard error of the effect size of being treated. Statistical
significance is indicated using stars.

125



Table C.2: Effects wearing the plain dress on possible psychological mechanisms.

Condition
Item [expected direction of average treatment effect 7|
Siddur Dress T

Perception of the self as deviant [+]

I always try to fit (reversed) [+] 3.93 4.12 0.19
(0.34)

T feel strong enough to deviate [+] 4.77 4.89 0.12
(0.31)

Perception of costs of violating social norms [—]

Easy for me to deviate (reversed) [—] 3.67 3.55 -0.12
(0.39)

Deviating makes me feel too bad [—| 3.01 2.33 -0.687
(0.41)

Perception of high-end clothing [0]

Women believe that wearing expensive clothes is important [@)] 5.11 4.30 -0.81*
(0.38)

Women believe that close others won’t like them otherwise (0] 3.29 3.39 0.09
(0.42)

I believe that wearing expensive clothes is important [0)] 3.09 2.74 -0.35
(0.46)

I believe that close others won't like them otherwise [0] 2.04 2.03 -0.01
(0.32)

I want to purchase and wear cheaper clothes (] 4.03 3.90 -0.13
(0.53)

Sensitivity to social issues [+]

T hope things will change [+] 4.90 3.97 -0.937
(0.51)

I want to volunteer for Ultra-Orthodox Jewish organizations [+] 5.71 5.14 -0.57
(0.38)

Note: "p<0.1; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001

Note: Each row of Table C.2 includes: he predicted average response for the
participants in the Siddur and Dress conditions, the effect size (1) of being treated
(TOT), and the standard error of the effect size of being treated. Statistical
significance is indicated using stars.
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