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Social norm deviation in induced-hypocrisy effects

Abstract

Induced-hypocrisy, a cognitive dissonance paradigm, effectively promotes prosocial behaviors
through a two-step procedure. First, a person advocates for a prosocial behavior and then recalls
their past failures to comply with it, which prompts the person to adopt the behavior. Initially,
the explanation for such hypocrisy effect focused on restoring a positive self-image threatened
by past transgressions. A recent theoretical explanation, suggest that behavioral change results
from the perceived discrepancy between social norms and transgressive behavior. Our five-
study experimental program (Total N = 774) was designed to test whether the process of social
norm deviation underlies the hypocrisy effect. Results showed the influence of social norms
strength on the hypocrisy effect (Studies 1, 2, 3) and the mediating effect of perceived social
norm deviation in increasing prosocial behaviors consecutive to the hypocrisy procedure
(Studies 4a and 4b). An integrative analysis (N = 602) of Studies 1, 2 and 4a, as well as two
additional datasets, confirmed the influence of social norms in producing the hypocrisy effect.
Taken together, these results strongly support social norm deviation as a key process underlying
the hypocrisy effect, in that participants with stronger social normative beliefs exhibit a more
pronounced hypocrisy effect due to a greater perceived deviation from social norms. These
experimental findings constitute a significant contribution to understanding and improving the
hypocrisy effect. They are discussed from both theoretical and practical perspectives,
questioning the implication of the self and the affiliation motivation in this social norm
deviation process and emphasizing the relevance of reinforcing social norms in contexts where

transgressions are less salient, such as in discrimination prevention.
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Social Norm Deviation as a Process Underlying the Induced-Hypocrisy Effect:

Findings from a Five-Study Experimental Program

Everyday situations often reveal a gap between socially approved issues and personal
actions related to these issues. These situations are classic examples of cognitive dissonance
(Festinger, 1957) and have led to an effective strategy for promoting prosocial behaviors,
namely induced-hypocrisy paradigm (IHP, Aronson et al., 1991). This paradigm involves two
steps (Stone & Fernandez, 2008): participants express support for a prosocial behavior
(normative advocacy step), then recall instances where they failed to act in accordance with it
(transgression salience step). This inconsistency generates the hypocrisy effect, prompting
people to adopt future behaviors consistent with the prosocial behavior. Three decades of
research have shown induced hypocrisy to be effective in various domains, such as environment
(e.g., water-saving, Dickerson et al., 1992) and health (e.g., binge drinking, Sénémeaud et al.,
2014). However, although induced hypocrisy relates to socially normative domains (Liégeois
et al., 2017), social norms have been underexplored in explaining hypocrisy effects. A recent
meta-analysis (Mauduy, Priolo, et al., 2023) has indirectly demonstrated the influence of the
normative salience in producing the hypocrisy effect, and this leads naturally to the need for an
experimental demonstration of this effect. This article presents five experiments and one
integrative analysis designed to experimentally test and understand better the involvement of

social norms in producing the hypocrisy effect.

Self-Standard Model of dissonance: a dual pathway to hypocrisy effects

The hypocrisy effect was originally explained by the motivation to restore a threatened
positive self-image during the transgression salience step, as proposed by self-consistency

theory (Aronson, 1999). Consequently, researchers focused heavily on this step, often
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neglecting the first one (Mauduy, Priolo, et al., 2023). It wasn't until Stone and Fernandez
(2008) that a dual pathway explanation for the hypocrisy effect was introduced, based on the
Self-Standard Model of dissonance (SSM, Stone & Cooper, 2001). According to the SSM,
individuals evaluate their past behavior against standards of judgment related to prosocial
behavior, which can be either personal or normative. Personal standards reflect personal norms
(Thagersen, 2006), while normative standards represent social norms (Cialdini & Trost, 1998).
When personal norms are salient, behavior is assessed against them, leading to a threat to self-
concept if the behavior contradicts these norms (personal norm deviation pathway). However,
when social norms are salient, behavior is compared to others' expectations, not necessarily
involving self-threat. The hypocrisy effect thus arises from the inconsistency between
behavioral standards (either normative or personal) emphasized in the first step and the

transgressions of these standards highlighted in the second step (Stone & Fernandez, 2008).

Because Aronson et al. (1991) initially developed the IHP to support his self-consistency
view of dissonance (Aronson, 1968, 1999), hypocrisy effects have long remained explained
solely in terms of self-consistency, corresponding to the personal norm deviation pathway of

the SSM.

A well-documented personal norm deviation pathway

Self-consistency theory (Aronson, 1968, 1999) posits that dissonance arousal involves the
self-concept, particularly threatening it. The self-concept represents personal norms and people
self-integrity (i.e., positive self-image). It is threatened when individuals engage in behaviors
contrary to their personal norms. Building on this theoretical framework, researchers have
therefore explored and demonstrated the role of self-threat in the hypocrisy effect. They found
that self-esteem moderates the hypocrisy effect (Peterson et al., 2008) and self-integrity

manipulations (threatening vs. supporting) also influence this effect (Fointiat, 2004). In
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addition, researchers investigated the optimal conditions for performing the transgression
salience step (Stone & Fernandez, 2008). Effective transgressions recall must be personal,
anonymous, infrequent, recent, and described without justification to generate the hypocrisy
effect. Moreover, numerous transgressions or significant (vs. trivial) elaborate transgressions

are essential (Stone & Fernandez, 2011).

However, this emphasis on the self and the transgressions has overlooked the behavioral

standard salience step and, more generally, the social norm deviation pathway.

A neglected social norm deviation pathway

Since behaviors targeted in the IHP are always socially desirable, Priolo et al., (2016)
propose that the perception of inconsistency between social norm and transgressive behavior
underlies the hypocrisy effect. According to the perceived social norm deviation approach, the
more people perceive a gap between their behaviors and their beliefs about social norms, the
stronger the hypocrisy effect and the greater the behavioral change. While characteristics of
recalled transgressions could contribute to widening this gap (Liégeois et al., 2017), another

avenue lies in the first IHP step, associated to social norms.

Priolo et al. (2016) showed that the hypocrisy effect could arise from inconsistency with
both descriptive (i.e., individual beliefs about majority behavior) and injunctive norms (i.e.,
individual beliefs about majority approval). Additionally, Mauduy et al. (2022) found a greater
hypocrisy effect when both types of social norms are made salient. Mauduy & Mange (2023)
also found that making a situational injunctive norm salient (i.e., this school's adults disapprove
of school bullying), rather than a general injunctive norm (i.e., school bulling is socially
frowned upon), enhances the hypocrisy effect. Finally, Mauduy et al.’s meta-analysis (2023)
showed that the hypocrisy effect was larger in studies categorized as strongly (vs. weakly)

emphasizing the social norm associated with the behavior in the first IHP step. These results

5



Social norm deviation in induced-hypocrisy effects

are first indirect evidence of the influence of social norms strength in hypocrisy effects, but
direct and experimental tests are needed. Thus, the general aim of this research is to
experimentally test the involvement of the social norm deviation process in generating the
hypocrisy effect. Testing this process in the context of discrimination prevention seems

particularly relevant.

Investigating social norm deviation process in the context of discrimination prevention

Discrimination, defined as “the differential treatment of people on the basis of their
membership in a given group” (Bodenhausen & Richeson, 2010, p. 343), remains a major
societal issue that requires sustained efforts for its reduction (DARES, 2021; Kaas & Manger,
2012; Sasaki et al., 2017). Surprisingly, few studies have applied the IHP to the reduction of
discriminatory behaviors (Mauduy et al., 2022; Son Hing et al., 2002). While promising, these
studies face a critical limitation: the difficulty of eliciting the recall of one’s own transgressions.
In the domain of discrimination, individuals often suppress, minimize, or fail to recognize their
own prejudiced or discriminatory actions, especially in public or research settings (Crandall et
al., 2002). As such, strategies that rely on increasing the salience of past transgressions -
commonly used to strengthen the hypocrisy effect (e.g., Sénémeaud et al., 2014) - may not be

suitable when addressing discrimination.

From a social norm deviation perspective, a more suitable approach may be to amplify
individuals’ perceived deviation by reinforcing the salience of anti-discriminatory norms, rather
than by focusing on transgressions. Importantly, several well-established procedures exist to
strengthen perceived social norms, such as exposing participants to (ostensibly) scientific
evidence of widespread egalitarian values (e.g., Gabarrot et al., 2009). The context of

discrimination thus offers a particularly relevant setting for testing our theoretical hypothesis
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that strengthening social norms activation within the IHP procedure can increase participants’

perceived norm deviation and, in turn, promote behavior change.

This approach is further supported by previous research in the discrimination context
showing that perceived norm deviation - typically assessed via the “Should-Would
Discrepancy” questionnaire (Devine et al., 1991) - elicits psychological discomfort, including
guilt and self-directed threat, which in turn can influence behavioral intentions and actions
(Amodio et al., 2007; Fehr & Sassenberg, 2010; Monteith et al., 2002; Plant & Devine, 1998).
However, this questionnaire has rarely been used with intervention goals, and no studies have
attempted to increase its effectiveness by actively manipulating perceived deviation. Given the
conceptual proximity between the IHP and this “Should—Would Discrepancy” questionnaire -
both of which rely on highlighting discrepancies between norms and behavior - our work could
provide a promising opportunity to extend and strengthen the use of social norm deviation

processes in discrimination reduction.

Research overview

The present research aims to experimentally test the impact of perceived social norm
deviation on the generation of the hypocrisy effect in the context of discrimination prevention.
As a strategy for manipulating social norm deviation would be to enhance, rather the
transgression salience, the person's social normative beliefs, we manipulated, drawing on
normative influence research, the strength of social norms within the IHP. Reinforcing them
should heighten the perception of social norm deviation after transgressions of them have been
recalled, thereby amplifying the hypocrisy effect itself. Thus, we hypothesized that, in an
induced-hypocrisy situation, (1) stronger social normative beliefs would yield a greater
hypocrisy effect (General Hypothesis 1, GH1) because (2) participants would perceive their

past transgressive behaviors as deviating more from their social normative beliefs (GH2).



Social norm deviation in induced-hypocrisy effects

To test these two general hypotheses, we set up a program of five experimental studies.
The first three studies tested the influence of the strength of social norms on the hypocrisy effect
(GH1). More specifically, we tested the influence of social norm belief reinforcement on the
hypocrisy effect (Study 1). Then, we replicated this effect of social norm reinforcement while
also testing the effect of weakening it (Study 2). Following this, we checked that our
experimental manipulations of social norms (i.e., strengthening and weakening) were effective
in modifying beliefs relating to social norms without simultaneously affecting those relating to
personal norms (Study 3). The last two studies tested the mediating effect of social norm
deviation perception in increasing prosocial behaviors consecutive to the hypocrisy effect
(GH2). Given that experimental-chain-designs are now recommended to provide stronger
evidence for mediation effects (Pirlott & MacKinnon, 2016), we chose to test our mediation
hypothesis regarding the social norm deviation process using an experimental-chain design. We
first measured the perceived social norm deviation following the hypocrisy procedure (Study

4a, pre-registered, https://osf.io/h8fr7) and then manipulated this social norm deviation -

independently of a hypocrisy procedure - to observe whether its effects on engagement in
prosocial behavior were similar to those obtained in a hypocrisy procedure (Study 4b, pre-

registered, https://osf.io/tkxgs). Finally, we conducted an integrative analysis including five

studies (Studies 1, 2, 4a, and two additional datasets) selected because they tested the influence

of social norm strength on the reinforcement of the hypocrisy effect.

Ethics, Transparency and Openness

We report how we determined our sample size, all data exclusions, all manipulations,
and all measures in the study, and we follow JARS (Appelbaum et al., 2018). All data, analysis
code, and research materials are available at

https://osf.io/k53mg/?view_only=d4752d9b66e240f987390e51e6dc6fch. Data were analyzed

using Jamovi, version 2.4.14, and R, version 4.1.1 (R Core Team, 2021). Furthermore, the study
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was conducted in full agreement with the Declaration of Helsinki (World Medical Association,
2008) and the ethical standards set by a Psychology Department, which follows the American
Psychological Association Ethical Principles of Psychologists and the Code of Conduct
(American Psychological Association, 2017) for the ethical treatment of human participants.
With an information letter, participants were informed about the study task, its duration, and
that their participation was voluntary, confidential and anonymous. Participants could refuse to
participate and could withdraw from the study at any time without any consequences. Informed,
individual consent to participate was requested before and after the study completion to
authorize the retention of their data for research purposes. This transparency, openness and ethic

were the same for all the studies in this research.

Study 1

Study 1 aims to experimentally test for the first time the influence of social norms
strength on the hypocrisy effect. If deviation from social norm underlies the hypocrisy effect,

then reinforcing social norms should increase the hypocrisy effect.

Method

Participants

We recruited 180 Caen university students to participate in this laboratory study, without
any counterpart. Since 20 participants did not fully complete the experimental protocol, the
final sample consisted of 160 students from the University of Caen (M = 20.0, SD =2.4; 78.12%
female). This sample size, with an expected effect size of OR = 2.47 for the contrast of interest,
allowed us to achieve a satisfactory statistical power above 90% (see Supplementary Materials

1, Section 1.1).
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Design and Procedure

Participants were individually invited to take part in the study. They were informed
about the study via an information letter and then asked to sign a consent form for their
participation (see Supplement 1, Section 1.2). Subsequently, participants were randomly
assigned to one of four experimental conditions: control, norm, standard hypocrisy, and
reinforced hypocrisy®.

In the reinforced hypocrisy condition, participants were exposed to a strong anti-
discrimination social norm through the results of a purported study surveying students at Caen
University about their attitudes and behaviors towards French people of foreign origin (FPFO).
Subsequently, they underwent both induced-hypocrisy steps. They were asked to write a short
statement against discrimination towards FPFO, followed by the recall of their past
discriminatory behaviors towards FPFO. Finally, measures of behavioral intention were
introduced as dependent variables. Participants in the standard hypocrisy condition followed a
similar protocol to those in the reinforced hypocrisy condition, with the exception that social
norms were not reinforced beforehand. However, they engaged in the same exercise, focusing
on a purported "neutral” study (i.e., extracurricular activities of students belonging to their
university). Cognitive processing and activation of the “Caen university students” group were
thus comparable to the reinforced hypocrisy condition. Participants in the norm condition
underwent the same protocol as those in the standard hypocrisy condition, excluding the
transgression-salience step. Participants in the control condition directly responded to the
dependent measures.

Upon completion of the study, all participants received debriefing, including
clarification of the study's true purpose and correction of misinformation about the purported

study results and the prevention association. Any identifying information from participants who

! The same procedure was followed for each of the experiments presented in this article. We will no longer mention
it in the description of the following experiments.
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agreed to join the association was not retained and was returned to them. Participants were then
invited to complete a post-consent declaration (see Supplement 1, Section 1.3) to authorize the
retention of their data for research purposes and were sincerely thanked for their participation

in the study?.

Materials
Strengthening social norms.

To reinforce social norms, we followed the method of Gabarrot et al. (2009) by
providing participants with normative information against discrimination (see Supplement 1,
Section 1.4. for an illustration). Participants were informed about the results of a purported
study carried out with a representative sample of students from Caen University. Results
informed participants that 82.25% of students consider as illegitimate favoring French people
over French People of Foreign Origin, and that 89.26% of students do not discriminate FPFO.
This normative information was supposed to activate strong injunctive and descriptive anti-
discrimination norms (Cialdini et al., 1990; Gabarrot et al., 2009). Participants then answered
a comprehension question to confirm their understanding of the study results, as recommended
by Smith & Louis (2008).

Normative Advocacy.

The most commonly used procedure to conduct the first induced-hypocrisy step consists
of performing a normative advocacy toward a prosocial cause or behavior (Mauduy, Priolo, et
al., 2023; Stone & Fernandez, 2008). Therefore, we asked participants to write three arguments
demonstrating why it is important to treat people equally regardless of their origins (see

Supplement 1, Section 1.5 for an illustration). As recommended, we emphasized the public

2 This post-experimental debriefing was conducted for all experiments presented in this article. We will no longer
mention it in the description of the following experiments.
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nature of this advocacy by informing participants that their arguments would be used to build
prevention programs for young people.
Recall of past transgressive behaviors.

Participants filled out a questionnaire concerning their past behaviors in discrimination
situations (Fried, 1998). Given that the number of recalled transgressions influences the
magnitude of the hypocrisy effect (e.g., Sénémeaud et al., 2014), we neutralized this effect by
asking participants to recall the same number of transgressions. A two-phase pre-test (N = 60;
M =22.3, SD = 1.7; 78.3% female, see Supplement 1, Section 1.6 for more details) identified
four discriminatory situations towards FPFO most frequently carried out by university students
that thus constituted the transgression recall questionnaire (i.e., negative thoughts, negative
remarks, keeping distance, and stereotyping French people of African origin). Consistent with
recommendations (Fried, 1998; Stone & Fernandez, 2008), participants were asked for specifics
about each situation they encountered by answering three questions (i.e., When was the last
time?; Where were you?; Who was involved?).

Dependent measures.

Prosocial behavioral intention is the most classic mean used for measuring the hypocrisy
effect (Priolo et al., 2019). Therefore, participants’ antidiscrimination behavioral intention was
measured by asking them whether or not they would agree to distribute flyers on behalf of a
fictitious association fighting against FPFO discrimination. Participants who agreed to join
were asked to indicate the amount of time they wished to allocate (from 0: half an hour to 8:
eight half-hours) as well as their name, surname, and email address for future contact (see
Supplement 1, Section 1.7 for an illustration). This procedure allowed us to measure (1) the
engagement to volunteer (acceptance rate of the target request as binary variable) and (2) the

amount of volunteering (i.e., the time allocated to the association). The higher the proportion of

12
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participants agreeing to the target request and the more time promised to the association, the

higher the hypocrisy effect.

Hypotheses and Statistical Analyses Plan

We expected participants' engagement to volunteering (H1) and amount of volunteering
(H2) to show a positive trend from the control and norm conditions, through the standard
hypocrisy condition, and up to the reinforced hypocrisy condition.

To test our specific hypotheses, we used planned comparisons as they are recommended
to be more efficiently than omnibus tests (see Abdi & Williams, 2010; Judd et al., 2017). Three
orthogonal contrasts, including our contrast of interest (C1: Control = -2, Norm = -2, Standard
Hypocrisy = +1, Reinforced Hypocrisy = +3) and its two residuals (C2: Control = -1, Norm =
+1, Standard Hypocrisy = 0, Reinforced Hypocrisy = 0; C3: Control = +1, Norm = +1, Standard
Hypocrisy = -5, Reinforced Hypocrisy = +3) were used to test our hypotheses. C1 should be
positive and significant, while C2 and C3, as well as their combined residual effect, should not
be significant to support our hypotheses (Abdi & Williams, 2010). H; was tested using a
binomial logistic regression model on the engagement to volunteer, with the three contrasts as
predictors. Hz was tested using a linear regression model on the amount of volunteering, with
the three contrasts as predictors.

Results

Preliminary analyses (see Supplement 2, Section 1.1) ensured the random distribution of
participants across experimental conditions based on socio-demographic variables (gender and
age). Additionally, we confirmed that the number of transgressions recalled did not significantly
differ between our two hypocrisy conditions, considering its influence on the hypocrisy effect
(e.g., Senémeaud et al., 2014).

Descriptive data are displayed in Table 1.

13
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Table 1.
Engagement to volunteer and amount of volunteering among the four experimental conditions
(Study 1).

Engagement to volunteer ~ Amount of volunteering

(target-request (in minutes)

acceptance)
Control 22.50 (9/40) 14.3 (29.6)
Norm 15.0 (6/40) 10.5 (32.3)
Standard hypocrisy 32.50 (13/40) 28.5 (46.6)
Reinforced hypocrisy 42.50 (17/40) 31.5(51.7)

Note. N = 160. For engagement to volunteer, data show percentages (ratio); for amount of
volunteering data show means (standard deviations).

Effect on engagement to volunteer

The logistic regression model on engagement to volunteer is globally significant, ¥(3)
= 8.66, p = .03., R2nagelkerke = .076, More specifically, our contrast of interest C1 is significant
(Estimate = 0.23, x>waid(1) = 2.78, p =.005, OR = 1.27, 95% CI [1.07, 1.50]) while the residuals
C2 (Estimate = -0.25, y2waid (1) = -0.85, p =.39, OR = 0.78, 95% CI [0.44, 1.38]) and C3
(Estimate =-0.01, x2waid (1) =-0.11, p=.91, OR = 0.99, 95% CI [0.89, 1.11]) and their combined
effect (x> = 0.751, p = .69) are not. These results support our hypothesis Hi and indicate that
the proportion of participants who agreed to take part in the anti-discrimination actions follows
an upward trend from the control and norm conditions, through the standard hypocrisy

condition, and up to the reinforced hypocrisy condition.

Effects on the amount of volunteering

The linear regression model on the amount of volunteering is not globally significant at
the a threefold of .05, F(3,156) = 2.54, p = .058, R =.047. However, our contrast of interest
C1 is significant (Estimate = 0.14, B = 0.21, 95% CI [0.05, 0.36], p = .008) while the two
residual contrasts C2 (Estimate = -0.06, B = -0.03, 95% CI [-0.19, 0.12], p = .68) and C3

(Estimate = -0.02, B = -0.05, 95% CI [-0.20, 0.11], p = .55) and their combined residual effect

14
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(AR2 = .003, F(2,156) = 0.261, p =.77) are not. As expected (H), participants’ amount of
volunteering to the anti-discrimination association shows an upward trend from the control and
advocacy-only conditions, through the standard hypocrisy condition, and up to the reinforced

hypocrisy condition.

Discussion

Results of Study 1 support the hypocrisy effect in the context of discriminatory behavior
prevention (Mauduy et al., 2022; Son Hing et al., 2002). More importantly, as expected (GH1),
they showed that strengthening social norms enhanced the hypocrisy effect. In the next study,
we aimed to replicate this first finding while deepening the influence of social norm strength.
Indeed, if the social norm deviation process drives the hypocrisy effect, then both strengthening
and weakening social norms should impact the hypocrisy effect, by increasing or reducing it.
Furthermore, we also aimed to check that the pro-social cause against discrimination was also
a personal cause for our study population, a detail which we did not check in our first study.
This is important because the anti-discrimination normative advocacy carried out as part of the
first step of the IHP could in itself be a source of dissonance if the participants are not personally

against discrimination.

Study 2

Study 2 aimed to (1) replicate the higher hypocrisy effect in the strengthening social norms
condition, and (2) test the lower hypocrisy effect in the weakening social norms condition.
Therefore, we provided some participants with normative information aimed at reducing the

strength of social norms.
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Method

Participants

We recruited 180 Caen university students to take part in this second laboratory
experiment. Twenty participants were withdrawn because they had not fully completed the
induced hypocrisy procedure (i.e., no transgression recalled). Our final sample consisted of 160
students (M = 19.6, SD = 1.54; 78.1% female). This sample size, with an expected effect size
of OR = 2.47 for the contrast of interest, allows to achieve a satisfactory statistical power above

80% (see Supplement 1, Section 2.1).

Design and Procedure

Participants in the control condition were asked to directly respond to the dependent
variable questions, namely the behavioral intention measures (i.e., engagement and amount of
volunteering in discrimination prevention association), a discriminatory behavior measure,
based on the Hierarchical Organizational Task (Anier et al., 2018), and a scale measuring
personal anti-discrimination beliefs. Participants in the three hypocrisy conditions were asked
to complete an exercise in understanding the results of a purported study. The results were
intended either to reinforce anti-discriminatory social norms (reinforced hypocrisy condition),
to weaken these norms (weakened hypocrisy condition), or to activate an irrelevant norm (i.e.,
related to students' extracurricular activities; standard hypocrisy condition). Next, they were
asked to carry out the classic induced-hypocrisy two steps: the normative advocacy (i.e., writing
three arguments against origin-related discrimination) and the recall of past transgressions (i.e.,
recall of five situations of discrimination against FPFO). Finally, they filled in the measures for

the dependent variables.
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Materials
Strengthening and weakening social norms.

To reinforce social norms, we followed the same procedure as in Study 1. To weaken
anti-discriminatory social norms, we also followed the same procedure, but told participants
that a minority of Caen students did not discriminate against FPFO (i.e., 29.26%) and
disapproved of discrimination against them (i.e., 22.25%, see Supplement 1, Section 2.2 for
more details).

Normative Advocacy.

The procedure and material were the same as Study 1.
Recall of past transgressive behaviors.

The procedure was the same as the Study 1 but the material was not. The pre-test of
Study 1 aimed at identifying discriminatory behaviors had not been carried out on our study
population, students at Caen university. To improve the relevance of the identification of the
most frequent discriminatory behaviors in our study population, we carried out a second pre-
test (N = 150, M = 19.57, SD = 2.53; 70% female; see Supplement 1, Section 2.3 for more
details). Thus, the transgression recall (see Supplement 1, Section 2.4) included five
discrimination situations (i.e., keeping one's distance, criticizing, excluding, staring at and
ignoring a FPFO).

Dependent measures.

The first two dependent variables were the same as those used in Study 1. First,
participants were asked whether they would like to volunteer for a discrimination prevention
association (engagement to volunteer), and how much time they would like to give to the
association (amount of volunteering). The higher the proportion of participants accepting the

target request and the time allocated to the association, the higher the hypocrisy effect.

17



Social norm deviation in induced-hypocrisy effects

As a third dependent variables, we also used the Organizational Hierarchy Task
(Michinov et al., 2005) to obtain an indirect measure of a discriminatory behavior. The
procedure and materials were taken from Anier et al. (2018: study 2); see Supplement 1, Section
2.5 for an illustration). Participants were informed that the university was setting up an
association designed to facilitate the integration of FPFO students. The members of the
association had already been recruited. The university needed the participants’ advice to
organize the association board. In concrete terms, participants were presented with an
organizational hierarchy and the pictures of six individuals (including their first name). There
were two North-African men (stereotypically named “Abdel” and “Rachid”), two Caucasian
men (named “Alexandre” and “Pascal”) and two Caucasian women (named “Laetitia” and
“Sandrine”). Photos of real individuals have been used from Langner et al.’s database (2010).
After presenting this context, participants were asked to assign a position —among eight along
four hierarchy levels — in this organizational hierarchy to each of these individuals as well as
themselves. Indirect discriminatory behaviors were measured by looking at the position
assigned to the two North-African individuals. The more North African targets are assigned to
the bottom, the more the participant discriminates against them®. Following Anier et al. (2018),
we assigned a score to each of the four levels of the organizational hierarchy (from 1 for the
highest position to 4 for the lowest), then averaged the score of the two North-African targets
(from 1.5, meaning the two highest positions were assigned to the two North African targets, to
4, meaning the two North African targets were assigned the lowest positions) and the average
score of the two Caucasian men. The average position assigned to Caucasian targets
(“Alexandre” and “Pascal”) was subtracted from that assigned to North-African targets

(“Abdel” and “Rachid”) to operationalize the measure of indirect discriminatory behavior. The

3 This measure was created within the framework of the social dominance theory (Sidanius & Pratto, 2001). In this
context, the more North African target assigns at the bottom, the more the participant reinforces existing
hierarchical structures between minority and majority group by discriminating.
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more negative the difference, the less participants discriminated against North-African
individuals.

Finally, to measure anti-discriminatory personal beliefs, we used 6 items on a 7-point
Likert scale (from 1 - Strongly Disagree to 7 - Strongly Agree). Based on the work of Thggersen
(2006), we measured personal normative beliefs using three items relating to the introjected
norm (e.g., “I would have a bad conscience if I treated people of foreign origin differently from
people of French origin”’) and three items relating to the integrated norm (e.g., “Because of my
own values, | would feel bad about discriminating against people of foreign origin”). To
complement these 6 items, 15 filler items were added to the questionnaire to limit social
desirability (see Supplement 1, Section 3.2 for all items used), as recommended by Vautier et
al. (2003). These 15 items measure participants’ normative beliefs on themes other than

discrimination (i.e., blood donation, organic food and cannabis use).

Hypotheses and Data Analysis Plan

We expected participants' engagement in volunteering (H1) and amount of volunteering
(H2) to show a positive trend from the control condition, through the weakened hypocrisy
condition, through the standard hypocrisy condition, and up to the reinforced hypocrisy
condition. We also expected participants' discriminatory behaviors (Hs) to show a negative
trend from the control condition, through the weakened hypocrisy condition, through the
standard hypocrisy condition, and up to the reinforced hypocrisy condition.

As for Study 1, data were analyzed by using contrast analyses (Abdi & Williams, 2010),
and more specifically by means of polynomial contrasts (see Supplement 1, Section 2.6). The
linear contrast represented our hypotheses (i.e., control= -3; weakened hypocrisy= -1; standard
hypocrisy= +1; reinforced hypocrisy= +3). So, we expected that it was significant while the
quadratic and cubic contrasts and their combined residual effect were not. H; was tested using

a binomial logistic regression model on engagement to volunteer, with the three contrasts as
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predictors. Hz and Hs were tested using linear regression models on the amount of volunteering

and the discriminatory behavior score, with the three contrasts as predictors.

Results

Preliminary analyses (see Supplement 2, Section 2.1) ensured the random distribution of
participants across experimental conditions based on socio-demographic variables (gender and
age) and that the number of transgressions recalled did not significantly differ between the three
hypocrisy conditions. Finally, none of the four conditions differed significantly on the measure
of personal beliefs (6 items, McDonald's w = .70), further indicating high levels of personal
anti-discrimination beliefs for all 4 experimental conditions (control: M = 6.71, SD = 0.55;
weakened-hypocrisy: M = 6.64, SD = 0.51; standard-hypocrisy: M = 6.63, SD = 0.55;
reinforced-hypocrisy: M = 6.68, SD = 0.60). This indicates that the antidiscrimination prosocial
cause is also a personal cause in our study population.

Descriptive data are displayed in Table 2.

Table 2.

Engagement to volunteer, amount of volunteering and score of discriminatory behaviors
(SD) among the four experimental conditions (Study 2)

Engagement to Amount of o
volunteer . Discrimination
volunteering
(target-request . score
(in minutes)
acceptance)
Control 17.5 (7/40) 14.3 (34.0) -0.66 (1.16)
Weakened Hypocrisy 27.5 (11/40) 15.0 (31.0) -0.85 (0.97)
Standard hypocrisy 37.5 (15/40) 22.5(35.1) -1.02 (0.91)
Reinforced hypocrisy 50.0 (20/40) 34.5 (45.3) -1.14 (0.64)

Note. N = 160. For engagement to volunteer, data show percentages (ratio); for amount of
volunteering and discrimination score (The more negative the difference, the less participants
discriminated against North-African persons), data show means (standard deviations).
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Effect on engagement to volunteer

The logistic regression model on engagement to volunteer is globally significant, ¥2(3) =
10.69, p = .014, R2%yageikerke = .09, More specifically, results indicate that the linear contrast is
significant (Estimate = 0.26, y?waid(1) = 3.12, p =.002, OR = 1.29, 95% CI [1.10, 1.52]) while
the residual quadratic (Estimate = -0.02, y?waid (1) = -0.10, p = .92, OR = 0.98, 95% CI [0.69,
1.39]) and cubic contrasts (Estimate = 0.01, y?waid (1) = 0.11, p=.91, OR = 1.01, 95% CI [0.87,
1.17]) and their combined effect (3% = 0.02, p = .99) are not. These results support our
hypothesis Hi and indicate that the proportion of participants who agreed to take part in the
anti-discrimination association actions follows an upward trend from the control condition,
through the weakened hypocrisy condition, through the standard hypocrisy condition, and up

to the reinforced hypocrisy condition.

Effect on the amount of volunteering

The linear regression model on the amount of volunteering is not globally significant at
the a threefold of .05, F(3,156) = 2.54, p = .054, R? =.048. However, the linear contrast is
significant (Estimate = 0.11, f = 0.21, 95% CI [0.05, 0.36], p = .01) while the residual quadratic
(Estimate = 0.09, B = 0.08, 95% CI [-0.08, 0.23], p = .34) and cubic contrasts (Estimate = -
0.004, B =-0.006, 95% CI [-0.16, 0.15], p = .93) and their combined residual effect (AR? =.006,
F(2,156) = 0.471, p =.63) are not. As expected (H2), participants’ amount of volunteering to the
anti-discrimination association shows an upward trend from the control condition, through the
weakened hypocrisy condition, through the standard hypocrisy condition, and up to the

reinforced hypocrisy condition.

Effect on discriminatory behavior in the hierarchical organizational task

The linear regression model on the discriminatory behavior score is not globally significant

at the o threefold of .05, F(3,156) = 1.97, p = .12, R? =.037. However, the linear contrast is
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significant (Estimate = -0.08, B = -0.19, 95% CI [-0.35, - 0.04], p = .017), while the quadratic
(Estimate = 0.02, = 0.02, 95% CI [-0.14, 0.18], p = .81) and cubic contrasts (Estimate = 0.03,
B =0.01,95% CI [-0.15, 0.16], p = .93) and their combined residual effect (AR2 =.001, F(2,155)
=0.03, p =.97) are not. These results support our hypothesis Hs and indicate that participants’
discriminatory behavior score follows an upward trend from the control condition, through the
weakened hypocrisy condition, through the standard hypocrisy condition, and up to the

reinforced hypocrisy condition.

Discussion

Consistent with our hypothesis (GH1), Study 2 replicated and extended Study 1 by
showing that the stronger the social norms strength in hypocrisy procedure, the greater the
hypocrisy effect. Nevertheless, at this stage, these results testing our hypothesis of social norms
deviation have one limitation. Personal norms could be derived from social norms (Thggersen,
2006) and the impact of social norms on behavior may be partly mediated by personal norms
(e.g., Doran & Larsen, 2016; Thagersen, 2014). As such, it is possible that the observed effects
could be attributed to the reinforcement/weakening of personal norms, rather than social norms,
not completely evacuating the explanation in terms of self-consistency (Aronson, 1999) and,
more generally, in terms of personal norm deviation pathways (Stone & Cooper, 2001). In order
to test whether the social norm deviation strength underlies the results of the first two studies,
we conducted a third experiment to examine whether our operationalizations of the normative
salience step of IHP (i.e., reinforcing/weakening social norms and/or normative advocacy)

impact the strength of social and personal normative beliefs.

Study 3

Study 3 aimed to check that our experimental manipulations of social norms (i.e.,

strengthening and weakening) were effective in modifying beliefs relating to social norms,

22



Social norm deviation in induced-hypocrisy effects

without simultaneously affecting those relating to personal norms. Using the protocols from
Studies 1 and 2, we tested four versions of the normative salience step: reinforcing social norms,
weakening social norms, implementing only normative advocacy, and activating an irrelevant

norm before normative advocacy.

Method

Participants

We recruited 140 Caen university students to take part in this third study. After
excluding 16 participants who did not fully complete the experimental protocol our final sample
consisted of 124 students (M = 19.4, SD = 1.28; 81.4% female). This sample size, with an
expected effect size of f = .35 for the contrast of interest, enabled us to achieve a satisfactory

statistical power of 94% (see Supplement 1, Section 3.1).

Design and Procedure

Participants in the normative advocacy only condition (n = 29) were asked to perform the
normative advocacy and then respond to the dependent variable questions, namely a scale
measuring social and personal normative anti-discrimination beliefs. Before completing the
normative advocacy measure, participants in the other three conditions were asked to complete
the exercise (i.e., reading the results of a so-called survey) that aimed at reinforcing (reinforcing
social norms condition, n = 28), weakening (weakening social norms condition, n = 35) anti-
discriminatory social norms or activating a neutral norm (irrelevant norm condition, n = 32).

The questionnaire measuring dependent variables was then completed.

Materials

Strengthening and weakening social norms.

The procedure and material were the same as Studies 1 and 2.
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Normative Advocacy.

The procedure and material were the same as Studies 1 and 2.
Dependent measures.

To measure anti-discriminatory social and personal normative beliefs, the procedure and
material were the same as Study 2, with the addition of a measure of social normative beliefs.
Based on the work of Cialdini et al. (1991) and Cialdini & Trost (1998), social norm beliefs
were measured using three descriptive norm items (e.qg., “I think that most students at the Caen
University do not discriminate against FPFO”) and three injunctive norm items (e.g., “I think
that most students at the Caen University disapprove of discrimination against FPFO”). Thus,
we used 12 items on a 7-point Likert scale (from 1 - Strongly Disagree to 7 - Strongly Agree),

supplemented by 15 filler items.

Hypotheses and Data Analysis Plan

We posed two (alternative) hypotheses depending on the type of deviation pathway that
participants in Studies 1 and 2 would have used. First, if the social norm deviation pathway
underlies the hypocrisy effects in Studies 1 and 2, then our manipulations of the normative
salience step should have impacted participants’ social normative beliefs, such that the stronger
(vs. weaker) social norms are, the higher (vs. lower) participants’ social normative beliefs will
be (Hy1). In other words, participants’ social normative beliefs will show a positive trend from
the weakening social norms condition, through the irrelevant norm and normative advocacy
only conditions, and up to the reinforcing social norms condition. However, if the personal
norm deviation pathway underlies the hypocrisy effects in Studies 1 and 2, then our
manipulation of the normative salience step should impact participants' personal normative
beliefs (H2). Concretely, personal normative beliefs will show a positive trend from the
weakening social norms condition, through the irrelevant norm and normative advocacy only

conditions, and up to the reinforcing social norms condition.
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As for previous studies, we tested our hypothesis using contrast analyses. The contrast
codes are detailed in the Supplement 1 (Section 3.3). C1 compares the weakening social norms
condition to the reinforcing social norms condition. C2 compares the irrelevant norm condition
to the normative advocacy only condition. C3 compares the weakening social norms and
reinforcing social norms conditions to the irrelevant norm and normative advocacy only
conditions. To support Hi or Hz, C1 should be positive and significant, while the two other
residual contrasts C2 and C3 and their combined residual effect should not be significant. Hy
and Hz were tested using linear regression models on social normative beliefs and personal

normative beliefs, respectively, with the three contrasts as predictors.

Results

Preliminary analyses (see Supplement 2, Section 3.1) revealed that participants’ age
significantly differs according to the experimental conditions. In the model testing our
hypothesis, we have therefore included participants’ age as a covariate. In addition, a
confirmatory factorial analysis was performed on the 12 items measuring normative beliefs and
confirmed the bi-dimensionality of our measurement scale, namely social normative beliefs (6

items McDonald's w = .87) and personal normative beliefs (6 items, McDonald's w = .82).

Descriptive data are displayed in Table 3.
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Table 3.

Social and personal normative belief scores according to the four experimental conditions
(Study 3).

Social normative Personal normative
Condition beliefs beliefs
Weakening social norms 491 (1.01) 6.47 (1.01)
Irrelevant norm 5.35(0.81) 6.47 (0.85)
Normative advocacy only 5.14 (0.86) 6.72 (0.43)
Reinforcing social norms 5.64 (0.91) 6.59 (0.67)

Note. N = 124. Data indicate the mean (standard deviation) of items on a 7-point Likert
scale.

Effect on social normative beliefs

The linear regression model on social normative beliefs is globally significant, F(4,119)
=2.90, p =.025, Rz =.089. More specifically, C1 is significant (Estimate = 0.35, f = 0.27, 95%
C1 [0.09, 0.44], p = .003) while C2 (Estimate = -0.12, p = -0.09, 95% CI [-0.26, 0.9], p = .33)
and C3 (Estimate = 0.01, p = 0.01, 95% CI [-0.16, 0.19], p = .87) and their combined residual
effect (AR? = .007, F(2,119) = 0.491, p =.61) are not. Furthermore, participants' age is not
significantly associated with social normative beliefs (Estimate = 0.03, 3 =0.08, 95% CI [-0.10,
0.25], p = .39). These results support Hi, indicating that participants’ social normative beliefs
follow an upward trend from the weakening social norms condition, through the irrelevant norm
and normative advocacy only conditions, and up to the reinforcing social norms condition (see

Table 3).

Effect on personal normative beliefs

The linear regression model on personal normative beliefs is not globally significant at the
a threefold of .05, F(4,119) = 0.570, p = .66, R? =.018. More specifically, neither C1 (Estimate
=0.01, p =0.01, 95% CI [-0.18, 0.19], p = .95), C2 (Estimate = 0.07, p = 0.06, 95% CI [-0.12,

0.24], p = .42) nor C3 (Estimate = 0.02, B = 0.02, 95% CI [-0.16, 0.20], p = .82) are significant.
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Furthermore, participants' age is not significantly associated with personal normative beliefs

(Estimate = 0.04, g = 0.11, 95% CI [-0.07, 0.30], p = .22). These results do not support Ho.

Discussion

The results of Study 3 supported Hi, showing that our manipulations of normative salience
in Studies 1 and 2 effectively influenced participants' social normative beliefs rather than
personal normative beliefs. Collectively, the findings from the first three studies support GH1,
indicating that social norm strength contributes to the induced-hypocrisy effect and providing

evidence for the social norm deviation approach.

However, according to normative focus theory (Cialdini et al., 1991; Kallgren et al., 2000),
the increased hypocrisy effect observed in our reinforced hypocrisy conditions could be driven
solely from the activation of additional normative information. If this is the case, the heightened
behavioral engagement observed in these conditions may not necessarily reflect a stronger
hypocrisy effect per se, but rather a combination of hypocrisy and normative salience effects.
To disentangle these possibilities, we need to determine whether the enhanced behavioral
engagement in reinforced hypocrisy conditions is genuinely due to a stronger induced-

hypocrisy experience.

A critical test of this hypothesis involves examining two key predictions: (i) whether
participants in the hypocrisy condition perceive their past transgressions as deviating from
social norms - and whether this perception is amplified when the norm is reinforced, and (ii)
whether this perceived deviation from social norms mediates the effect of induced-hypocrisy
on prosocial behavioral engagement. This is precisely what the social norm deviation approach
predicts: the induced-hypocrisy effect arises from individuals' perceived gap between their past

behavior and prevailing social norms (Priolo et al., 2016).
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Therefore, to test this mediating effect of perceived social norm deviation (GH2), we
conducted two additional studies using an experimental-chain design recommended for testing

mediation hypotheses (Pirlott & MacKinnon, 2016). Study 4a (pre-registered,

https://osf.io/h8fr7) examined whether hypocrisy induction increases perceived social norm

deviation (X — M). Study 4b (pre-registered, https://osf.io/tkxgs) then directly manipulated

perceived social norm deviation - independently of hypocrisy induction - to assess whether it

produces the same effect on prosocial engagement as hypocrisy induction (M — Y).

Study 4a

Study 4a (https://osf.io/h8fr7) aimed to test whether IHP affects participants’ perceived

social norm deviation.

Method

Participants

We recruited 193 Caen university students to take part in this fourth online experiment.
Twenty-eight participants were withdrawn because they did not fully complete the experimental
protocol (9 did not fill in the socio-demographic data and 19 did not recall any transgressions
in the hypocrisy conditions). Our final sample consisted of 165 students (M = 21.5, SD = 4.58;
73.9% female). This sample size, with an expected effect size of OR = 1.72 for the contrast of
interest, allowed us to obtain a satisfactory statistical power above 80% (see Supplement 1,

Section 4.1).

Design and Procedure

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, we were compelled to conduct this experiment online
rather than face-to-face. Students at the Caen University were asked to participate in a survey

via their institutional e-mail address. The university's Information Systems Department (DSI)
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developed a server-to-server security system guaranteeing complete anonymity for

respondents. The study was carried out on the LimeSurvey® platform.

Participants in the control condition directly completed the dependent variables, namely
measures of perceived social norm deviation and engagement to volunteer in a real
discrimination prevention association (i.e., AFEV — “Association de la fondation étudiante pour
la ville”). Participants in the reinforced hypocrisy condition completed an exercise that aimed
at reinforcing the anti-discriminatory social norms, followed by normative advocacy and recall
of past discriminatory behaviors. Participants in the standard hypocrisy condition performed

only the normative advocacy and the transgressions-recall.

Materials

Strengthening social norms.

The procedure and material were the same as previous studies.

Normative Advocacy.

The procedure and material were the same as previous studies.

Recall of past transgressive behaviors.

The procedure and material were the same as Study 2.

Dependent measures.

First, we measured participants' perceptions of deviating from the anti-discriminatory
social norm using a four-item scale (see Supplement 1, Section 4.2). This scale is composed of
two items (e.g., “To what extent can your past behaviors toward FPFO be considered a violation
of the values and expectations of Caen University students?””) measuring perceived norm
violation (Crane & Platow, 2010), one item measuring group norm adequacy (“To what extent
do your past behaviors towards FPFO match the values and expectations of Caen University

students?”, reversed item), and one item measuring group prototypicality (i.e., “To what extent
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do your past behaviors toward FPFO make you representative of Caen University students?”,
reversed item, (Steffens et al., 2015). Response modalities were a 7-point scale ranging from 1:
Not at all to 7: Absolutely. High scores on the items indicated a greater perception of deviating

from the social norm.

Second, given the paucity of studies that have carried out the induced-hypocrisy
procedure online (Dossett, 2009; Gamma et al., 2018; Odou et al., 2019: study 3; Thorman et
al., 2020) and the concerns of some researchers about its effectiveness (McGrath, 2018), we
also measured the hypocrisy effect in the conventional way via the acceptance of a prosocial
request (i.e., becoming a volunteer in a prevention association). Participants' engagement to the
City Student Foundation Association (Association de la Fondation Etudiante pour la Ville -
AFEV) was measured (see Supplement 1, Section 4.3). Participants were asked whether they
wished to “join the association and access the membership form” or “refuse to join the
association”. The association was presented as fighting discrimination and inequality, and
participants were informed that their engagement to the association consisted in giving two

hours a week of their time to a disadvantaged young person for one school year.

Hypotheses and Data Analysis Plan

Our main aim relates to the effect of our experimental conditions on perceived social norm
deviation. We expected participants' perceived deviation from the social norm to show a
positive trend from the control condition, through the standard hypocrisy condition, and up to
the reinforced hypocrisy condition (Hi). A secondary aim was to verify that our online
hypocrisy procedure causes a hypocrisy effect. We expected participants' engagement to
volunteering to show a positive trend from the control condition, through the standard hypocrisy

condition, and up to the reinforced hypocrisy condition (H>).
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As for previous studies, we tested our hypotheses using polynomial contrasts (see
Supplement 1, Section 4.4). The linear contrast (Control < Standard hypocrisy < Reinforced
hypocrisy) was our contrast of interest, and the quadratic contrast was the residual. With the
two contrasts as predictors, Hi was tested using a linear regression model on perceived
deviation from social norm and H, was tested using a binomial logistic regression model on

engagement to volunteering.

Results

Preliminary analyses (see Supplement 2, Section 4.1) ensured the random distribution of
participants across experimental conditions based on socio-demographic variables (gender and
age), the absence of a significant difference between the two hypocrisy conditions on the
number of transgressions recalled and the internal validity of the measure of perceived deviation
from the social norm. As the factorial analyses indicated two dimensions, we calculated our
perceived deviation from social norm score using the first dimension including the two items
measuring perceived norm violation (r =.87, p <.001). The results of the analysis on the second-
dimension composite score, including two items measuring group norm adequacy and group
prototypicality) are available in supplement 2 (Section 4.2).

Descriptive data are displayed in Table 4.
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Table 4.
Score of perceived deviation from social norm and engagement to volunteer among the three

experimental conditions.

Perceived deviation from the ~ Engagement to volunteer

social norm (target-request acceptance)
Control 1.21 (0.393) 1.82 (1/55)
Standard hypocrisy 1.70 (1.32) 7.27 (4/55)
Reinforced hypocrisy 2.37 (1.56) 14.5 (8/55)

Note. N = 165. For perceived deviation from group norms, data indicate the average score
for 2 items on a 7-point scale (SD). For engagement to volunteer, data indicate the
percentage of engagement in a discrimination prevention association (number of

acceptances/number of participants).

Effect on perceived deviation from social norm

The linear regression model on the perceived deviation from social norm score is
globally significant, F(2,162) = 13.1, p <.001, R% =.139. More specifically, the linear contrast
is significant (Estimate = 0.58, B = 0.37, 95% CI [0.23, 0.52], p <.001) while the quadratic
contrast (Estimate = 0.03, p = 0.04, 95% CI [-0.11, 0.18], p = .61) is not. These results support
our hypothesis Hi and indicate that participants’ perceived deviation from social norm follows
an upward trend from the control condition, through the standard hypocrisy condition, and up

to the reinforced hypocrisy condition.

Effect on engagement to volunteer

The very high asymmetry in the distribution of our binary dependent variable (7.9%
acceptance, 92.1% refusal) is known to cause a bias in classical logistic regression. To reduce
this bias (Heinze et al., 2023; Heinze & Schemper, 2002), we used the intercept-corrected Firth
logistic regression (flic from the logistf R package, see Supplement 1, Section 4.7 for the R
script). This intercept correction provides more accurate probability predictions, but does not

alter the effects or their statistical significance compared to the original Firth model (Puhr et
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al., 2017). The results obtained without using this intercept-corrected are available in the

supplement 2 (Section 4.3).

The logistic regression model on engagement to volunteer is globally not significant at
the a threefold of .05, ¥2(2) = 5.93, p = .052, R2_ = .07. However, results indicate that the linear
contrast is significant (Estimate = 0.94, x?waid(1) = 5.88, p = .015, OR = 2.56, 95% CI [1.18,
7.92]) while the quadratic contrast (Estimate = -0.07, x?waid (1) =-0.11, p =.74, OR = 0.92, 95%
CI1[0.58, 1.46]) is not. These results support our hypothesis H2 and indicate that the proportion
of participants who accepted to take part in the anti-discrimination association actions follows
an upward trend from the control condition, through the standard hypocrisy condition, and up

to the reinforced hypocrisy condition.

Discussion

The results of Study 4a indicate that individuals perceive a gap with social norms in
hypocrisy situations, more so when their normative beliefs are stronger. This finding suggests
that the stronger effects observed on prosocial engagement in this and previous studies stem
from a reinforced hypocrisy situation rather than the combination of two distinct effects -
namely, induced hypocrisy and normative salience. It supports our general hypothesis that the

hypocrisy effect is driven by the process of social norm deviation.

Study 4a thus provides the first step in testing the mediation hypothesis: induced hypocrisy
leads to the perception of social norm deviation. Study 4b extends this investigation by
examining the second step of the mediation process. If perceived social norm deviation
mediates the hypocrisy effect, then manipulating this perception (low vs. high deviation)
through a different approach than induced hypocrisy should produce similar behavioral

outcomes, such as greater acceptance of prosocial behavior.
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Study 4b

Following Study 4a results showing that induced hypocrisy affects participants’

perceived social norm deviation, Study 4b (https://osf.io/tkxgs) aimed to test whether social

norm deviation increases the acceptance of prosocial behavior, similar to an induced-hypocrisy
procedure. In addition, research on norm deviance suggests that deviant individuals diminish
their opportunities to form and maintain gratifying relationships with ingroup members (Jetten
& Hornsey, 2014). Consequently, we also investigated the impact of social norm deviation on

the perceived group affiliation from which the social norm originates.

Method

Participants

A total of 173 participants took part in this online study. After attrition (n = 8) due to missing
socio-demographic variables, our final sample consisted of 165 students from the University of
Caen (M = 20.2, SD = 3.20; 72.7% female). This sample size, with an expected effect size of
OR = 1.72 for the contrast of interest, enables us to achieve a satisfactory a priori statistical

power of 80% (see Supplement 1, Section 5.1).

Design and Procedure

Participants were randomly assigned to one of three experimental conditions: control, low
deviation-from-norm, high deviation-from-norm. Participants in the control condition were first
asked to give their opinion on possible changes in university policy by answering 15 questions.
Finally, they were asked to fill in the dependent variables, namely the measures of perceived
in-group affiliation and of engagement to volunteering for a discrimination prevention
association. Participants in the low and high deviation-from-norm conditions followed the same

procedure as those in the control condition, with one exception. After answering the 15
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academic policy questions, we introduced our group norm deviation manipulation in which we
indicated that their answers differed either weakly or strongly from those of a representative

sample of other students.

Materials
Manipulation of deviation from in-group norm

We drew on Heerdink et al.” procedure (2015) to manipulate participants’ deviation
from an in-group norm. Participants were asked to give their opinion on some possible changes
in their university policies by answering 15 yes/no questions (e.g., “The Caen University should
also provide classes on Saturdays”). Once the 15 questions had been answered (see Supplement
1, Section 5.2), participants were told that 4,500 Caen University students had already
completed the questionnaire. To activate a strong deviation from in-group norm, we informed
participants that a majority of Caen University students disagreed with them. To activate a weak
deviation from in-group norm, we informed participants that a minority of Caen University

students disagreed with them.

Dependent measures.

On the one hand, two dependent variables were measured. First, we measured
participants' perceptions of affiliation with the Caen University students group using five items
(e.g., “I feel out of place among Caen University students”; adapted from the Psychological
Need States Scale, (Bhavsar et al., 2020) on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 - Not at all to 7 -
Definitely (see Supplement 1, Section 5.3). The higher the score, the more participants perceive
themselves to be affiliated with the group. Second, as for Study 4, we measured participants'
engagement to the discrimination prevention association (i.e., AFEV). The higher the

participants' acceptance rate, the greater the hypocrisy effect.
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On the other hand, we checked that our manipulation of the deviation from in-group
norm was effective by asking participants to answered one item (i.e., “Having read this result,
would you say that the majority of Caen University students share your opinions?”) on a 7-

point scale (from 1: Not at all to 7: Absolutely).

Hypotheses and Data Analysis Plan

Our main aim relates to the effect of our experimental conditions on behavioral engagement
in prosocial way. We expected participants' engagement to volunteer in prevention association
to show a positive trend from the control condition, through the low deviation-from-norm
condition, and up to the high deviation-from-norm condition (H1). A secondary aim was to test
whether our experimental conditions impact group affiliation also. We expected participants'
perceived group affiliation to show a negative trend from the control condition, through the low

deviation-from-norm condition, and up to the high deviation-from-norm condition (H>).

As for previous studies, we tested our hypotheses using polynomial contrasts (see
Supplement 1, Section 5.4). The linear contrast (Control < Low deviation-from-norm < High
deviation-from-norm) was our contrast of interest, and the quadratic contrast was the residual.
With the two contrasts as predictors, Hy was tested using a binomial logistic regression model
on engagement to volunteer and H> was tested using a linear regression model on perceived

group affiliation.

Results

Preliminary analyses (see Supplement 2, Section 5.1) ensured the random distribution of
participants across experimental conditions based on socio-demographic variables (gender and
age), the effectiveness of our experimental manipulation on participants’ perceived deviation
from in-group norm and the one-dimensionality of our measurement of perceived group
affiliation (5 items, Cronbach's o = .85).
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Descriptive data are displayed in Table 5.

Table 5.
Perceived affiliation to in-group and engagement to volunteer in prevention association

among the three experimental conditions.

Engagement to volunteer

(Acceptance of prosocial Perceived group affiliation
behavior)
Control 1.82 (1/55) 5.24 (1.34)
Low deviation-from-norm 7.27 (4/55) 5.13 (1.26)
High deviation-from-norm 12.7 (7/55) 4.63 (1.50)

Note. N = 165. For the perceived group affiliation, data indicate the mean score for 5 items
on a 7-point Likert scale (SD). For engagement to volunteer, data indicate percentage of
engagement in a discrimination prevention association (amount of acceptances/number of

participants).

Effect on engagement to volunteer

As for Study 4a, we used the intercept-corrected Firth logistic regression (flic from the
logistf R package, see Supplement 1, Section 5.7 for the R script) to analyze our binary
dependent variable, due to the high asymmetry in its distribution (7.3% acceptance, 92.7%
refusal). The results obtained without using this intercept-corrected are available in the

Supplement 2 (Section 5.2).

The logistic regression model on engagement to volunteer is globally not significant at
the a threefold of .05, ¥*(2) =4.72, p = .09, R?_ = .06. However, the linear contrast is significant
(Estimate = 0.86, y2waid(1) = 4.72, p = .03, OR = 2.37, 95% CI [1.08, 7.39]) while the quadratic
contrast (Estimate = -0.10, y?waid (1) = -0.18, p = .66, OR = 0.91, 95% CI [0.57, 1.43]) is not.
These results support our hypothesis Hi and indicate that the proportion of participants who
accepted to take part in the anti-discrimination association follows an upward trend from the
control condition, through the low deviation-from-norm condition, and up to the high deviation-

from-norm condition.
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Effect on perceived group affiliation

The linear regression model on the perceived group affiliation is close to being
significant, F(2,162) = 3.06, p = .05, R2 =.036. More specifically, the linear contrast is
significant (Estimate = -0.32, f = -0.18, 95% CI [-0.33, -0.03], p = .02) while the quadratic
contrast (Estimate =-0.07, #=-0.07, 95% CI [-0.22, 0.08], p = .38) is not. These results support
our hypothesis Hy and indicate that participants’ perceived group affiliation follows a
downward trend from the control condition, through the low deviation-from-norm condition to

the high deviation-from-norm condition.

Discussion

Having established in Study 4a that induced hypocrisy increases the perception of social
norm deviation (the first step in testing mediation hypotheses), Study 4b investigated whether
deviation from social norms (manipulated independently of induced hypocrisy) produces the
same behavioral outcomes as the hypocrisy procedure. The findings demonstrate that
manipulating perceived deviation from the in-group norm, through normative feedback,
impacts individuals' intentions to act in prosocial way. Thus, findings of Studies 4a and 4b
support our GH2, suggesting that people are more likely to engage in prosocial behavior in
hypocrisy situations because they perceive their past transgressions as deviating from social
norms. These results, combined with those of the first three studies, align with our overall

hypothesis that a process of deviation from social norms could underlie the hypocrisy effect.

These research findings provide strong support for our theoretical framework. However, in
the present research, our primary analyses relied on polynomial contrasts to test our hypotheses,
capturing the hypothesized linear effects of social norm strength on hypocrisy effects. While
informative and relevant (Judd et al., 2017), this approach does not directly compare standard

and reinforced hypocrisy conditions, the crux of our theoretical proposition. To address this
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limitation and further strengthen our conclusions, we conducted an integrative analysis that
combined data from studies specifically designed to test the key contrasts of interest:
comparisons between the control and standard hypocrisy conditions, and between the standard

and reinforced hypocrisy conditions.

A common concern with small-scale internal meta-analyses or integrative analyses is the
potential influence of unreported or unpublished studies (\Vosgerau et al., 2019). To mitigate
this risk, we included in our integrative analysis all relevant studies conducted as part of our
broader investigation on this research question. This comprehensive inclusion reduces concerns
about potential file-drawer effects and ensures that our conclusions are not biased by selective
reporting. Specifically, we combined data from the studies presented in this paper (Studies 1,
2, and 4a) with two additional datasets following the same protocol, which included control,
standard hypocrisy, and reinforced hypocrisy conditions. One of these two additional studies
has been published (see, Mauduy et al., 2022) while the other remains unpublished. This
combined dataset (N > 600) enables us to test the critical contrasts of interest with increased
and satisfactory statistical power. As such, this integrative analysis provides a robust and
unbiased test of our central hypothesis regarding the role of social norm strength in modulating

the hypocrisy effect.

Integrative analysis of the effect of social norms strength

Method

To provide a more comprehensive test of our hypothesis regarding the role of social
norm strength in the hypocrisy effect, we conducted an integrative analysis combining data
from five studies: Study 1, Study 2, Study 4a, and two additional studies (Sup 1 and Sup 2).
This dataset includes a total of 602 participants distributed across three experimental conditions:

a control condition (n = 213), a standard hypocrisy condition (n = 206), and a reinforced
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hypocrisy condition (n = 183). Participants in each study followed the same procedure, in the
context of discrimination prevention, as for the control, standard hypocrisy and reinforced
hypocrisy conditions described in this research. The key dependent variable was participants'

acceptance of a prosocial behavior.

To analyze these data, we conducted a generalized linear mixed model, treating study
as a random intercept to account for between-study variation and modeling condition as a fixed
effect with three levels (control, standard hypocrisy, reinforced hypocrisy). Additionally, we
included random slopes for the condition, allowing the effect of condition to vary across studies.
This approach enables us to test whether the effect of hypocrisy conditions is consistent or
differs from study to study. The dependent variable was the binary measure of prosocial
behavior acceptance (0 = no acceptance, 1 = acceptance). We used planned comparisons to
compare control vs. standard hypocrisy conditions and standard hypocrisy vs. reinforced

hypocrisy conditions.

Results and Discussion

The omnibus test for the effect of condition was significant, ¥3(2) = 26.4, p <.001, R?
=.09. The fixed-effect estimates (see Table 6) revealed that participants in the standard
hypocrisy condition (M = 23.1%, SE = 0.072) were significantly more likely to accept the
prosocial behavior compared to the control condition (M = 10.6%, SE = 0.047). Similarly, the
reinforced hypocrisy condition (M = 36.4%, SE = 0.087) led to a significantly higher probability
of prosocial behavior acceptance compared to the standard hypocrisy condition. The random
effects component indicated that there was some variation between studies (random intercept,
ICC = 0.176), but the variability in condition effects (random slopes) was small and non-

significant (LRT = 4.50, p =.48). This suggests that while some studies may exhibit slightly
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stronger or weaker effects of hypocrisy conditions, the overall pattern remains stable across

studies.

Table 6.

Results of the generalized linear mixed effects model on prosocial behavior acceptance
(N =602).

Effect Estimate SE OR S[ali/\c/)vg’l Upper]

Fixed Effects

Intercept -1.30 0.393 0.273 [0.127, 0.590] <.001
Condition 1 (Standard 0.935 0.315 2.547 [1.374, 4.724] .003
Hypocrisy vs. Control)

Condition 2 (Reinforced vs. 0.642 0.246 1.900 [1.173, 3.079] .009
Standard Hypocrisy)

Random Effects (5 studies)

Intercept (Between-study 0.701

variation)

Condition 1 - slopes variance ~ 0.002
Condition 2 - slopes variance ~ 0.020

ICC 0.176

By integrating data from multiple studies using a mixed-effects model, this analysis
supports our hypotheses by showing that both the standard and reinforced hypocrisy conditions
lead to greater acceptance of prosocial behavior compared to the control condition. Moreover,
the reinforced hypocrisy condition amplifies this effect, supporting the idea that the strength of

perceived norm deviation modulates the hypocrisy effect.

General discussion

Our five-study experimental program (Ntotar = 774) investigated the social norm
deviation pathway as an explanatory mechanism for the induced-hypocrisy effect, yielding two

key findings. First, the strength of social norms positively influences hypocrisy effects. To
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further support this, we conducted an integrative analysis of Studies 1, 2, and 4a, along with
two additional datasets (N = 602). Consistent with Priolo et al.’s meta-analysis (2019), our
experimental studies replicated standard hypocrisy effects relative to a control condition (OR =
2.55 equivalent to r = .25, medium effect). Furthermore, aligning with Mauduy et al.’s meta-
analysis (2023), reinforcing social norms in hypocrisy conditions (i.e., reinforced hypocrisy
conditions) significantly increased behavioral engagement compared to standard hypocrisy
conditions (OR = 1.9 equivalent to r = .17, small effect). Second, our experimental-chain-design
studies (Studies 4a and 4b) demonstrated that perceived social norm deviation mediates the
hypocrisy effect. These findings support the idea that social norm deviation is a key process
underlying the hypocrisy effect and offering a significant theoretical contribution to the
induced-hypocrisy paradigm. This calls for further theoretical discussions on the mechanisms

underlying hypocrisy and their broader implications for cognitive dissonance theory.

While our findings support the social norm deviation approach (Liégeois et al., 2017),
which provides a compelling explanation for this social norm deviation process by suggesting
that it arises from the perception of an inconsistency between social norms and one’s own
transgressive behavior, alternative theoretical explanations within cognitive dissonance theory

may also be relevant in understanding the mechanisms at play.

Notably, the social norm deviation approach assumes that the hypocrisy effect is not
primarily driven by self-threat but it does not exclude the possibility that perceiving oneself as
deviating from social norms may still impact the self. This aligns with self-consistency theory
(Aronson, 1999), which suggests that individuals strive to maintain a self-image congruent with
their values and social roles. It is possible that perceiving oneself as a norm-deviant person
could induce discomfort related to self-consistency concerns, thereby reinforcing behavioral
change. Furthermore, the perceived deviation from social norms might heighten awareness of

the potential negative consequences of one's actions, aligning with the New Look Model
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(Cooper & Fazio, 1984), which emphasizes the role of aversive consequences in cognitive
dissonance processes. Similarly, the deviation from the norm approach is compatible with the
Action-Based Model (Harmon-Jones et al., 2015). The latter posits that dissonance is resolved
by enhancing perceptions of effective and goal-consistent action. Indeed, perceiving deviation
from the norm may lead a person to adopt normative behavior, creating the impression of

behaving appropriately and thus being more effective.

A crucial step in disentangling these theoretical explanations - and, by extension, better
understanding the hypocrisy effect - is identifying the psychological process underlying the
social norm deviation pathway. According to the New Look Model, this process would involve
aversive consequences; in the Action-Based Model, it would be a motivation for accuracy,
correct action, and effectiveness. However, neither the social norm deviation approach nor the
Self-Standards Model (SSM) explicitly defines the process through which norm deviation leads
to behavioral change. To address this, it may be useful to extend our theoretical framework

beyond cognitive dissonance theory and explore insights from research on norm deviance.

Research on optimal distinctiveness theory (Brewer, 2012) and norm deviance (Jetten
& Hornsey, 2014) suggests that deviant individuals risk diminishing their opportunities to form
and maintain gratifying relationships with ingroup members, prompting them to seek ways to
restore their affiliation. Consistently, our Study 4b results indicated that social norm deviation
(manipulated through normative feedback) impacts perceived affiliation with the ingroup,
leading to increased intentions to engage in prosocial behavior. Affiliation is a fundamental
psychological need, and individuals are motivated to restore it when threatened (Baumeister &
Leary, 1995). Thus, theoretical models and findings suggest that affiliation motivation could be
the underlying mechanism driving behavior change in hypocrisy situations where participants

perceive themselves as deviating from social norms. If affiliation concerns underlie the
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hypocrisy effect, this has significant implications for both the understanding of induced

hypocrisy and cognitive dissonance theory more broadly.

First, this perspective provides insight into how the social norm deviation pathway in
induced hypocrisy situations might threaten the self, an aspect not explicitly considered by the
social norm deviation approach (Liégeois et al., 2017) or the SSM (Stone & Fernandez, 2008).
Aronson's self-consistency theory characterizes the self as independent (Markus & Kitayama,
1991), emphasizing autonomy, uniqueness, and resistance to conformity (Aronson, 1999).
However, a person may also perceive themselves as interdependent, driven to seek and maintain
social bonds through behavior aligned with social norms. Yet, whereas maintaining a positive
self-image primarily motivates adherence to personal norms (Cialdini & Trost, 1998;
Thggersen, 2006), affiliation motives drive adherence to social norms (Baumeister & Leary,
1995; Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004). Thus, induced hypocrisy may primarily target the
interdependent self, which is affiliated and socially connected, rather than the independent self.
Supporting this idea, Yoo and Jin (2020) found that people with an interdependent self-
construal are more susceptible to the hypocrisy effect. If hypocrisy operates as a signal that
one’s standing within the group is at risk, then behavioral change may be driven by a motivation

to restore social belonging rather than simply resolving cognitive inconsistency.

Second, if induced hypocrisy elicits concerns related to norm deviance (e.g., fear of
social rejection or disapproval), then the role of aversive consequences in hypocrisy-induced
behavioral change warrants further investigation. However, while the New Look Model
highlights aversive consequences, it will remain limited in its explanatory scope, as it does not
account for the role of the self in the cognitive dissonance process (Stone & Cooper, 2001), and
aversive consequences are not a necessary condition or generating cognitive dissonance effects

(Harmon-Jones et al., 1996).
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Third, if affiliation motivation drives dissonance regulation in induced hypocrisy
situations, the Action-Based Model - which emphasizes motivation for accuracy, correct action,
and effectiveness - may not be the most suitable explanatory framework for the hypocrisy
effect. Furthermore, this could challenge the exclusivity of the Action-Based Model's
assumption that all dissonance-related behavior change is driven by a motivation for effective

action, calling for a reassessment of its scope in explaining all forms of cognitive dissonance.

Ultimately, it may be worth critically examining whether the induced-hypocrisy
paradigm genuinely reflects a cognitive dissonance process. If its effects are primarily driven
by perceived social norm deviation, alternative theoretical frameworks that do not rely on
cognitive dissonance — such as optimal distinctiveness theory (Brewer, 2012) or deviance
regulation theory (Blanton & Christie, 2003) — may provide equally valid explanations. This
suggests that integrating induced hypocrisy into a broader theoretical landscape could enhance
our understanding of its mechanisms. More generally, theoretical models derived from
cognitive dissonance research, and dissonance processes themselves, could benefit from being
informed by and examined through the lens of other theoretical frameworks beyond the field of
cognitive dissonance. For instance, theories related to fundamental psychological needs
(Vansteenkiste et al., 2020), as suggested by other researchers (Mauduy et al., 2024), could
offer valuable insights into the underlying motivations at play. By integrating perspectives from
these broader theoretical domains, future research could refine and expand our comprehension

of both the hypocrisy effect and cognitive dissonance processes as a whole.

Limitations and Conclusion

This research has three main limitations. First, we used a single method to reinforce
social norms by providing normative information. Testing our hypotheses with alternative
approaches to influence normative perceptions would enhance the robustness of our findings.

Second, we examined the social norm deviation process solely by manipulating the strength of
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social norms. While this was our primary focus due to limited research on social norms in the
induced-hypocrisy paradigm, future studies should investigate whether this process also occurs
when manipulating transgression salience while keeping normative salience constant. Third,
we examined social norm deviation in the context of discrimination. One could argue that
transgressions involving discriminatory behavior inherently threaten affiliation needs, which
we hypothesize as the key driver of the social norm deviation process. However, even if
transgressions do elicit affiliation concerns, this alone would not fully account for our findings,
as transgression recall remained constant across all hypocrisy conditions in our studies. To
further explore the role of affiliation threat in the hypocrisy effect, future research should
replicate these findings in domains where transgressive behaviors do not directly challenge

affiliation needs.

Despite these limitations, this research provides strong evidence for the role of social
norm deviation in driving the hypocrisy effect. It demonstrates that reinforcing social norms
enhances behavioral change following a hypocrisy procedure and suggests that affiliation
motivation may be a key mechanism in this process. More broadly, induced hypocrisy has
traditionally been used to promote prosocial behaviors (e.g., sunscreen and condom use) rather
than to prevent problematic behaviors like discrimination. It has also been applied in contexts
where recalling transgressions is relatively straightforward (e.g., recycling, sunscreen use),
whereas transgression recall is more challenging in cases like school bullying (Mauduy,
Bagneux, et al., 2023) and discrimination (Son Hing et al., 2002). Thus, this research also
expands the applicability of induced hypocrisy to anti-social behaviors, demonstrating that
effective hypocrisy interventions can prevent behaviors that are difficult to recall. In this
context, emphasizing social norms is crucial to overcoming the limitations of transgression

recall. More broadly, this research refines recommendations for implementing the induced-
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hypocrisy paradigm (Mauduy, Priolo, et al., 2023), demonstrating that it is most effective when

social normative beliefs are reinforced.
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