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The Impact of Regulatory Policy on Individual Behaviour:

A Goal Framing Theory Approach

Julien Etienne’

Abstract

This paper presents a theoretical framework forlysitey regulatees’ responses to
behavioural expectations set for them in publicufagon. It identifies the main
variables and mechanisms through which regulataticy may influence individual
choices. The article builds on Siegwart Lindenbergoal framing theory. The
theoretical argument is supported by an extensinge of examples borrowed from the
empirical literature on regulatory compliance. Agls, it fills an important lacuna of
compliance studies: the absence of a formal theatdiase capable of encompassing
the numerous findings of the empirical literaturee theoretical framework also gives
a consistent account of the cumulated influence heferogeneous motives on
(non)compliance decisions, and thus provides eebettderstanding of responses to
regulation than there was before.

I wish to thank Richard Balme, Mathilde Bourrier, SiraGilad, Olivier Giraud, Bridget Hutter, Patrick Gales,
Siegwart Lindenberg, Ronald Mitchell, Gerhard Sclamyahd three anonymous reviewers for their helpdahments
and criticisms on successive drafts of this papee. usual disclaimer applies.



Introduction

An impressive amount of empirical work on regulgtpolicy and its impact on
regulatees has accumulated over the last threeldecaAnd yet, regulatory compliance
theory remains underdeveloped (Brehm 1996; Haif83;1Hutter 2001). As Fiona
Haines aptly underlined: ‘The tendency is for esithly to simply add to the list of
empirical research, a list which grows longer, mnmomplex, and packed ever more
densely with insights that are unable to be accesasily.” As she further argued:
‘unless this growing list of research touches haisie some formal theoretical base,
repetition of insight is likely to characterize tregjulation debate for some time to
come’ (1997: 234). More than a decade after Hagmglga, there is still no consistent
formal theory capable of synthesising the mainifigd in the field.

To understand why it is so, one must acknowledgetimplexity of the issue. In fact,
responses to regulation may be linked to a wideetyaof causes (Coombs 1980). Some
responses can be ‘automatic’ behaviours, the ptarfutabits and routines. Some
others are purposeful action, but rather than nadigng motives to comply or not
comply with regulation, they are principally thesuéts of incapacity, incompetence,
ignorance or misunderstanding of regulatory presioms (e.g. Brehm and Hamilton
1996; Hutter, 2001). The remaining lot can be nuanefidently explained by individual
motives to comply or not comply (self-interest, alaybligation such as duty or trust,
fear of sanctions, etc.).

To deal with this complexity, and in agreement wviith Weberian approach to
explaining behaviour, most compliance theoristdarpegulatees’ responses as
purposeful action, considered as a satisfactoryopation for actual action
processes. However, a problem they have encountexgdo take into account the
empirical literature on compliance motives. In fdabe latter are not only plural and
diverse but they also operate in combinations rdtren exclusively: self-interest, duty,
fear, anger, trust, among others together influeasponses to public regulation (int. al.
Alm etl al. 1995; Gezelius 2002; Hutter 2001; Map20Parker 1999, 2006; Wenzel
2004).

As a partial answer to these findings, compliahestists have generally chosen to
combine several models of action, which taken iidially, overlook the complexity of
motives observable in realistic settings, but, talagether, could account for most
observations. The best known example is the wokyoés and Braithwaite (1992). It
combines rational choice theory (game theory) aithidealist’ theory of
empowerment predicting that norm internalisatiotrust relations would overcome
temptations to defect. This compromise betweendalof consequences’ and ‘a logic
of appropriateness’ (Mitchell 2007) is represemgadf many influential contributions

in the regulation literature (int. al. Gunninghandasrabosky 1998; Hood 1986; Kagan
and Scholz 1984; Mitchell 2007; Scholz 1984; Sheri@93). Correlatively, many

1 In other words, compliance and non-compliancedissare characterised by ‘equifinality (many altéueacausal
paths to the same outcome) and multifinality (manycomes consistent with a particular value of wagable)’
(George and Bennett 2005: 10).



have associated models of action with typified gsouror instance, the choices of
‘amoral calculators’ (Kagan and Scholz 1984), ‘bagles’ (Bardach and Kagan 2002)
or ‘opportunists’ (Hood 1986) have been explaine@goistic and utilitarian. On the
contrary, ‘virtuous’ actors, ‘citizens’ or ‘good ples’ have been often assumed to
follow norms and act in accordance to their ‘feglaf duty’.

These writings have three main shortcomings. Firtiliey are theoretically inconsistent
and unrealistic. Secondly, they cannot explain havtives interact with each other.
And thirdly, although they can describe behavioahalnges resulting from actors
switching from one logic of action to another asifstance when self-interest ‘crowds
out’ norm orientation (e.g. Frey 1997; McGraw amth@z 1991: 475-77; Parker 2006:
611-2), they cannot explain them.

In this paper | propose an alternative, individstai framework for analysing the
influence of regulatory policy on regulatees ancoanting for the latter’s responses to
the behavioural expectations addressed to theradwlators. The framework has been
set to answer the two interrelated issues underlieore: to provide a theoretical base
for compliance studies capable of synthesisingiphbbt findings; and to take up the
multifarious and interactive motives of (non)conepdi without compromising on
internal consistency.

The paper builds on Siegwart Lindenberg’s goal frantheory (GFT). Lindenberg’s is
a theory of individual action that strives to intag the diversity and plurality of human
motivations. Taking stock of psychologists’ findgngn decision-making, and building
especially on prospect theory (Kahneman and Tvet8K®), Lindenberg intends to
overcome some of rational choice’s limits while fieg a methodological

individualistic approach. Here, | am reformulatihgs path-breaking theory and
providing various additions and modifications. Theoretical argument is supported by
a number of examples and references from the cangdiliterature. This is to
demonstrate the framework’s capacity to synthasiselts from the regulation studies
and thus to answer Haines’ plea.

Overview of the framework

In various ways (in writing, image and/or sounggulators communicate behavioural
expectations to regulatees; they call on them tmsé or reject one of the options
available for the performance of a particular taskerefore, compliance can be
understood as behaviour fitting these behaviowpéetations. But regulatory policy
does more than address expectations to regulate¢so influences the way they assess
and choose between alternatives.

2 This definition, which is quite close to Coomb&980), is more inclusive than ‘conformity with thev' (Hutter
1997: 16-17) and less normative than ‘conformitghwpolicy objectives’. In fact, regulatees may ke to
conform to expectations communicated in non-legainf(Hopkins 1994; e.g. Thaler and Sunstein 20B8kides,
the behavioural expectations communicated to régegamay not be appropriate or sufficient to repolicy
objectives (Coombs 1980; e.g. McBarnet and Whelai)}199
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This affects two main variables: the regulatee’algioand the regulatee’s options
(among which one could identify various degreesamhpliance and non-compliance).
It is assumed that the regulatee will pick theraléve that best satisfies his/her
strongest goals. Regulatory policy’s impact onrdgulatee’s goals and option set is
channelled through two distinct causal mechanisewilatory policy modifies the
option set through relative prices, and it chartbegyoal set through goal signals
(figure 1).

Relative prices Option
/ set > Behaviour
Regulatory

policy
Framing
Goal
signals

Goal set

Figure 1: Overview of the theoretical framework.

As such, regulatory policy alters the decision eswinent of individuals. In a given
situation at time t, actors assess and sort atieesain a particular order depending on
their goals, and choose the most satisfying op#arime t+1, when regulatory policy
reaches them, they reassess and sort differemthyofp alternatives depending on the
changes thus created, and their behaviour changest) accordingly (figure 2).

— Goal sett » Goal set t+1 >

Option set t —Behaviour t Option set t+1 —— Behaviour t+1

Regulatory policy

Figure 2: Role of regulatory policy in the dynamics of individual behaviour
(adapted from Steglich 2003: 128).

There is no reason to assume that regulatory pitlye only input that can influence
choices via these two mechanisms. Other factortem@eers, economic environment,
institutions, etc.) and I will allude to some oéth in the following pages. However, the
paper’s focus is on the role of regulatory policy.

Besides, the framework defines (non)complianceoa$-griented action. It only
incidentally takes up the role played by incapadégporance, or misunderstanding,
although that certainly is not anecdotal. To ineladl these aspects, one would have to
go much further up the chain of causality than I@epared to in these pages.
Therefore it is assumed here that regulatees kmalwiaderstand how they are expected
to behave, and that goal framing theory offerssaful fiction’ (MacDonald 2003) of
actual action processes.



The rest of the paper is organised in three maitiges, corresponding to the three
complementary parts of the framework: firstly, adelbof individual choice with
several goals; secondly, a theory of goals thatiipe the principal categories of
individual motives; thirdly, the two causal mectsans through which regulatory policy
may impact on goals and options, and hence inflr@mtividual choices. Conclusions
follow.

First step: a model of choice with multiple goals

To begin with, it is necessary to present the ‘eagof the framework, which is the
model of individual action in its most abstractiforThe other parts of the framework
will then be added to the core model.

Basic principles of goal framing theory

GFT maintains several assumptions of rational @theory: individuals are the core
unit of analysis; their behaviour is goal-orientadtors are ‘consequentialists’, which
means that they anticipate and evaluate the corsegs of the options available to
fulfil a purpose, and choose the one that is likelpest satisfy their purpose.

The originality of GFT with regard to standard oatal choice theory is twofold. Firstly,
in agreement with the idea that reality is sociatiypstructed (Berger and Luckmann
1967), GFT assumes that one’s goals and the wagefmees the situation are
interrelated. In other words, perception and maeives become harmonised in a to-and-
fro process. Therefore, goals tend to be situatgpendent rather than stable across
situations. Secondly, the consequences considgrdtelactor are defined according to
a variety of reference points and not solely mateself-interest: social norms or
emotions may also become elements of referenaart@léernatives. In other words,
action may result from the pursuit of several goateer than one.

That said, choices cannot proceed from any sophtstil aggregation or compromise
between these goals. In fact, one’s cognitive déipaa@re limited, a result well
established in a number of domains, including xgliance (e.g. Scholz and Pinney
1995). In particular, actors cannot attend toledl dimensions of a situation at once as
attention is selective. Hence there is a foregrdonghich the actor is attentive in
priority and a background to which he/she is omlgondarily attentive: ‘a kind of
tunnel vision in approaching problems and choi¢ekkCaffery and Baron 2006: 107).

Accordingly, actors follow principally the goal thstands in the foreground of their
attention: thdrame There, it crucially influences the evaluation adting of
alternatives. The other, weaker goals are in tio&draund of the actor’s attention,
where they have a smaller but nonetheless impariflnence on preferences (figure 3).



background goals

foreground goal Framing
Goal set » Option set ——— > Behaviour

Figure 3: Basic model of individual action.

Framing and the respective influence of foreground and background goals

In the foreground, the frame structures the dedinibf the situation and works as a
filter, selecting knowledge chunks, referenceslagltefs as well as criteria to sort
alternatives. As such it has a crucial influencthenformation of preferences.

Alternatives are sorted with respect to their cépdo satisfy the main goal. For
example, if one is principally looking for an inese in one’s resources, the option that
provides the greatest gain will be placed at tipeafoone’s preferences. The following
options will then be sorted in function of theircdeasing capacity to yield resources.
The framing effect of the dominant goal is thu$atus one’s attention on certain
dimensions of the alternatives available (here tb@msequences in terms of gain) and
away from other aspects (such as their conformitly morms held inside the social
group to which one belong3).

Background goals have an effect on preferencesliswhich will depend on their
compatibility with the preference structure detered by the frame:

- If the background goals are compatible withftlaene (i.e. they point in the
same direction), then the preference structureh@ted by the frame is
reinforced, and the probability of choosing the atternative is close to 1.

- If the background goals are incompatible withfriane (i.e. if they point in
opposite directions), they are likely to alter aw®oin favour of a second order
alternative. In fact, if foreground and backgrogmals are incompatible,
preferences (P) are then ordered in terms of dsiciggaatisfaction of the
foreground goal and of increasing satisfactiorhefthackground goals
(Lindenberg 2001a).

In more schematic terms, considering two incompatioals G1 and G2, G1 being the

dominant goal (the frame), the alternatives A, BDCE, for a particular task will be
ordered in terms of decreasing satisfaction offGlexample:

P(Gl) - A>B>C>D>E
and in terms of increasing satisfaction of G2,dpample:

P(G2) - A<B<C<D<E

3 It could be argued that framing is also at playnamcompliance resulting from ignorance or misusterding of
regulation. Regulatees in a particular frame mayigdhr or totally ignore regulatory changes becatisar frame is
driving their attention away from these and the@y associated with them, and focusing it on o#hements of the
situation.



Although in the background, the goal G2 altersdpgon set determined by G1. The
preference structure then becomes

P(G1/G2) - B>A>C>D>E*

Thus A is a less likely choice than B.

Frame salience and frame displacement

The relative influence of foreground and backgrogodls can be further specified with
the concept of ‘salience’, which refers to thersgte of the frame. Steglich defines
salience as ‘the aggregate measure of the remabwaiciground goals’ agreement or
disagreement with the preference structure whielfaheground goal imposes on the
option set’ (Steglich 2003: 20). Depending on tleeimpatibility with the frame,
background goals reinforce or weaken the framdé&cten effect on alternatives. In the
case where frame and background goals are onlylyweelompatible, the salience of
the frame is strong, and ‘the first alternativel wé chosen with a probability close to
unity’ (Lindenberg 2001a: 323). But the more thefe and the background goals are
incompatible, the lower the salience, and ‘the neapealthe distribution of choice
probabilities over the alternatives’ (ibid.).

If choice probabilities became equally distributdals would make choice
unpredictable, and behaviour random. However, anakiom of GFT states that
complete non-discrimination between alternativesoalast. Therefore, when the
salience of a frame becomes too weak, the foregrgoal is replaced by one of the
background goals. The winning goal is ‘the mosthurent incompatible background
goal’ (Lindenberg 1993: 22) and the one that ersabést for discrimination between
the alternatives. In fact, background goals corbpatvith the frame will be weak
themselves. Otherwise, salience would not havergetto zero (Steglich 2003: 21).
The substitution of one goal by another as fran@alieddynamic frame displacement
and it may be seen as the result of the competigiween goals for the actor’s
attention.

Dynamic frame displacement is the main processxptaining changes in motives. It
is at play in various changes in patterns of coamale, which | will discuss later.

Second step: a theory of goals

Now that the main elements of evaluation and chbae been defined, let us flesh out
the concept of ‘goals’. Goals are not all equivakemd interchangeable: to follow a
norm is not the same thing as to follow one’s eori(such as the desire for revenge),
or one’s interests (such as securing income or mgekiprofit). Hence a theory of geal
oriented behaviour requires also a theory of gdalkeep it at a manageable level of

4 To make things clearer here, goals are assumén teither perfectly compatible or incompatible. Hoer, in
reality, even background goals compatible withfthene will create adjustments in the preferencecstire.
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complexity and to account for the peculiaritiesrafividual motives, Lindenberg’s
‘master goalsmay be used as the principal categories here.

Lindenberg (1989, 2001b) identifies three mastelgdhehedonicgoal, thegain goal,
and thenormativegoal. It is assumed that any more specific goedysed in a particular
situation is a sub-goal of one of the master gaulh, which it shares essential
ontological characteristics.

Each master goal relates to one of the paradignmlofidual action, as proposed by
Schimank (2000)homo sociologicugnormative goal)homo oeconomicugain goal)
and emotional man (hedonic goal). Descriptivelghgaoints at distinct triggers of
individual action, which co-exist and mingle in exaay life, and in responses to public
regulation.

The hedonic goal

The hedonic goal corresponds to the little explgradhdigm of ‘emotional man’ (Elster
1989: 61-70, 1998). It bears on motives such ayiasure and (lack of) stimulation
linked with the accomplishment of a task. It isgaet in almost everything that people
do. Since any behaviour that has an uncompensagtdhepacts on feelings of well-
being, Lindenberg frequently summarises the heddimension as two particular loss
sub-goals: to prevent uncompensated loss, andposk of the feeling of loss. The first
of these goals consists in the anticipation of umpensated loss; the second consists in
evaluating the capacity of available alternativemitigate the feeling resulting from
uncompensated loss. Loss evokes deception, buteasayuilt, shame, or anger.

The relevance of the hedonic master goal to thaystéiregulatory compliance is
immediate, for regulatory policies may call on a®gpend on emotions in various ways.
Regulation often implies that regulatees shouldgper a behaviour they find
unpleasant: for example, car drivers should weatr Iselts. Besides, having to comply
with regulation may be unpleasant, because it Es@ubjection of various forms and
degrees. Also, enforcement may be felt as unjistspbectful, scornful. To be
threatened by sanctions may trigger a feeling af, fand to experience punishment may
generate shame, guilt, or anger.

The gain goal

The gain goal bears on the motivation generally wéh utility maximisation, i.e. the
preservation or increase of one’s resources. Als,sucan be linked to theomo
oeconomicuparadigm, which defines rational choice theorg.(€oleman 1990). An
actor in a gain frame will be principally attentiteethe prospect of a reward or profit
(money, power, influence, free time, etc.).

The gain goal is relevant to compliant and noncanplehaviours in a number of
ways. Regulatory compliance frequently has a amstefgulatees, especially when non-
compliance implies sanctions. In fact, gain is¢batral motive attributed to regulatees



in the deterrence approach to regulatory compligeae Mitchell 1994). Strategies of
‘creative compliance’ may also be linked to thattivation (e.g. Shah 1996).

Regulatory policy may also contribute directly ndirectly to producing additional
resources for the benefit of target populationseemlly in the very frequent
occurrence when rewards (tax relief, bonus, ete.)iaked to performing the expected
behaviour. It may also open or close gain oppotiesni

The normative goal

The normative goal, which can be summarised asajgetopriately’ or ‘do the right
thing’, evokes the normative conformity of classwaciology and théogic of
appropriatenes®f March and Olsen (1989). It relates to the pgracf ‘homo
sociologicus’. Lindenberg defines it as the motiuectly tied with social norms, i.e.
rules shared within a group and controlled and tsamed by its members. The
normative master goal is linked to the preservadibeollective resources and to the
social groups that produce or consume them (Linelenb989, 1992). It is also tied
with identity and the way individuals ‘self-categ@’. A normative frame implies that
costs and benefits of conformity are only a seconsue; they are pushed in the
background of one’s attention. Conversely, if theoawere in a gain frame, they would
be in the foreground. The normative goal is linketbng-term issues and the control of
passions.

Multiple social norms can influence responses tlaory policy. Some of them could
be called compliance-prone, evoking one’s ‘feetifigiuty’ to comply with legal rules
(e.g. May 2004). However, not all norms necess&apur compliance (e.g. Gezelius
2002; Lessig 1995). For instance, group norms matyvaite so-called *honour killings’
in spite of laws and other social norms unequivggaioscribing them.

Therefore, one should not assume a straightfonuskdetween ‘morality’ or ‘norms’

on the one hand, and compliance on the other. &ledtiould it be taken for granted that
a ‘strategic’ (gain) or ‘emotional’ (hedonic) attite will necessarily be correlated to
‘defiance’ and non-compliance.

Third step: causal mechanisms

So far | have outlined the two first componentshef theoretical framework: a model of
individual choice with several goals, and a themfrgoals. We still need an account of
the channels through which public regulators infeeethe way regulatees choose a
behavioural course. This can be analysed with twlependent causal mechanisms.
Firstly, regulatory policy makes the option setywtrough the mechanism of relative
prices; and secondly, it makes the goal set fiframe’s salience) vary through the
mechanism of ‘goal signalling’.

® Braithwaite et al. (2007: 140-41) tend to ignoris,tiand rather argue that ‘moral postures’ leaddmpliance.
Similarly, Frey (1997) argues that ‘intrinsic mattion’, which includes norm-following, is a greabusce of
regulatory compliance that regulators should nattev



For each of these two mechanisms several examjildsilow from a brief general
presentation. In accordance with this paper’s foousst of them bear on regulatory
policy, with an emphasis on ‘carrots, sticks anumems’ (Bemelmans-Videc et al.
1998), i.e. rewards, sanctions, and informatiorstoo

First mechanism: relative prices

General presentation

The idea of relative prices is classical in ecorgamit has also pervaded to regulation
studies: for instance, according to Ogus (1998),7@8 important function of the law

IS to attach prices to choices’. The originalitytloé GFT approach is to distinguish
between the consequences (‘prices’) that are djreadten up by the frame and those
that are relevant only to the background goalsdénberg 1992; Lindenberg and Frey
1993). If changes in relative prices directly camcéhe dimension of alternatives that is
taken up by the frame, then their effect on chaioe behaviour will likely be very
important. However, if changes in relative priceaaern a dimension taken up only by
background goals, their effect will likely be weaknil. In other words, the net effect of
changes in relative prices is dependent on framinton the salience of the frame
(figure 4).

Relative prices Option
/ se¢ = ———» Behaviour
Regulatory

policy ~
R Framing
Goal “~
signals "~
TA
Goal set

Figure 4: Influence of regulatory policy on individual choices through the relative prices
mechanism.

Perhaps the simplest way to illustrate this medmans to borrow from a well
established and often replicated result of the d@mge literature. In a number of
empirical studies, scholars consistently observetasurable effect of legal sanctions
(fines, imprisonment, etc.) on the behaviours dbcdeclaring no commitment to
social norms, i.e. actors who are not in a nornedtiame (see literature review in
Vandenbergh 2003).

For example, Wenzel showed that perceived legaitsas were strongly correlated to
compliance when regulatees did not declare strengpmal norms (internalised social
norms). The correlation was even stronger if theng@ived that peers could also
impose informal sanctions. Since these regulatess not in a normative frame but
more likely in a gain frame, they were directlyeative to the costs induced. Hence,
backing up legal sanctions by informal ones heigidiethe attractiveness of compliance
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compared to other options (Wenzel 2004: 563). Asresequence, increasing the
severity of sanctions for actors in a gain frameildikely yield a rapid and significant
response (increasing compliance rates), as denatedtexperimentally by Steglich
(2003).

By contrast, actors committed to a social normgamerally indifferent to costs. In
Wenzel's study (2004: 559-60), the effect of atetys of deterrence was weak for those
regulatees who declared strong personal compliaoes or a high level of
identification to the group upholding the compliamorm. Perceived formal sanctions
had no significant impact because it was not relet@their frame. Therefore, it is

likely that changing the severity of sanctions vebabt have a significant impact on
their behaviours. In fact, only a significant chang the relative gains/costs of
compliance and non-compliance would reinforce ehahg background gain goal so
that it displaces the normative goal in the foregib (there again, Steglich’s work
provides supporting evidence).

The mechanism of relative prices combined withemti of goad-oriented action
enables one to take up a variety of regulatoryesgias and a number of responses to
these strategies by targeted regulatees. The fioi¢psections provide several examples
of this mechanism, bearing on each of the masialisgo

Hedonic prices

A widespread use of emotions in public regulationsists in reinforcing negative
emotions such as guilt or shame, by tying themrmidesirable behaviours. A famous
example is a policy to tackle non-compliance witffic regulation in Bogota
(Colombia). Pantomime artists were hired to pupliobbck non-compliers at the city’s
crossroads (Bennett 2008; Caballero 2004). Theuiéiof the situation yielded emotive
reactions, which contributed to making noncompliagtiaviours less prevalent. This
‘management by embarrassment’ (Rees 1994: 1033harmge in hedonic prices. It
would work best if crossing a road or driving weetatively unstructured situations.
Then, the mime’s mocking would structure one’snigbn of the situation. Actors
would later anticipate the shame and comply: the o avoid uncompensated loss’
would have gained strength and would influencenthg actors perceive the situation
(e.g. Hopfensitz and Reuben 2009). However, a peade®r driver whose attention is
focused on an urgent trip would not care if hetskee ridiculed. Another goal being at
the foreground (important professional meeting, icedd&mergency, etc.) the mime’s
intervention would probably have no or little impac

Hedonic prices can also be at stake in adversemssp to regulation. Without directly
pulling the hedonic string, a policy may constragtors in an activity that gives them a
certain pleasure, or it may ask them to performgtivity that yields displeasufdn

such a case, loss compensation may motivate adwesgenses. A study by Bamberg
and Schmidt (1999) provides a compelling examplihisf‘offsetting effect’ (Peltzman

® ‘Disruptive innovations’ (Bower and Christensen9%9 may make certain tasks less difficult or ungées and
hence influence responses to regulation: the iatdras made numerous administrative proceduredbiedensome,
magnetic transport cards have made public tranggsier, etc.
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1975). In a small German university town, a preiget fare for bus use was
introduced, and a new peripheral bus line installétls changed the relative travel
times and costs of the alternative modes of tramgyailable: the bus, the car, and the
bike. Yet, several students who used to go to tteewsity by car and had switched to
the bus after the reform later came back to ugieg tar. This is puzzling from an
economic perspective, because the second behavobarage was not linked to a
modification in the costs of the alternatives:he theantime, these costs had not
changed. It is less puzzling from a GFT perspeciitese students used to travel by
car, which may be costly, but also rewarding imgiof comfort, autonomy, and
stimulation, i.e. hedonic aspects. Their initiahobe of transport suggests that at that
time they were in a gain frame. However, the dadperience of taking the bus, a less
comfortable and less stimulating experience tharctr, slowly but surely strengthened
the hedonic goal in the background: the gain fraewame too weak and was displaced
by a hedonic frame. Hence, actors ultimately caawk bo their old habits and their
preferences evolved, the car becoming again thealiesnative.

Gain prices

Numerous studies have documented the effect tbladirage in gain prices may have on
regulatees. They emphasise both its efficacy anlihits, inasmuch as the costs and
gains of alternatives may result from factors thatpublic regulator may not control.

A good example of efficient gain prices is the dgegation policy in the American
south. There, it was in the interest of white bassowners to hire blacks or have them
as clients. But they were also attentive to thescokinformal sanctions applicable in
case they would not respect the segregation noha Clivil Rights Act counteracted
these informal sanctions with legal ones. The inadgtrices of alternatives changed
accordingly. The Act could hence yield its strorigdfects in that particular population
because the gain goal was so strong for them (¢ 4885: 965-67; also Horne 2004
1056).

But changes in gain prices also occur outside etguy policy. Market fluctuations,
and especially economic booms or depressions, noace important price changes.
They too can impact on responses to regulationekample, before oil prices rose,
policies to control oil pollution at sea had getlgriiled. However, price increases in
1973 and 1978 made cleaning tanks at sea more @x¥pesince an increasingly
valuable part of the freight was lost in the pracdshis resulted in a significant
decrease in oil pollution at sea (Mitchell 19947p2

Normative prices

People in a normative frame are not ignorant otctiresequences of alternatives. They
are attentive to those that make sense in a norenfiime, i.e. to the degree of
‘appropriateness’ of each option. Regulators ofitgio change that with information
campaigns. But other goals may well lead to otbecpnd-order responses (e.g. Weiss
and Tschirhart 1994: 88). Changing the ‘normatineg of alternatives may prove
especially difficult when hedonic aspects (antitipaof guilt, shame, fear, etc.) and
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social networks uphold the norms to be changedgXample in a religious or
traditional community. If it is not the latter, esgpally its authority figures, that
redefines the limits of what is appropriate and tweaot, then information campaigns
are likely to fail, or even backfire (Sunstein 199649). Recall for instance how
difficult it is to tackle female genital mutilatioor so-called ‘honour crimes’.

A strategy that works is ‘ambiguation’ (Lessig 19%%ounteracting a norm by focusing
one’s attention on another, contradictory normegent example is the law of March
2004 in France, which forbids students from weaftagspicuous signs’ of religious
affiliation in public schools. It is widely undeogtd that the law was meant to ban
Muslim headscarves. The law itself, justified widierence to the norm of secularity of
the State, introduced an ambiguity that has weakenems of religious tolerance and
non-discrimination. As a result, Muslim women wheres neither students nor teachers
have increasingly suffered from discrimination (Bow2008; Khosrokhavar 2009; Le
Bars 2009; Scott 2007). This law made it more atad®e to discriminate against
Muslim women: it changed the normative prices stdmination and non-
discrimination.

Second mechanism: goal signalling

General presentation

A goal signal is the information in terms of gotddat can be found in all thatter does
in the presence or in the directionegfa Whenalter acts in the presence efiqg he/she
signals that he/she is following one goal in ptiorin other wordsalter signals his/her
frame toega Since they channel ego’s attention, signals &ffely sustain, strengthen,
or weakeregds frame. Behaviours conforming &gds expectations (whealter and
egoshare the same frame or frames selecting the peefeared alternative) sustain or
strengthen the salience @fds frame. However, behaviours that signal a diffiere
frame than that cdgomay weaken the salienceagds frame. This mechanism can
possibly lead to harmonisation or ‘frame resonafceidenberg 2000) between actors
who interact regularly with each othfer.

Relative prices ____--p Option

set > Behaviour

Regulatory ---
policy

Framing
Goal
signals

Goal set

Figure 5: Influence of regulatory policy on individual choices through the goal signalling
mechanism.

" Goal signals will likely be stronger if they angersonalised i.e. they target regulatees personaiher than as
members of generic groups; incarnate (sent by anottientifiable individual); and repeated (e.g.yMand Wood
2003: 129).
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The influence of peers on behaviours constitutestamous case where goal signals
may influence responses to regulation (e.g. Roeth 000; Williams and Hawkins
1986: 554). Signals sent by regulators may bedgagyhtforward, because there is not
always an interaction, so to speak, between regudaid regulatee. However, there are
always isolated or repeated actions from the stais agents, which are perceivable by
the regulatee or directly addressed to him/her.cdeno matter how dehumanised,
regulation almost always generates signals (figyre

Hedonic signals

Information campaigns drawing one’s attention te’simage of self are frequent.
They send hedonic signals directly, intending igger a feeling of shame, guilt,
contempt, or pride, in relation to widespread valoestereotypes. For example, a
campaign launched in Texas to tackle roadsideihtjeused posters and video clips
tying the appropriate behaviour with the stereosypiea ‘tough guy’ and ‘proud to be
Texan’, to which the target population (men betw&@rand 24) used to identify itself
(Thaler and Sunstein, 2009: 64-5).

Regulatory enforcement also abounds with hedogitads and hedonic responses,
especially anger, fear, guilt and/or shame (Bradtitev1989, 2002; Fineman and Sturdy
1999; Gezelius 2002: 312; Goldsmith 2005; Grabd€¥8ba: 350; May and Wood
2003; Parker 2006; Scholz and Pinney 1995:494;s4reeet al. 1992). In GFT terms,
most of these emotions are losses. If not compedstitey will bring the goal to
compensate loss at the foreground of one’s attentio

Compensation happens when regulators foster anfeefiguilt (Hopfensitz and Reuben
2009), and later provide to the sanctioned the dppity to be rid of it by
acknowledging their fault or by repairing it (Bfanaite 1989; Makkai and Braithwaite
1994; Parker 2006; Sherman 1993; Tyler 2006). Reerslso provide compensation
(e.g. Sherman et al. 1992). But if neither regukater peers manage to do so, or if
peers support non-compliance (e.g. Williams and kilasv1986: 554), then
compensation may also be found in a form of ‘reeagainst regulators or third
parties (Sherman 1993: 465-66).

Hedonic signals sent by regulators (or third pajteuld also strengthen the resolve of
compliers if they upheld hedonic goals favouringhptiance, for example with
unexpected rewards, most likely verbal or symbaties (Frey 1997: 18; Sunstein,
1996: 2031). This echoes the influential discussiorust-building and supportive
enforcement (e.g. Ayres and Braithwaite, 1992).

Gain signals

Gain signals are frequent and simple. Informatamig often point at the gains or costs
linked to certain behaviours: stickers in publemsports warning of the fine for anyone
caught travelling without a ticket; pamphlets amdkews warning individuals of the legal
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and personal costs of sexual harassment at workgP#999); road signs recalling
drivers of the likely consequences of noncomplamting.

Similarly, incentives carry gain signals. In pantar, monetary rewards permit an
extremely rapid assessment of the cost of behavidwase signals can rapidly displace
normative goals with gain goals, as found and dised in various studies (e.qg.
McGraw and Scholz 1991: 475-77; see review in Cskpd 995b: 266-67).

Normative signals

To communicate prescriptions and proscriptionslegal form or in authority claims
can signal to regulatees their normative obligationthat matter (Sunstein 1996: 2032).
Pictures or objects, such as a uniform, may algoebbeeived as calls to normative
goals. Information tools may constitute or contaammative signals when they point at
a norm upheld in the target group and internalisetegulatees. Campaigns of birth
control tying having children to patriotism attentptdo just that (Weiss and Tschirhart
1994: 89). More generally, regulators may tie ndimeameanings to all sorts of
behavioural expectations (Lessig 1995), which thlis signal to regulatees the
importance of the corresponding norms. All thesatsgies rely on ‘dormant normative
obligations’ (Lindenberg 1983: 465) among regulatee

But normative signals are also important to sustammative goals over time: the
normative commitment of an individual is contingentsome kind of social validation

of his/her behaviours (Tenbrunsel and Messick 19098jrelatively, inconsistent

signals regarding morality (e.g. Parker 2006) herdbsence of compatible signals, even
without incompatible signals, may weaken a norneatrame, especially if

incompatible rival background goals reduce the &amsalience. For instance, if
compliance is costly, gain or loss goals may slogdythe better of the normative goal
and normative compliance may disappear.

Sanctions carry especially important normative aignAs mentioned earlier, actors in a
normative frame are not attentive to the costaantBons because they are not
normative ‘prices’. However, sanctions are linkeachbrmative goals because they
signal to regulatees what is appropriate, or maeetty what is not. This signalling
effect of sanctions has two principal consequences.

Firstly, it enables and makes sense of the claim that soorals and deterrence are not
independent factors of compliance (Sherman et9®l21Williams and Hawkins 1986).
In fact, ‘voluntary’ compliance is often correlattstrict controlling and sanctioning
practices towards regulatees who do not complyusecthese punishments signal their
normative obligations to the whole target populatio

Secondly, if sanctions disappear, then the norreaoal weakens, and violations of
related norms may become widespread (e.g. Cole®@d #85-86; Gezelius 2002:
312). Also, anything signalling that threats of d@ons are not deterring non-compliers
may be perceived by actors in a normative framgrasf that the norm has lost its
moral force (e.g. Grabosky 1995a: 349; Grasmick@eutt 1982: 228; Keizer et al.
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2008). A regulatee learning of unpunished non-caenpk may experience the same
overall effect: those among the regulatees whoal@omply and are not sanctioned
signal the opportunity costs of compliance to afiérhat may trigger a frame
displacement in favour of a gain or a loss frame.

A similar argument can be made when taxes anddiabdisincentives become used in
lieu of sanctions. The normative signals of samgtidisappear when harmful practices
become ‘priced’ for instance through a system g@hpents due in relation to the
damage caused, without any reference to (il)legéditg. Ogus 1998: 783). This
weakens normative goals and strengthens a gairefram

Cumulated mechanisms

These few examples were intentionally simplifiedtfte sake of clarity. However, in
many cases both mechanisms and several goals leeatdplay in the various and
sometimes contradictory effects that a single measiay have for different regulatees
(Grabosky 1995a: 356). The goal and mechanism eaésgenable the disentangling of
these effects. Hence, with GFT, a number of divargenpirical results on the effects of
legal and informal sanctions on compliance (Sheretal. 1992; Wenzel 2004,
Williams and Hawkins 1986) may be reconciled widlcle other. Depending on what
frame actors are in, or what their opportunitiasiéss avoidance or loss compensation
are, threats of punishment or actual punishmenisyiedd a great variety of responses.

Therefore, there is no unequivocal, deterministie to link together a type of
regulation, a goal, and a mode of response (comg#iar non-compliance). GFT is
more amenable to contextual analyses of compliaadbe outcome of particular
configurations of causes. This indeterminacy infthenework is intentional, so as to be
able to account for the multiple forms of unexpdatesponse to regulation (Grabosky
1995a: 365 n.1).

Conclusion

The framework outlined here is an individualistotcaunt of regulatees’ responses to
behavioural expectations addressed to them byatmgs| which focuses on how public
regulation influences regulatees’ motives (goal aetl alternatives (option set), thus
influencing the way their preferences become stineck The framework answers
Haines’ plea inasmuch as it can take up a gre&tyasf empirical findings from
various streams of research on regulatory compiankis result is achieved without
any loss of theoretical consistency, thanks to émzerg’s goal framing theory, which
can take up the simultaneous influence of seveifakent motives on individual
decisions. The theoretical framework also proviaesiccount of the behavioural

8 Incidentally, that may also signal to those wheehaot internalised the norm that the risk of besagctioned by
peers has become considerably weaker. For theristaishange in relative prices.
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changes that may result from interactions betwkese goals. Therefore, this is a better
individualistic model for compliance analysis thaevious ones.

It can be used as a building block for the studgtber more specific compliance issues
in a methodological individualistic approach. Fastance, it can be argued — although
space does not permit me to develop such an argureem— that a GFT approach
could be fruitfully applied to study the impactrefyulation on organisational behaviour.
Organisational characteristics, such as rules ancepures, and norms upheld within
an organisation by its members (organisationalicg))t could also be said to carry
signals and/or modify relative prices, and thustgbute to organisational responses to
regulation. Likewise, GFT could be applied to stimdyv motives evolve when
regulatees and regulators are ‘repeat playersa@at 1974). It could be argued that
relational concerns, especially trust, evolve thfosignals between regulatee and
regulator, strengthening commitments to solidaityg reciprocity norms (Lindenberg
1998). These in turn influence the way regulatespand to regulatory demands and
changes. In other words, the formalization effegdarted in this paper should open
rather than close the way for further reflectiond aew steps towards a better theory of
compliance.

Such reflections are needed. In fact, conceptuglisidividual choice as the result of a
competition between rival goals implies that bebaxal change results from a
threshold effect (also Jacob 1980). That threstefgends on a regulatee’s goal set
(frame and background goals) and option set (ateses available). The relevant
parameters have not been specified, because bipryedthey are contingent on
particular situations or types of situation. Onétalled empirical studies could make
these parameters explicit. In particular, they sthtake other context variables into
account which | have not specified but | have nerd a few in the discussion. They
too contribute to influencing the goal and optietssof regulatees.

Hence, the GFT approach to compliance can alseghil elaboration of field specific

analytical frameworks, for the answers it provided the questions which remain open
to empirical responses.
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