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Abstract 

Injunctive social norms are societal standards for how people are expected to behave. 

When individuals transgress these norms, they face social sanctions for their behavior. These 

sanctions can take many forms ranging from verbal or non-verbal reactions and from disapproval 

to ostracism. We review the stable characteristics and situational variables that affect a 

bystander’s tendency to enact social sanctions against someone who violates an injunctive social 

norm. Stable characteristics include the bystander’s extraversion, altruism, the belief that others 

can change their behavior, and their cultural background. Situational factors include the extent to 

which the violated norm implicates the bystander, the social hierarchies among the bystander and 

transgressor, the presence of additional bystanders, and (when applicable) the bystander’s 

relationship to the victim of the norm violation. We also discuss the costs that a bystander can 

incur by attempting to enact social sanctions. We conclude with a discussion of the application of 

social sanctions to enforce pro-social social norms. 
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Injunctive social norms are societal standards for how individuals are expected to behave 

[1, 2]. When made salient, these norms affect attitudes and behavior. Messages highlighting 

injunctive social norms have been used to encourage energy conservation [3], increase approval 

of gay marriage [4], increase exercising [5], and promote the inclusion of students from 

marginalized backgrounds in college classrooms [6]. One explanation for why injunctive norms 

influence behavior is the fear of repercussions for transgressing (or violating) the norm [7, 8]. 

These repercussions are an inherent part of injunctive social norms. An injunctive social norm 

exists when group members believe that others should engage in the behavior and they expect 

punishment (i.e., social sanctions) for not doing so [9, 10, 11] (note that Bicchieri [9] refers to 

injunctive norms as “social norms”). Said differently, social sanctions are the defining 

characteristic of injunctive social norms. When there is no punishment for a norm transgression, 

it is not an injunctive social norm. In this review, we examine the literature on social sanctions in 

response to the violation of injunctive social norms. 

1.0 Social Sanctions 

What are social sanctions? Social sanctions include a variety of verbal and nonverbal 

reactions to norm transgressions designed to dissuade individuals from engaging in that behavior 

[12, 13, 14]. Note that several terms, such as social control [e.g., 15] and social norm 

enforcement [e.g., 16] refer to the same phenomenon as social sanctions; for the purpose of this 

article, we will refer to any reactions to norm transgressions that punish individuals for engaging 

in counter-normative behavior as social sanctions. Social sanctions include directly calling out 

someone for their actions (e.g., scolding someone for littering) or negatively affecting their 

relationships with others through rumors or gossip [17]. The goal of these sanctions is to change 

the individual’s transgressive behavior, decrease their social position, or some combination of 
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the two. For example, individuals who violate norms associated with religious observances are 

likely to be sanctioned by those aiming to re-enforce the traditional (normative) behavior [18]. 

One extreme example of social sanctioning is ostracism, the exclusion of an individual from the 

group. Because ostracism is highly aversive [19], the threat of isolation in response to deviations 

from the approved behavior of one’s group motivates behavior change [20]. Even when 

sanctions are delayed, the threat of being labeled as uncooperative increases the likelihood that 

one will contribute toward a collective goal [21]. Social sanctions (or the threat thereof) 

communicate and enforce a group’s injunctive norms. 

Social sanctions are particularly important in reducing harmful (or anti-social) behavior. 

For example, peers expressing disapproval of driving under the influence of alcohol is an 

effective tool to prevent drunk driving, particularly when paired with an alternative, socially 

approved means of transportation [22]. Professional athletes report that potential social sanctions 

in the form of negative press coverage and hostility from other players for being caught blood 

doping are a greater deterrent to blood doping than the legal repercussions [23]. Social sanctions 

likely also contributed to the observance of lockdowns in the early phases on the COVID-19 

pandemic; during that period of time, individuals reported being willing to punish those who 

violated social norms related to compliance with lockdown regulations [24].  

But what causes a bystander to administer social sanctions or not? Which psychological 

processes play a role in a bystander’s decision to speak up? Below, we will discuss the stable 

characteristics and situational variables that predict social sanctioning. We then briefly explore 

the costs of enacting sanctions and how to increase the likelihood of social sanctioning to 

promote pro-social behavior. 
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1.1 Stable Characteristics Predicting Social Sanctioning 

Some individuals are more likely to confront the perpetrator of a norm transgression than 

other individuals. What distinguishes them? Research has shown that there are several stable 

characteristics – dispositions, beliefs, and cultural background – that influence a bystander’s 

tendency to enact social sanctions. 

Recent research has shown that the following dispositional characteristics are related to a 

bystander’s tendency to enact social sanctions for norm transgressions: Sensitivity to injustice, 

extraversion, altruism, a sense of social responsibility, a sense of acceptance by peers, an 

independent self-construal (i.e., the willingness to express divergent opinions), strong emotion 

regulation skills, and self-directedness [25]. Bystanders are also more likely to speak up if they 

believe that norm violators can change their behavior (i.e., whether the bystander has a growth 

rather than fixed mindset regarding the opinions and behavior of others) [26, 27].  

Individuals who have more social power may be particularly motivated to enact sanctions 

because they feel responsible for maintaining social hierarchies [28]. These powerful individuals 

tend to sanction others if failing to confront transgressors will decrease their status [29]. Because 

bystanders may assume that norm transgressors have the freedom to challenge existing social 

hierarchies maintained by social norms, high status individuals enact sanctions to maintain their 

own prestige and dominance [30]. Those with low status can also be motivated to enact social 

sanctions. In an experiment in which participants were asked to contribute a portion of their 

resources to a shared pool, those who started with fewer resources were less permissive of social 

loafing than those who started with more resources [31].  

Interestingly, one’s perception of whether sanctioning will be effective depends on the 

race and social identities of the bystander. When asked to evaluate the persuasiveness of a 
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bystander correcting a racist remark, White participants rated White bystanders as more 

persuasive than Black bystanders [32]. These results align with the stereotype that Black people 

excessively complain about racism and are thus disregarded when enacting sanctions. As such, a 

Black bystander may be disinclined to confront a White individual who violates an anti-racism 

norm if they believe that their sanction will be ignored. Case et al. [33] recommend 

understanding the likelihood of enacting sanctions when witnessing discrimination through an 

intersectional lens. According to this lens, individuals have multiple intersecting identities (e.g., 

one’s gender, race, religion) that inform their relative power within a social setting. Because 

individuals with more power are more likely to enact sanctions, if researchers aim to predict who 

will enact sanctions, they must consider these intersecting identities and the resulting social 

power afforded to each individual. 

Cultural factors and group membership are further determinants of social sanctioning. In 

so-called “tight” cultures (i.e., cultures that are less tolerant of norm transgressions), individuals 

are more likely to administer social sanctions [34]. Further, those in collectivistic cultures are 

more likely to express moral outrage in response to norm violations and are more likely to 

socially sanction compared to those in individualistic cultures [35, 36, 37]. It should be noted 

that differences between collectivistic and individualistic cultures regarding sanctioning are not 

always consistent between studies [38]. One reason why some researchers may not find these 

cultural differences is that the appropriateness of administering sanctions in any given culture 

depends on the type of sanctions being administered. Sanctions in the form of ostracism and 

direct confrontation are considered more appropriate in collectivistic cultures whereas gossip is 

considered more appropriate in individualistic cultures [39]. In sum, while the current consensus 

is that belonging to a culture which prioritizes the in-group and emphasizes the maintenance of 
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social norms increases the likelihood of social sanctioning, researchers must also consider how 

sanctions are administered when examining cross-cultural differences in norm enforcement. 

Taken together, the prototypical bystander who opts to enact social sanctions (particularly 

in the form of face-to-face confrontation) is outgoing, feels accepted by their peers, is confident 

in their opinions, possesses strong opinions about injustice, has a growth mindset, and comes 

from a cultural background which emphasizes the importance of maintaining social norms and 

approves of direct confrontation.  

1.2 Situational Predictors of Social Sanctioning 

While outgoing, justice-minded individuals may be more likely to enact sanctions 

overall, a bystander’s decision to intervene depends on several variables that change from one 

situation to the next.  

Individuals will administer social sanctions when the violated norm is related to their 

self-concept, (i.e., when they care about the social norm). The likelihood of sanctioning increases 

with the feeling of being personally affected by the transgression [35, 17], seeing oneself as 

responsible for upholding the social norm [40], or perceiving that one could personally benefit 

from sanctioning the norm transgressor [41]. Bystanders are more likely to enact sanctions if a 

norm transgression elicits a strong negative emotional reaction, such as anger, which is 

particularly likely if the transgression harms another person [25, 42, 43, 44, 45]. Otherwise 

stated, in instances where a norm violation directly harms someone, a bystander may opt to 

sanction a norm transgressor out of anger felt on behalf of the victim. These findings are akin to 

recent findings on the bystander effect identifying that people will intervene when a situation 

becomes violent and preventing harm is a necessity [46, 47, 48]. Even when people enact 

sanctions for altruistic purposes as a third party, they do not do so as harshly as those directly 
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affected by the norm violation [49]. Thus, sanctions are most likely to occur when the situation 

causes a bystander to feel that they have something to gain from enacting the sanctions. 

Individuals are also more likely to engage in social sanctioning when the injunctive norm being 

transgressed is followed by more people [50, 41].  

People’s perception of other bystanders affects the likelihood that they engage in social 

sanctioning. The presence of additional bystanders reduces the likelihood of sanctioning 

(although this effect diminishes the more an individual feels personally implicated by the 

transgression) [15]. Furthermore, the response from other bystanders informs the strength of the 

norm, such that a lack of response from other bystanders indicates a weaker injunctive norm 

[51]. The likelihood of sanctioning increases if there is a power imbalance among bystanders 

such that the bystander with more power is expected to enact the sanctions [52].  

The relationship between the bystander, the norm transgressor, and (in instances where a 

norm transgression harms another person) the victim also determines the likelihood of 

sanctioning. Bystanders are more likely to administer sanctions when the norm transgressor 

belongs to a low power group or to a historically marginalized group [29, 53, 54]. Individuals are 

also more likely to enact social sanctions when an ingroup member transgresses compared to an 

outgroup member [12, 55]. For example, in one experimental manipulation, participants reported 

greater disapproval of counter-normative behavior when the norm transgressor was from the 

same rather than a different country as the participant [56]. Likewise, transgressors are given 

stronger punishments if their transgression victimizes an ingroup member [57] or violates a norm 

an individual believes is particularly central to their cultural identity [18].  Individuals report 

having a greater desire to enact sanctions when the transgressor is less familiar to them and when 

they have a close relationship with the victim [43]. Note, however, that the desire to sanction 
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may not always predict people’s actual tendency to enact these sanctions; subsequent research 

has identified that people report being more likely to sanction their acquaintances than strangers 

[58]. 

Taken together, a bystander is more likely to enact sanctions when they feel personally 

affected or made angry by the transgression, can benefit from sanctioning, their social identity 

gives them reason to believe they can effectively enact sanctions, they feel uniquely positioned 

among other bystanders to enact sanctions, and when the norm transgression was committed by 

an ingroup member. 

1.3 The Cost of Social Sanctioning 

Social sanctions do not come without costs. Social sanctions are meant to enforce social 

norms, but transgressors may have negative feelings about being sanctioned and may retaliate 

against the person enforcing the norm [59]. These costs are understood by bystanders and play an 

important role in their decision to intervene. For example, those who desire to maintain 

harmonious relationships and avoid conflict are less likely to sanction others on social media for 

fear of social costs [60]. Angry or hostile emotions that result from confrontations can dissuade 

other bystanders, ultimately decreasing the likelihood of enforcing the social norm [61, 62]. 

Likewise, the more severe the initial norm violation, the more individuals report fearing backlash 

for enacting social sanctions [63]. The potential for negative backlash to social sanctions aligns 

with historical social power structures, such that those most at risk of experiencing negative 

consequences for enforcing norms belong to historically marginalized groups. For example, 

women are evaluated less positively for calling out sexist comments than men [64, 65]. 

Furthermore, when an individual is aware of the costs of social sanctions, they are far less likely 

to enact sanctions against norm transgressors if they perceive that the norm transgressor only 
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harms others (i.e., the norms transgression poses no risk to the would-be norm enforcer) [66, 67]. 

As such, those who may have the most to benefit from enacting sanctions also contend with the 

greatest costs. 

The costs of social sanctions are compounded when the sanctions themselves violate 

other existing social norms. For example, a social sanction that includes an aggressive 

confrontation for a benign transgression may violate an injunctive norm of politeness and lead 

other bystanders to perceive the person enforcing the norm as a transgressor [68]. Likewise 

harsher sanctions lead to greater disapproval towards the norm enforcer (i.e., the bystander who 

enacts the sanctions) [69]. Conversely, when social sanctions are communicated respectfully, the 

norm transgressor is more likely to assign pro-social motives to the norm enforcer [70]. 

Additionally, sanctions will be viewed more favorably if the bystanders ascribe pro-social rather 

than self-serving motives to the norm enforcer [71]. Taken together, if an individual does not 

know how to enact sanctions respectfully or without communicating their motives and thus risks 

violating a social norm themselves, the costs of social sanctioning may prevent them from doing 

so. 

While the concern over backlash can decrease the likelihood of social sanctions, several 

individual or situational factors diminish this concern. As previously mentioned, anger can 

increase the likelihood that one enacts social sanctions. Because anger alters perceptions of risk 

[72], anger may be particularly powerful in overcoming the backlash concerns. Otherwise stated, 

anger may temporarily distort a bystander’s risk perception, causing them to underestimate the 

potential for backlash and focus their attention on punishing the transgressor. A similar pattern 

occurs in mediated environments like social media. On social media bystanders are more likely 
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to enact sanctions because they perceive few costs [16]. In short, circumstances that reduce the 

perceived costs of sanctioning, increase the likelihood a bystander enacts sanctions. 

Given the risk of potential backlash, an individual’s decision to enact sanctions is the 

result of an interplay between the stable characteristics and situational factors for sanctioning and 

the fallout for doing so. For this reason, individuals may opt to sanction norm transgressors when 

they are emotionally prepared to buffer themselves from potential backlash [73]. Feeling 

personally implicated by transgressions and not fearing backlash for sanctioning may explain 

why individuals who are acquainted with norm transgressors are more likely to enforce sanctions 

than those for whom the transgressor is a stranger [53].  

1.4 Can Social Sanctions Promote Behavior Change? 

Since injunctive norms impact behavior and social sanctions enforce these norms, we 

propose that social sanctions can promote compliance with (normative) pro-social behavior. 

However, because of the previously discussed factors decreasing the likelihood of sanctioning, 

individuals may not be willing to enact these sanctions without encouragement. As such, 

researchers have developed trainings to prepare individuals to enact pro-social social sanctions 

[74, 75]. Individuals often overestimate their willingness to enforce norms and confront 

transgressors, whether they are the target of discrimination [76] or witness discrimination [77, 

78]. This overestimation of one’s willingness to enforce norms may be a result of individuals 

feeling uncertain about how to do so when they are in the situation [79]. Thus, interventions that 

allow individuals to practice the sanctioning of discriminatory behavior [e.g., 80], appoint 

specific individuals with high social power to call out discriminatory behavior [e.g., 81], or help 

those facing discrimination reduce the likelihood of facing social costs for sanctioning others 

[e.g., 82] may be particularly beneficial. Note that while we have focused on the context of 
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discrimination, the use of social sanction trainings could be applied to a variety of contexts such 

as bystander intervention training to prevent sexual and intimate partner violence [83]. 

Furthermore, our intention is not to encourage people to monitor each other’s behavior in all 

situations and sanction minor transgressions of unimportant norms. Specifically, we call upon 

researchers to continue their investigations into interventions that help people speak up in high-

stakes social situations where individuals may be hesitant to intervene, but doing so is 

particularly valuable. 

2.0 Conclusion 

 Injunctive social norms have a powerful effect on behavior, and social sanctions play a 

key role in enforcing these norms. Whether someone sanctions another person for transgressing a 

social norm largely depends on the disposition of the individual who enacts the social sanctions, 

the power dynamics between the perpetrator and the other bystanders, a cultural emphasis on 

maintaining the group’s existing structure, the context in which the transgression occurs, the 

relationship between the transgressor and bystander, and the fear of backlash for enacting 

sanctions. While individuals may be hesitant to speak out in high stakes situations because of 

fear for the social repercussions for sanctioning, developing interventions to help people enact 

sanctions for social issues like discrimination would further our understanding of norm 

enforcement while simultaneously improving society.  



SOCIAL SANCTIONS IN RESPONSE TO INJUNCTIVE NORM VIOLATIONS 13 

 
References 

[1] Cialdini, R. B., Kallgren, C. A., & Reno, R. R. (1991). A focus theory of normative conduct: 

A theoretical refinement and reevaluation of the role of norms in human behavior. 

Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 201–234. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0065-

2601(08)60330-5  

[2] Gavac, S., Murrar, S., & Brauer, M. (2017). Group perception and social norms. In R. 

Summers (Ed.), Social Psychology: How Other People Influence Our Thoughts and 

Actions (333-359). Santa Barbara, CA: ABC-CLIO. 

[3] Bergquist, M., & Nilsson, A. (2016). I saw the sign: Promoting energy conservation via 

normative prompts. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 46, 23–31. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2016.03.005  

[4] Tankard, M. E., & Paluck, E. L. (2017). The effect of a Supreme Court decision regarding 

gay marriage on social norms and personal attitudes. Psychological Science, 28, 1334-

1344. 

[5] Milkman, K. L., Gromet, D., Ho, H., Kay, J. S., Lee, T. W., Pandiloski, P., ... & Duckworth, 

A. L. (2021). Megastudies improve the impact of applied behavioural 

science. Nature, 600, 478-483. 

[6] Campbell, M.R., Kennedy, K.R., Miller, A., & Brauer, M. (2023). A brief pro-diversity social 

marketing intervention improves intergroup relations and well-being of marginalized 

students. Unpublished manuscript, University of Wisconsin-Madison (currently under 

review). 

[7] Kitsuse, J. I. (1961). Societal reaction to deviant behavior: Problems of theory and 

method. Soc. Probs., 9, 247-256. 



SOCIAL SANCTIONS IN RESPONSE TO INJUNCTIVE NORM VIOLATIONS 14 

 
[8] Piddocke, S. (1968). Social sanctions. Anthropologica, 10, 261-285. 

[9] Bicchieri, C. (2017). Norms in the Wild. Oxford University Press. 

[10] Gibbs, J. P. (1981). The sociology of deviance and social control. In M. Rosenberg & R. H. 

Turner (Eds,), Social psychology: Sociological Perspectives (pp. 483 – 522). New Yok, 

NY: Basic Books. 

[11] Janowitz, M. (1975). Sociological theory and social control. American Journal of 

Sociology, 81, 82-108. 

[12] Chekroun, P. (2008). Social control behavior: The effects of social situations and personal 

implication on informal social sanctions. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 2, 

2141–2158. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2008.00141.x  

[13] Kaplan, H. B., & Johnson, R. J. (1991). Negative social sanctions and juvenile delinquency: 

Effects of labeling in a model of deviant behavior. Social Science Quarterly, 72, 98–122. 

[14] Meier, R. F. (1982). Perspectives on the concept of social control. Annual Review of 

Sociology, 8, 35-55. 

[15] Chekroun, P., & Brauer, M. (2002). The bystander effect and social control behavior: The 

effect of the presence of others on people's reactions to norm violations. European 

Journal of Social Psychology, 32, 853–867. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.126  

[16] Rost, K., Stahel, L., & Frey, B. S. (2016). Digital social norm enforcement: Online 

firestorms in social media. PLoS One, 11, e0155923. 

** Compares social sanctions in off- and on-line contexts and hypothesizes the role that costs 

play in the decision to enact sanctions. Furthermore, this study challenges the notion that 

anonymity facilitates online sanctioning as those who were identifiable were most likely to 

administer harsh sanctions. 



SOCIAL SANCTIONS IN RESPONSE TO INJUNCTIVE NORM VIOLATIONS 15 

 
[17] Molho, C., Tybur, J. M., Van Lange, P. A., & Balliet, D. (2020). Direct and indirect 

punishment of norm violations in daily life. Nature Communications, 11. 

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-17286-2  

[18] Stein, D. H., Schroeder, J., Hobson, N. M., Gino, F., & Norton, M. I. (2022). When 

alterations are violations: Moral outrage and punishment in response to (even minor) 

alterations to rituals. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 123, 123-153. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000352 

** Over the course of 5 studies, the authors explore how individuals are more likely to 

experience moral outrage and subsequently endorse the enactment of social sanctions against 

those who violate traditions related to both secular and religious holidays. 

[19] Williams, K. D., & Nida, S. A. (2022). Ostracism and social exclusion: Implications for 

separation, social isolation, and loss. Current Opinion in Psychology, 47, 101353. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2022.101353  

[20] Feinberg, M., Willer, R., & Schultz, M. (2014). Gossip and ostracism promote cooperation 

in groups. Psychological Science, 25, 656–664. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613510184  

[21] Glöckner, A., Kube, S., & Nicklisch, A. (2018). The joint benefits of observed and 

unobserved social sanctions. Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Economics, 75, 

105-116. 

[22] Collins, M. D., & Frey, J. H. (1992). Drunken driving and informal social control: The case 

of peer intervention. Deviant Behavior, 13, 73-87. 

http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.library.wisc.edu/10.1080/01639625.1992.9967899 



SOCIAL SANCTIONS IN RESPONSE TO INJUNCTIVE NORM VIOLATIONS 16 

 
[23] Overbye, M., Elbe, A. M., Knudsen, M. L., & Pfister, G. (2015). Athletes' perceptions of 

anti-doping sanctions: the ban from sport versus social, financial and self-imposed 

sanctions. Sport in Society, 18, 364-384. 

[24] Kasper, A., Frébert, N., & Testé, B. (2022). Caught COVID-19? Covidiot! Attributions of 

humanness and social punishment toward an ingroup member who breaks lockdown 

rules. Social Psychology, 53, 84-95. https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000478 

[25] Moisuc, A., Brauer, M., Fonseca, A., Chaurand, N., & Greitemeyer, T. (2018). Individual 

differences in social control: Who ‘speaks up’ when witnessing uncivil, discriminatory, 

and immoral behaviours? British Journal of Social Psychology, 57, 524–546. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12246  

[26] Rattan, A. (2019). How lay theories (or mindsets) shape the confrontation of prejudice. In R. 

K. Mallett & M. J. Monteith (Eds.), Confronting prejudice and discrimination: Changing 

Minds and Behaviors (pp. 121-140). Academic Press. 

[27] Rattan, A., Kroeper, K., Arnett, R., Brown, X., & Murphy, M. (2023). Not such a 

complainer anymore: Confrontation that signals a growth mindset can attenuate 

backlash. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 124, 344-361. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000399. 

* Using both correlational and experimental methods, the authors determined that bystanders 

who witness an individual confront someone for making biased comments are perceived as 

having a growth mindset regarding prejudice. The perception of a growth mindset reduced the 

likelihood that the individual administering sanctions would face backlash for the confrontation. 



SOCIAL SANCTIONS IN RESPONSE TO INJUNCTIVE NORM VIOLATIONS 17 

 
[28] Hershcovis, M. S., Ogunfowora, B., Reich, T. C., & Christie, A. M. (2017). Targeted 

workplace incivility: The roles of belongingness, embarrassment, and power. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 38, 1057-1075. 

[29] Redhead, D., Dhaliwal, N., & Cheng, J. T. (2021). Taking charge and stepping in: 

Individuals who punish are rewarded with prestige and dominance. Social and 

Personality Psychology Compass, 15, e12581. 

[30] Wanders, F., Homan, A. C., van Vianen, A. E., Rahal, R. M., & Van Kleef, G. A. (2021). 

How norm violators rise and fall in the eyes of others: The role of sanctions. PLoS 

One, 16, e0254574. 

* This study offers a unique perspective on social norms, exploring not only the effect of social 

sanctions to deter norm transgressions, but also furthers our understanding of norms by exploring 

how sanctions prevent bystanders from viewing norm transgressors as particularly free 

individuals with greater volition over their norm-adhering (or violating) actions. 

[31] Visser, M., & Burns, J. (2015). Inequality, social sanctions and cooperation within South 

African fishing communities. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 118, 95-

109. 

[32] Rasinski, H. M., & Czopp, A. M. (2010). The effect of target status on witnesses' reactions 

to confrontations of bias. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 32, 8–16. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01973530903539754  

[33] Case, K. A., Rios, D., Lucas, A., Braun, K., & Enriquez, C. (2020). Intersectional patterns 

of prejudice confrontation by White, heterosexual, and cisgender allies. Journal of Social 

Issues, 76, 899-920. 



SOCIAL SANCTIONS IN RESPONSE TO INJUNCTIVE NORM VIOLATIONS 18 

 
[34] Gelfand, M. J., Raver, J. L., Nishii, L., Leslie, L. M., Lun, J., Lim, B. C., ... & Yamaguchi, 

S. (2011). Differences between tight and loose cultures: A 33-nation study. Science, 332, 

1100-1104. 

[35] Brauer, M., & Chaurand (2010).  Descriptive norms, prescriptive norms, and social control: 

An intercultural comparison of people’s reaction to uncivil behaviors. European Journal 

of Social Psychology, 40, 490-499. 

[36] Eriksson, K., Strimling, P., Andersson, P. A., Aveyard, M., Brauer, M., Gritskov, V., 

Kiyonari, T., Kuhlman, D. M., Maitner, A. T., Molho, C., Peperkoorn, L. S., Rizwan, M., 

Stivers, A. W., Tian, Q., Van Lange, P. A. M., Vartanova, I., Wu, J., & Yamagishi, T. 

(2017). Cultural universals and cultural differences in meta-norms about peer 

punishment. Management and Organization Review, 13, 851-870. 

[37] Stamkou, E., van Kleef, G. A., Homan, A. C., Gelfand, M. J., van de Vijver, F. J., van 

Egmond, M. C., ... & Lee, I. C. (2019). Cultural collectivism and tightness moderate 

responses to norm violators: Effects on power perception, moral emotions, and leader 

support. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 45, 947-964. 

* Compares the reactions to norm adherence and transgression in a cross-cultural study. This 

study identifies how culture explains the perceived power of norm transgressors and the moral 

outrage evoked by the norm transgressions. 

[38] Molho, C., De Petrillo, F., Garfield, Z. H., & Slewe, S. (2024). Cross-societal variation in 

norm enforcement systems. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B, 379, 

20230034. 



SOCIAL SANCTIONS IN RESPONSE TO INJUNCTIVE NORM VIOLATIONS 19 

 
[39] Eriksson, K., Strimling, P., Gelfand, M., Wu, J., Abernathy, J., Akotia, C. S., ... & Van 

Lange, P. A. (2021). Perceptions of the appropriate response to norm violation in 57 

societies. Nature Communications, 12, 1481. 

** The authors examine cross-cultural differences in the perception of the appropriateness of 

different types of social sanctions across 57 countries. The authors found that the type of norm 

violation does not affect which sanctions members of a country believe are appropriate. They 

further introduce the idea that economic prosperity could affect the perception of social 

sanctions. 

[40] Chaurand, N., & Brauer, M. (2008). What determines social control? People’s reactions to 

counternormative behaviors in urban environments. Journal of Applied Social 

Psychology, 38, 1689-1715. 

[41] Przepiorka, W., & Berger, J. (2016). The sanctioning dilemma: A quasi-experiment on 

social norm enforcement in the train. European Sociological Review, 32, 439–451. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcw014  

[42] Fehr, E., & Gächter, S. (2002). Altruistic punishment in humans. Nature, 415, 137-140. 

[43] Hofmann, W., Brandt, M. J., Wisneski, D. C., Rockenbach, B., & Skitka, L. J. (2018). 

Moral punishment in everyday life. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 44, 

1697-1711. 

[44] Baumert, A., Halmburger, A., & Schmitt, M. (2013). Interventions against norm violations: 

Dispositional determinants of self-reported and real moral courage. Personality and 

Social Psychology Bulletin, 39, 1053-1068. 

[45] Sasse, J., Halmburger, A., & Baumert, A. (2020). The functions of anger in moral 

courage—Insights from a behavioral study. Emotion, 22, 1321-1335. 



SOCIAL SANCTIONS IN RESPONSE TO INJUNCTIVE NORM VIOLATIONS 20 

 
[46] Fischer, P., Krueger, J. I., Greitemeyer, T., Vogrincic, C., Kastenmüller, A., Frey, D., 

Heene, M., Wicher, M., & Kainbacher, M. (2011). The bystander-effect: a meta-analytic 

review on bystander intervention in dangerous and non-dangerous 

emergencies. Psychological Bulletin, 137, 517. 

[47] Lindegaard, M. R., Liebst, L. S., Philpot, R., Levine, M., & Bernasco, W. (2022). Does 

danger level affect bystander intervention in real-life conflicts? Evidence from CCTV 

footage. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 13, 795-802. 

[48] Liebst, L. S., Philpot, R., Bernasco, W., Dausel, K. L., Ejbye‐Ernst, P., Nicolaisen, M. H., & 

Lindegaard, M. R. (2019). Social relations and presence of others predict bystander 

intervention: Evidence from violent incidents captured on CCTV. Aggressive 

Behavior, 45, 598-609. 

[49] Fehr, E., & Fischbacher, U. (2004). Third-party punishment and social norms. Evolution 

and Human Behavior, 25, 63-87. 

[50] Kuang, J., Ashraf, S., Shpenev, A., Delea, M. G., Das, U., & Bicchieri, C. (2020). Women 

are more likely to expect social sanctions for open defecation: Evidence from Tamil 

Nadu India. Plos One, 15, e0240477. 

[51] Tirion, A., Mulder, L., Prosser, A. M. B., Kurz, T., Koudenburg, N., & Bolderdijk, J. W. (in 

prep). The Sound of Silence: The Importance of Bystander Support for Confronters in the 

Prevention of Norm Erosion. 

[52] Przepiorka, W., & Diekmann, A. (2018). Heterogeneous groups overcome the diffusion of 

responsibility problem in Social Norm Enforcement. PLOS ONE, 13. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208129  



SOCIAL SANCTIONS IN RESPONSE TO INJUNCTIVE NORM VIOLATIONS 21 

 
[53] Kakkar, H., Sivanathan, N., & Gobel, M. S. (2020). Fall from grace: The role of dominance 

and prestige in the punishment of high-status actors. Academy of Management 

Journal, 63, 530-553. 

[54] Winter, F., & Zhang, N. (2018). Social norm enforcement in ethnically diverse 

communities. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 115, 2722-2727. 

[55] Schachter, S. (1951). Deviation, rejection, and communication. The Journal of Abnormal 

and Social Psychology, 46, 190. 

[56] Chekroun, P., & Nugier, A. (2005). Le rôle des émotions morales dans le contrôle social 

endogroupe: "Tu me fais honte!" [The role of moral emotions on sanctions toward an 

ingroup or an outgroup deviant]. Revue Internationale de Psychologie Sociale, 18, 77–97. 

[57] Bernhard, H., Fehr, E., & Fischbacher, U. (2006). Group affiliation and altruistic norm 

enforcement. American Economic Review, 96, 217-221. 

[58] Moisuc, A. & Brauer, M. (2019). Social norms are enforced by friends: The effect of 

relationship closeness on bystanders’ tendency to confront perpetrators of uncivil, 

immoral, and discriminatory behaviors. European Journal of Social Psychology, 49, 824-

830. 

* This study experimentally manipulates the closeness of social norm transgressors among 

middle schoolers. The researchers identify that individuals who are closer to the norm 

transgressor are more likely to speak up and confront norm transgressions. 

[59] Mallett, R. K., & Melchiori, K. J. (2019). Goals drive responses to perceived discrimination. 

In Confronting Prejudice and Discrimination (pp. 95-119). Academic Press. 



SOCIAL SANCTIONS IN RESPONSE TO INJUNCTIVE NORM VIOLATIONS 22 

 
[60] Rashidi, Y., Kapadia, A., Nippert-Eng, C., & Su, N. M. (2020). " It's easier than causing 

confrontation": Sanctioning Strategies to Maintain Social Norms and Privacy on Social 

Media. Proceedings of the ACM on Human-Computer Interaction, 4, 1-25. 

[61] Nugier, A., Niedenthal, P. M., Brauer, M., & Chekroun, P. (2007). Moral and angry 

emotions provoked by informal social control. Cognition and Emotion, 21, 1699-1720. 

[62] Monteith, M. J., Burns, M. D., & Hildebrand, L. K. (2019). Navigating successful 

confrontations: What should I say and how should I say it?. In Confronting prejudice and 

discrimination (pp. 225-248). Academic Press. 

[63] Balafoutas, L., Nikiforakis, N., & Rockenbach, B. (2016). Altruistic punishment does not 

increase with the severity of norm violations in the field. Nature Communications, 7, 

13327. 

[64] Gervais, S. J., & Hillard, A. L. (2014). Confronting sexism as persuasion: Effects of a 

confrontation's recipient, source, message, and context. Journal of Social Issues, 70, 653-

667. 

[65] Vaccarino, E., & Kawakami, K. (2021). In the office or at the gym: The impact of 

confronting sexism in specific contexts on support for confrontation and perceptions of 

others. Self and Identity, 20, 893-912. 

[66] Krasnow, M. M., Cosmides, L., Pedersen, E. J., & Tooby, J. (2012). What are punishment 

and reputation for?. Plos One, 7, e45662. 

[67] Krasnow, M. M., Delton, A. W., Cosmides, L., & Tooby, J. (2016). Looking under the hood 

of third-party punishment reveals design for personal benefit. Psychological Science, 27, 

405-418. 



SOCIAL SANCTIONS IN RESPONSE TO INJUNCTIVE NORM VIOLATIONS 23 

 
[68] Czopp, A. M., Monteith, M. J., & Mark, A. Y. (2006). Standing up for a change: Reducing 

bias through interpersonal confrontation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

90, 784–803. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.784  

[69] Eriksson, K., Andersson, P. A., & Strimling, P. (2015). Moderators of the disapproval of 

peer punishment. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 19, 152–168. 

[70] de Vel‐Palumbo, M., Twardawski, M., & Gollwitzer, M. (2023). Making sense of 

punishment: Transgressors' interpretation of punishment motives determines the effects 

of sanctions. British Journal of Social Psychology, 62, 1395-1417. DOI: 

10.1111/bjso.12638 

* The authors of this study used both cross sectional and experimental designs to determine how 

the communication of social punishment affects the perception that the norm enforcer is 

attempting to repair the relationship. The authors conclude that an individual’s perception of why 

they were sanctioned affects their reaction to those sanctions. 

[71] Raihani, N. J., & Bshary, R. (2019). Punishment: one tool, many uses. Evolutionary Human 

Sciences, 1, e12. 

[72] Lerner, J. S., & Keltner, D. (2001). Fear, anger, and risk. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 81, 146–159. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.1.146  

[73] Brandstätter, V., Jonas, K. J., Koletzko, S. H., & Fischer, P. (2016). Self-regulatory 

processes in the appraisal of moral courage situations. Social Psychology, 47, 201–213. 

[74] Osswald, S., Greitemeyer, T., Fischer, P., & Frey, D. (2010). What is moral courage? 

Definition, explication, and classification of a complex construct. In C. L. S. Pury & S. J. 

Lopez (Eds.), The psychology of courage: Modern research on an ancient virtue (pp. 

149–164). American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/12168-008 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/12168-008


SOCIAL SANCTIONS IN RESPONSE TO INJUNCTIVE NORM VIOLATIONS 24 

 
[75] Brandstätter, V., & Jonas, K. J. (2012). Moral courage training programs as a means of 

overcoming societal crises. In K. J. Jonas & T. A. Morton (Eds.), Restoring civil 

societies: The psychology of intervention and engagement following crisis. John Wiley & 

Sons, Inc. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118347683.ch16 

[76] Shelton, N. J., & Stewart, R. E. (2004). Confronting perpetrators of prejudice: The 

inhibitory effects of social costs. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 28, 215-223. 

[77] Kawakami, K., Dunn, E., Karmali, F., & Dovidio, J. F. (2009). Response to confronting 

racism. Science, 324, 591-592. 

[78] Karmali, F., Kawakami, K., & Page-Gould, E. (2017). He said what? Physiological and 

cognitive responses to imagining and witnessing outgroup racism. Journal of 

Experimental Psychology: General, 146, 1073. 

[79] Szekeres, H., Halperin, E., Kende, A., & Saguy, T. (under review). Aversive Bystander 

Effect: Egalitarian bystanders’ overestimation of confronting prejudice. 

[80] Lawson, T. J., McDonough, T. A., & Bodle, J. H. (2010). Confronting prejudiced 

comments: Effectiveness of a role-playing exercise. Teaching of Psychology, 37, 257-

261. 

[81] Paluck, E. L. (2011). Peer pressure against prejudice: A high school field experiment 

examining social network change. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 47, 350-

358. 

[82] Stone, J., Whitehead, J., Schmader, T., & Focella, E. (2011). Thanks for asking: Self-

affirming questions reduce backlash when stigmatized targets confront prejudice. Journal 

of Experimental Social Psychology, 47, 589-598. 



SOCIAL SANCTIONS IN RESPONSE TO INJUNCTIVE NORM VIOLATIONS 25 

 
[83] Banyard, V. L. (2015). Toward the next generation of bystander prevention of sexual and 

relationship violence: Action coils to engage communities. Springer. 


