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Abstract: Past research suggests that when organizations communicate the benefits of their work for human welfare-

that is, use a social impact framing for work-job candidates are willing to accept lower wages because they expect 

the work to be personally meaningful. We argue that this explanation overlooks a less socially desirable mechanism 

by which social impact framing leads to lower compensation demands: the perception among job candidates that 

requesting higher pay will breach organizational expectations to value work for its intrinsic (rather than extrinsic) 

rewards, or constitute a motivational norm violation. We find evidence for our theory across five studies: a 

qualitative study (Study 1), a hiring experiment with undergraduate students (Study 2), an online labor market field 

experiment (Study 3), a vignette-based simulation (Study 4), and a stimulus sampling study using multiple 

occupations (Study 5). Exploratory analyses find that the negative effects are unique to monetary (versus 

nonmonetary) job rewards. Together, results uncover a novel mechanism by which emphasizing work for the greater 

good leads job candidates to accept lower wages-one that reflects candidates self-censoring on pay from concerns 

about violating organizational norms rather than solely from a willingness to trade higher pay for potentially 

meaningful work. Our research contributes to understandings of how social responsibility messaging impacts 

workers' perceptions of organizations and negotiation behavior. It also holds implications for emerging scholarship 

on managers' implicit theories of employee work motivation. 
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So you’ve gotten a lot in recent years of what I’ve come 

to think of as corporate virtue signaling, where 

companies that rely on sort of young, idealistic 

college-educated workers increasingly frame 

themselves as having a distinct social mission. You’re 

not working in sales, right? You’re a client impact 

manager ... you’re not a banker, you’re involved in 

impact investing. You’re not selling targeted ads, 

you’re helping to connect humanity ... more and more 

companies are framing themselves in this way.—Roge 

Karma on The Ezra Klein Show (Klein 2021) 

It’s a huge problem, you’re absolutely right. “We’re 

not in it for the money” is an incredibly inviting way 

to dominate and exploit and deprive the workforce. 

You can guilt people into working under conditions 

that they shouldn’t be working under by saying this is 

not about money, it’s not about profit, it’s about serving 

society.—Evan Nesterak’s interview with Barry 

Schwartz (Nesterak 2022) 

Organizations often publicize that their work has 

prosocial or human welfare benefits (Kolk 2003, 

Dempsey and Sanders 2010) or use a social impact 

framing for the work their employees conduct (Lee 

and Huang 2018). For example, companies frequently 

use messaging that communicates their goal to “make 

the world a better place” (NPR 2014), do “the greatest 

good for the most people” (Brickson 2005), and “make 

a difference” in society (Inspire 2018). Research 

highlights that opportunities to improve the welfare of 

others makes work feel 



more meaningful (Hackman and Oldham 1976, Grant 
2008) and increases employees’ willingness to accept lower 
pay. For instance, Burbano (2016) finds that corporate 
social responsibility messages lead workers to submit 
lower wage bids, suggesting—although not testing—that 
this is because workers are willing to give up pecuniary 
rewards for nonpecuniary benefits such as purpose and 
meaningfulness. Relatedly, Hu and Hirsh (2017) show 
that jobs perceived as meaningful are associated with 
lower wage requirements. Meanwhile, Wilmers and 
Zhang (2022) find that college graduates are especially 
likely to sacrifice pay for prosocial jobs. Together, these 
studies suggest that a sense of mission or higher pur-
pose is the reason job candidates request and accept 
lower wages from organizations emphasizing social 
impact.

Our research refines the current view that the reason 
job candidates forgo money when organizations empha-
size social impact is due to the prospect of meaningful 
work. We argue that although candidates anticipate 
important nonpecuniary benefits from work described as 
socially impactful, such emphasis on social impact can, 
even inadvertently, have a simultaneous self-censoring 
effect by generating perceptions among job candidates that 
it would be counter-normative to show interest in extrinsic 
work rewards such as higher pay. We build our theory by 
integrating research on the use of language in normative 
control (Salancik and Pfeffer 1978, Bourdieu 1991, Huising 
2014, Sarangi and Slembrouck 2014) with scholarship on 
the perceived conflict between intrinsic and extrinsic work 
motivations (McGregor and Cutcher-Gershenfeld 1960, 
Derfler-Rozin and Pitesa 2020). Together, these literatures 
highlight that (a) organizations use language and framing 
to send normative signals to employees about the “correct” 
motivations for working, and (b) managers see employee 
desires for extrinsic rewards as incongruent with valuing 
work for its intrinsic rewards, such as meaningfulness. We 
argue that as socially impactful work is widely seen to 
make work more intrinsically motivating, organizational 
emphasis on social impact engenders concerns among job 
candidates that requesting extrinsic rewards such as higher 

pay would breach organizational norms around being 
motivated for the “right” reasons or constitute a motiva-
tional norm violation. Consequently, candidates suppress 
their compensation demands and capture less financial 
value when engaged in job entry discussions. Figure 1
shows our theoretical model.

This work makes two key theoretical contributions. 
First, we contribute to research that examines how sta-
keholders perceive social impact (e.g., Lee and Huang 
2018, Ng et al. 2019). Thus far, this research has pro-
posed work meaningfulness as the main explanation for 
why people forfeit money to work for organizations 
publicizing a commitment to the greater good (e.g., 
Frank 1996, Burbano 2016, Hu and Hirsh 2017). We 
hone scholarly understanding of the phenomenon by 
proposing an overlooked mechanism underlying the 
effect—the perception that asking for higher compensa-
tion violates organizational norms and expectations 
regarding employee motivation. This mechanism is 
notably less socially desirable. Organizations generally 
seek to appear ethical, altruistic, and all-around favor-
able by others (Chung and Monroe 2003). By demon-
strating that job candidates might be relinquishing 
money for socially impactful work at least in part out 
of concerns about transgressing organizational norms, 
we highlight that organizations’ strong use of such 
framing—even if entirely well-intentioned—might not 
always yield positive outcomes for candidates, at least 
in the domain of finances. Indeed, more Machiavellian 
organizations may even use such framing in an entirely 
instrumental manner to induce guilt among workers 
and suppress pay.

Second, we contribute to nascent research on implicit 
theories of work motivation. This research documents a 
“motivation purity bias” among managers, who often 
incorrectly presume that a job candidate’s expression of 
extrinsic work motivation suggests lower intrinsic moti-
vation (Derfler-Rozin and Pitesa 2020). Although prior 
research uncovers this managerial bias, it has not exam-
ined how organizations communicate it to candidates, 
either intentionally or inadvertently, and its consequences 

Figure 1. Theoretical Model 
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for candidate behavior. We deepen scholarly under-
standing of managers’ motivation purity bias by identi-
fying social impact framing—an organizational practice 
that is increasingly prevalent and otherwise seemingly 
benign—as a signal to job candidates that this bias is 
especially likely to be in play. Even though extrinsic 
rewards in work-for-pay settings are beneficial to perfor-
mance and do not undermine intrinsic motivation (Ger-
hart and Fang 2015, Shaw and Gupta 2015, Menges et al. 
2017), job candidates might anticipate managers’ bias 
against extrinsic motivation to be especially salient in 
social impact contexts and, consequently, modify their 
negotiation behavior.

Theory and Hypotheses
Social Impact Framing and Perceived 
Motivational Norm Violation
Organizations and their prospective members are sensi-
tive to the value of work that advances the well-being 
of society at large rather than just economic sharehold-
ers (Carroll 1974, Kaplan 2020). Many organizations— 
including for-profit companies—go so far as to present 
their missions and brands around their commitment to 
the public good or utilize what is known as social impact 
framing (Lee and Huang 2018). For example, TOMS, a 
footwear and accessories company, tells people that it is 
“in business to improve lives” (TOMS 2021), and Patago-
nia, an apparel company, proclaims to be “in business to 
save our home planet” (Patagonia 2021). Notably, such 
emphasis on social impact can occur even when organi-
zations engage in practices similar to those of competitors 
that choose not to frame work in prosocial terms. For 
instance, K12, a private education company offering stan-
dard tutoring services, says that it seeks employees who 
wish to “make a valuable impact in the lives of students 
and their families” (K12 2021). Even organizations tradi-
tionally associated with profit-seeking missions have 
adopted this trend with global consulting firm McKinsey, 
for instance, professing to make “a positive social impact 
through work” (McKinsey 2021).

We argue that although such social impact framing 
may be employed with benevolent intentions, when 
made salient in hiring contexts, it can inhibit job candi-
dates from feeling comfortable engaging in the otherwise 
relatively common practice of asking for somewhat 
higher pay than initially offered—that is, from engaging 
in negotiations for salary or other monetary job rewards. 
We focus on job candidates in this research as negotia-
tions have high stakes before job offers are finalized and 
candidates have securely joined the organization. Job 
entry negotiations are also financially path-determining 
events that affect long-term earnings, as they set the base 
salary upon which organizations decide future raises. 
The salience of job entry negotiations for both employ-
ment decisions and future earnings makes it especially 

likely that workers attend to signals about the appropri-
ateness of mentioning pay during the hiring process.

We develop our theory by integrating research on the 
use of language in organizational norm-setting and 
social control with scholarship on implicit theories of 
work motivation. First, to create consistency, reliability, 
and accountability for the purpose of producing pro-
ducts and services, organizations typically come to 
constitute “strong situations” in which there are clear 
expectations for appropriate thought, action, and behav-
ior (Salancik and Pfeffer 1978, Davis-Blake and Pfeffer 
1989, Meyer et al. 2010). Language and framing play a 
pivotal role in transmitting the desired norms to work-
ers (Sarangi and Slembrouck 2014), through communi-
cation media such as leader proclamations and company 
mission statements. Together, these provide current and 
potential employees with guidelines not only for how to 
perform work, but also for why the work is worthy or 
valuable in the first place. This has potential to influence 
the extent to which candidates risk speaking up with 
ideas that deviate from prevailing norms and values 
about appropriate motivations for engaging in the work 
being offered (Gioia and Chittipeddi 1991, Sharma and 
Good 2013). This may be particularly true in sensitive 
and high-stakes situations such as salary negotiations, 
in which candidates are typically the less powerful 
party (Wolfe and McGinn 2005) and use impression 
management tactics to present themselves more favor-
ably (Stevens and Kristof 1995).

In the case of social impact framing, organizations con-
vey to future workers that a key reason they are engaging 
in the organization’s activities is to create goods and ser-
vices that generate broader social benefits. That is, social 
impact framing signals that the organization’s work is 
valuable for its task significance, in that it directly or indi-
rectly improves the welfare of others (Hackman and Old-
ham 1976, 1980; Morgeson and Humphrey 2006). An 
important finding about task significance is that it tends 
to make work intrinsically motivating such that employ-
ees come to appreciate or enjoy the work itself (Amabile 
1993, Grant 2008). Indeed, contributing to others’ welfare 
fulfills basic human needs for interpersonal connected-
ness, purpose, and meaning, which makes it inherently 
satisfying (e.g., Fried and Ferris 1987, Baumeister 1991, 
Audi 2005, Wrzesniewski et al. 2009). It is for this reason 
that organizations using social impact framing also 
often directly indicate that they seek employees who 
possess intrinsic motivation—for example, individuals 
who are “passionate” about the work and “love [the 
company’s] mission of helping people” (Moore 2018). 
Notably, this stands in contrast to valuing work because 
it is extrinsically motivating or appealing for its material 
rewards, such as pay, advancement, and favorable 
working conditions (Porter and Lawler 1968, Sheldon 
et al. 2003). Although organizations utilizing social im-
pact framing certainly mete out extrinsic job rewards as 
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part of standard work-for-pay contracts, they convey 
the normative expectation that candidates should con-
sider the offered work desirable because it is intrinsi-
cally worthwhile.

We further contend that the perception generated by 
social impact framing that an organization values intrinsic 
work motivation breeds concerns among job candidates 
that overt desires for extrinsic work rewards would be 
viewed as discrepant from firm values. Although it might 
seem reasonable that an organizational norm to value 
work for its intrinsic rewards should not, in and of itself, 
deter workers from also expressing a desire for extrinsic 
rewards, considerable evidence on individuals’ lay theo-
ries about work motivation suggests the contrary. To start, 
a long-standing and widespread assumption among both 
scholars and practitioners is that intrinsic and extrinsic 
work motivations are not merely distinct, but competing. 
This perspective dates to early research from McGregor 
and Cutcher-Gershenfeld (1960) on “Theory X” versus 
“Theory Y,” which suggests that managers tend to con-
ceive of employees as either interested in the work itself or 
concerned with the material comforts a job provides. Lab-
oratory experiments have since then directly pit the two 
work motivations against each other, examining how 
extrinsic motivators “crowd out” intrinsic motivation 
(e.g., Deci 1971, 1972; Roberson 1990; Deci et al. 1999). 
Notably, this research focuses on examining whether peo-
ple are intrinsically motivated to engage in voluntary 
tasks in the absence of material rewards, and the pre-
sumed substitutive nature of intrinsic and extrinsic work 
motivations has been debunked in work-for-pay settings 
(Cerasoli et al. 2014, Gerhart and Fang 2015, Shaw and 
Gupta 2015). Nonetheless, research continues to demon-
strate that mixed work motivations spur negative social 
evaluations based on the notion that intrinsic and extrin-
sic motivations are fundamentally incompatible.

Most notably, a recent study by Derfler-Rozin and 
Pitesa (2020) documents the persistence of a “motiva-
tion purity bias” among organizational decision makers, 
whereby job candidates’ expressions of extrinsic moti-
vation resulted in inferences of reduced intrinsic moti-
vation even though those inferences were empirically 
unfounded. Such a bias is shown to have material career 
consequences for candidates, adversely impacting the 
likelihood that a candidate exhibiting high extrinsic moti-
vation is selected for a job even when simultaneously 
exhibiting equally strong intrinsic motivation. Contem-
porary research on motivation thus demonstrates that 
managers continue to see intrinsic and extrinsic work 
motivations as incompatible, such that higher levels of 
one motivation suggest diminished levels of the other. 
Other scholarship supports the general view that intrinsi-
cally motivated workers are perceived more favorably, as 
they are not only seen as being more moral (Kwon et al. 
2023), but also enjoy more positive subjective evaluations 
from their managers (Cho and Jiang 2022). In fact, passion 

for one’s work has been found to legitimize exploitative 
management practices, under the managerial belief that 
for passionate workers, the work itself is the main reward 
(Kim et al. 2020). To the extent that job candidates intuit or 
are aware of a managerial bias favoring intrinsically moti-
vated workers who are presumed willing to engage in 
self-sacrifice, they may feel compelled to avoid disap-
pointing managers—or even to avoid the risk of not being 
hired—by showing interest in job rewards beyond their 
inherent desire for the work itself.

Against this backdrop, we expect that when organiza-
tions make salient through language and framing that 
their work has a social impact—and is thus intrinsically 
rewarding—job candidates fear that speaking up about 
pay would be perceived as being in conflict with the 
organizational expectation to value work for its intrinsic 
rewards, or constitute a motivational norm violation.

Hypothesis 1. An organization’s use of social impact fram-
ing for work is positively related to job candidates’ perceived 
motivational norm violation in making compensation demands.

Perceived Motivational Norm Violation and 
Compensation Demands
We theorize that expecting to violate an organizational 
norm by speaking up about pay constrains job candidates 
from expressing their desires for higher compensation. 
Norms exist to guide people toward behaviors deemed 
appropriate and desirable, and dissuade them from beha-
viors deemed unfitting (Hartley 1983). As organizations 
constitute strong situations in which implicit and explicit 
cues generate psychological pressure that controls indi-
vidual behavior, exhibiting deviant behavior or violating 
norms can be especially consequential and result in social 
and economic backlash (Rudman 1998, Rudman and Phe-
lan 2008). Employees, for instance, are known to suffer 
reprisals for behaviors such as challenging the status quo 
by speaking up candidly (Morrison 2011) and violating 
gender role expectations (Rudman and Glick 2001, Burke 
2005). Similarly, employees fear career penalties, such as 
lower pay raises and fewer promotions, when using their 
organization’s work–family benefits when they perceive 
that doing so would oppose the true values and interests 
of higher-ups (e.g., Rothausen et al. 1998, Haar and Spell 
2003, Leslie et al. 2012). In each of these examples, al-
though the described behavior is formally permitted, 
workers are nonetheless deterred from engaging in it 
owing to perceived social and economic risks associated 
with violating informal organizational norms. Similarly, 
we expect that although negotiating salary is a common 
and even expected part of the hiring process, exposure to 
social impact framing engenders perceived motivational 
norm violation in raising issues of pay, which, in turn, 
deters job candidates’ self-advocacy for higher wages.

Hypothesis 2. An organization’s social impact framing is 
negatively related to job candidate compensation demands.
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Hypothesis 3. Perceived motivational norm violation med-
iates the negative relationship between an organization’s social 
impact framing and job candidate compensation demands.

We further explore whether the predicted effects of 
social impact framing operate more strongly for job can-
didates’ requests for monetary (versus nonmonetary) 
job rewards. Job negotiations typically involve multiple 
considerations beyond matters of pay (Galinsky et al. 
2008, Gunia et al. 2013). For instance, in addition to the 
direct monetary rewards of work (e.g., salary, bonuses, 
and monetary expense reimbursements), negotiations 
could involve discussions of nonmonetary job rewards 
(e.g., health coverage, vacation time, and flexible work 
policies). Such multi-issue negotiations stand in contrast 
to single-issue negotiations in which parties focus on 
only one salient concern.

As discussed earlier, we expect that social impact 
framing negatively influences job candidates’ requests 
for monetary job rewards because of perceptions of 
norm violation. It remains an open question, however, 
as to whether job candidates experience the same degree 
of reticence to demand nonmonetary job rewards. On 
the one hand, job candidates might similarly perceive 
that asking for certain nonmonetary job rewards, such 
as more vacation time, would constitute a norm viola-
tion. This is because overt concern with time away from 
work, the fringe benefits of the job, or opportunities to 
change the nature or scope of one’s work, could all sig-
nal candidates’ lower intrinsic motivation for the job 
being offered and willingness to make personal sacri-
fices for it. On the other hand, nonmonetary job rewards 
are less frequently associated with perceptions of greed, 
hedonic self-interest, and antisocial behavior in the way 
are monetary job rewards (e.g., Vohs et al. 2006). Indeed, 
it is love of money—and not healthcare benefits or vaca-
tion time—that has long been described as “the root of 
all evil” (Carroll and Prickett 2008, Timothy 6:10). Addi-
tionally, material resources, specifically, are often the 
underlying sources of much competition and conflict, 
and elicit cultural associations with selfishness and 
indulgence (e.g., Campbell 1965, Rowthorn 1977, Klare 
2002, Promislo et al. 2010). Thus, when organizations 
utilize a social impact framing, touting noble intentions 
to benefit the community at large, job candidates may 
especially feel compelled to show little interest in pay 
and other monetary rewards, while hesitating less to ask 
for nonmonetary rewards. In fact, it is even plausible 
that job candidates request more nonmonetary job re-
wards in social impact contexts as a way to compensate 
for feeling compelled to request fewer monetary job 
rewards. We explore these possibilities in the following 
research question: Are the negative main and mediated 
effects of social impact framing on job candidates’ com-
pensation demands stronger for monetary (versus non-
monetary) job rewards?

Overview of Studies
We test our theory across five studies. Our primary inter-
est was to examine the phenomenon in hiring contexts— 
situations in which people are particularly motivated to 
behave in ways that demonstrate “fit” with the organiza-
tion (Judge and Ferris 1992), organizational expectations 
are salient (Bolino et al. 2008), and path-setting salary 
negotiations occur. Study 1 is a qualitative study in 
which we experimentally manipulate an organization’s 
social impact framing and ask participants for their 
open-ended responses as to whether they would negoti-
ate their starting salary in the given context and why. 
This study has the benefit of capturing participants’ 
understanding of the situation in a naturalistic manner, 
devoid of any prompts or measures pertaining to the 
proposed mechanism: perceived motivational norm vio-
lation. The study also allows us to assess other potential 
reasons why social impact framing might deter people 
from negotiating, and then explore and control for these 
mechanisms in subsequent studies. Study 2 is a hiring 
experiment with undergraduate students responding to 
a purportedly real on-campus job opportunity. Study 3 
is a field experiment in an online labor market in which 
workers bid on a purportedly real task. Both Studies 2 
and 3 allow us to draw externally valid conclusions in 
two different samples (students and an adult working 
population) with Study 3 including some improvements 
in design. Study 4 is a hiring simulation in which we rep-
licate the predicted effects. Finally, Study 5 is a stimulus 
sampling study (Wells and Windschitl 1999) demon-
strating that the effects hold across a range of jobs and 
occupations. In this study, we also test whether effects 
are stronger for monetary (versus nonmonetary) job 
rewards. Throughout this research, we frequently use 
the acronym “DV” for dependent variables. Data, syn-
taxes, the online supplement, and preregistrations for 
Studies 1, 3, 4, and 5 (Study 2 was conducted at an earlier 
time point and not preregistered), can be found at Open 
Science Framework (OSF; https://bit.ly/2WsECYw).

Study 1
Method
Sample and Procedure. We recruited an initial sample 
of 400 participants from Prolific, an online survey and 
crowdsourcing platform (Peer et al. 2017). After screen-
ing out eight participants for providing poor-quality 
responses (e.g., entering filler text unrelated to the question 
being asked), we had a final sample of 392 participants. 
The sample has a mean age of 31.77 years (SD� 12.27); 
gender breakdown of 46% men, 53% women, 1% nonbin-
ary; mean work experience of 14.10 years (SD� 15.48), 
and 55% with a bachelor’s degree or higher.

Manipulation of Social Impact Framing. We randomly 
assigned participants to one of two conditions: social 

5 

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 in
fo

rm
s.

or
g 

by
 [

13
.5

5.
10

0.
18

0]
 o

n 
06

 M
ay

 2
02

3,
 a

t 0
1:

11
 . 

Fo
r 

pe
rs

on
al

 u
se

 o
nl

y,
 a

ll 
ri

gh
ts

 r
es

er
ve

d.
 

https://bit.ly/2WsECYw


impact framing versus control. Our goal was to assess 
the extent to which differences in how work is framed 
might trigger concerns about speaking up about pay 
as well as the reasons why. We gave participants a 
description of what an organization might communicate 
about the nature of its work. In the social impact framing 
condition, participants read that “organizations often 
emphasize their mission or commitment to serving the 
public good in some form—such as by advancing the 
well-being of socioeconomically disadvantaged groups 
or caring for the environment.” They read that such 
organizations frequently use company mission state-
ments, job advertisements, and recruitment materials by 
leaders and managers to convey that their goal is to 
“make the world a better place,” and that they “seek 
employees who care about serving others and making a 
positive impact on society.” To avoid the organization’s 
business model from operating as a potential confound, 
we told participants that “such organizations are not 
necessarily nonprofits, although some might be.” In 
the control condition, participants read a more generic 
description excluding any mention of social impact 
specifically—that is, of how organizations use communi-
cation and framing to emphasize their values and priori-
ties to job candidates. For instance, we told participants 
that organizations “often emphasize their goals and 
commitments,” and convey “how employees should 
think about their work, what is expected of them, and 
factors that make the job worthwhile” (see Online Sup-
plement I for the full manipulations).

To make the manipulation more concrete, we asked 
participants to enter the name of any one organization 
that they could think of that fit the given description. 
We then asked participants to imagine themselves as a 
job candidate at the organization they listed. To avoid 
participants making presumptions about the fairness of 
the current pay rate, we told them that the salary being 
offered was in line with the average pay for similar jobs 
in the industry and region.

Measures
Compensation Demands. We asked participants, “Would 
you feel comfortable asking the hiring manager to give you 
a higher salary for the job? Why or why not?” Through 
this open-ended question, we sought to capture both the 
extent to which participants reported a willingness to ask 
for higher pay as well as the rationale for their response. 
We required participants to write a minimum of 150 char-
acters to ensure adequate descriptiveness.

Results
We used an inductive approach to examine participant 
responses (Strauss and Corbin 1998, Charmaz 2014). 
Our key interest lay in analyzing the open-ended com-
pensation demands measure, on which we focused for 
two key outcomes: (a) the extent to which participants 

said they would be willing to negotiate a higher wage 
and (b) the rationales they provided for their responses. 
We stripped the data of all information about experi-
mental conditions to avoid biasing the coding process.

The first author began by reading all responses to 
the compensation demands question and using open- 
coding techniques to briefly summarize each response. 
First, we coded text for participants’ ultimate decision 
about whether to try and negotiate a higher salary. Our 
coding scheme distinguished those who categorically 
said they would not speak up to negotiate (0� “no”) 
from those who indicated any degree of willingness to 
speak up (1� “yes”). We found a 32% decrease in the 
odds of making compensation demands in the social 
impact condition, an effect that was marginally signifi-
cant (χ2�3.56, p�0.06).1

Second, we coded the compensation demands measure 
for the rationales participants provided for why they 
would or would not negotiate. In the initial stage of this 
process, we aggregated first order (open) codes into sec-
ond order themes. For example, we grouped responses 
such as “would imply I am only in it for the money” and 
“would give the impression that I was interested in the 
job for financial reasons” under the second order category 
of “concerns about seeming greedy.” Similarly, we placed 
responses such as “doing so would be taboo” and “asking 
for a raise … contradicts the premises of the job” under the 
second order category of “perceived inappropriateness.” 
Such rationales almost exclusively appeared under the 
“no” category for compensation demands.

By contrast, we observed that responses under the 
“yes” category for making compensation demands typi-
cally focused on candidates’ qualifications and right to 
ask. An example statement is “Yes, I would be comfort-
able asking for a higher salary. I have a proven history 
of company loyalty, and as previously stated, I believe 
that is what the company is looking for.” The second 
and third authors independently checked the logic of 
the emergent themes and discussed and resolved any dis-
agreements about categorization. As we moved through 
this process, we remained open to adjusting the emerg-
ing categories based on similarities and differences sur-
facing between responses, our interpretations of the data, 
and our knowledge of the existing literature. In total, this 
initial coding process yielded 54 first order codes that 
were grouped into 25 second order themes.

By continuing to move back and forth between the 
data and theory in this manner, we further grouped all 
second order themes into 10 final, third order theoretical 
dimensions that reflected the mechanisms driving par-
ticipant decisions of whether to negotiate. At this stage, 
two research assistants blind to the experimental condi-
tions independently coded the third order dimensions 
against each open-ended response. Cohen’s kappa 
(McHugh 2012) indicated a 97% initial agreement rate 
between the author team and the research assistants, 
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and all remaining differences were discussed and re-
solved. As our primary interest lay in job candidates’ 
reticence to negotiate, we summarized the codes that 
emerged for all the reasons why participants said “no” 
to speaking up about pay. Perceived motivational norm 
violation emerged as a key mechanism driving “no” 
responses, particularly within the social impact condi-
tion. Specifically, the social impact condition accounted 
for 70% of all mentions of this rationale (n� 52), whereas 
the control condition accounted for only 30% of all men-
tions (n� 22). This finding provided initial support for 
our prediction that perceptions of violating organiza-
tional norms by speaking up about pay are especially 
salient when organizations emphasize social impact. 
Illustrative quotes include the following:

“I would not feel comfortable. I imagine the culture at 
such organizations would be different, and doing so 
would be taboo.”

“You are supposed to be ‘doing it for the kids,’ which 
would make you look selfish if you asked.”

“I don’t think I would. Unfortunately, a position like 
this would put A LOT of emphasis on being empathetic 
and making social impact. These qualities can be seen 
as opposing to the desire to make money.”

“I would not feel comfortable asking the hiring man-
ager to give me a higher salary for the job because I feel 
like that would give the impression that I was inter-
ested in the job for financial reasons instead of the social 
impact of the organization. I feel like asking for a higher 
salary would likely make the organization less inter-
ested in hiring me.”

We present other mechanisms for “no” decisions in 
Figure 2, shedding further light on participant cogni-
tions around the phenomenon. Table A in Online Sup-
plement III presents illustrative quotes for each theme. 
For instance, apart from worrying about norm violation, 
participants might be less willing to negotiate if they 
presume that organizations emphasizing social impact 
have insufficient financial resources to fund a higher sal-
ary because they are committing funds to further their 
social mission. One participant mentioned, “I would not 
feel comfortable asking the hiring manager to give me 
a higher salary for the job because I would assume 
finances are already tight for such an organization … ” 
This rationale—which we term perceived financial infeasi-
bility—was more prevalent within the social impact con-
dition (n� 15) than the control condition (n� 5).

Second, participants may be willing to accept a lower 
wage for positive reasons as well, such as for work they 
perceive as meaningful, a finding consistent with prior 
research (e.g., Burbano 2016, Hu and Hirsh 2017). Work 
that gives an individual a sense of purpose and meaning 
can be intrinsically motivating and thereby serve as a 
valuable nonpecuniary benefit in an integrative negotia-
tion. An example quote is “I think it would be very 

meaningful to me to work for a company in the first 
place that is helping people, so I wouldn’t need to 
be compensated monetarily” This rationale was also 
more prevalent among participants in the social impact 
(n� 18) versus control (n� 7) condition.

Third, participants may draw positive inferences 
about organizations that emphasize social impact, such 
as presuming they would be trustworthy, provide fair 
wages, or treat employees well—that is, factors indica-
tive of perceived organizational support (Eisenberger 
et al. 1986). One participant, for instance, mentioned, “I 
would also expect that I received benefits consistent 
with other jobs in the industry and region, and these 
would adequately compensate me for not asking for a 
higher starting salary.” Mention of such perceived orga-
nizational support appeared within both the social im-
pact (n� 1) and control (n� 3) conditions. Separately, 
rationales unrelated to characteristics of the organiza-
tion were grouped under a single third order category, 
and there did not appear to be large differences in their 
occurrence between experimental conditions.2

Discussion
Study 1 provided initial support for our predictions that 
exposure to an organization’s social impact framing can 
deter job candidates from feeling that it is appropriate to 
discuss the pecuniary rewards of work, potentially result-
ing in lower compensation demands. Although several 
reasons surfaced why candidates might not ask for higher 
pay, chief among them was perceived motivational norm 
violation, particularly within the social impact condition. 
The qualitative aspects of this study had the advantage of 
allowing participants to share their thoughts in an organic 
and unconstrained manner, while also allowing alterna-
tive reasons to emerge for candidates’ reticence to speak 
up about pay. In subsequent studies, we examine these 
additional mechanisms—potentially representing con-
current explanations—alongside our proposed mecha-
nism: perceived motivational norm violation.

Study 2
Method
Sample and Procedure. In Study 2, we sought to for-
mally test our main theoretical model with an experi-
mental design. Participants were 438 undergraduate 
business students at a Mid-Atlantic university who took 
part for course credit (Mage� 20.19, SDage� 1.53; 54% 
male, 46% female).

The study had two parts: a presurvey and a main 
study. Participants completed the presurvey two weeks 
prior to the in-person main study. The purpose was to 
capture as a control variable participants’ baseline pay 
expectations without any experimental manipulation 
for an on-campus job such as the purportedly real one 
to which they would soon be exposed in the main study. 
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Specifically, as members of the undergraduate stu-
dent population came from diverse socioeconomic back-
grounds and were engaged in a range of majors—some 
of which were associated with higher salaries than 
others—they were likely to have different pay expecta-
tions from work. Further, certain participants may have 
been international students with less awareness of pay 
scales for various jobs in the United States. Thus, by cap-
turing participants’ baseline pay expectations, we could 

more accurately assess the extent to which variance in 
compensation demands in the main study were driven 
by our experimental manipulations rather than other 
factors.

The main study followed a between-subjects design 
with participants randomly assigned to one of the two 
experimental conditions. Specifically, participants read 
that the business school’s Office of Career Services was 
working with hiring companies to recruit students for 

Figure 2. Study 1 Rationales Provided for Reticence to Negotiate 

Notes. N� 392. The gray box with dotted lines highlights the focal mechanism.
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short-term tasks, some of which could develop into lon-
ger term work opportunities. Participants were then 
asked to watch an introductory video by the purported 
founder and CEO of the hiring company, Mark Chaplain, 
describing his organization. We employed a trained actor 
to play this role.

Next, participants read that the founder was recruit-
ing students for an on-campus “tabling job,” in which 
they would be required to supervise the company’s 
recruiting table in the business school’s hallway, hand 
out job-related material, and put up company posters. 
After watching the video and reading about the com-
pany, participants answered the focal survey questions.

Manipulation of Social Impact Framing. In the social 
impact framing condition (n� 226), the company foun-
der in the video described his organization, “Teach-
ToChange,” as a mission-driven company “dedicated to 
making the world a better place through quality educa-
tion and mentorship.” The organization was said to pair 
passionate after-school teachers with troubled students 
to help them get back on track. Toward the end of the 
video the founder said, “Our work is meaningful be-
cause we’re driven by a higher purpose to shape and 
change the lives of young people for the better.”

In the control condition (n� 212), we sought to ensure 
that the company was described equally positively, dif-
fering only in that it focused on other valued aspects of 
work—specifically, on work-related skills and compe-
tence.3 This was important as our theory suggests that a 
positive depiction of an organization, alone, is insuffi-
cient to engender job candidate concerns about per-
ceived motivational norm violation. Rather, we expect 
such concerns to arise specifically when social impact is 
made salient. Thus, in the control condition, participants 
watched a video of similar length with the same founder 
describing an organization called “AfterTeach.” In this 
video, the founder described his organization as one 
that “hires skilled teachers with experience for after- 
school tutoring services.” Toward the end of the video 
the founder said, “Our work is important because we 
base our learning methods on the latest research in edu-
cation rather than on our own preferences.” Videos as 
well as the video scripts (Online Supplement I) are avail-
able on this project’s OSF page.

As the study involved deception (we told participants 
the job opportunity was real), immediately after the 
study was over, participants were provided with a 
thorough debrief. This included an apology for the 
deception, which we explained was necessary to avoid 
biasing responses, information about how participants 
could withdraw their data if desired, and contact 
details for both the principal investigator and institu-
tional review board (IRB) office if participants wished 
report any concerns.

Measures
We measured all items on a scale of 1� “strongly dis-
agree” to 7� “strongly agree” unless otherwise stated.

Manipulation Check. To assess our manipulation of 
social impact framing, participants responded to four 
items about the extent to which TeachToChange (After-
Teach) “has a meaningful impact on society,” “believes 
that its work serves a greater purpose,” “highlights the 
meaningfulness of work to employees,” and “expects 
employees to deeply care about the work itself” (α� 0.85).

Perceived Motivational Norm Violation. We conducted 
a content validation study using methods recommended 
by Colquitt et al. (2019) to ensure that the items we devel-
oped for perceived motivational norm violation reflect its 
conceptualization. Details of the study are available in 
Online Supplement II. Here, we report the final three- 
item measure: “Making a high first offer would be 
against the norms of the company,” “Making a high first 
offer would be against the values of the company,” and 
“It would seem inappropriate to make a high first offer 
with this company” (α� 0.81). For related measures in 
the content validation study, we included, among others, 
the full set of alternative explanations uncovered in Study 
1, which we subsequently test in Studies 3–5. The present 
study includes a subset of those alternative measures, 
as described.

Negotiation Comfort (DV1). We operationalized our de-
pendent variable, compensation demands, in two ways. 
The first measure was an indicator of participants’ com-
fort negotiating for a higher wage. Specifically, we told 
participants that the company founder was currently 
offering students $10 per hour for the tabling job, which 
was just above the minimum wage in the state at the 
time of data collection. They read that the founder would 
be looking at profiles of all students for the position and 
would respond to each candidate individually via email 
to finalize details such as work hours and the final wage, 
depending upon the tasks they would be undertaking. 
After we told participants that wage may or may not be 
negotiable, they answered a question about their pro-
pensity to engage in a negotiation: “Given what you 
know about this company, would you feel comfortable 
asking Mark for a higher hourly rate for the work?” 
(0� “no,” 1� “yes”).

Pay Requested (DV2). As our second measure of com-
pensation demands, participants reported on a sliding 
scale ($10–$20) the exact hourly rate they would request 
from the founder for the job, for which the wage initially 
offered was $10 per hour. This measure is in line with 
prior research on economic measures of negotiation 
behavior (Thompson 1990), including research on first 
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offers and pay demands (e.g., Galinsky and Mussweiler 
2001, O’Shea and Bush 2002).

Control Variable. As mentioned, during a presurvey 
conducted two weeks earlier, we measured as a control 
variable participants’ baseline pay expectations before 
any exposure to any experimental manipulation. Speci-
fically, participants read that companies often recruit stu-
dents for on-campus jobs and need help with “tabling,” 
which involves handing out company information mate-
rials to students and putting up posters. We told partici-
pants that the current minimum wage in the state was 
$9.25/hour. We then asked them to indicate on a sliding 
scale ($9.25–$20) the exact hourly rate they would request 
for the job. We used this control variable when analyzing 
effects on the second operationalization of the dependent 
variable, pay requested.

Alternative Explanations. Study 1 uncovered several 
potential explanations that could drive a negative effect 
of social impact framing on compensation demands. 
Here, we accounted for two such explanations. First, as 
mentioned in Study 1, participants might presume that 
organizations devoted to social impact goals have less 
money for employee compensation. Accordingly, we 
measured perceived financial infeasibility using four 
items (e.g., “TeachToChange (AfterTeach) can afford to 
pay employees reasonably high salaries” and “Teach-
ToChange (AfterTeach) is struggling with financial 
resources” (reverse coded); α� 0.72). Additionally, orga-
nizations emphasizing social impact may treat employees 
favorably, such as by being supportive and trustworthy. 
We measured these characteristics with five items 
from Burbano’s (2016) measure of trustworthiness 
(e.g., “TeachToChange (AfterTeach)’s background in-
formation was a signal to me that the company … is 

‘trustworthy,’ ‘not greedy,’ and ‘will pay what it has 
promised’”; α� 0.81).

Results
Figure 3 shows responses by condition for Study 2 vari-
ables. Descriptive statistics and correlations are in Online 
Supplement III, Table B. Throughout this research, we 
use ordinary least squares regression for continuous out-
comes, reporting their unstandardized regression coeffi-
cients, standard errors, and significance. We also report 
eta-squared (η2) values as an additional measure of effect 
size. For binary outcomes, we use logistic regression and 
report the odds ratio as a measure of effect size along 
with its significance. Furthermore, for mediation analy-
ses, we use structural equation modeling with 5,000 
bootstrapped replications and report bias-corrected 95% 
confidence intervals.

Our manipulation was effective as participants in the 
experimental condition reported to a greater extent that 
the company emphasized social impact (M� 4.45, SD�
0.58) relative to those in the control condition (M� 4.30, 
SD� 0.62), b� 0.15, p� 0.008.

Supporting Hypothesis 1 that social impact framing 
elicits perceived motivational norm violation, partici-
pants exposed to social impact framing reported to a 
greater extent that speaking up about pay would be a 
deviation from organizational norms and values (M�
3.08, SD� 0.89) relative to those in the control condi-
tion (M� 2.84, SD� 0.84), b� 0.24, SE� 0.08, p� 0.005, 
η2� 0.02.

Supporting Hypothesis 2 that social impact framing 
is negatively associated with compensation demands, 
social impact framing was negatively linked with the 
first operationalization of the dependent variable, nego-
tiation comfort (odds ratio� 0.57, p� 0.008). Specifically, 
the odds of saying “yes” to being comfortable negotiat-
ing were 43% lower in the social impact (versus control) 

Figure 3. Study 2 Responses by Condition 

Notes. Social impact framing condition n � 226; control condition n � 212. ns � nonsignificant. Error bars are 99% confidence intervals.
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; †p < 0.10.
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condition. We found a similar pattern for the second oper-
ationalization of the dependent variable, pay requested. 
Controlling for baseline expectations, participants in the 
social impact framing condition requested lower pay 
(M� 11.32, SE� 0.15) relative to those in the control 
condition (M� 11.71, SE� 0.15), b��0.38, SE� 0.21, p�
0.071, η2� 0.16, although, as the p-value of 0.07 indicates, 
the results were noisier.4 Jointly, these results provide ten-
tative, causal support for Hypothesis 2.

Finally, we tested Hypothesis 3 that perceived moti-
vational norm violation mediates the negative effect 
of social impact framing on compensation demands. 
Perceived norm violation was negatively associated 
with both operationalizations of the dependent variable, 
negotiation comfort (b��0.58, SE� 0.12, p< 0.001, odds 
ratio� 0.56) and pay requested (b��0.44, SE� 0.12, 
p< 0.001, η2� 0.19). Bootstrapped mediation analysis 
(5,000 resamples) showed a negative indirect effect of 
social impact framing via the mediator on negotiation 
comfort (b��0.13, SE� 0.06, CI95% [�0.27, �0.05]) and 
pay requested (b��0.09, SE� 0.05, CI95% [�0.21, �0.02]). 
Thus, Hypothesis 3 was supported.

Robustness Check. In a separate analysis, we included 
both perceived financial infeasibility of higher pay and 
perceived trustworthiness (organizational support) as 
additional mechanisms to test for potential effects via 
concurrent explanations. Results via the focal mecha-
nism remained unchanged in direction and significance. 
Social impact framing still had a negative effect on nego-
tiation comfort via perceived norm violation (b��0.13, 
SE� 0.05, CI95% [�0.26, �0.04]). Meanwhile, there was 
no effect on negotiation comfort via perceived trustwor-
thiness (b� 0.02, SE� 0.02, CI95% [�0.01, 0.09]) although 
a significant negative indirect effect emerged via per-
ceived financial infeasibility (b��0.09, SE� 0.05, CI95% 
[�0.21, �0.02]). Similarly, social impact framing still 
negatively affected pay requested via perceived norm 
violation, (b��0.08, SE� 0.05, CI95% [�0.21, �0.02]). 
Meanwhile, there was no effect on pay requested via 
perceived trustworthiness (b� 0.01, SE� 0.02, CI95% 
[�0.01, 0.09]) or financial infeasibility (b��0.05, SE�
0.04, CI95% [�0.15, 0.00]).

Discussion
In Study 2, we found support for our theory using a lab-
oratory experiment with psychological and mundane 
realism (Aronson and Carlsmith 1968). Specifically, by 
presenting students with a purportedly real on-campus 
job opportunity, we increased the odds of capturing 
their genuine attitudes and behaviors in the situation. A 
limitation, however, was that the study exclusively sam-
pled students rather than a more broad-based adult 
population. Additionally, we only tested a subset of the 
potential concurrent explanations. The design of Study 
2, which asked about perceptions of norm violation 

before the dependent measures, could also have artifi-
cially strengthened negative effects via priming (Mol-
den 2014). Finally, we could not ensure that our final 
sample only included participants who were unaware 
of the deception. For these reasons, we constructively 
replicated Study 2 with Study 3—a field experiment in 
an online labor market. This study (a) utilized a larger, 
adult sample with greater age and occupational diver-
sity, (b) included the full set of concurrent explanations, 
(c) mitigated concerns about priming effects by ran-
domly alternating the position of the mediator before 
and after the dependent variable, and (d) included a 
naivety check question.

Study 3
Method
Sample and Procedure. In Study 3, we sought to for-
mally test our main theoretical model and establish its 
external validity using a preregistered labor market 
field experiment in which workers were asked to bid on 
a purportedly real task. The initial sample comprised 
1,800 MTurk workers.5 By using this subject pool—one 
that was not constrained to an undergraduate popula-
tion at a single university—we were able to collect a 
larger sample than in Study 2 and thereby use a higher 
powered design with more reliable estimates (Button 
et al. 2013). Following our preregistration, after exclud-
ing participants who failed the attention and manipula-
tion checks (n� 176), correctly guessed the purpose of 
the study (n� 94), and declined permission for use of 
their data (n� 5), we had a final sample of 1,525 partici-
pants (Mage� 40.04, SDage� 12.63; 37% male, 62% female, 
1% nonbinary).

The study followed a between-subjects design with 
participants randomly assigned to one of the two ex-
perimental conditions (social impact framing versus 
control). For this study, our research team posed as a 
real hiring organization—a start-up education com-
pany. Participants read that, in addition to providing 
after-school tutoring for middle- and high-school stu-
dents, the company creates learning materials designed 
to be relatable and engaging. As part of that effort, the 
company was said to be recruiting MTurk workers to 
create high-quality sentence examples for words that 
seventh graders should know when building their vo-
cabulary. For instance, if the word given to the partici-
pant was “reiterate,” a sentence the participant might 
create is, “The teacher asked the student to reiterate her 
question as it was noisy in the classroom.” Each task 
comprised 10 words. We told participants that they 
could use a dictionary to understand the definition of a 
given word, but the sentence must be their own.

To generate the perception that participants could 
potentially be hired by the organization on a longer 
term basis (i.e., that there was more at stake than simply 
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being selected and paid for the current task), partici-
pants were told that, if selected following the current 
screening survey, they could be asked to complete the 
same task on an ongoing basis of once per week over the 
next three months. The survey began with some nonfo-
cal, filler measures that were part of the purported 
screening process. These included items about partici-
pants’ skills (e.g., “People tell me I’m a good writer” and 
“I have strong math skills”) and personality (e.g., “I 
excel at identifying opportunities”).

Manipulation of Social Impact Framing. We manipu-
lated social impact framing using the same stimuli as in 
Study 1, in which participants watched an introductory 
video of the founder and CEO of the company describe 
the hiring organization. Again, in the social impact 
framing condition (n� 686), the company was described 
as “TeachToChange,” whereas in the control condition 
(n� 742), the company was “AfterTeach” (for details, 
see Online Supplement I on OSF).

As the study involved deception, we provided parti-
cipants with a thorough debrief. This included an apol-
ogy for the deception, which we explained as being 
necessary to avoid biasing responses. We also provided 
information about how participants could withdraw 
their data if desired along with contact details for the 
principal investigator and the IRB office to report any 
concerns. We gave participants who passed all attention 
checks a $1.50 bonus, which is the same payment they 
would have received if the task had been real and they 
were hired for it.

Measures
All items were on a scale of 1� “strongly disagree” to 
7� “strongly agree” unless otherwise stated. Survey 
questions unrelated to the task bid measures were said 
to be for the company’s internal research purposes only 
and would not be used to make hiring decisions. Addi-
tionally, to ensure that results were not driven by prim-
ing, we randomly counterbalanced the order of the 
mediator, perceived motivational norm violation, to 
appear either before or after the bid measures. Control-
ling for placement of the mediator did not alter the pat-
tern of results described.

Manipulation Check. To assess our manipulation of 
social impact framing, at the end of the survey, partici-
pants responded to one item about whether the founder of 
TeachToChange (AfterTeach) had made the following 
statement: “Our work is meaningful because we’re driven 
by a higher purpose to shape and change the lives of 
young people for the better” (0� “no,” 1� “yes”).

Perceived Motivational Norm Violation. We measured 
perceived motivational norm violation by adapting the 
three-item scale finalized in our content validation study 

as described earlier within the measures for Study 2. 
Sample item: “It would be against the company’s values 
to ask for a lot of money for the task” (α� 0.92).

Willingness to Negotiate (DV1). We utilized two inter-
related measures of compensation demands. First, we 
told participants that the company was currently offer-
ing $1.50 for the task but that they could request a differ-
ent (higher) amount. As participants had just completed 
filler questions about themselves, in addition to being 
exposed to the experimental manipulation, in order to 
enhance realism we told participants, “As with all hir-
ing decisions, many factors will influence which MTur-
kers we select for this ongoing task. Your bid is just one 
of those factors.” We then asked participants to report 
their willingness to negotiate on a binary scale (e.g., 
Small et al. 2007): “As part of this screening application, 
would you like to request a higher amount for the task?” 
(0� “No, I am not requesting higher payment—I accept 
the $1.50 offer,” 1� “Yes, I am opting to request higher 
payment—I will enter my requested amount on the 
next page”).

Pay Requested (DV2). On the following screen, partici-
pants who had selected “yes” to requesting higher pay-
ment were asked, “Please enter your final payment 
request (bid) to us for this task” (sliding scale of $1.50 to 
$4). For participants who selected “no” to requesting 
higher payment, we imputed the initial (default) offered 
amount of $1.50 as the final bid.

Alternative Explanations. Study 3 accounted for all 
additional explanations uncovered in Study 1. First, 
we adopted the four-item perceived financial infeasi-
bility scale from Study 2 to the current context (e.g., 
“TeachToChange (AfterTeach) is struggling with finan-
cial resources to be able to pay a higher task rate to MTur-
kers who ask”; α� 0.86). Additionally, we measured 
perceived work meaningfulness, as prior research as well 
as our Study 1 suggest that this could influence partici-
pant willingness to forgo higher pay. Specifically, we 
used four items from Steger et al. (2012) with sample 
items “I expect that I would … ’find working at TeachTo-
Change (AfterTeach) to be meaningful,’ ‘discover Teach-
ToChange (AfterTeach) as a company with a satisfying 
purpose’” (α� 0.92). Finally, organizations emphasizing 
social impact may provide other, nonmonetary benefits, 
such as fair and supportive treatment of employees. We, 
thus, measured perceived organizational support using 
five items from Eisenberger et al. (1986), with sample 
items “I believe that if I were an employee at TeachTo-
Change (AfterTeach), the company would … ’really care 
about my well-being,’ and ‘make help available when I 
have a problem’” (α� 0.89).
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Results
Figure 4 shows responses by condition for Study 3 vari-
ables. Descriptive statistics and correlations are in Online 
Supplement III, Table C. Our manipulation was effective 
among all participants in the data set as, following our 
preregistration, we removed any participants who did 
not correctly identify the company’s emphasis on social 
impact.

Supporting Hypothesis 1, workers in the social impact 
framing condition reported to a greater extent that men-
tioning pay would be a deviation from organizational 
norms (M� 4.42, SD� 1.48) than those in the control con-
dition (M� 3.48, SD� 1.37), b� 0.85, SE� 0.07, p< 0.001, 
η2� 0.10.

Supporting Hypothesis 2, social impact framing was 
negatively associated with willingness to negotiate, b�
�0.54, SE� 0.11, p< 0.001; the odds of saying “yes” to 
bidding higher than the offered $1.50 were 42% lower 
in the social impact (versus control) condition (odds 
ratio� 0.58). Similarly, participants in the social impact 
framing condition requested significantly lower pay 
(M� 1.82, SD� 0.65) relative to those in the control condi-
tion (M� 1.93, SE� 0.69), b��0.12, SE� 0.03, p< 0.001, 
η2� 0.08.6 Thus, Hypothesis 2 was supported for both 
operationalizations of the dependent variable.

Finally, supporting Hypothesis 3, perceived motiva-
tional norm violation mediated the negative effect of social 
impact framing on compensation demands. Mediation 
analysis using 5,000 bootstrap-based replications showed 
a negative indirect effect of social impact framing via per-
ceived motivational norm violation on both willingness to 
negotiate (b��0.46, SE� 0.06, CI95% [�0.58, �0.36]) and 
pay requested (b��0.12, SE� 0.01, CI95% [�0.15, �0.09]).

Robustness Check. In a separate analysis, we included 
the alternative explanations as concurrent mechanisms 
to test the robustness of the main mediation model. 

Results remained unchanged in direction and signifi-
cance. Specifically, social impact framing still had a neg-
ative indirect effect on willingness to negotiate via 
perceived motivational norm violation (b��0.35, SE�
0.05, CI95% [�0.46, �0.26]). Meanwhile, there was no 
effect on willingness to negotiate via perceived work 
meaningfulness or organizational support (all 95% CIs 
excluded zero). There was, however, a significant nega-
tive indirect effect via perceived financial infeasibility 
(b��0.44, SE� 0.06, CI95% [�0.56, �0.34]).

Similarly, when including the other mechanisms in the 
model, social impact framing still had a negative effect on 
the second operationalization of the dependent variable, 
pay requested, via perceived motivational norm viola-
tion (b��0.07, SE� 0.01, CI95% [�0.10, �0.05]). Again, 
there was no effect on willingness to negotiate via either 
perceived work meaningfulness or organizational sup-
port (all 95% CIs excluded zero). However, there was a 
significant negative indirect effect via perceived financial 
infeasibility as well (b��0.12, SE� 0.02, CI95% [�0.15, 
�0.09]).

Notably, the placement of the mediator measure either 
before or after the dependent variable did not change the 
pattern of results (interaction p-value� 0.979).

Discussion
In Study 3, we found additional and ecologically valid 
support for our theory in a field experiment. Specifi-
cally, by presenting participants with a supposedly real 
task similar to the types of tasks they encounter in their 
everyday work on the MTurk platform, we increased 
the odds of capturing participants’ genuine attitudes 
and behaviors. This was bolstered by our inclusion of 
only those participants who reported not knowing the 
true purpose of the study.

Interestingly, perceived financial infeasibility emerged 
as a concurrent mechanism that partially mediated the 

Figure 4. Study 3 Responses by Condition 

Notes. Social impact framing condition n � 686; control condition n � 742. ns � nonsignificant. Error bars are 99% confidence intervals.
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; †p < 0.10.
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negative effect of social impact framing on negotiation 
for monetary job rewards. This occurred despite our 
including any specific or explicit mention about the orga-
nization’s financial position, charitable giving, or capacity 
to pay higher wages in our manipulations. This raises the 
possibility that organizations using a social impact fram-
ing not only inhibit compensation demands by eliciting 
perceptions of norm violation among job candidates 
regarding asking for higher pay, but also by spurring the 
heuristic that engaging in business for the sake of the 
greater good necessarily entails less money available to 
pay workers.

Whereas Studies 2 and 3, as field experiments, had 
both strong internal and external validity, we nonethe-
less sought to replicate our effects in a different sample 
of adults in Study 4, a scenario-based simulation. In this 
study, we took the further conservative approach of 
placing both the manipulation check and mediator after 
the dependent measures for all participants.

Study 4
Method
Sample and Procedure. Participants were 900 adults 
recruited from Prolific. After excluding those who failed 
comprehension and attention check questions, we had a 
final sample of 835 respondents (Mage� 32.16, SDage�

10.89). The sample comprised 392 men (47%), 435 wo-
men (52%), and 8 nonbinary participants (1%). More 
than 56% of participants had a bachelor’s degree or 
higher, and participants were from a range of occupa-
tions (e.g., retail, construction, healthcare).

We told participants that they would take part in a 
work simulation in the role of a job candidate. After 
reading about their role as a middle-school teacher 
applying for jobs, we asked them to watch a video of a 
company founder providing information about an orga-
nization to which they were applying. Videos were the 
same as those utilized in Studies 2 and 3. There were 
408 participants in the social impact framing condition 

(“TeachToChange”) and 427 participants in the control 
condition (“AfterTeach”). After watching the video, 
participants responded to survey questions.

Measures
All measures were on a scale of 1� “strongly disagree” 
to 7� “strongly agree” unless otherwise stated. We uti-
lized three operationalizations for the dependent vari-
able as described. The dependent variables followed 
directly after the video manipulation, and all other mea-
sures were placed after the dependent variables. For the 
manipulation check and mediator, we utilized the same 
measures as those described in Study 2.

Negotiation Comfort (DV1). As in Study 3, participants 
indicated to what extent they would feel comfortable ask-
ing for additional forms of monetary compensation for 
the work being offered, such as a signing bonus (1� “not 
at all comfortable” to 7� “extremely comfortable”).

Willingness to Negotiate (DV2). As in Study 3, partici-
pants indicated how likely they would be to ask for 
more money for the job (1� “not at all likely to ask” to 
7� “extremely likely to ask”).

Pay Requested (DV3). We used a Likert-type scale for 
pay requested, asking participants, “If you were to ask 
for more money, how much more would you ask for?” 
(1� “no more, I would not ask for more money” to 
7� “a great deal more”).

Alternative Explanations. We used the same three mea-
sures described in Study 3.

Results
Figure 5 shows responses by condition for Study 4 
variables. Descriptive statistics and correlations are in 
Online Supplement III, Table D. The manipulation was 
effective as participants in the social impact condition 

Figure 5. Study 4 Responses by Condition 

Notes. Social impact framing condition n � 408; control condition n � 427. ns � nonsignificant. Error bars are 99% confidence intervals.
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; †p < 0.10.

14 

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 in
fo

rm
s.

or
g 

by
 [

13
.5

5.
10

0.
18

0]
 o

n 
06

 M
ay

 2
02

3,
 a

t 0
1:

11
 . 

Fo
r 

pe
rs

on
al

 u
se

 o
nl

y,
 a

ll 
ri

gh
ts

 r
es

er
ve

d.
 



reported company emphasis on social impact (M� 6.21, 
SD� 0.62) more so than those in the control condition 
(M� 5.94, SD� 0.67), b� 0.28, SE� 0.04, p< 0.001, η2�

0.04.
Supporting Hypothesis 1, participants in the social 

impact framing condition reported to a greater extent 
that speaking up about pay would violate organiza-
tional norms (M� 5.04, SD� 1.38) than those in the con-
trol condition (M� 4.12, SD� 1.44), b� 0.92, SE� 0.10, 
p< 0.001, η2� 0.10.

In support of Hypothesis 2, social impact framing 
was also negatively associated with all three operationa-
lizations of compensation demands. Participants in the 
social impact condition reported that they would be less 
comfortable inquiring about more pay (M� 3.70, SD�
1.67) relative to those in the control condition (M� 4.39, 
SD� 1.52), b��0.69, SE� 0.11, p< 0.001, η2� 0.05. They 
also reported being less willing to negotiate pay (M�
3.40, SD� 1.51) compared with those in the control 
condition (M� 4.04, SD� 1.43), b��0.64, SE� 0.10, p<
0.001, η2� 0.05. Finally, the amount any potential addi-
tional pay requested was lower in the social impact 
condition (M� 2.62, SD� 1.28) relative to the control 
condition (M� 3.08, SD� 1.18), b��0.47, SE� 0.09, p<
0.001, η2� 0.03.

Supporting Hypothesis 3, mediation analyses (5,000 
resamples) demonstrated that perceived motivational 
norm violation mediated the negative indirect effect of 
social impact framing on all three measures of compen-
sation demands: negotiation comfort (b��0.53, SE�
0.06, CI95% [�0.66, �0.41]), willingness to negotiate (b�
�0.52, SE� 0.06, 95% CI [�0.65,�0.41]), and pay re-
quested (b��0.34, SE� 0.04, CI95% [�0.44, �0.26]).

Robustness Check. As a robustness check, we included 
all three potential alternative or concurrent explanations 
as additional mechanisms in our model. Results via per-
ceived motivational norm violation remained unchanged 
in direction and significance. Online Supplement III 
(Figure B) displays mediation analysis via the focal and 
additional explanations. Social impact framing had a 
negative effect on all three dependent variables via per-
ceived norm violation: negotiation comfort (b��0.50, 
SE� 0.06, CI95% [�0.63, �0.39]), willingness to negotiate 
(b��0.47, SE� 0.06, CI95% [�0.59, �0.35]), and pay re-
quested (b��0.31, SE� 0.04, CI95% [�0.40, �0.23]). Mean-
while, neither work meaningfulness nor perceived 
organizational support mediated the effect of social 
impact framing on compensation demands (95% CIs 
included zero). Perceived financial infeasibility similarly 
did not mediate the effect on pay requested (b��0.02, 
SE� 0.02, CI95% [�0.05, 0.01]); however, it partially medi-
ated the effect on negotiation comfort (b��0.05, SE�
0.02, CI95% [�0.11, �0.01]) and willingness to negotiate 
(b��0.06, SE� 0.02, CI95% [�0.11, �0.02]).

Discussion
Study 4 provides additional support for our theory in 
a sample that included working adults. We ruled out 
the possibility of priming effects driving results by 
measuring all mechanisms after the dependent vari-
able. We also demonstrated that our focal mechanism, 
perceived motivational norm violation, mediated the 
effect of social impact framing on compensation de-
mands when accounting for other explanations. Per-
ceived financial infeasibility once again emerged as 
another relevant mechanism, albeit this time less con-
sistently. This provides further support for the addi-
tional novel finding from our research that social 
impact framing can spur perceptions of organizations’ 
inability to pay higher wages even when no informa-
tion is provided about organization’s financial situa-
tion or charitable giving.

A limitation of Study 4 was that, as with Studies 2 and 
3, it examined the phenomenon within the context of a 
single industry—education. It is possible that partici-
pants perceive higher standards for prosociality and, 
thus, pressures to forgo pay, when working in this 
industry. Additionally, we only examined participants’ 
reticence to negotiate for monetary work rewards, 
which is just one of several issues up for discussion in 
job entry negotiations (De Dreu et al. 2000). To demon-
strate the generalizability of our theory across industries 
and examine our research question regarding the 
unique effects of social impact framing on monetary 
(versus nonmonetary) job rewards, we conducted Study 
5—a preregistered stimulus sampling study in which 
we tested the effect across multiple industries and also 
asked participants to report their negotiation behavior 
for several different job rewards.

Study 5
Method
Sample and Procedure. Study 5 aimed to demonstrate 
the generalizability of our theory across different indus-
tries and occupations, while also examining the relative 
strength of effects for monetary (versus nonmonetary) 
job rewards. We recruited 1,703 participants from Pro-
lific. Following our preregistration, we excluded partici-
pants with duplicate IPs (n� 18) and those who failed 
the attention check (n� 49), leaving a final sample of 
1,636 participants (Mage� 37.10, SDage� 12.15; 49% male, 
49% female, 2% nonbinary). We instructed participants 
to take on the role of a job candidate in a workplace sim-
ulation. We then exposed participants to the description 
of the hiring organization.

Manipulation of Social Impact Framing. We employed 
a between-subjects design in which we randomly ass-
igned participants to one of two experimental condi-
tions in which we manipulated the description of the 
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hiring organization (social impact framing versus con-
trol). To examine effects across industries and occupa-
tions, within each condition, we showed participants a 
company description pertaining to one of four different 
industries (stimuli): education, finance, food manufactur-
ing, and healthcare. For each industry, we were careful to 
ensure that the business model described remained the 
same across social impact and control conditions, and 
we did not mention anything regarding the company’s 
financial position or charitable giving. Rather, the only 
differences between the two conditions were around 
the company’s mission and purpose. For instance, the 
finance stimulus in both experimental conditions des-
cribed a microfinance organization that “raises capital 
from investors in wealthier countries like the U.S. to pro-
vide loans to farmers, artisans, and entrepreneurs in 
developing countries worldwide.” However, in the social 
impact condition, working at the company was said to be 
“first and foremost about helping and giving back to 
others,” whereas in the control condition it was said to be 
“first and foremost about being highly competent and 
delivering results.” All company descriptions across 
stimuli are on the project’s OSF page.

Measures
We measured all items on a scale of 1� “strongly dis-
agree” to 7� “strongly agree” unless otherwise stated. 
As mentioned earlier, job entry negotiations typically 
involve multiple considerations apart from salary. For 
this reason, in this study, we examined participant 
responses regarding both monetary and nonmonetary 
job rewards. Specifically, drawing from the New Recruit 
exercise by Neale (1997), we asked participants about 
the extent to which they would perceive norm violation 
and make requests for three monetary job rewards (sal-
ary, bonus, and moving expense coverage) and three 
nonmonetary job rewards (health insurance coverage, 
vacation time, and job role). All questions were repeated 
with reference to each of the six job rewards. To avoid 
survey fatigue, we utilized one-item scales for each of 
the two dependent variables regarding compensation 
demands.

Manipulation Check. We used four items to assess the 
efficacy of our manipulation, with sample item “[Orga-
nization name] believes that its work serves a greater 
purpose” (α� 0.92).

Perceived Motivational Norm Violation. We used the 
same three items described in the previous studies to 
assess perceptions of norm violation for each of the six 
job rewards (e.g., “It would seem against the company’s 
values to try to negotiate [job reward] for the job” 
(αsalary� 0.92, αbonus� 0.97, αmoving� 0.97, αhealth� 0.97, 
αvacation� 0.98, αjobrole� 0.97).

Negotiation Comfort (DV1). Participants responded to 
the following question for each job reward: “Based on 
what [Organization] values as a company and the types 
of employees it is seeking, to what extent do you feel 
comfortable asking the hiring manager for [job 
reward]?” (1� “not at all comfortable,” 7� “extremely 
comfortable”).

Willingness to Negotiate (DV2). For each job reward, 
we additionally measured compensation demands with 
the following question: “Based on what [Organization] 
values as a company and the types of employees it is 
seeking, to what extent are you likely to ask the hiring 
manager for [job reward]?” (1� “not at all likely to ask,” 
7� “extremely likely to ask”).

Alternative Explanations. We assessed the three poten-
tial alternative mechanisms using the same measures 
described in Studies 3 and 4 (αinfeasible� 0.88, αmeaningful�

0.95, αPOS� 0.91).

Results
Main Analysis. In line with one of the key goals of this 
study, we analyzed results by aggregating responses for 
the monetary and nonmonetary job rewards.7 Figure 6
show responses by condition for each of these two types 
of job rewards, whereas Table 1 shows descriptive sta-
tistics and correlations for Study 5 variables. Figures 7
and 8 show mediated effects on both monetary and non-
monetary job rewards.

The manipulation was effective as participants in the 
experimental condition reported to a greater extent that 
the company emphasized social impact (M� 6.59, SD�
0.60) than participants in the control condition (M�
4.78, SD� 1.76), b� 2.11, SE� 0.07, p< 0.001, η2� 0.39.

We first examine Hypotheses 1–3, which concern 
only monetary job rewards. In support of Hypothesis 1, 
participants in the social impact framing condition per-
ceived greater motivational norm violation in negotiat-
ing for monetary job rewards (M� 3.81, SD� 1.37) than 
those in the control condition (M� 2.83, SD� 1.20), b�
0.98, SE� 0.06, p< 0.001, η2� 0.13.

Supporting Hypothesis 2, social impact framing was 
also negatively associated with both operationalizations 
of compensation demands. Specifically, participants in 
the social impact condition reported that they would be 
less comfortable negotiating for monetary rewards (M�
4.15, SD� 1.42) than those in the control condition (M�
4.81, SD� 1.22), b��0.66, SE� 0.07, p< 0.001, η2� 0.06. 
They also reported being less likely to negotiate for 
monetary rewards (M� 4.17, SD� 1.42) than those in 
the control condition (M� 4.82, SD� 1.24), b��0.65, 
SE� 0.07, p< 0.001, η2� 0.06.

Furthermore, in support of Hypothesis 3, mediation 
analysis using 5,000 bootstrap-based replications showed 
a negative indirect effect of social impact framing via 
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Figure 6. Study 5 Responses by Condition 

Notes. Social impact framing condition n � 810; control condition n � 826. ns � nonsignificant. Error bars are 99% confidence intervals.
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; †p < 0.10.

Table 1. Study 5 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Social impact framinga 0.50 0.50
2. Perceived financial infeasibility 3.18 1.15 0.38** (0.88)
3. Perceived work meaningfulness 5.45 1.18 0.27** 0.17** (0.95)
4. Perceived organizational support 4.50 1.24 0.25** 0.18** 0.71** (0.91)
5. Perceived motivational norm violation: 

monetary
3.32 1.38 0.37** 0.52** 0.10** 0.10** (0.94)

6. Negotiation comfort: monetary (DV1) 4.48 1.36 �0.24** �0.49** �0.11** �0.11** �0.73** (0.80)
7. Negotiation willingness: monetary (DV2) 4.50 1.37 �0.24** �0.47** �0.11** �0.14** �0.69** 0.91** (0.76)
8. Perceived motivational norm violation: 

nonmonetary
3.20 1.22 �0.08** 0.21** �0.11** �0.13** 0.48** �0.36** �0.33** (0.89)

9. Negotiation comfort: nonmonetary (DV3) 4.54 1.24 0.11** �0.17** 0.07** 0.07** �0.29** 0.51** 0.48** �0.69** (0.63)
10. Negotiation willingness: nonmonetary 

(DV4)
4.45 1.28 0.10** �0.15** 0.06* 0.05* �0.24** 0.43** 0.48** �0.64** 0.91** (0.60)

Notes. N � 1,636. Standardized reliability estimates (alphas) appear in parentheses along the diagonal.
a0 � control condition, 1 � social impact framing condition.
†p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01.
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perceived motivational norm violation on both negotia-
tion comfort (b��0.72, SE� 0.05, CI95% [�0.83, �0.62]) 
and willingness (b��0.68, SE� 0.05, CI95% [�0.78, 
�0.58]) for monetary job rewards.

Supplementary Analysis. We also examined the ques-
tion of whether the predicted effects of social impact 
framing would operate more strongly for monetary 
(versus nonmonetary) job rewards. We found that 
effects on nonmonetary job rewards were, in fact, in the 
opposite direction as those for monetary job rewards. 
Specifically, participants in the social impact condition 
perceived less motivational norm violation to negotiate 
for nonmonetary job rewards (M� 3.10, SD� 1.22) com-
pared with those in the control condition (M� 2.29, 
SD� 3.10), b��0.19, SE� 0.06, p� 0.002. They also rep-
orted feeling more comfortable negotiating for non-
monetary job rewards M� 4.67, SD� 1.23) than those 
in the control condition (M� 4.40, SD� 1.24), b� 0.27, 

SE� 0.06, p< 0.001. Additionally, they were more likely 
to negotiate for nonmonetary job rewards (M� 4.57, 
SD� 1.26) than participants in the control condition 
(M� 4.33, SD� 1.28), b� 0.24, SE� 0.06, p< 0.001.

Robustness Checks. We examined the effects of alter-
native mechanisms in our model. The pattern of results 
via norm violation remained unchanged when including 
all additional explanations in the model. We found 
that perceived financial infeasibility partially negatively 
mediated the effect of social impact framing on comfort 
and willingness to negotiate for both monetary and non-
monetary job rewards (all 95% CIs excluded zero). Addi-
tionally, perceived organizational support also partially 
negatively mediated the effect of social impact framing 
on willingness to negotiate for monetary job rewards. 
However, each of these effects was significantly smaller 
than the negative effect via perceived norm violation (all 
95% CIs of the bootstrapped differences excluded zero).

Figure 7. Study 5 Mediation Models for Effects on Requests for Monetary Job Rewards 

Notes. Gray boxes and solid lines are for the focal mechanism, whereas white boxes and dashed lines are for the concurrent explanations. Inde-
pendent variable coded as 0 � control, 1 � social impact framing. Standard errors shown in parentheses. Effects from each mechanism to the 
dependent variable are reported, controlling for the independent variable (social impact framing). Bias-corrected 95% confidence intervals from 
5,000 bootstrap samples are reported for each indirect effect.
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We further examined whether effects were stronger 
for certain stimuli (industries) relative to others. There 
was no significant interaction of social impact framing 
and stimulus on any of the variables with one exception: 
a significant interaction on the mediator, perceived norm 
violation, for nonmonetary job rewards (b��0.13, SE�
0.05, p� 0.017). We examined all 28 possible pairwise 
comparisons, including 10 significant contrasts. We 
found that certain stimuli in the social impact condition 
generated especially strong perceptions of norm viola-
tion than other stimuli in the control condition, which 
was to be expected (e.g., health in the social impact 
framing condition versus marketing in the control con-
dition). Despite some such specific contrasts emerging, 
we did not observe any meaningful patterns of theoret-
ical relevance. Moreover, the pattern and significance 
of hypothesized effects remained unchanged when 
controlling for stimulus type in the model.

Discussion
Study 5 provided additional support for our theory, 
demonstrating that effects are generalizable across in-
dustries and occupations as well as unique to job candi-
date requests for monetary job rewards. Our finding 
that job candidates are more willing to request nonmo-
netary rewards when social impact framing is salient 
could be driven by several possibilities. The first is that 
candidates feel more emboldened to request nonmone-
tary rewards as a “fair trade-off” in multi-issue negotia-
tions with various job rewards on the table. The second 
is that job candidates perceive that social impact organi-
zations are willing to take care of employees in other 
(nonmonetary) ways. This is demonstrated in part by 
the finding that the mechanism of perceived organiza-
tional support partially negatively mediated the effect 
of social impact framing on willingness to negotiate for 
monetary job rewards. It suggests that participants were 

Figure 8. Study 5 Mediation Models for Effects on Requests for Nonmonetary Job Rewards 

Notes. Gray boxes and solid lines are for the focal mechanism, whereas white boxes and dashed lines are for the concurrent explanations. Inde-
pendent variable coded as 0 � control, 1 � social impact framing. Standard errors shown in parentheses. Effects from each mechanism to the 
dependent variable are reported, controlling for the independent variable (social impact framing). Bias-corrected 95% confidence intervals from 
5,000 bootstrap samples are reported for each indirect effect.
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willing to forgo monetary rewards in part owing to the 
perception that the organization would be otherwise 
(nonmonetarily) supportive.

Additionally, we again found that perceived financial 
infeasibility partially (albeit more weakly) mediated the 
negative effect of social impact framing on negotiation 
for monetary job rewards. This provides increasingly 
robust support for the notion that social impact framing 
generates perceptions among job candidates that the hir-
ing organization cannot afford higher pay even when no 
information is provided about the organization’s finan-
cial situation.

General Discussion
Our findings demonstrate a potential negative conse-
quence of social impact framing for job candidates’ eco-
nomic welfare. Organizations today are increasingly 
presenting their work as being in service and support of 
the broader community. Although the opportunity to 
make a social impact comes with many benefits, job can-
didates can feel pressure to self-censor about their 
desires for material work rewards as they anticipate that 
doing so would be viewed as incompatible with organi-
zational ideals to value work primarily for the intrinsic 
reward of contributing to society. As a result, candidates 
self-censor on matters of pay and make lower compen-
sation demands. Results from five studies using diverse 
methodologies provide support for our theory. Our 
research suggests that workers may incur material costs 
when joining organizations that strongly signal their 
dedication to advancing the social good because of fear 
that their compensation demands would be seen as vio-
lating the organization’s motivational norms.

Theoretical Implications
Our research contributes to scholarship on social impact 
framing and implicit theories of work motivation with 
implications for job candidates’ financial outcomes. First, 
we note that organizations use social impact framing in 
part because of research demonstrating it to be a useful 
tool in making workers feel more satisfied with their jobs 
and motivating them to perform better. This illustrates a 
common way in which organizational decision makers 
utilize knowledge on human psychology and needs— 
most notably, familiarity with the benefits of task 
significance—to achieve results that are desirable for 
employers and employees alike. We propose that it is 
possible, however, that large-scale organizational sense- 
giving practices that target employee psychology (per-
haps with positive intent) may undermine benefits to 
workers in other overlooked domains.

Specifically, contemporary organizational scholarship 
paints an entirely wholesome view of the outcomes of 
social impact framing for job candidates by presuming 
that they are more than willing to forego some pay in 

exchange for the potential to experience meaningfulness 
in their work (Burbano 2016, Hu and Hirsh 2017). Indeed, 
research on compensatory wages has long noted that 
nonpecuniary benefits such as meaningfulness relate to 
occupational wage differentials (Daymont and Andri-
sani 1984). Our research contrasts with this past work 
by shedding light on a qualitatively different—and 
decidedly less positive—mechanism that operates con-
currently to drive the same effect. Specifically, we dem-
onstrate that strong organizational emphasis on social 
impact can also make job candidates feel that it would 
be inappropriate to ask for more pay, thereby making 
them less inclined to do so. Our findings thus paint a 
more complete picture of the reasons driving job candi-
date pay forfeiture when organizations communicate 
their purpose to serve the greater good. We acknowl-
edge, however, that for certain individuals, the trade- 
off may be entirely voluntary. It is also possible that, in 
general, the negative effects are constrained to financial 
outcomes rather than overall well-being, when account-
ing for all compromises and potential benefits of the 
work.

Another key finding that emerged from our studies is 
that job candidates perceive organizations that use social 
impact framing to have less money available for com-
pensation. We observed this via concurrent mediation 
through perceived financial infeasibility on some of the 
dependent variables in addition to the predicted media-
tion via perceived motivational norm violation. Most 
interestingly, this seems to occur on a heuristic basis as it 
manifests even when we did not mention anything about 
the organization’s financial position or charitable giving. 
Indeed, we deliberately designed our experimental stim-
uli to only manipulate the framing of the organization’s 
work, rather than the business model or nature of the 
work itself. Altogether, this suggests a more complex 
perceptual process than initially hypothesized. It also 
implies that more information about the organization’s 
financial position might embolden job candidates to 
negotiate more assertively.

Results from our studies also contribute to the litera-
ture on employee financial inclusion (Carr et al. 2008, 
Meuris and Leana 2015). Work for pay constitutes one 
of the primary means by which most individuals earn 
their livelihoods, and a key way of attaining extrinsic 
rewards is to successfully navigate interactions with 
one’s employer. Those who fail to self-advocate can miss 
tremendous cumulative gains over their lifetimes. More-
over, although both meaningfulness and high salaries 
are considered valued job attributes, people consistently 
choose the latter over the former when presented with 
tradeoffs (Ward, 2023). Our findings show that an orga-
nization’s otherwise worthwhile mission to improve the 
lives of others can unwittingly hinder economic out-
comes for those who seek to work within the organiza-
tion itself. We further note that the phenomenon we 
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uncover could negatively affect individuals beyond the 
focal job candidate as workers—particularly those in 
poorer households—frequently have dependents who 
rely on them for their economic welfare and progress 
(Lanjouw and Ravallion 1995).

We further highlight that scholarship on work motiva-
tion to date has paid significant attention to ways in which 
extrinsic rewards might undermine intrinsic work moti-
vation (e.g., Deci 1971, Cerasoli et al. 2014). In the present 
research, we instead lend scrutiny to the question of how 
the expectation to possess high intrinsic motivation—as 
commonplace and presumed for work that makes a social 
impact—influences job candidates’ abilities to meet their 
extrinsic concerns. This perspective—that is, one that is 
concerned with the improvement of workers’ material 
outcomes—is relatively understudied within the motiva-
tion literature (e.g., Gerhart and Fang 2015).

Finally, we point out that although negotiations are 
embedded within a social and cultural context, negotia-
tions research pays relatively little attention to how the 
broader milieu influences the aspirations of negotiating 
parties and the extent to which each party is likely to push 
for its concerns. Rather, perspectives on negotiations focus 
on the conflicts of interest inherent among individuals 
with competing priorities, with an examination of contex-
tual factors (e.g., national and organizational culture) only 
recently becoming more common (for a review, see Brett 
and Thompson 2016). As such, focusing primarily on indi-
vidual- and dyadic-level considerations can prevent a ful-
ler understanding of factors that explain why workers 
take a reticent approach when given the opportunity to 
bargain their wage. Our research on the effect of organiza-
tions’ social impact framing on employee negotiation 
behavior thus responds to calls to study the social context 
of negotiations (Thompson et al. 2010, Boothby et al. 2023).

Practical Implications
Our findings imply that organizational initiatives des-
igned to elicit positive outcomes for job candidates in 
one area (i.e., the enhancement of intrinsic motivation 
by emphasis on social impact) may clash with drivers of 
their outcomes in other areas (i.e., their comfort advocat-
ing for material work rewards). This presents a conun-
drum for organizations. To the extent that organizations 
are genuine in their efforts to do good for society, it is 
favorable to publicize such efforts and encourage both 
internal and external stakeholders to support them. 
Moreover, the deliberate shaping of attitudes toward 
work—such as via the promotion of social impact—is 
often a necessary reality of organizational life (Gioia and 
Chittipeddi 1991), with benefits including the creation of 
a consistent work culture and the facilitation of smooth 
work operations. It would thus be facile to suggest that 
organizations ought to deemphasize the importance of 
social impact, which remains an important work motiva-
tor (Hackman and Oldham 1976, Grant 2008). We do, 

however, recommend that organizations be cognizant of 
the potential unintended negative consequences of this 
emphasis for workers in the domain of their financial 
rewards.

To tackle this issue, organizations can take several steps. 
First, they might raise awareness about managerial biases 
against job candidates’ questions about extrinsic work 
rewards, particularly when those biases can cost organiza-
tions high-performing workers (Derfler-Rozin and Pitesa 
2020). Indeed, the motivation to work to provide for one’s 
family, for instance, is shown to compensate for low intrin-
sic motivation and positively impact job performance 
(Menges et al. 2017). Relatedly, organizations might be 
careful not to romanticize work passion and intrinsic moti-
vation to the extent that they are seen as the only viable 
motivators and internalized by job candidates such that 
they feel compelled to self-censor about pay. Third, assum-
ing organizations are not interested in deliberately sup-
pressing pay via emphasis on social impact, they can 
create greater transparency around their norms and values 
around pay-related concerns, as well as about the organi-
zation’s financial position and capacity to reward workers 
monetarily when deserved. Finally, organizations can 
focus on meting out monetary rewards primarily based 
on objective work performance as opposed to via job entry 
negotiations, which are known to elicit many managerial 
biases (Hardy et al. 2022).

Limitations and Future Directions
Our multimethod approach—involving qualitative re-
search, field experiments, and simulation-based studies— 
allowed for a rich, in-depth examination of the proposed 
phenomenon, including internally and externally valid 
tests of the theory. Effect sizes in our study range from 
small (Studies 2 and 4) to medium and large (Studies 3 
and 5). These differences likely are due to variations 
across studies in sample (e.g., students versus working 
adults), sample size, and methodology (e.g., field versus 
laboratory studies). We note that the phenomenon could 
have implications for job candidates’ material progress 
even if objective effect sizes are small, as small salary 
increases can have a large compounding effect over the 
long term. For example, prior research finds that those 
who negotiate an extra $5,000 in starting salary can, 
assuming conservative raises and interest rates, accumu-
late as much as $560,000 more than their peers over the 
course of a career (Babcock and Laschever 2003, Marks 
and Harold 2011). More generally, even small biases in 
hiring evaluations can lead to significant rates of hiring 
discrimination (Hardy et al. 2022).

To obtain more precise estimates of the magnitude of 
the effect, future research might explore the phenome-
non in real-life interview settings across organizations 
that vary in their emphasis on social impact. This would 
enable scholars to better understand how the processes 
described unfold within the contexts in which they 
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occur. It is further possible that social impact framing 
has larger negative economic effects than uncovered in 
our studies, as perceptions of norm violation could also 
impel workers to regularly agree to take upon additional 
responsibilities or overtime hours without requesting 
greater monetary rewards for doing so (e.g., Bunderson 
and Thompson 2009). Moreover, other variables known 
to impact negotiation outcomes—such as job candidates’ 
gender and bargaining power (Brett and Thompson 
2016)—could play a role in exacerbating effects.

One limitation of our research is that it examines 
perceived—rather than real—organizational norms. To 
the extent that job candidates might be incorrect in their 
evaluations of organizational norms, they could benefit 
from greater awareness of their own perceptual biases and 
try to overcome their fear of asking for higher pay. How-
ever, if job candidates’ perceptions are correct, they might 
indeed risk being hired for the job by speaking up about 
pay. Future research might examine the extent to which 
there is a (mis-)match between job candidates’ perceptions 
about organizational norms in social impact contexts and 
the actual norms that govern such workplaces.

Relatedly, results from our research also raise ques-
tions of whether (a) managers do, in fact, perceive discus-
sions of and requests for pay in contexts where social 
impact is emphasized as being a violation of organiza-
tional norms, and (b) managers are inclined to deliber-
ately engage in communication about social impact for 
the explicit purpose of suppressing employee pay. On 
the one hand, prior literature suggests that managers 
might be aware that social impact framing can strategi-
cally be used to inhibit employees’ expressions of their 
material needs and desires from work. Indeed, scholars 
argue that employers’ emphasis on work passion can, at 
times, serve as means of normative control that is primarily 
geared toward attaining valued work outcomes (Jachimo-
wicz and Weisman 2022). Social information processing 
theory posits that organizations often manipulate the 
salience of information about intrinsic and extrinsic justifi-
cations for work to engender specific affective responses 
from employees about their jobs (O’Reilly and Roberts 
1975, Salancik and Pfeffer 1978). Further, people view poor 
treatment of workers, such as asking employees to work 
extra hours without pay, as more legitimate when workers 
are presumed to be passionate about their work (Kim et al. 
2020). On the other hand, managers may well be empha-
sizing social impact with benevolent intentions, such as 
simply to increase job candidates’ future engagement and 
well-being. Under those conditions, it is unlikely that man-
agers would simultaneously seek to improve workers’ 
well-being as well as exploit them. Future research might 
thus examine the extent to which managers are aware of 
the capacity for social impact framing to inhibit job candi-
date compensation demands, and the extent to which they 
use this knowledge to their advantage as a negotiation tac-
tic in wage discussions.

Our research also relies on the assumption that hiring 
managers cannot fully identify whether a job candidate 
is asking for lower pay as an impression management 
tactic to cover up extrinsic motivations. If managers 
could accurately gauge the true nature of job candi-
dates’ work motivations, then candidates’ behavior of 
asking for lower pay may not succeed in signaling 
intrinsic motivation. A great deal of research suggests, 
however, that managers are often not, in fact, privy to 
job candidates’ use of impression management tactics, 
including outright deception or faking (Hogue et al. 
2013, Roulin et al. 2016). This suggests that candidates 
can potentially pretend to be less motivated by money 
at the outset and then later ask for a pay raise when the 
opportunity arises after having secured the job. Future 
research might examine the extent to which recursive 
mentalizing (De Freitas et al. 2019)—that is, job candi-
dates’ awareness of managers’ awareness of their true 
work motivations—influences candidates’ asks for mon-
etary rewards.

Finally, although we focus on job candidates in this 
research, it may be useful to also consider the experi-
ences of employees who have already secured the job. 
Would workers be just as reticent to negotiate pay in a 
social impact context after having already being hired? 
As part of our research process, we made an initial foray 
into this question via a field survey (see Online Supple-
ment V for details). Our data suggest that social impact 
framing continues to breed negotiation discomfort even 
among current employees. However, this does not nec-
essarily translate to weakened negotiation behavior, 
perhaps because current employees feel relatively less 
vulnerable than do job candidates.

Conclusion
This research highlights a potential financial drawback 
for employees of organizations’ strong emphasis on 
socially impactful work. Over five studies, we demon-
strate that, when organizations utilize social impact 
framing, job candidates perceive that asking for mone-
tary job rewards constitute a norm violation, and they 
consequently make lower compensation demands. This 
effect does not, however, hold for nonmonetary job 
rewards. A key contribution of this research is revealing 
that employees’ acceptance of lower pay does not neces-
sarily or solely arise from a willingness to trade money 
for meaningful work as prior research has suggested, 
but rather (or additionally) from concerns about violat-
ing organizational norms that appear to disfavor speak-
ing up on matters of pay. Altogether, this research serves 
as a note of caution for managers, showing that there 
may be unintended negative consequences of otherwise 
well-intentioned campaigns to motivate job candidates 
by highlighting the importance of making prosocial con-
tributions through work.
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Endnotes
1 As a robustness check, we also analyzed responses using a three- 
category coding scheme in which any “yes” response that reflected 
some degree of uncertainty were grouped under a third category 
coded as “maybe” (i.e., 0� “no,” 1� “yes,” 2� “maybe”). The pat-
tern of results remained unchanged.
2 As shown in Figure 2 and Online Supplement III, Table A, partici-
pants also provided rationales unrelated to characteristics of the organi-
zation. For instance, some participants described reticence to make 
compensation demands because of personal characteristics, such as 
lack of confidence, gender, or race. Others did not see any reason to ask 
for a higher wage because they perceived that the market wage offered 
was fair. Others said they would avoid negotiating because they per-
ceived an uncertain economic environment such that others would be 
willing to work for less or could be hired instead. Responses within this 
group were varied with each having a relatively low count. By placing 
them in a single group, we were able to separate them out from ratio-
nales that were more clearly and directly driven by participant interpre-
tations of the organizational context.
3 A pretest following a between-subjects design was conducted on a 
separate sample of 274 participants recruited via MTurk to test for 
any differences in the extent to which the company in each condi-
tion was described positively. Participants watched either of the 
two videos and responded to four items on a scale of 1� “strongly 
disagree” to 5� “strongly agree.” Sample items included “This 
company is described very positively,” and “This company has 
favorable attributes” (α� .79). As intended, there was no significant 
difference in the extent to which the company in the social impact 
framing condition (M� 4.63, SD� 0.49) was described positively rel-
ative to the one in the control condition (M� 4.55, SD� 0.52), 
t(272)��1.27, p� 0.20.
4 Although we did not have predictions around whether social 
impact framing is more likely to manifest as complete self- 
censoring (binary DV1) versus a reduction in pay requested (DV2), 
our data allowed us to assess the interplay between these two vari-
ables in an exploratory manner. Specifically, as the effect of social 
impact framing on pay requested (DV2) is conditional on the deci-
sion of whether to negotiate (DV1), we used a hurdle model to test 
the effect on pay requested specifically among participants who said 
“yes” to negotiating. Consistent with results described earlier, social 
impact framing had a negative effect on “clearing the hurdle” of 
opting to bid a higher amount (b��0.34, SE� 0.23, p< .001). How-
ever, it did not after this point—that is, among those who opted to 
negotiate—impact the amount requested (b� 0.30, SE� 0.41, p� 0.469). 
This suggests that the negative effect of social impact framing on com-
pensation demands manifests primarily as the decision to not speak 
up to negotiate.
5 Following our preregistration, we collected an initial sample of 
1,700 participants. After dropping participants based on the exclu-
sion criteria, we collected data from an additional 100 participants 
to have a final sample of at least 1,500 participants who met the 
inclusion criteria.
6 As in Study 2, we used a hurdle model to conduct an exploratory 
test of the effect of social impact framing on pay requested (DV2) con-
ditional on the decision of whether to negotiate (DV1). Consistent with 
the main results described earlier, the first stage of the hurdle model 
showed that social impact framing negatively impacted the decision to 
ask for more pay (b��0.34, SE� 0.07, p< 0.001). However, among 
those who chose to negotiate, it did not impact pay requested (b� 0.01, 
SE� 0.06, p� 0.84). This, again, suggests that social impact framing pri-
marily effects compensation demands through the decision to not try 
to negotiate pay at all.
7 Reliabilities for the aggregated monetary job rewards scales were 
as follows: norm violation (α� 0.94), negotiation comfort (α� 0.80), 

and negotiation willingness (α� 0.76). Reliabilities for the aggre-
gated nonmonetary job rewards scales were as follows: norm 
violation (α� 0.89), negotiation comfort (α� 0.63), and negotiation 
willingness (α� 0.60). As reliabilities for the two nonmonetary DVs 
were lower than 0.70, we additionally conducted separate analyses 
for each of the nonmonetary job rewards (health, vacation, and job 
role). These analyses can be found in Online Supplement IV.
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