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Abstract

Extensive evidence from laboratory experimentsdaidis that many individuals are willing to
use costly punishment to enforce social norms, @veame-shot interactions. However, there
appears to be little evidence in the literatureso€h behavior in the field. We study the
propensity to punish norm violators in a naturaldi experiment conducted in the main
subway station in Athens, Greece. The large nunabgrassengers ensures that strategic
motives for punishing are minimized. We study Jiaas of two distinct efficiency-
enhancing social norms. In line with laboratorydevice, we find that individuals punish
norm violators. Men are more likely than women tmigh violators, while the decision to
punish is unaffected by the violator's height amedgr. Interestingly, we find that violations
of the better known of the two norms are substlytiess likely to trigger punishment. We
present additional evidence from two surveys priogdnsights into the determinants of

norm enforcement.

Keywords: norm enforcement, social norms, field experimelttyistic punishment, cooperation
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1. Introduction

Social norms can be defined as customary rulesebf\dor that govern interactions
among people (Young, 2008). These rules influenge aecisions in a wide range of
circumstances ranging from the definition of prapeights to our obligations towards our
colleagues, family members and our behavior inipyilaces. The interest of economists in
social norms can be explained by the fact thathany instances, norms serve to enhance
efficiency by reducing externalities or transactwosts (e.g., Coleman, 1990; Elster, 1989;
Young, 1998). Examples of efficiency-enhancing abciorms include the norms of non-
littering in public places and queuing.

The existence of social norms depends on the wgriss of individuals to adhere to
them. One reason why people may choose to adhesentrm is because of the threat of
being punished if they deviate from it (Sugden, 8:98oleman, 1990).Norm enforcement,
however, is often costly for the enforcers as it tead to reprisals. A typical assumption in
economics is that, unless an individual standsetwebt directly from enforcing a norm and
the benefit exceeds the cost, they will not doWile punishing a norm violator can be
beneficial if individuals interact repeatedly (e.udenberg and Maskin, 1986; Fudenberg et
al. 1994), in large modern societies, many of thi#ydnteractions are with strangers. This
raises the question of what explains the adherenoerms that is often observed in one-shot
interactions.

Recently, economists proposed an answer to thistigne some individuals may be
willing to punish norm violators even in one-shateractions, because they derive non-
pecuniary benefits from punishing (e.g. Fehr ana&h®#, 2000; Fehr and Gachter, 2002;
Masclet et al. 2003). In other words, some peopdsy ®njoy punishing norm violators so
much that the benefit from punishment exceeds ts¢. ¢n anticipation of this, individuals
may adhere to norms. The evidence in support of éxplanation comes from laboratory
experiments showing that many (indeed, the majafjyparticipants are willing to pay to
reduce the earnings of norm violators, even whezy ttlo not anticipate any pecuniary
benefits themselves. For example, Fehr and Gadg@0d?2) report that 84.3 percent of
subjects in their laboratory experiment use coptipishment in a public good experiment

even though they know they will never interact agaith the same individuals. As we will

! According to Young (2008), apart from the threfponishment, there are two other mechanisms sustgi
norms. One is negative emotions such as guilt amghthat are triggered when norms have been ititeeda
The other is the desire to avoid costs that coesdlt from coordination failure.
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see below, similarly high percentages are reparntedost studies (for surveys see Chaudhuri,
2011; Gachter and Herrmann, 2009).

The prevalence of social norms in daily life implithat the willingness to engage in
costly norm enforcement can have significant ingilans for a wide range of situations
which are of interest to economists such as colledction and contract design (Fehr and
Fischbacher, 2002). While there is considerabledende from laboratory experiments
regarding the willingness of individuals to engaige costly punishment, there is little
evidence of such behavior in the fiéldndeed, anthropological studies indicate thatlgost
punishment is rarely used for the enforcement ofmso Guala (2011; p.30) who reviews this
literature concludes that “...there is no evidencéhm anthropological literature that costly
material punishment is used in small acephaloueses, except in the regulation of sexual
conflict.” He suggests that the rare use of costigishment in the field vis-a-vis the lab may
be because important forces that exist in daiy (d.g., the ability of punished individuals to
counter-punish or the ability to communicate witbrm violators) are absent from most
laboratory experiments.However, a problem with the anthropological stadis that
interactions are repeated and, in addition, indigld have multiple ways for enforcing
norms? Thus, while the absence of costly enforcemenhénanthropological literature raises
guestions about the willingness of individuals ®&e wostly punishment to enforce social
norms in daily life, its rare occurrence cannotvile conclusive evidence about whether
individuals are willing to enforce norms at a ciosthe field in one-shot interactions.

The main aim of this paper is to investigate whethdividuals punish norm violators in
anonymous, one-shot interactions in the field. ddrass this question we conducted a natural
field experiment. The experiment is “natural” ireteense that participants were unaware an

experiment was being run (Harrison and List, 2004). our knowledge, this is the first

2 Note that, while in many instances individuals eaforce norms through the use of reward or punéstiyrin
this paper we focus on the use of costly punishmsatsuch, we will treat the terntostly enforcemerdand
costly punishmerds synonyms. Similar to Guala (2011), the adjeatostlyis used to indicate that the enforcer
has to incur a cost for enforcing a norm and nat the cost of enforcing the norm exceeds the litenef

% Allowing for these forces is known to limit the usé costly punishment (Denant-Boemont et al., 2007;
Nikiforakis, 2008; Nikiforakis and Engelmann, 20Xiao and Houser, 2005). For example, similar tbrFend
Gachter (2002), Nikiforakis (2008) finds that whennishment cannot be retaliated and individuals are
randomly reassigned to groups, 89.6 percent okstdbjuse costly punishment in a public good expemtnilhis
percentage drops to 68.8 when punishment can triggenter-punishment. Similarly, Nikiforakis and
Engelmann (2011) report that when punishment cabecetaliated, 81.3 percent of subjects punishwinen
punishment can lead to a lengthy feud, 63.5 pemfsiibjects punish in the first punishment stage.

* Recent laboratory studies have provided evidenaeindividuals can be quite forward looking if taexists a
prospect of future interactions (Cabral, Ozbay &odotter, 2011; Reuben and Suetens, 2011).
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evidence from a natural field experiment on costlym enforcemert.In the experiment, we
violated two efficiency-enhancing social norms iooatrolled way and recorded the behavior
of the individuals who observed the violations. Teeogenous” violation of the social norms
has the advantage that it allows us to controltlfi@ characteristics of the violators (e.qg.
gender, height, appearance) and is also necessiigtehe fact that, once a norm is well
established, violations are typically rare.

Studying costly punishment in a natural field expent has multiple advantages. First,
participants are neither aware that their actiaesheing observed nor do they have beliefs
about the aim of the experiment. As is well knowonf economic and psychology
experiments, both factors can significantly affpatticipants’ behavior (e.g., Benson, 2000;
Hoffman, McCabe and Smith, 1996). Second, partidpa our study do not self select into
the experiment. We thus avoid a potential seledtias (e.g. Harrison and List, 2004; Levitt
and List, 2007). Third, participants in our experimh are faced with the violation of well-
established social norms, which have evolved ovieng time horizon. The willingness of
individuals to punish norm violators, therefore,ynthiffer to that in laboratory experiments.
Fourth, we observe individuals’ willingness to mmiin a setting where the cost of
punishment is not induced by the researcher. Bhimportant as in the field the expected cost
of punishment is likely to be higher than in thédeatory where if a violator decides to
avenge punishment, at most, the enforcer can lase éntire earnings from the experiment.
In contrast, in the field, the consequences caditee.® Of course, one disadvantage of field
experiments such as ours is that some controkigtably lost. For this reason, and in order to
gain further insights into the determinants of noemforcement, we also conducted two
surveys. We discuss them in detail in the followsegtion.

To ensure interactions are one-shot, the experimastrun in the main subway station in

Athens, Greece. The station is used daily by hutsd@& thousands of passengers which

® In a recent paper, Noussair, van Soest and S@@il] report the results from a framed field experit to
examine cooperation in a social dilemma where iddizls can use costly reward and punishment. Three
important differences to our experiment are thpindividuals were aware that they were participgtin an
experiment, i{) interactions between individuals were not onetshat finitely repeated, andii( incentives
were exogenously manipulated.

® In extreme cases, punishing a violator can leathé¢oenforcer being injured, psychologically tratized or
even killed. Recently there have been a numbeighi-profile cases in Germany and the U.K where\iilials

were either severely beaten or killed for tryingettforce social norms. In one case in Germanyefample, a
pensioner was severely beaten for asking two teeag stop smoking in a Munich subway station €&ei,

2008). In another case in England, police offersewseaten up after asking a 15-year old girl tg diitering

(Edwards, 2011). For other recent examples see®(2908) and Spiegel (2010).
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implies that strategic motives for punishing ar@imized. The violations were done in a way
that we have prior reason to believe makes puniahiestly. Indeed, survey evidence that
we collected and we discuss later in the papecatds that punishment is considered costly
by individuals. A further important feature of odesign is that violations can only be
punished by one person at a time. The reason weetkto include this feature in our study is
that norm enforcement can be a second-order pgbhbc, since everyone benefits from the
enforcement of the norm but all would prefer thatmesone else punishes violators, if
punishment is costly. Also, similar to laboratomperiments, costly punishment is the only
way to enforce norms in our study. As Casari (20d@pts out, the ability to use multiple
means to punish norm violators (e.g., withholdieggards) may be one reason explaining the
rarity of costly punishment in the field.

The first norm prescribes that passengers staritienight side of the escalators so that
others who wish to walk up the escalators can beeldft side. One of the experimenters
stood on the left side. In case an individual reteet the norm violator to stand on the other
side, the violator was instructed to ignore theus=g. This implies that enforcers would have
to insist and possibly raise their voice or pusk tholator aside, thus making norm
enforcement costly for them. The second norm piessrthat individuals do not litter in
public places. All subway stations in Athens aréiaeably litter-free. Violators of the non-
littering norm threw either a wrapped-up coloredgei of paper or a plastic water bottle in a
corridor leading to the platforms. Both norms affciency enhancing as most passengers
benefit from a clean subway station and would predehave the option to walk on the left
side’

The reason we chose to violate two social nornfeerahan one is that we wanted to test
the robustness of our findings regarding the prepenof individuals to punish norm
violators. A notable difference between the twom®tis the degree of thainiversality The
escalators norm isnvironment specifias, in Greece, it is found only in the subway etyst
The non-littering norm, on the other handymversalas it exists not only in subway stations,
but also in other places (e.g., at home, at th&kplace). Therefore, while all individuals are
likely to be aware of the non-littering norm, indreent users of the subway system may not be

aware of the escalators norm. This difference cdal@rinciple, affect observers’ willingness

" As we discuss in detail in the next section, a bempof steps were taken such that private incesitfoe
enforcing the escalators norm (i.e., being a huarg) minimized. The survey evidence presentedernrdisults
section indicates that these steps were succeargfuhimizing private incentives as the vast mdjodf people
enforcing the escalators norm did so out of aldigtif the violation.
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to punish norm violators. For this reason, we idellivignettes describing the violation of the
two norms in one of our surveys. Respondents wakedato state how they would react to the
violation and the reasons for their actions.

Our findings indicate that, in line with laborataexperiments, some people are willing to
use costly punishment to enforce norms in one-stietactions. However, these individuals
are a minority. Out of 300 cases of norm violatipanishment was observed in only 35 cases
(11.7 percent). Questionnaire data indicate that rttain reason for the unwillingness of
individuals to punish norm violators is that peopmlee concerned about being counter-
punished by the norm violator. The rate of enforeeiris affected by neither the height nor
the gender of the violator, but men are more likeBn women to enforce norms.

One surprising finding is the substantially diffiereate at which the two norms are
enforced. Violators of the universal norm (nonrelithg) are punished in only 4 percent of
cases, while violators of the environment-specifa@m in 19.3 percent of cases. This is
despite the fact that substantially more individuaport being bothered by the violation of
the non-littering norm. One reason for the diff@emn enforcement rates suggested by our
survey evidence is that violators of the non-littgrmorm are considered to be more likely to
counter-punish than violators of the escalatorsmor

The paper proceeds as follows. In the next sectendiscuss the experiment in detail. In
section 3, we present the results from the experimi@ section 4, we discuss in detalil
different explanations that could account for thféecent rates of enforcing the non-littering
and the escalators norm. The last section conclbglediscussing the implications of our

findings and topics for future research.

2. The experiment
2.1. Location and population

The experiment was run in the main subway statibrAthens (Syntagma Station).
Approximately 650,000 passengers daily use the rnvean subway lines of the Athenian
subway which intersect at the statfoAs described below, the sessions were run in five
different locations inside the station. The teanmexperimenters consisted of six individuals
(the researchers and four research assistantsyeviasks included the systematic violation of
two social norms, the collection of data on the dwdr of passengers in response to

violations, as well as the collection of surveyadatside the station. All sessions were run

8 The information was taken from the ATTIKO METROheite on July 23, 2011.
http://www.amel.gr/index.php?id=8&L=1&cHash=37a8898a26b2e30e3b58f6b6ecfdc
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between 2pm and 8pm to avoid morning peak hour$pwndifferent working days between
April 27" and May &', 2011.

One may wonder how different the population in Atheis compared to other
“populations” frequently studied by experimentaloeomists (e.g., British, Swiss) with
regards to its inclination to enforce norms. Toradd this question, prior to running the
experiment, we used the data collected by Herrm&hiani and Gachter (2008) to compare
the rate of costly punishment in laboratory experiis in Athens vis-a-vis other locations.
The results can be found in Table A1 where we prtethe percentage of subjects that engage
in costly punishment (our variable of interest) atite percentage of instances were
punishment was directed towards an individual dbuating less than his/her peers on
average. It can be easily seen that subjectshemstare not noticeably different than subjects
in other places. For example, consider Nottinghard Zurich — two laboratories where
experiments on costly punishment have frequentgnbrein. We find that the percentage of
subjects using costly punishment in laboratory expents in Athens (88.6 percent) is similar
to that in Nottingham (89.5 percent) and Zirich.§8gercent). The majority of punishment
cases in Athens (62.8 percent) is aimed towards fiiders who contribute less than their
peers on average. This is similar to the percenthgenishment cases aimed at free riders in
Nottingham (61.7 percent) and slightly lower thanzZiirich (69.9 percent). On the basis of
this evidence, we have no prior reason to beliéwa the rate of enforcement in Athens
should be noticeably different than in other lomas that have been frequently studied by

experimental economists.

2.2. Social norms and violations
2.2.1. Escalators

The “escalators norm” prescribes that passengansl sin the right side of the escalators
so that others who wish to walk up the escalatars use the left side. Violations of the
escalators norm were implemented as follows. Arearpenter (henceforth, theolator) was
waiting on the platform once a train arrived. Viols were dressed casually wearing a pair of
new blue jeans and a black shirt. After a traivad and the first transit passengers stepped

on the escalator, the violator started walking uplsaon the left side, as the norm dictates.

° The number of passengers who stepped on the &scaddore the experimenter was between 15 and'128.
was done for three reasons. First, it allows ttapassengers to observe the norm before the \dalaiccurs.
Second, it reduces the likelihood that the persehirad the violator is in a hurry, as these indigduare
typically the first to come out of the trains — issue which we discuss in greater detail latethia section.
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After taking a couple of steps, the violator stapmelking and stood on the left side of
the escalator next to another passenger on thegidg. This was done in a way that made it
difficult for those behind the violator to continugalking upwards. After waiting for
approximately 8 seconds, the violator moved toriplet side of the escalators, allowing the
passenger(s) behind them to pass. If before thee@nsls elapsed the individual immediately
behind the violator (henceforth, tludserve)y asked the violator to move to the right, the
violator was instructed to ignore the request aeepkstanding on the left. This was done to
ensure that enforcement was considered to be dostbpservers. If the observer asked for a
second time, then the violator moved to the righle sof the escalator without saying
anything. In those cases where the observer ids@tethe violator standing to the right, we
say that they enforced the norm. We call these regbse norm enforcers or simply
enforcers'®

We collected data on three different escalatoffahem connecting the two main lines
of the subway. The escalators were all moving ugsjaiaking passengers from their arrival
to their departure platform. As we are interestedtudying the propensity to engage in costly
norm enforcement, the experiment was designed way that minimized the number of
observers who would punish because they were urrg.hHn particular, five steps were taken.
First, the experiment was run in relatively shastadators where the private benefit from
forcing a violator to stand on the right was minirfedoout 8 seconds). Second, the experiment
was run during off-peak hours so that fewer peaee in a hurry. Third, during these hours,
trains ran every three minutes, so that missingia tid not impose a large waiting cost on
observers. Fourth, we only chose escalators wstiaiecase next to them, which could be used
by passengers who were in a hurry to catch a tFamally, experimenters waited for a while
before they violated the norm, so that passengeashurry could rush to the escalators. In the
results section we show that these steps had thieedeeffect as the large majority of
instances where an observer asked the violatotattdson the right were indeed due to a
desire to enforce the escalators norm, and notalabservers being in a hurry.

Finally, after the first passengers reach the aswmagla longer queue is quickly formed on the rigie which
implies that individuals are not indifferent betwestanding on the left and the right side, all elgeal.

9 Wwhile in principle other passengers could alsmem the norm by shouting at the violator from statice, it
seems natural that the responsibility for doingesis with the person directly behind the violatenpse way is
obstructed. This is actually one of the reasons whychose to violate this norm, as the second-godétic-
good problem is minimized. In any case, we neveseoled any cases of enforcement from passengess oth
than the enforcer.



Experimenters worked in pairs. Besides the violatorsecond experimenter stood
discretely at the top of the escalator and colttatata regarding: the location where the
violation occurred; the time of the violation; tiakentity of the violator; the sex, approximate
age, height and the reaction of the observer. @tterlincluded information on whether there
was norm enforcement, whether the observer cordinuaking up the escalator when the
violator stepped to the right, and — if there wasnforcement — whether the observer tried to
pass without talking to the violator.

In order to have a better understanding of the vatitin of enforcers, once they reached
the top of the escalators, the second experimamieroached them and asked them a small
number of questions (which in many cases meantthiegt had to board the train along with
the enforcer). In particular, the enforcer was dske indicate the reason for asking the
violator to stand aside. This could bg that they were in a hurryii) that it is not right to
stand on the left side of an escalatdr; that they wanted to teach the violator that ia th
future they should stand on the right; o) ©Other reasons. Options)(and (ii) are meant to
help us distinguish between those who are simphoged by the violation of the norm and
those who are more forward looking. Optior) @llowed enforcers to express other reasons of

their own for asking the violator to stand asideultijple answers were allowed.

2.2.2. Littering
The second norm prescribes that individuals ddittet in public places. We violated the

non-littering norm inside the subway station byotking either a wrapped-up colored piece of
paper (A4 size) or a small, empty plastic bottlewaiter (approximately 30 cm long) in a
corridor leading to one of the platforms. The viotapretended to be reading a sign
explaining the location of the different platformantil they noticed asingle person
approaching. That person will be called tieserverin the littering treatment, and we will say
that an observer enforced the norm if they askeditlator to pick up the garbage they threw
or reprimanded them in some other way. That isinathe case of the escalators, norm

enforcement is not a second-order public gdod.

1 As in the case of the escalators, other individuadse present in the area where the violation sedurThis
implies that an observer could reasonably expdutrstto interfere if tension was to be triggeredebforcing
the norm. It should be noted that there was routfidysame number of bystanders for each violatorbéth
norms (even though in the case of the non-litteriogm they typically could not observe the normlation
itself). In particular, we tried to have approxielgt6-7 individuals in close proximity to the vitde and the
observer to control for audience effects.



Once the observer approached the violator, therlatarted walking in front of them at a
pace that was slightly slower than the pace of ¢dhserver. When the observer was
approximately 3-4 meters from the violator, thedathrew the paper/bottle on the ground.
The violation was done in a way that left no dotitdt the violator intended to litter.
However, the fact that the observer was behindsithiator meant that the observer could not
be sure whether the violator knew that they weiiaghebserved? We decided to do this as
we thought that the non-littering norm would beslékely to be enforced if it was violated in
a provocative manner.

Experimenters again worked in teams of two. Theoséc experimenter stood
approximately 10 meters away from the point ofuizdation pretending to read a newspaper.
Apart from recording information regarding the tigred the location of the violation, as well
as the characteristics of the observer (see se2tidd), their role was to ascertain that the
observer witnessed the norm violation by monitotimgir gaze. In case an observer enforced
a norm, the second experimenter went up to themamked them to respond to a short
guestionnaire examining the reason(s) for enfordmegnorm. Possible answers includgda(
desire to indicate to the violator that they shawspect the clean environment in the future;

(i) that it is wrong to throw litter; oii{) other reasons. Multiple answers were allowed.

2.3. Additional treatments

Apart from examining the enforcement of two differ@orms, we studied the impact on
norm enforcement of the height of male violatorsbith the escalators and the littering
treatments. Male violators were either 1.70m oi0th9At the time of the experiment, the
average height for a Greek male was 1.80m. It sgBausible that punishing a tall violator
will be perceived by enforcers as being more coallyelse equal, given the risk of direct
confrontation in the event of counter-punishmenthgyviolator.

We also varied the gender of the violator. The flenviolator was 1.70m? Interpreting
differences in enforcement rates depending on teede of the violator is not
straightforward. Higher enforcement rates couldlbe to the fact that enforcers perceive the
punishment of female violators as being less cosilywever, other gender-related factors

such as a reluctance to punish a female violatertdwhivalry may reduce enforcement rates.

12 videos of the two types of violations and othertenial related to the experiment such as the cpmssires
are available from the authors upon request.

3 We did not vary the height of the female violatsr we were unable to find female research assistnt
1.50m. The average height for a Greek female 8.6
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The resulting 2x3 design, summarized in Table hssis of two different social norms
and three different types of norm violators. Weleibd 50 observations per cell, summing
up to a total of 300 observations.

Table 1: Experimental Treatments

# of obs. Male violator: Male violator: Female violator Total
190 cm 170 cm 170 cm
Escalators 50 50 50 150
Littering 50 50 50 150
Total 100 100 100 300
2.4. Surveys

In order to better understand behavior in the arpart, we also conducted two surveys
on general attitudes towards the two social nomtguiestion. The surveys were conducted in
the same subway station where the experiment ttextepThe first survey, as described in
section 2.2.1, targeted individuals who enforcesbeial norm. For the second survey, we
asked 150 users of the subway who were waitindherptatforms for the next train. Nearly,
all individuals we approached agreed to take peaithé survey.

In this second survey, respondents were initiadlgetl with a scenario describing the
violation of either the escalators norm or the titiaring norm. The scenario mirrored the
way in which norms were violated in the experimasihg, however, a neutral language (i.e.,
no reference was made to ‘norms’ or ‘violation®gspondents were then asked if they would
be bothered by the actions described in the saenémi case of a positive response,
respondents were further asked if they would caortftbe individual in the scenario. Those
who stated that they would not be willing to doveere then asked to indicate their reason(s),
which could include the fear that norm enforcememtild lead to tension (i.e., counter-
punishment), the fact that the norm is not widedgegpted, the fact that others do not enforce
the norms, and other norm-specific questiiishe order with which the different reasons

appeared in the survey was randomized.

14 For example, in the case of littering, one respamas that there is cleaning staff employed byctiapany in
charge of the subway. In the case of the escala&spondents could state that the delay imposeabéeyiolator
is trivial.
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In addition, the surveys elicited data on the peszk universality of each of the two
norms, the frequency of using the subway in Atheems other cities, and some demographic
data. In total, we conducted 150 surveys; 75 fatheaf the norms. 50.7 percent of the
respondents were female. The mean estimated agega@spondents was 37 years, while the

median age in the population is 42.5 years.

3. Results

The data from our experiment indicate that a nurobendividuals are willing to enforce
social norms in one-shot interactions in the fighdhwever, norm enforcement is observed
only in a minority of cases. In particular, outtbe 300 cases when one of the norms was
violated, there were only 35 instances of enforggmehat is, norms were enforced in 11.7
percent of instances. Figure 1 shows that the ittamihg norm is enforced in only 4 percent
of instances, in 6 out of 150 cases. The escalatwrs is enforced more frequently, in 29 out
of 150 cases (19.3 percef)The difference in enforcement rates across therorms is

statistically significantfg-value<0.01, chi-square test).

Result 1: Norm enforcement is observed in 11.7 percent odxaBhe non-littering norm is
enforced in 4 percent of cases, significantly fesguently than the escalators norm, which is

enforced in 19.3 percent of cases.

Result 1 raises two questions: (1) What can explarfact that the majority of observers
does not enforce the social norms? (2) What cataegxgthe infrequent enforcement of the
non-littering norm relative to the escalators norviie first address question (1) using the
survey data we collected. The answer to questipis(ore involved. Hence, we address it
separately in section 4.

The first explanation one needs to consider forfaélcethat the majority of observers does
not punish norm violators is that they are simpdy sufficiently bothered by the violations.
However, as it turns out, this is not the case. Miagority of survey respondents (68 percent)
stated that they would be bothered “quite a lot*atot” by violations of the norms (102 out
of 150 respondents). In particular, 45.5 percerthefsurvey respondents said they would be
bothered by an individual standing on the left siole the escalators (34 out of 75
respondents), while 90.7 percent of survey respusdgated that they would be bothered by

> There were also 8 instances in which the obserskedathe violator of the escalators norm to movéheo
right, but did not insist after the violator igndrtheir request. We do not classify these instaasesostly norm
enforcement. However, none of the results repdrtede paper are affected if we add these obsensiin the
analysis.
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a person who litters in the subway (68 out of pomdents). The difference is statistically
significant p-value<0.01, chi-squared test). Therefore, a paradoarges where violations of
the universal norm trigger stronger negative reast— as one would have anticipated — but

arelesslikely to trigger punishmerif We offer an explanation for this paradox in section

Figure 1: Rates of norm enforcement in the experim#
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What is then the reason why most observers do not purosi rviolators? The most
common reason given by respondents who are botlwrélde violation of the norm for not
enforcing it is their fear of retaliation by viotais (60.8 percent of respondents across norms).
This is the most common answer both for the esmalaand the non-littering norm (non-
littering: 71.9 percent of respondents; escalatBspercent of respondents). It indicates that
punishment is considered by individuals to be gosthd that, for the majority of our
observers, the cost of punishment exceeds its ibeRgfure Al in the appendix presents the

other reasons provided by respondents for not pingsa norm violator.

Result 2: The main reason for the unwillingness of individuta enforce social norms is the

fear of retaliation by violators.

18It is worth noting that the survey responses yigldlitatively the same result as our experimenpdrticular,
while survey respondents are more likely to sth&t they would punish norm violations than obses\did in
the experiment, in line with our experimental résusurvey respondents state higher willingnesanforce the
escalators norm (29.3 percent) than the non-litteniorm (18.7 percent).
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We now turn our attention to the impact that theéglhte of the violator has on the
observers’ willingness to enforce norms. Tallerenablators (1.90m) are punished in 10 out
of 100 cases, while shorter male violators (1.7@ne) punished slightly more frequently (in
12 out of 100 cases). The difference is, howevet,statistically significantg-value=0.65,
chi-squared test). Therefore, we conclude thah#hght of the violator does not impact on the
rate of norm enforcement. This is somewhat surgyisis one could expect that, the taller a
violator, the more costly norm enforcement would &l else equal. Given that the fear of
retaliation was found to be an important factortle decision to enforce a norm, one
explanation for this finding is that the cost ofnmhing even a (relatively) short violator is

sufficiently high.

Result 3: The height of the violator does not affect thelilia®d of rate enforcement. Taller
violators (1.90m) are as likely to be punished lasrter violators (1.70m).

Does the gender of the violator affect the williega of observers to enforce norms? On
the one hand, since the fear of counter-punishneemt major determinant of whether to
punish violators (see Result 2), one may expec¢tabservers will be more likely to enforce a
norm when the violator is a woman, assuming thatafe violators are less effective in
counter-punishing or less likely to do so. On thigeo hand, however, observers may be less
willing to punish female violators as, similar toany other developed countries, a social
norm of chivalry exists in Greece prescribing thatmen are treated with more care than
men. As it turns out, the gender of the violatoesloot affect the likelihood that a norm is
enforced. In particular, controlling for the heigiftthe violator (1.70m), female violators are
punished in 13 out of 100 cases, while male viotabo 12 out of 100 cases. The difference is
not statistically significantp-value=0.83, chi-squared test).

Result 4: The gender of the violator does not affect thelihk®d of norm enforcement.

Female violators are as likely to be punished atermilators.

While the gender of the violator does not affectoezement rates, the gender of the
observerdoes. The majority of enforcers in our experimamet male (23 of 35 across norms).
Given that the sample of observers is quite gebd&nced (152 women and 148 men), the

gender difference in the enforcement rate is sizdity significant p-value = 0.04, chi-square
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test). This result is mainly driven by enforcerghe escalators treatment as there are very few

instances in which the non-littering norm was ecdol’’
Result 5:Men are more likely than women to punish norm vk

Table 2: Determinants of norm enforcement
Dependent variabte

Probability of norm 1) (2)
enforcement
non-littering norm 0153 7 -0.150 =
(0.036) (0.036)
male violator -0.030 -0.058
(0.045) (0.053)
. -0.016 -0.032
tall violator (190cm) (0.043) (0.049)
male observer 0.093 ™
(0.038)
) 0.035
observer shorter than violator (0.042)
R 0.088 0.115
prob. > chf 0.001 0.000

Results are from a probit regression with robumhagard errors; entries are marginal
effects. N=300; **, *** denotes significance at tb&b, 1% level respectively.

Before we conclude this section, in Table 2, wes@n¢ evidence from a regression
analysis investigating the determinants of normoer@ment in our experiment. The
dependent variable is a binary variable takingvidlee of 1 if the observer enforced the norm
and O otherwise. The first regression includes toemtment variables (non-littering norm,
violator's height and violator's gender) as indegemt variables. The second regression
extends the empirical model to control for the obakle characteristics of the observer,
namely whether they were male or female, and whetiey were shorter than the violator.

Entries are marginal effects.

1 We note that male respondents in our survey wkse more likely to state that they would punishmor
violations than female respondents. Across norr@sput of 74 male respondents said they would erftine
norm (31.1 percent), compared to 13 out of 76 femespondents (17.1 percent). The difference betwesse
“hypothetical” enforcement rates is statisticallgrificant (p-value=0.05, chi-squared test).
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The results presented in column (1) confirm ResBilend 4, that is, the height and the
gender of the violator do not affect significanthe likelihood that the observer punishes the
violator. In addition, we find that violators ofelmon-littering norm are approximately 15
percent less likely to be punished. The resultseareed in column (2) provide additional
support for Result 5. In particular, male obsenaes 9.3 percent more likely to enforce a
norm. The regression also shows that the heiglihebbserver relative to the violator does

not have an impact on the likelihood of norm enéonent.

4. Explaining the difference in enforcement rates@oss norms

The main purpose of our experiment was to invetigehether individuals use costly
punishment to enforce norms in one-shot interastionthe field and study some of the
determinants of norm enforcement. To check the swimss of our findings, we chose to
violate two efficiency-enhancing social norms, whidiffered in (at least) one notable
dimension — the degree of their universality. Assae/ (Result 1), the rates of enforcing the
two norms differ substantially. As mentioned, tbes Irate of enforcing the non-littering norm
relatively to the escalators norm seems at firgiz[ig. The reason is that substantially more
survey respondents stated that they would be bedHguite a lot” or “a lot” by the violation
of the non-littering norm (90.7 percent) than bgttbf the escalators norm (45.5 percent). In
this section, we use the evidence from our two eysvto examine different explanations

behind this puzzle.

OBSERVERS IN A HURR®nNe possible explanation for the difference ifoerement rates
across norms is that the direct benefit from emhgr¢he escalators norm exceeds that from
enforcing the non-littering norm. This seems plblesas violators of the escalators norm may
cause some observers to miss the next train. Asigied in section 2.2.1, five steps were
taken to minimize the possibility that observerwiolations were in a hurry. Nevertheless, it
is possible that some of the “enforcers” in theecafsthe escalators were simply in a hurry. In
order to investigate the extent to which this empteon can account for the higher rate of
enforcing the escalators norm, we examine the rsagwovided by those enforcing the
escalators norm for their actions in the separatgey that we conducted with them (see
section 2.2.1).

Of the 29 enforcers, we were able to obtain respofrom 23; three enforcers refused to
respond to the survey without stating a reason,emrfiercer did not understand either Greek
or English, and two enforcers boarded the trairofgethe experimenter could reach them.

The majority of enforcers were driven by a desirenforce the escalators norm (74 percent —
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17 out of 23 enforcers). Only 5 of the respondstdsed that they were in a hurry as the sole
reason for asking the violator to stand to thetrid®2 percent). If we ignore the six non-
respondents, this evidence implies that 74 pergktite instances where the escalators norm
was enforced reflected costly norm enforcement. vdeld therefore say that costly
enforcement occurred in 14.3 percent of cases ([i&8ent x 74 percent). This rate is still
more than three times higher than that in the ohgbe non-littering norm (4 percent). We
therefore conclude that this explanation cannoty fidccount for the higher rate of

enforcement of the escalators norm.

NORM VIOLATION AS A SIGNAL OF SOCIALiTAhother possible explanation for the
difference in enforcement rates is that observet®\e that the violators of the two norms
are somehow different. Most individuals are likedybe aware of the norm of non-littering,
given that it is universal. Therefore, an individoaserving a violation of the non-littering
norm may reasonably believe that the violator iar@that she igiolating a norm. What kind
of person behaves in a way thieyow will bother most people? The answer is, probaaly,
person that disregards others or even wishes teokeothem. Observers of such violations
may reasonably infer that the violator generallgreljards social norms and conventions.
Therefore, an effort by an observer to enforcertbien in this case is more likely to trigger
counter-punishment. In contrast, the fact that éBealators norm is environment-specific
means that some individuals (e.g., those usingstievay system infrequently) may not be
aware of the norm and, hence, violate the nonknowingly In other words, an observer may
reasonably expect that the violator of the nomiiitty norm is more likely to be anti-social
and counter-punish, than the violator of the esoedanorm. This means that the expected
cost of enforcing the non-littering norm is highér®

To investigate whether this explanation can accéumgome of the difference in the rates
of enforcement, we turn to the evidence from tlemsd survey. When responders were asked
about the share of passengers they believed wae afvéhe non-littering norm, 89.3 percent
of them indicated their belief that “most” or “gtassengers” were aware of the norm. In

8 A number of experimental studies have shown thahascost of punishment increases, the willingrtess
punish declines (Anderson and Putterman, 2006; ébéep, 2007; Egas and Riedl, 2007; Nikiforakis and
Normann, 2008).

19 Nikiforakis and Engelmann (2011) provide eviderftem a laboratory experiment in line with this
explanation. They find that, when punishment inublig good experiment can lead to a long sequerice o
punishment and counter-punishment, extreme fremrgidrelesslikely to be punished than less extreme free
riders. They also find that extreme free ridersracee likely to counter-punish.
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contrast, only 33.3 percent of respondents beliéwembt” or “all passengers” were aware of
the escalators norm. Therefore, violations of the-lttering norm may be more likely to be
perceived amtentional As can be seen in Figure 2, in line with the oeasy outlined in the
previous paragraph, the percentage of individudie ¥ear that punishing a norm violator
could trigger counter-punishment (the main reasamniot enforcing a norm; Result 2) is
substantially larger in the case where the viol&ttars than in the case where they stand on
the left side of the escalators. In particular97dercent of respondents stated that they would
fear being counter-punished by an individual whtieds. In contrast, 45 percent of
respondents stated that they would fear counteispaorent by an individual who stands on
the left side of the escalators. The differencstaistically significant §-value=0.01, chi-

square test).

Figure 2: Percentage of respondents who stated theyould not punish norm violators

out of fear of counter-punishment.
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The relationship between the perceived intentionaif the violation and the propensity
of the observer to punish a violator can also hendbat the individual level. In particular,
conditional on an individual being bothered by thielation, the greater the share of
passengers a responder believed to know the nbetgwer was the probability they would
enforce the norm (Spearman rank correlation caefficp = - 0.18; p-value = 0.034;
N=137)% This explanation, therefore, can account, at Igastly, for the lower rate of

enforcement of the non-littering norm.

% The relationship is stronger if we take into agtorespondents who stated that they would conftbat
violator, but would not insist if the latter ignaréhem p = - 0.30;p-value < 0.001N=137). Similarly, the
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ENFORCER'’S INTENTIOM related explanation to the one above is thawibkators may
perceive differently the intentions of an enforcéAn individual who punishes a litterer
undoubtedly wishes to “teach them a lesson”. Thay rhe something that angers many
individuals and, therefore, makes them more likelgxounter-punish. On the other hand, an
individual who punishes someone who stands on dfteslde of the escalator may do so
because they are in a hurry and not because tha&y twi “teach a lesson” to the violator.
Therefore, the violator may be less likely to caurgunish. This explanation is consistent
with the findings presented above, that is, thiadériers are perceived to be more likely to
counter-punish. Our survey evidence does not allesv to distinguish between this

explanation and the one above stating that violatare a signal of sociality.

THIRD VS. SECOND PARTY PUNISHMEMother explanation for the different rates of
enforcement could be that the enforcement of thelti@ring norm is more like “third-party”
punishment, while enforcement of the escalatorsmnas more like “second-party”
punishment. The difference between the two typespwofishment is that third-party
punishment is triggered by a violation that affetis punisher indirectly, while second-party
punishment is triggered by a violation that affeitts punisher directly. If this was the case,
based on laboratory evidence (e.g., Fehr and Fastids, 2004), we would expect that
observers of violations of the non-littering normowd belessbothered than observers of the
violations of the escalators norm. However, as s & section 3, this is not the case in our
experiment. Therefore, this explanation does netnst be able to account for the difference

in enforcement rates across the two norms.

PEER PRESSUREnNother explanation for the different enforcemeates is that observers
of violations on the escalators may feel compeltegdunish as they know that others behind
them rely on them to enforce the norm. While wencarcompletely rule out this possibility,
we note that none of the enforcers or survey redgais gave us this reason for punishing the

violator.

relationship is strengthened, if we restrict oualgsis to those respondents who said they woultddibered
“quite a lot” or “a lot” from the norm violation. e greater the share of passengers a respondevdukto know
the norm, the lower was the probability they woeidorce the normp(= - 0.24;p-value = 0.017N=102).
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4. Discussion

We have presented results from a natural field exym@nt investigating whether
individuals are willing to enforce social normsagpersonal cost in one-shot interactions. The
propensity to adhere to social norms in one-shieractions and to cooperate with strangers
has been a long-standing puzzle for economistso#imelr social scientists. An explanation
that has received considerable attention recestllgg willingness of individuals to engage in
costly enforcement even when they cannot anticipatedirect benefits from their actions.
The supporting evidence for this explanation confesm laboratory experiments
demonstrating that most participants are willingsézrifice part of their earnings to reduce
those of others in one-shot interactions. Howewestly punishment appears to be extremely
rare in observational field studies, thus raisihg uestion of whether costly punishment
occurs and can explain adherence to social norraeershot interactions in daily life (Guala,
2011).

Consistent with laboratory evidence, we have fotlad some individuals are willing to
enforce norms at a cost in one-shot interactioresé& individuals, however, are only a
minority. The main reason for individuals’ unwilijness to punish norm violators in our
experiment appears to be the fear of counter-puresih by the violator. In addition, we
found that men are more likely to punish violattdian women, while the height and the
gender of the violator do not seem to affect tkelilhood of norm enforcement.

The fact that some individuals are willing to pumisorm violators even in one-shot
interactions in the field can help explain adheeettcsocial norms in daily life. While norms
were enforced by a minority of individuals in owperiment, it is worth mentioning that the
norms we studied appear to be widely adhered tahkypopulation investigated. Our
experiment was not designed to address the extevitich adherence to the two norms is due
to the observed willingness to punish norm violstosince violations were exogenous.
However, the wide adherence to the two norms stiggjest the observed rate of enforcement
may be sufficient — indeed, optimal — to maintaicial norms once they have been firmly
established.

Apart from presenting the first evidence for thee wd costly punishment in one-shot

interactions in the field, our study also providemme interesting, novel insights into the

% |n the four days during which the experiment was, we witnessed no violation of the non-litterimgrm (or
any evidence of littering), and very few violatioofthe escalators norm. It is also worth mentigniinat 90.9
percent of the observers who did not enforce thenngroceeded to walk up the escalators once thateio
stepped to the right. This shows that individualkeaed to the escalators norm even after they vbdarthers
violating it.
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determinants of norm enforcement. In particular,fauend that the better known of the two
norms (non-littering) is substantially less likety be enforced through punishment. This is
despite the fact that individuals claim to be mbothered by these violations. Our survey
evidence suggests that this is at least partly usscaiolators of well-known norms are
considered to be more likely to counter-punish. ey, other factors could also account for
this difference. Future research could investightese factors and the robustness of our
findings using different norms to the ones we stddand different populations. Given the
wide adherence to the non-littering norm despite [dw enforcement rate, it may be also
interesting to investigate how costly punishmertenacts with other means for promoting
adherence to norms, such as indirect reciprocity.,(®ockenbach and Milinski, 2006) and
campaigns to increase norm awareness.

Another question that seems worthy of future inigesion is examining why the rate of
enforcement in our experiment is substantially lowean that in laboratory experiments.
Presumably, there are many reasons. The absenceuafer-punishment opportunities in
most laboratory experiments is clearly an importegdson as suggested by our survey
evidence. However, this factor cannot account fdlythe difference in enforcement rates as
the majority of individuals seem to still use cggbunishment when counter-punishment is
possible in the lab (Nikiforakis, 2008; Nikiforakend Engelmann, 2011). Based on our
surveys, we believe that punishment may be cormidey be more costly in the field, as
angry violators can cause physical or psychologieahage to enforcers. It is also possible
that individuals who violate norms are (or consittermselves to be) better at retaliating than
those who do not. This also increases the cosbohrenforcement and may thus lower the
frequency with which norm violations are punish@dother explanation for the higher rate
of enforcement in the laboratory may be the faet @t the start of the experiment a clear
social norm usually does not exist or has not lestablished, and individuals, in the absence
of other means for enforcing cooperation, may beentigely to use costly punishment when
a norm is not well established. Understanding tkasons behind the difference in
enforcement rates in the field and in the labosatatl yield insights into the determinants of

costly punishment and how it can support normsooperation.
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Appendix

Table Al — Enforcement rates in Herrmann, Thoni andGéachter (20083

% of % of % of subjects % of punishment

City subjects punishment punishing at cases aimed at

punishing at cases aimed at least once, free riders,

least once  free rider$ periods 6-9 periods 6-9

Athens 88.6 62.8 79.5 63.3
Bonn 78.3 69.8 45.0 63.5
Boston 58.9 72.8 17.9 86.2
Chengdu 90.6 72.8 54.2 70.2
Copenhagen 67.7 64.3 27.9 58.5
Dnipropetrovs'k 86.4 63.0 77.3 67.4
Istanbul 89.1 62.6 67.2 65.2
Melbourne 82.5 69.9 50.0 63.1
Minsk 76.5 58.7 55.9 56.5
Muscat 90.4 49.3 76.9 50.2
Nottingham 82.1 76.5 44.6 66.7
Riyadh 79.2 594 56.3 56.9
Samara 89.5 61.2 75.7 64.7
Seoul 84.5 68.1 58.3 68.8
St. Gallen 79.2 66.0 44.8 65.3
Zurich 82.6 69.4 51.1 69.5

aNote that Herrmann et al. (2008) use a fixed matgipirotocol. However, while the matching protocol

sometimes affects the extent of punishment (canidi on punishment being meted out), thte of

punishment, which is of interest to us, does ngiclly differ across fixed and random matching
protocols. For some supporting evidence see TalieMkiforakis (2008) and the evidence discussed

in section 2.

® The term “free rider” refers to individuals whontdbuted less than the average of the group.
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Figure A1 — Respondents’ reasons for not enforcing norm

Non-littering

m fear of retaliation mdislike punishing = cleaners mother

Escalators

m fear of retaliatiorm dislike punishing= short delaym other= no norm

Note: There were 75 respondents for each normhé&nt 74 (non-littering) and 63 (escalators) saat they
would beat least“a little” bothered by the violation of the nor@f these individuals, 57 (non-littering) and 49
(escalators) said that they would not enforce tbemn Figure Al presents the reasons provided bgethe
individuals for not enforcing the norm as a peragetof these respondents. The figure lists seppratgponses
that were provided by at least 10 percent of thespondents. The other reasons are classifiedther"oAs
multiple answers were allowed, the sum of the peeges exceeds 100. Most of the responses (fear of
retaliation, dislike punishing, no norm) are seiplanatory. “Cleaners” means that respondents dtcenforce

the non-littering norm as they believed that spgemmd staff would clean up. “Short delay” meansttha

respondents did not enforce the escalators nortnegsfound the delay/externality caused by theatioh to be
insufficient to justify punishment.
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Abstract

Extensive evidence from laboratory experiments indicates that many individuals are
willing to use costly punishment to enforce social norms, even in one-shot interacti-
ons. However, there appears to be little evidence in the literature of such behavior in
the field. We study the propensity to punish norm violators in a natural field expe-
riment conducted in the main subway station in Athens, Greece. The large number
of passengers ensures that strategic motives for punishing are minimized. We study
violations of two distinct efficiency enhancing social norms. In line with laboratory
evidence, we find that individuals punish norm violators. Men are more likely than
women to punish violators, while the decision to punish is unaffected by the viola-
tor’s height and gender. Interestingly, we find that violations of the better known of
the two norms are substantially less likely to trigger punishment. We present addi-
tional evidence from two surveys providing insights into the determinants of norm
enforcement.
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