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Abstract

Relying on original data from a survey of 1300 Muscovites, this paper explores the effect of complex and

uncertain housing reform policy on the formation of pro-social norms and patterns of societal coordination.

We argue that the demands for social interaction embedded in the structure of top-down policy prompted

residents of included buildings to interact with other residents and state officials to understand the pro-

gram, redress policy shortcomings, monitor changes, and organize for a house-level vote to secure benefits.

Comparing a matched sample of residents living in buildings included and excluded from the program, we

find that these interactions led to changes in pro-social norms and increased coordination to support pro-

community actions. Notably, we also find spillover effects of the housing renovation program on the activity

related to pension reform and voting in local elections. Our findings show the effect of authoritarian policy

on societal attitudes and behavior and contribute to theories of short- to medium-term accumulation of

societal capacity to resolve collective action problems in response to autocratic policy initiatives.
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1 Introduction

Pro-social norms are essential for effective governance and economic growth, and lie at the heart of pro-social

behaviors through coordination and cooperation that contribute to the production of public goods (Fehr and

Schurtenberger, 2018). Much of the existing work on the changes in pro-social norms and behavior in contem-

porary societies focuses on historical accumulation or destruction of shared beliefs and practices sustained by

path-dependency or on the effects of democratic institutions. Yet these studies cannot account for the periods

of rapid change or the short-term accumulation of norms, especially under non-democratic regime types.

In this study we explore whether social policy in contemporary autocratic states can produce new pro-

social norms and pro-social behaviors that spillover beyond the narrow confines of interactions specific to

policies. We address these questions with data from a N = 1300 survey of Moscow residents following the

initial vote on the Moscow Housing Renovation Program — a massive state-funded urban renewal program.

The policy will demolish a class of five-story buildings constructed between 1958 and 1979 (the khrushchevki)

and relocate residents to newly constructed housing in the same neighborhood. The program utilized public

engagement to design and implement the program, engaging supporters and opponents in top-down and bottom-

up consultation.
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Not all buildings eligible for the program were included for the first round of the project and only residents

in included buildings faced incentives to interact prior to a mandatory vote to secure program benefits. Dur-

ing the pre-voting period, the complex policy also required interaction to resolve uncertainty, contest policy

shortcomings, and participate in the vote to confirm inclusion in the program. This policy structure created an

opportunity for an experimental research design to explore the effect of policy on the formation of pro-social

norms and behavior but it also raised the concern that state selection of buildings might drive our results. By

matching included and excluded buildings on structural, neighborhood, and residents’ attributes our study ac-

counts for potential for non-random inclusion of buildings into the program. As a result, we are able to compare

residents in similar included and excluded five-story buildings to explore the effect of policy interactions on

residents’ attitudes and actions.

Our survey measured participation in three types of activities. First, policy-specific actions linked to renova-

tion program, such as voting, signing petitions, talking to neighbors about the problem, etc. Second, house-based

activities linked to the production of building-level collective goods, such as lobby maintenance and organizing

house-level events. Finally, we measured broader pro-social behavior, such as holding onto keys or bringing

food to someone who is sick. To address questions about spillovers beyond housing concerns we also measure

participation in policy-related actions around pension reform and participation in local elections.

Contrary to many field studies of policy effects on pro-sociality, our results show that policy-focused inter-

actions among residents prompted the formation of pro-social norms of reciprocity, trust, and volunteerism and

behavior related to building management and neighborly ties. The results also suggest that policy-driven en-

gagement created spill over effects in policy-related actions regarding a draconian pension reform policy and in

turnout in local elections. Moreover, consistent with theories of collective action, we find that residents in larger

buildings — where the costs of organizing collective action are higher — had fewer interactions, decreasing the

accumulation of pro-social norms and behavior. These findings previous studies to show that even in autocratic

states, policy interactions can influence the accumulation of pro-social behavior and norms.

2 Government Policy as a Mechanism for the Changes in Pro-Social

Norms and Behavior

Many studies document national variation in social trust and prosocial norms relying on path-dependent

historically-based arguments. Across a wide range of disciplinary approaches and empirical contexts, social

scientists have demonstrated that pro-social norms play a critical role in reducing poverty, supporting emerging

or weak political institutions, and enabling economic development. This work documents how the slave trade

(Nunn and Wantchekon, 2011), the emergence of free states during the middle-ages in Italy (Guiso, Sapienza

and Zingales, 2016), illiteracy (Tabellini, 2010), and the variability of climate (Buggle and Durante, 2021) often

lead to reinforcing cycles of either misery or prosperity.

While these studies explain the variation in norm accumulation across contexts, they leave almost no room

for the development of new norms. In contrast, work positing the proximate emergence of prosocial norms

focuses not on structural conditions but on the role of political institutions and policy interventions to solidify

new social norms that are replicated through time. In his seminal study, Robert Putnam (1993; 2000) argued

that the evolution of norms are mediated through institutions that shape interactions over long time periods.

Consistent with this argument, Buggle (2016) shows that legal institutions defined in Code Napoleon continue to

produce higher levels of prosocial behavior, economic development, and equality. In the modern age, Rothstein

(1998 demonstrates that universal welfare institutions restructured social interactions to build new pro-social

norms across Scandinavia see also Kumlin and Rothstein 2005). These findings are confirmed using different

data by Andersen (2018). Lin Ostrom Ostrom (1990); Ostrom and Ahn (2009) underscored the critical role

of institutions in shaping pro-sociality to manage common pool resources. The importance and reach of these

findings prompted a growing literature to explore the effect of institutions and policies oh the accumulation of
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of pro-social norms and material resources.

We extend this literature by exploring the effects of housing reform policy in Moscow that demanded citi-

zen participation and interaction in the policy formation and policy implementation stages in a contemporary

authoritarian context. Participation was key to secure program benefits, and to protect residents’ rights and

interests during implementation. Notably, our work is among the first studies to focus on contemporary au-

thoritarian contexts that provide citizens few formal mechanisms, such as elections and lobbying, to influence

policy.

The study of the relationship between societal interactions and pro-social norms evolved from game theoretic

models,to laboratory-based experiments, and finally, field studies that examine the effect of specific policy

attributes on norm accumulation and collective action in real-world contexts. These approaches produced very

different findings. Experimental collective action games yielded evidence of higher than expected levels of

prosocial behaviors than are predicted by rational actor models (Cassar, d’Adda and Grosjean, 2014). They

also demonstrated that institutions with limited scope can have spillover effects into other policy domains (Engl,

Riedl and Weber, 2021). In contrast, field studies have had fewer positive findings with most studies failing to

detect norm accumulation from policy interventions (Casey, 2018).

The central variable of interest across these studies are the types of incentives for social interactions that

are shaped by the policy intervention. Reviewing early findings, Lin Ostrom’s body of work (2000; 2005)

delimited the types of policy interventions that are most likely to encourage the development of pro-sociality.

Her central conclusion is the policies developed closer to community, rather than imposed are more likely to

support prosocial behavior (Frey and Jegen, 2001; Ostrom and Ahn, 2009) because cooperation is built on

existing norms. This work raised critical questions about whether good policy design, even in cases when it is

imposed from outside the community, can engender pro-social behavior by engaging communities in establishing

policy priorities and participatory implementation. A meta-study of experimental work concluded cooperation is

possible if policy incentives ”crowd in” (but do not crowd out) intrinsic motivations such as reputation-building,

trust, or pre-existing social norms (Frey and Jegen, 2001). Subsequent studies highlight policy features such

as communication (Ostrom, Walker and Gardner, 1992), transparency (Gr̊ad, Erlandsson and Tinghög, 2021),

agency or input (Ostrom and Ahn, 2009), and strong formal institutions (Cassar, d’Adda and Grosjean, 2014).

Other studies have focused on inclusive norms (Casey, Glennerster and Miguel, 2012) and informal enforcement

mechanisms (Fearon, Humphreys and Weinstein, 2015) as drivers of prosocial behavior.

The literature turned to explore the specific types of institutional incentives that shape norm development.

Ostrom and her coauthors (Ostrom, 1990; Poteete and Ostrom, 2008) meta-analysis of common pool resource

studies, underscore that institutions that enable low-cost collection of information about others are more likely

to produce collective action. Fischbacher, Gächter and Fehr (2001) show that individuals stop contributing

when they observe others free riding highlighting the critical role that institutional sanctions play in promoting

cooperation (Gibson, Williams and Ostrom, 2005). (Nguyen and Rieger, 2017) demonstrate that even residents

who do not participate in providing collective goods perceive an increase in the importance of locally elected

officials. Other research point to different channels through which context might enhance the effect of policy

on norm development: the uncertainty of resource flows, the relative scarcity of the good, the heterogeneity

of the group (Cardenas, 2003), the size of the total collective benefit, and the marginal contribution of each

community person to the collective good.

A second strand of studies explores how the context in which incentives are deployed can shape outcomes

(Ostrom, 2000; Poteete and Ostrom, 2004). (Olson, 2009) paved the way for a discussion of policy conditions

with his observation that collective action is easier to achieve within smaller groups. An important implication

of this argument is whether or lower costs of collective action in small groups, because of higher marginal benefits

and lower transaction costs foster collective action regardless of the mediating influence of norms). This theory

suggest that policy intervention might influence collective action by lowering the marginal costs of participation,

and that this mechanism can even create spillovers into other types of collective action absent the mediating

3



effects of norms as the benefits of participation increase (Avdeenko and Gilligan, 2015; Casey, Glennerster and

Miguel, 2012). Some field studies mitigate these costs but providing subsidies and other support that reduces

the fixed costs of policy formation and implementation although it is impossible to discern if these factors drive

the lack of norm formation (Casey, Glennerster and Miguel, 2012).

Working from a similar set of causal arguments, most field studies of the effect of community driven de-

velopment on prosocial norms rely on similar linear collective action games to measure cooperation and norm

development in communities and individuals treated with the same policy interventions. Based on field studies

in India, Krishna (2007) supports Ostrom’s (2005) claim that local policy initiatives are much more likely to be

effective in generating norms than externally driven projects. Other research explored the broad range of mech-

anisms that link policy interventions to pro-sociality defined in formal models and experimental work, including

the extension of social networks (Hooghe and Stolle, 2003; Feigenberg et al., 2014; Avdeenko and Gilligan,

2015), inclusivity, transparency, information and reciprocity. Yet, across a wide range of studies there is scant

evidence that policy interventions increase prosocial norms (Casey, Glennerster and Miguel, 2012; Casey, 2018;

Humphreys, de la Sierra and Van Der Windt, 2012).

Related research focused on how individual attributes shape the heterogenous effects of institutions on the

prosociality. In early work, Cardenas (2003) showed that greater wealth and higher levels of inequality decrease

cooperation in solutions to commons dilemmas. Fabbri (2021) finds that the mechanism that underlies a similar

dynamic in Benin, is the perception that wealthy citizens circumvent traditional institutions and adopt new

ones in order to maintain an advantage in the land market.

Finally, a number of different studies demonstrate that individual propensities rely on a third channel of

norm development: intrinsic motivations and the role of social sanctions. Experimental studies suggest that

sanctioning mechanisms (Kosfeld, Okada and Riedl, 2009) are key for individual norm accumulation. These

types include conditional contributors whose contributions increase when they see others contribute, or enforcers

who are willing to use resources to build norms through punishing shirkers (Bowles and Gintis, 2002; Frey

and Meier, 2004). Policies that foster citizen control over their own fates or employ side payments to foster

inducements can undermine incentives for cooperation (Frey, 1997). This focus allows us to consider whether

some aspects of the housing program crowded out the potential for pro-social action.

In the next section of this paper, we consider the specific attributes of the participatory structure developed

to engage residents in the Moscow Housing Renovation Program (Housing Program) in the context of this

literature to derive predictions. We argue that this policy intervention encapsulated some of the key structural

incentives hypothesized to foster prosocial norms. Both the nature of the policy structure and the unique

conflation of policy formation with policy implementation, provide a strong case to expect the emergence of

new pro-social norms among residents living in buildings directly affected by the program.

3 Moscow Housing Renovation Policy

The origin of the 2017 Moscow Housing Renovation Program stemmed from decisions made two generations

ago. Faced with post-war demands to rebuild the Soviet economy, Premier Nikita Khrushchev launched a

design competition to produce inexpensive and easily constructed housing across the USSR and its satellite

states (Attwood, 2004; Reid, 2018). The regime’s goal was to produce temporary structures, aimed to last only

25 years, until economic revitalization permitted replacement (Snopek, 2013). By 2017, many of these buildings

were in poor condition, contributing to persistent popular demands for state-funded renovation (Borisova,

Polishchuk and Peresetsky, 2014). In February 2017, Moscow Mayor Sergei Sobyanin met with President Putin

in a televised session and announced his intention to demolish and reconstruct thousands of Khrushchev-era

apartment buildings across the city. The long-term Renovation project will unfold in three stages between 2018

and 2032, beginning in late summer 2018 and will directly effect one in every ten Muscovites. In May 2017,

city officials announced a list of 4566 buildings for inclusion in the project, out of approximately 8,000 eligible
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buildings. Due to residents’ appeals and petitions by construction companies, the number of included buildings

increased to over 5,100 buildings.

The policy provided two types of incentives for residents’ to interact prior to a mandatory vote in which

2/3 of residents had to support inclusion to secure new housing. The first incentives centered on the need to

resolve uncertainty. As was increasingly common across Russian social policy initiatives, the initial framework

for the Renovation Program was vague (Starodubtsev, 2018). The second problem was to secure better benefits

for residents. The policy failed to address key issues in the relocation such as parking, proximity to public

transport, and housing quality. In addition, the legal protection for residents was almost non-existent.

Uncertainty, the need for transparency, and effects on neighborhood quality created a mosaic of popular

response. Initial polls showed strong support for the program sold as part of urban modernization. Many

residents saw it as a singular opportunity to escape deteriorating conditions. One young woman in our focus

joined a chorus of support: “I see a lot of advantages for this program. People receive housing in modern houses,

apartments with a larger area, and modern renovation from modern materials.” A young man who was in the

same discussion, argued: “I am for it. First, because the appearance of the city is changing. Second, people can

get new housing, in nearby areas. Plus, I think that in the future this apartment there is an option to sell the

new apartment and generate profit.” This response summed up the argument for universal benefits emerging

from the Program.

Despite these clear benefits, opposition emerged from the variation in building quality, individual investments

in their homes, and the need to preserve neighborhoods. Popular contestation took two forms (Smyth, McCann

and Hitchock, 2023). Many residents supported the policy but demanded policy changes before agreeing to

relocate—generating even more interaction among residents. They demanded assurance that they would be

given choice over their new homes, allowing them to make trade-offs across size, amenities, location, and access

to transport. In our focus groups, many respondents demanded legal protections citing the problems that

residents in the suburbs (New Moscow) faced, including poor construction, lack of services, and inadequate

transport. As one of the respondents in our focus-group study argued:

You know, if you look at the renovation from the point of view of an owner, for example, of one of

the Khrushchevki, I would think that they would see it as simply a gift from God – how lucky we

are to move into a new apartment... but I need some guarantees from the state about where my

home will be, what kind of quality it will be, what apartment I will receive... Furthermore, I am

categorically against Moscow becoming an anthill. There is this perception that the apartments...

will end up being up to 15 stories tall...

There was also extensive discussion of the lack of government responsiveness to citizens’ conccerns, and

high levels of corruption. Outright opposition originated from those who did not want to leave their homes or

have their neighborhood transformed by new taller construction and increased housing density (Zhelnina, 2020).

Many of the respondents in our focus groups were very concerned about the state provision of neighborhood

schools and clinics, and services such as trash collection and snow removal.

The need to resolve these concerns prompted interactions among neighbors and between residents and

officials at all levels of government. In addition to house meetings and contentious debate, 83 separate citizens’

groups formed or took up the cause of organizing in the period prior to the house vote. These groups staged

street protests, court claims, petitions, and informational meetings. In response the state information meetings,

hearings, issued decrees, conducted online polls, and relied on the city portal Active Citizen as a mechanism to

collect complaints.

Interaction aimed to monitor and influence policy evolution throughout the implementation process. Pro-

gram legislation was amended between readings. City and municipal deputies and bureaucrats discussed the

project in face-to-face meetings in apartment houses and offices, creating significant opportunities to participate

in the policy process. Provisions of the laws governing the buildings, the range of eligible buildings, and decisions
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about residents’ citizens continued to be adjudicated even after the residents’ voting period. A late addition to

the program, guaranteed residents in communal apartments private flats after the renovation process. Moreover,

to ratify the states proposal to include a building in the program, two-thirds of residents had to vote to support

of the program. City officials facilitated the vote by informing the residents and making it possible to vote

electronically as well as at the local state services centers.

The incentives for policy-based interactions in relation to Renovation Program have been shown to engender

both collective action and pro-social behavior in other settings and in experimental work. In addition, consistent

with theory these actions afforded residents some control over their own fates, the potential for reciprocity,

transparency and social sanctions. As a result of these patterns, we expect that the consultative structure of

the policy should promote the development of prosocial norms.

Hypothesis 1: The level of pro-social norms should be higher for residents of included buildings relative to

residents in comparable eligible buildings that were not included in the program.

Hypothesis 2: The effect of a building’s inclusion in the program on pro-social norms should be higher for

residents who were more deeply engaged in the consultation process related to the Renovation Program.

Our third prediction is about the heterogeneity of the effect. We expect both the engagement in the

consultation process, and the subsequent effect of the Renovation Program on pro-social norms be smaller if the

costs of collective action are higher. This can happen in larger buildings, where more people have to coordinate

their actions in order to achieve a collective outcome.

Hypothesis 3: The effect of a building’s inclusion in the program on pro-social norms should be higher in

smaller buildings.

In the next section we elaborate our sampling strategy that provides significant controls for both alternative

explanations and the potential for endogeneity in the relationship between policy engagement and existing levels

of social capital.

4 Research Design and Methodology

To test these propositions and explore the mechanisms that link interaction to norm accumulation we collected

survey and focus group data. The state selection of individual buildings for inclusion in the renovation program

constituted the first step in policy implementation and guided our research design. We identified and surveyed

two groups of Moscow residents all of whom lived in five-story building targeted by the renovation. The first

group included residents of five-story buildings selected for inclusion and obliged to participate in a house-level

vote to consent to be relocated. These residents faced strong incentives for policy-based interactions throughout

the selection and voting period and into the relocation process. The second group of residents lived in buildings

that were eligible for the program, but were not selected for inclusion in the first round. As a result, they did

not participate in the voting process or face the same policy incentives for interaction with their neighbors.

The state selection of buildings also raised the potential that our results could to be explained by the level

of pro-social norms that existed prior the announcement of the program. While it seems unlikely that the

state would select buildings with high levels of existing norms or capacity for cooperation that might increase

demands on the government, it is essential to address these concerns. To address this issue, we used a matched-

pair strategy to select two groups of the 5-story buildings belonging to the standard I-510, I-511 and I-515

design series developed in 1958. Buildings of the first group were included by the Moscow city government in

the initial May 2017 list and could vote while buildings of the second group were not in this list.

The sample strategy considered the type, value, condition, ownership, and composition of social residents

in the buildings. To select the buildings for polling we first compiled the list of all 5-story building of standard

design constructed between 1958 and 1980. The list was subdivided according to whether the primary structural
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material was brick or prefabricated concrete, a significant factor affecting both selection into the initial May

2017 list, and subsequent voting for the renovation program. This left us 1466 brick and 2808 concrete buildings.

Our goal was to produce a matched pair sample based on factors not related pre-existing social capital or

norms. Political preferences, with buildings from districts with more pro-opposition voting generally having

a smaller chance of appearing on the May 2017 list at the margin of other factors. The finest level of voting

information available is at the electoral precinct level, generally consisting of some 2000-2500 registered voters.

This voting population would include eight to ten 5-story buildings of average (80 apartment) size. While this

bias works against our argument of prosocial norms and coordination, we accounted for polical preferences by

compiling list of all precincts that contained at least one brick building on the May 2017 list, and at least one

building not on the list, identified pairs that were less then 500 meters apart. From every precinct, we selected

the most physically proximate pair. If extra buildings were available, we selected no more than one back-up

building of each type.

The procedure was repeated for concrete-sided buildings. Using the procedure described here, we reached

approximately 75% of our intended sample size of 1400 respondents. We supplemented the sample with pairs

of buildings from different electoral precincts (but within the same administrative district) that were physically

proximate and chosen from precincts with similar results in the 2016 State Duma election (the sampling proce-

dure is described in detail in Marques and Zakharov, 2020).The Levada Center implemented the survey in late

2018. The final sample included 1308 respondents from 131 buildings, drawn from 40 matched groups.

In Table 1 we report the results of a balance best for several house-level variables, comparing buildings in

the May 2017 list with the buildings that were not included in this list. It is particularly significant that in

both parts of our sample, the same percentage of buildings was serviced by state-owned district companies;

the type of company servicing a building is an indicator of the level of social capital there, as a substantial

collective effort is needed to shift from a state-owned company (often offering subpar services) to a privately

owned company or a cooperative (Borisova, Polishchuk and Peresetsky, 2014).

[Table 1 here]

Several variables that contribute to the value of real estate in the building (and that can be an indicator of

the material status of the residents) did not differ across samples. Real estate prices in 2016 (available for a

subset of buildings), distance to the nearest metro station, year of construction, and the overall condition of

the building. The buildings in the two parts of the sample also had the same number of apartments. Collective

action is more difficult to organize in larger groups (Ostrom and Ahn, 2009), so we expect preexisting social

capital to be lower in larger buildings; later in the work we will indeed show that, as predicted, the number of

the apartments moderates the effect of the housing program, with the effect weaker in larger buildings. The

only variables that differed across sub-samples were measures of private and state-owned ownership of the land

beneath the buildings. We use these variables as controls in all our analyses because it is an indicator of past

building-level coordination to secure collective goods.

The buildings were also matched on several variables reflecting the building-level demographics: The number

of car owners, retirees and children as a fraction of the total number of residents, we well as the percentages of

residents likely to be employed by the state (working in health care, education, and several other job categories).1

In Table 2 we report the balance tests for individual-level variables. Generally, we did not find that there

were differences between the respondents living in the two groups of buildings. In particular, the share of people

with higher education is the same in the two groups, with education being a strong correlate of social capital

and prosocial norms (Helliwell and Putnam, 2007; Huang, Van den Brink and Groot, 2009). The only variable

that was different between the two groups was the number of years the respondent lived in the building; we

include this variable as a control in all our regressions.

1The latter might be important as state vs. private employment may matter for civic participation and political attitudes

(Rosenfeld, 2020).
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[Table 2 here]

5 Analysis

The social capital indices serve as the main dependent variables in our study. To measure the prosocial norms

and behaviors, we distinguish between generic and house specific attitudes and behaviors (Borisova, Polishchuk

and Peresetsky, 2014). Generic prosocial norms underlie interactions between neighbors and that are not related

to building management. This might include actions that benefit neighbors such as holding onto keys or bringing

food to someone who is sick. We capture these norms and behaviors using five variables that reflect one’s beliefs

about reliance on neighbors as well as actions between neighbors.

House specific norms are linked to residents’ collective decision-making regarding the quality of the house

infrastructure such as cleaning entrances or caring for greenspace. Our measure includes four voluntary actions

that indicate participation in house improvements and related production of the public goods for residents. We

describe the relationship among these two groups of attributes, using first principal component factor analysis.

We present the factor loadings Tables 3 and 4. Appendix A provides the question wording for each element of

our scales.

[Tables 3 and 4 here]

Consistent with the theory, we hypothesize that the effect of state policy on norms and behavior is determined

by interaction related to the policy process. To capture this effect, we construct a measure of policy-specific

interactions, that summarize whether an individual signed petitions, participated in rallies, discussed the issue

on social networks, voted in an election for an appropriate candidate (there was a Presidential election in March

2018, and a Moscow Mayoral election in September 2018), talked to a neighbor, met with an elected deputy,

or participated in an initiative group. These actions span the range of potential actions that residents might

engage in to gather information or contest specific elements of the policy provisions. The factor loadings of this

policy-based activity scale are reported in Table 5.

[Table 5 here]

As a first step in understanding the effects of policy-based interactions on the accumulation of different types

of prosocial norms and behavior, we look at the effect of treatment in individual components of the prosocial

indices. These results are reported in Tables 6, 7, 8. The first two columns in each table report the variable

means for the two subgroups of respondents, while columns 3 and 4 report p-values for two-tailed t-test. We find

that all five components of the generic prosocial norms index are larger for the respondents living in the buildings

on the May 2017 list; however, only for reliance on neighbors and watching over the neighbor’s apartment (or

having the neighbor watch over one’s apartment) the difference is significant at conventional levels (p = 0.067

and p = 0.097, respectively, for two-tailed t-test). For the index of house improvements, the differences are

likewise significant for two components — taking part in community improvements and organizing events with

neighbors (p = 0.023 and p = 0.057, respectively).

[Tables 6,7, and 8 here]

For the components of the index of policy-specific interaction reported in Table 8, all differences are significant,

and all but one are significant at p < 0.001. In short, inclusion in the program increased the likelihood of

engagement in policy interactions but also increased reported levels of both types of social norms and behavior.

As a robustness check we analyze the effect on program inclusion on our variables of interest by estimating

the following model:

Zi = αTi + βXi +Gi + E1i, (1)
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where Zi is policy-related, building-related or generic prosocial norms and behaviors, Ti is the dummy variable

indicating whether the respondent’s building was included in the May 2017 list, Xi is the vector of individual

level and building level covariates, and Gi are the building group fixed effects.

In our analysis, we use a number of individual level and building level covariates as controls. Some of these

are posited as alternative explanations for the behavior that we observe. For instance, to address the potential

for competing incentives embedded in property rights regimes, we measure ownership directly with a question

that asks about property rights: whether the apartment was privatized by the respondents or his/her relatives

(meaning that it was originally received from the state in the Soviet period).

A second alternative explanation of policy engagement is rooted in self-interest that would not be likely to

produce social benefits. We measure self-interest by looking at the different factors that would shape need for

state assistance to secure better housing: the construction material (brick or cement slab), the quality of the

respondents’ apartment buildings or individual apartments, apartment size and density of inhabitants. We also

include a specific measure of apartment renovation: window material. Houses that have been renovated have

replaced leaky wood window frames with more durable plastic.

Other control variables tap into Russia specific factors that capture state influence and control that might

drive attitudes and behavior. Studies of Russian political behavior increasing shows the influence the state

exerts over state employees and those dependent on state benefits (Forrat, 2018). To control for these factors,

we include variables to capture state employment and pensioners.

Finally, to address the potential for endogeneity, and as an addition check on the pre-existing level of prosocial

behavior within the building prior to renovation, we include the two building-level variables. The first measure

captures whether the building is managed by a state-owned company or by a private company or cooperative.

Historically, changing a management company from the default state-owned requires substantial collective action

(Borisova, Polishchuk and Peresetsky, 2014). The second measure has a similar logic, focusing on the disposition

of the land underneath the building. By default, the land is not privatized, and privatization requires significant

collective effort. Finally, we control for the number of stairways in the building; each stairway in a standard

5-story building has 20 apartments, and collective effort is more difficult in larger buildings (Ostrom and Ahn,

2009).

The results of estimation of (1) are reported in Columns 1, 2, and 4 of Table 9. Consistent with our core

hypothesis on the relationship between inclusions and norm change, the effect of inclusion in the May 2017 list

on policy-specific interactions is positive and highly significant at p < 0.001; a one standard deviation increase

in treatment associated with a 0.267 standard deviation increase in policy-specific interactions, which is much

larger than the largest corresponding value for any of the controls (0.149).

[Table 9 here]

Both our measures of social norms are also positively and significantly related to the building’s inclusion in the

May 2017 list, confirming our hypothesis. In particular, the generic prosocial norms increase by 0.056 standard

deviations with a one standard deviation increase in treatment. This effect is significant at p = 0.093 and is

comparable in magnitude with those of the controls that are significant: having higher education (0.057), income

(0.063), number years lived in the building (0.103), building land in private property (0.079), and unassigned

land (0.087). House-specific improvements increase by 0.048 standard deviations with 1 standard deviation

increase in treatment (p = 0.03). This effect is slightly smaller than that of the significant controls: number of

years lived in the building (0.089), living in an apartment privatized from the state (0.078), building land in

private property (0.110), and unassigned land (0.100).

To establish the causal relationships between policy-based activity and prosocial norm accumulation, and

further address the potential issue of endogeneity caused by pre-Renovation Program norms and behavior, we

evaluate the mediating effect of policy-specific interactions on building-specific and generic norms, running the

following regression:

Zi = ATi +BXi + CYi +Gi + E2i. (2)
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where Yi is the index of program-specific interactions and Zi is a measure of social norms (either building-specific

or generic).

Estimation results for equation (2) are reported in Columns 3 (for generic norms) and 5 (for house-specific

norms) of Table 9.

If policy-specific interactions mediate the effect of state policy on prosocial norms and behavior, then estima-

tion of equation (2) should produce two results. First, the coefficient A should be equal to zero, indicating that

the treatment does not have a direct effect on the outcome variable. This is indeed the case — for both generic

norms and house improvements, the coefficient for treatment is not significant when the mediator variable is

included in the regression equation.

Second, the coefficient C should be positive and significant. This is also true: a one-standard deviation

increase in policy-specific interactions is associated with a 0.193 (p < 0.001) and 0.157 (p < 0.001) standard

deviation increases in generic and house-specific prosocial norms, respectively. This implies that a one standard

deviation increase in treatment results in 0.051 and 0.042 standard deviation mediated effects on generic and

house-specific prosocial norms and behaviors. Our analysis suggests that even at the margin of existing indicators

of prosocial norms within the building, policy-specific interactions provide a channel through which participation

in the renovation program impacted the accumulation of prosocial norms.

In Table 10, we present the calculation of the 95% confidence intervals for the mediated treatment effects

using a MCMC procedure described in Imai, Keele and Yamamoto (2010). This procedure first fits models

(1, for policy-specific interactions) and (2), then repeatedly simulates values of model parameters from the

sampling distribution. For each vector of model parameters, the procedure then simulates variables Y and Z

under treatment and no treatment and computes the mediation effect as the difference between the outcome

variables when the mediator is under treatment or not. For both dependent variables, this average causal

mediation effect is significant at a 95% level.

[Table 10 here]

The next test probes the sensitivity of the measured causal mediation effect to the presence of confounders. If

there is a significant positive correlation between the error terms in (1, for policy-specific interactions) and (2)

due to an unobserved variable, then the positive mediation effect that we observe may not be present or be

negative. We proceed by repeating the MCMC procedure for different values ρ of correlation between E1i and

E2i using the medsens package in Stata (Imai, Keele and Yamamoto, 2010). If the correlation between the error

terms is be 0.169 and 0.141, the causal mediation effect is equal to zero for generic norms and house-specific

norms. These are large values. In our analysis the correlation between generic norms and the treatment is 0.056,

while the absolute value of the correlation between generic norms and any of the control variables in Table 10

does not exceed 0.0734; the corresponding numbers for house-specific improvements are 0.0622 and 0.0641.

In the results presented in both Tables 9 and 10, we find that the accumulation of prosocial norms and

behavior from participation in government-provided social programs is mediated by policy-specific interactions.

Consistent with theories developed in democratic contexts, we expect more influence on the accumulation of

social norms to accumulated policy-specific interactions produce positive benefits and provide new information

about others.

We next examine the association between an individual’s level of policy-specific interactions and house-level

vote on renovation, for residents of buildings on the May 2017 list using the same set of controls. Table 11

reports the results of this analysis. We find that more frequent interactions were associated neither with the

building-level pro-renovation share of vote (Columns 1 and 3), nor with the building-level turnout (Columns 2

and 3). These results suggest that both supporters and opponents of the Renovation Program were mobilized

and participated in the consultative process.

[Table 11 here]
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In relation to housing policy, we also examine the effect of one theoretically interesting source of individual-level

heterogeneity — the number of apartments in the building. Collective action is more difficult in larger groups

(Ostrom and Ahn, 2009). As a result, we expect that the participation in the renovation program will have a

smaller effect on policy-specific interactions and on prosocial norm accumulation in buildings with the larger

number of apartments. In Table 7 we estimate models (1), introducing the term for the number of apartments

as well as the interaction term between the number of apartments in the building and inclusion in the May 2017

list.

[Table 7 here]

Our hypothesis is that the latter term should be negative for all three dependent variables. This is partly

confirmed. For policy-specific interactions the term is negative but not significant. For generic and building-

level interactions, the term is negative and significant at, respectively, p = 0.002 and p = 0.006. In Figure 1 we

show the marginal effects of the program inclusion calculated for several common sizes of apartment buildings

— 60, 80, 100, and 120 apartments (corresponding to 3-6 standard apartment blocks). For policy-specific

interactions, the effect of program inclusion is significant for all building sizes; at the same time, the effect of

program inclusion on generic and building-level norms is positive only in smaller buildings.

[Figure 1 here]

Our research design also allows for a test of potential spillover effects of the renovation program related interac-

tions on two other types of civic activities not related to housing issues: 1) the pension reform related activity

and 2) on voting in 2018 Mayoral elections. To check the first we repeat the analysis while substituting the

index of policy-specific interactions with a similarly constructed index of interactions related to Russia’s pension

reform.

Table 13 reports the results of this analysis. In Column 1, we regress the pension reform interactions

on the treatment; there is no significant relationship between the two. In Column 2 we repeat the analysis

including number of apartments in a building as a moderating variable. Our results suggest that pension reform

interactions had more pronounced effect in smaller buildings rather than in bigger ones. In other words, for the

housing policy pro-social norms were accumulated through interaction not just exposure, but the effects of the

housing interactions spilled over into the pension reform arena, boosting capital accumulation at the margin of

policy-specific actions.

[Table 13 here]

In Figure 2 we report the effect of program inclsion on pension reform interactions for buildings of different

sizes. This effect is significant at 95% level for buildings with 60 apartments, and at 90% level for buildings

with 80 apartments, and is not significant for common larger building sizes (100, 120, etc).

[Figure 2 here]

To test the effect for 2018 Mayoral elections we repeat the analysis using dummy for voting for any of the

candidates as a dependent variable. Column 1 of Table 14 indicates a clear effect of being included into the

program on voting.

[Table 14 here]

This effect partly goes through policy-specific interactions as follows from the Column 2; in Table 15 we repeat

the mediation analysis, finding that the mediation effect of policy-specific interactions on 2018 Mayoral elections

participation is significant at 95% level, with the direct effect also significant.

[Table 15 here]

The effect is not conditioned on the size of the building as shows Column 3 of Table 14. Overall our findings

suggest that residents of the buildings included into the program were more likely to vote for any candidate at

Mayoral elections held one year after the program was put in place.
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6 Discussion

The core finding of our analysis is that the housing policy mandate for citizens to interact to insulate themselves

from state manipulation of the vague policy, predatory developers, and to persuade neighbors to vote to secure

the housing benefit did produce pro-social norms. The finding is clear in the comparison of residents from similar

buildings. Residents living in houses included in the program demonstrated higher levels of prosocial norms and

behavior than those living in houses that were not included. The analysis shows that this effect influences a wide

range of individual norms and practices that influence relations among neighbors and behaviors. Importantly, it

is not just inclusion or exclusion of apartment houses from the program that matters but the interaction among

residents and between the state and society the produce these effects.

These effects hold even when we control for levels of existing capacity prior to the introduction of the housing

policy. The latter are captured by the inclusion of the nature of collective management and the disposition the

land that the apartment building occupies. Interestingly, they have different effects on different types of policy

engagement. While state building management does inform engagement in housing policy interactions, it does

not influence cooperation in support of building maintenance. In contrast, resident ownership of the land below

the apartment does support cooperation aimed at maintaining property.

Consistent with the mediation analysis finding that engagement in policy-relevant action is a catalyst for the

accumulation of prosocial norms and behaviors, the focus group discussion confirmed the role that interaction

played in building new norms and behavior. Participants in our focus groups reported meetings with neighbors,

discussing the program, and seeking advice from other residents. Another focus group member summarized this

activity:

[I am acquainted with about] 60 percent [of my neighbors]. Moreover, this 60 percent were stretched

in connection with the renovation. I’ve seen so many new faces. Such activated people, before I

didn’t see them. One person comes to you, then a second comes concerning the vote, then everybody

gathers in the yard. That’s the period when, in fact, we met each other.

Many respondents indicated that the program provoked the same kinds of broader discussion within their

apartment bloc. These ties transmitted information and revealed preferences about the program. One respon-

dent who was an opponent of the program in a house that was slated for inclusion argued:

Uncle Zhora, who lived under us, came to my house and asked about the renovation program. He

did not ask from the point of view of the agitator, but from the point of view of a person who

did not understand what is happening. I showed him several social media clips on this topic. He

watched with me, then we went through the house and realized that almost all the apartments in

our entrance would vote against this program. . .

This new communication within houses was a by-product of the policy process and a source of key information

about neighbors’ preferences and the evolving legal provisions.

Consistent with this finding, and existing theory, the focus group respondents affirmed the role of property

ownership on cooperation around cooperative maintenance. As the theory suggests, private property rights

make it easier to encourage coordination around cooperation to maintain property, but the effect of generic

norms was not as clear. This effect was prominent in our focus group discussions as well. One respondent

argued:

I bought an apartment, and my neighbor also bought her apartment. But two others, they were

given their apartments. And their attitude is completely different. It became clear when I wanted

to repair the shared hall. They began to say: we will not pay anything; we already pay. The owners

both peacefully did our part. Those who bought apartments feel differently towards everything.
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This mechanism is consistent with changes that have occurred within these buildings. As one respondent

noted,

market relations have changed the ties within houses, explaining these differences between generic

and house-specific pro-social behaviors: Previously we knew all the neighbors . . . and then [their

apartment] is all for sale, then again these apartments are sold. That is, now in fact to communicate

with the neighbors, that are not there that it is rented, that it is sold. Either people do not live, or

they rent, that is, it is very difficult to find an owner.

These changes not only undermined existing patterns of prosocial norms and behavior they also create

significant divisions among residents and delimit strong variation in preferences about housing reform and

building renovation.

7 Conclusion

This study responds to Ostrom’s call for more fine-grained empirical work on specific policy areas and across

different social, political and economic contexts to understand the relationship between policy and the emergence

of prosocial norms and behavior. Consistent with findings from past experimental work, we find that Moscow’s

housing reforms did spark policy interactions that spilled over into other types of cooperative behavior. Residents

in included buildings were more likely to participate in agitation around other types of state policies and were

more likely to turnout to vote in local elections. While more work needs to be done to understand the durability

of these changes, particularly in the face of the Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, the finding suggests one mechanism

through which norms can emerge even in closed societies.

This finding is at odds with many of the policy interventions explored in field studies. Unlike the policies

at stake in those studies, the goal of the renovation was not to build new norms but to win social support for

the regime and its leaders and sustain the construction industry. None-the-less, the strong incentives for social

interaction to resolve uncertainty through information sharing, secure greater benefits, and protect residents’

rights gave rise to spontaneous societal organization that was complemented by state-organized interactions at

hearings and meetings. Neighborly interactions had many of the attributes that led to cooperation in prior

research. First, and foremost the policy provided a large and otherwise unobtainable benefit: new housing in

a very expensive real estate market. Moreover, the policy induced interactions were frequent, transparent, and

did not crowd out the potential for intrinsic motivations. These interactions also afforded residents some control

over their own fates. Cooperation resulted in new protections being included in the policy and new benefits

added to the relocation package.

Our research goal was to answer the question about the societal response to policy imposed by autocratic

regimes. The findings show that one unexpected outcome of these policy interactions is the accumulation

of societal capacity to organize through an increase in prosocial norms and behaviors. The findings also so

surprising spillovers into prosocial actions within buildings and among neighbors and in the policy realm.

Residents in included building were more likely to participate in organization to modify the proposed pension

reform and also to vote. These interactions have implications for the effect of urbanization on more frequent

policy induced interactions among social forces and state and society.
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Tables and figures

May 2017 list: No May 2017 list: Yes p stat

Buildings 58 63

Including brick buildings 35 38

N people surveyed 656 652

N people surveyed, in brick buildings 380 373

Distance to closest metro station 2157.1 1901.2 0.7302 T

State-managed building 0.575 0.594 0.5011 F

Privatized land 0.018 0.067 0.0000 F

Unassigned land 0.805 0.848 0.0410 F

Year built 1964.4 1963.5 0.3303 T

Number of apartments 80.5 81.6 0.8517 T

Overall condition (0-excellent, 100-poor) 35.4 38.1 0.1659 T

Car owners 0.213 0.208 0.6400 T

Retirees 0.250 0.244 0.5794 T

Children 0.151 0.158 0.3955 T

Work in health care 0.011 0.010 0.4547 T

Work in education 0.016 0.016 0.8222 T

Work in culture 0.003 0.003 0.5141 T

Work in utilities 0.002 0.004 0.1186 T

Work in transport 0.006 0.007 0.6169 T

Price per m sq 155,636 156,812 0.8390 T

F = Fisher’s Exact, T = two-sided t

Table 1: Balance test of building-level covariates
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May 2017 list: No May 2017 list: Yes p stat

Male 0.44 0.40 0.1449 F

0.1396 C

Age 44.54 45.23 0.4188 T

0.4019 R

Higher education 0.46 0.50 0.1839 F

0.1680 C

Income 0.49 0.50 0.8538 T

0.7379 R

Years lived 26.84 28.47 0.0470 T

0.0522 R

Retiree 0.21 0.23 0.5497 F

0.5109 C

State employee 0.24 0.24 1.0000 F

0.9502 C

Privatized apartment 0.54 0.53 0.6981 F

0.1396 C

Rooms 2.13 2.09 0.2071 T

0.1491 R

Residents per room 1.70 1.68 0.5813 T

0.5513 R

Wood frames 0.37 0.37 0.8188 F

0.7976 C

Hour of interview 15.83 15.89 0.9005 T

0.1852 K

F = Fisher’s exact, T = two-sided t, C = chi-square, R = ranksum, K = Kolmogorov-Smirnov

Table 2: Balance test of individual-level covariates

Factor loading

Can rely on neighbors 0.439

Helped/was helped by with a personal problem 0.395

Watched over the neighbor’s apartment / was

watched by the neighbor

0.494

Helped with children 0.425

Lend food, medicine, etc 0.476

Eigenvector for the first principal component is 1.807; 0.361 of variance is explained

Table 3: Components of generic prosocial norms index

Factor loading

Took part in community improvements (subbotnik) 0.478

Took part in renovation/cleaning up of stairway 0.600

Organized events with neighbors (cultural/ leisure/

charity etc)

0.435

Participated in community watch 0.471

Eigenvector for the first principal component is 1.304; 0.326 of variance is explained

Table 4: Components of house improvement index
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Factor loading

Signed a petition 0.384

Took part in a rally 0.216

Discussed in social networks 0.367

Voted in elections for appropriate candidate 0.180

Discussed with neighbors 0.464

Met an elected deputy 0.204

Participated in an initiative group 0.167

Did nothing -0.595

Eigenvector for the first principal component is 2.346; 0.293 of variance is explained

Table 5: Components of the policy-specific interactions index

No Yes t-test

Can rely on neighbors 1.797 1.873 0.067∗

Helped/was helped by with a personal problem 0.134 0.161 0.171

Watched over the neighbor’s apartment / was watched

by the neighbor

0.091 0.120 0.097∗

Helped with children 0.076 0.086 0.522

Lend food, medicine, etc 0.114 0.133 0.295

Generic social capital index -0.060 0.060 0.033∗∗

Table 6: Generic Norms, Depending on Treatment. Columns 1 and 2 are the mean values in buildings off and

on the May 2017 list. Column 3 is the p -value for the two-tailed t-test comparing the means in Columns 1 and

2.

No Yes t-test

Took part in community improvements (subbotnik) 0.079 0.117 0.023∗∗

Took part in renovation/cleaning up of stairway 0.063 0.086 0.107

Organized events with neighbors (cultural/ leisure/

charity etc)

0.034 0.055 0.057∗

Participated in community watch 0.027 0.025 0.742

House-specific improvements index -0.066 0.066 0.017∗∗

Table 7: House improvements depending on treatment.Columns 1 and 2 are the mean values in buildings off

and on the May 2017 list. Column 3 is the p -value for the two-tailed t-test comparing the means in Columns

1 and 2.
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No Yes t-test

Signed a petition 0.122 0.292 0.000∗∗∗

Took part in a rally 0.009 0.035 0.001∗∗∗

Discussed in social networks 0.064 0.088 0.098∗

Voted in elections for appropriate candidate 0.022 0.069 0.000∗∗∗

Discussed with neighbors 0.322 0.492 0.000∗∗∗

Met an elected deputy 0.036 0.110 0.000∗∗∗

Participated in an initiative group 0.084 0.159 0.000∗∗∗

Did nothing 0.584 0.304 0.000∗∗∗

Policy-specific interactions index -0.282 0.281 0.000∗∗∗

Table 8: Policy-specific interactions depending on treatment. Columns 1 and 2 are the mean values in buildings

off and on the May 2017 list. Column 3 is the p -value for the two-tailed t-test comparing the means in Columns

1 and 2.

Figure 1: Effects of program inclusion on prosocial norms accumulation, depending on building size, with 95%

CIs)

Figure 2: Effects of program inclusion on social interactions related to pension reform, depending on building

size, with 95% CIs)
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Pro-Social Norms and Behavior

Policy Generic House-Related

May 2017 list 0.534∗∗∗ 0.111∗ 0.00289 0.0969∗∗ 0.00939

(0.0651) (0.0653) (0.0683) (0.0442) (0.0479)

Policy-specific interactions 0.191∗∗∗ 0.157∗∗∗

(0.0375) (0.0447)

Male -0.151∗∗∗ -0.105∗ -0.0397 -0.0248

(0.0547) (0.0602) (0.0488) (0.0491)

Age 0.00431∗ -0.00186 0.00335 0.00268

(0.00241) (0.00340) (0.00284) (0.00280)

Higher education 0.0807 -0.114∗ 0.0834 0.0732

(0.0584) (0.0671) (0.0651) (0.0647)

Income 0.144 0.356∗ 0.230 0.185

(0.161) (0.185) (0.161) (0.162)

Years lived 0.00705∗∗∗ 0.00688∗∗ 0.00603∗∗∗ 0.00504∗∗

(0.00238) (0.00266) (0.00229) (0.00224)

Retired -0.0357 0.0959 -0.123 -0.128

(0.101) (0.116) (0.115) (0.114)

State employee -0.0395 -0.0551 -0.0209 -0.0170

(0.0700) (0.0707) (0.0757) (0.0751)

Privatized apartment -0.0353 0.0455 0.158∗∗∗ 0.163∗∗∗

(0.0621) (0.0538) (0.0599) (0.0578)

Number of rooms 0.101∗∗ 0.0270 0.0246 0.00482

(0.0483) (0.0499) (0.0527) (0.0532)

Residents per room 0.0178 0.0109 0.00727 0.00667

(0.0421) (0.0447) (0.0462) (0.0468)

Wood window frames -0.109∗ -0.0335 0.0188 0.0303

(0.0555) (0.0759) (0.0554) (0.0563)

State managed building -0.303 -0.106 -0.109∗ -0.0576

(0.197) (0.0927) (0.0642) (0.0698)

Privatized land 0.253 -0.390∗∗ 0.542∗∗ 0.576∗∗

(0.364) (0.181) (0.265) (0.231)

Unassigned land 0.183 0.227∗∗∗ 0.263∗∗∗ 0.268∗∗∗

(0.162) (0.0793) (0.0962) (0.0989)

Group FE YES YES YES YES YES

N 1290 1250 1237 1305 1290

R2 0.274 0.136 0.163 0.162 0.182

Table 9: The effect of voting on policy-specific interactions and social capital. All models include group fixed

effects as described in text. SEs are clustered at building level. Column 1 DV is index of policy-specific inter-

actions. Column 2 and 3 DV is index of generic social capital. Columns 4 and 5 DV is the house improvement

index. * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01
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Generic House-specific

ACME 0.101 (0.068 0.133) 0.081 (0.048 0.118)

Direct effect 0.005 (-0.086 0.104) 0.002 (-0.102 0.117)

Total effect 0.106 (0.011 0.203) 0.083 (-0.022 0.190)

ρ at which ACME=0 0.169 0.141

Table 10: The effect of voting on policy-specific interactions and prosocial norms: 95% confidence intervals and

sensitivity analysis
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Policy Policy Policy

Vote for -0.564 -0.655

(0.400) (0.466)

Turnout -0.0647 0.279

(0.253) (0.335)

Male -0.160* -0.162* -0.162*

(0.0928) (0.0914) (0.0924)

Age 0.0117*** 0.0113*** 0.0121***

(0.00393) (0.00419) (0.00398)

Higher education 0.00893 0.0164 0.00178

(0.0941) (0.0956) (0.0939)

Income -0.102 -0.115 -0.111

(0.266) (0.264) (0.264)

Years lived 0.000000961 0.000775 -0.000374

(0.00374) (0.00380) (0.00385)

Retired -0.329* -0.334* -0.338*

(0.182) (0.183) (0.180)

State employee -0.127 -0.160 -0.128

(0.108) (0.108) (0.109)

Privatized apartment 0.103 0.0906 0.104

(0.0978) (0.0994) (0.0969)

Number of rooms 0.0761 0.0937 0.0749

(0.0747) (0.0771) (0.0746)

Residents per room 0.0262 0.0326 0.0288

(0.0643) (0.0662) (0.0651)

Wood window frames -0.0877 -0.101 -0.0818

(0.0865) (0.0862) (0.0855)

State managed building 0.00562 -0.0761 -0.00997

(0.183) (0.168) (0.184)

Privatized land 0.491 0.547 0.462

(0.429) (0.420) (0.432)

Unassigned land 0.0461 -0.000242 0.0559

(0.282) (0.275) (0.275)

Constant 0.0913 -0.235 -0.0277

(0.441) (0.396) (0.399)

N 645 645 645

R2 0.0631 0.0543 0.0643

Table 11: Policy Interactions and Renovation Vote. SEs are clustered at building level. DV is index of policy-

specific interactions. * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01
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Policy Generic House

May 2017 list 0.765*** 0.627*** 0.349***

(0.199) (0.153) (0.105)

May 2017 × Apartments -0.00264 -0.00585*** -0.00284***

(0.00216) (0.00181) (0.00101)

No of apartments 0.00205 0.00350*** -0.00225**

(0.00186) (0.00101) (0.000895)

Male -0.153*** -0.109* -0.0365

(0.0550) (0.0591) (0.0486)

Age 0.00421* -0.00230 0.00302

(0.00241) (0.00340) (0.00283)

Higher education 0.0757 -0.126* 0.0832

(0.0582) (0.0678) (0.0654)

Income 0.139 0.346* 0.239

(0.160) (0.184) (0.159)

Years lived 0.00706*** 0.00699*** 0.00615***

(0.00236) (0.00264) (0.00230)

Retired -0.0398 0.0944 -0.117

(0.101) (0.115) (0.115)

State employee -0.0380 -0.0529 -0.0378

(0.0704) (0.0711) (0.0758)

Privatized apartment -0.0269 0.0615 0.151**

(0.0624) (0.0547) (0.0602)

Number of rooms 0.0985** 0.0216 0.0266

(0.0483) (0.0496) (0.0525)

Residents per room 0.0176 0.0118 0.00755

(0.0419) (0.0450) (0.0458)

Wood window frames -0.110* -0.0368 0.0219

(0.0558) (0.0750) (0.0554)

State managed building -0.312 -0.124* -0.0782

(0.201) (0.0713) (0.0653)

Privatized land 0.229 -0.411** 0.662***

(0.370) (0.186) (0.249)

Unassigned land 0.202 0.255*** 0.236**

(0.162) (0.0861) (0.107)

Group FE YES YES YES

N 1290 1250 1305

R2 0.276 0.143 0.169

Table 12: The Effect of House Size on Prosocial Norm Accumulation. All models include group fixed effects as

described in text. SEs are clustered at building level. Column 1 DV is the index of policy-specific interactions.

Column 2 DV is the index of generic social capital. Column 3 DV is the house improvement index. * p < .10,

** p < .05, *** p < .01
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Pension Pension

May 2017 list 0.0556 0.464***

(0.0452) (0.159)

May 2017 × Apartments -0.00465***

(0.00164)

No of apartments 0.00139

(0.00159)

Male -0.105* -0.106*

(0.0595) (0.0598)

Age 0.00988*** 0.00963***

(0.00281) (0.00281)

Higher education -0.0172 -0.0234

(0.0594) (0.0599)

Income 0.256 0.254

(0.179) (0.178)

Years lived 0.00159 0.00167

(0.00278) (0.00277)

Retired -0.439*** -0.441***

(0.100) (0.100)

State employee -0.00806 -0.0142

(0.0796) (0.0809)

Privatized apartment -0.0652 -0.0584

(0.0720) (0.0723)

Number of rooms 0.0231 0.0206

(0.0487) (0.0483)

Residents per room 0.0443 0.0443

(0.0471) (0.0476)

Wood window frames 0.0407 0.0410

(0.0656) (0.0662)

State managed building -0.0820 -0.0778

(0.0640) (0.0792)

Privatized land 0.352 0.383

(0.289) (0.254)

Unassigned land 0.240 0.249

(0.171) (0.171)

Group FE YES YES

N 1294 1294

R2 0.165 0.169

Table 13: Interactions related to pension reform and Renovation vote. SEs are clustered at building level. DV

is index of policy-specific interactions. * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01
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Vote 2018 Vote 2018 Vote 2018

heightMay 2017 list 0.0943*** 0.0667** 0.0638

(0.0243) (0.0268) (0.0724)

Policy-specific interactions 0.0502***

(0.0158)

May 2017 × Apartments 0.000356

(0.000868)

No of apartments -0.00147

(0.000929)

Male -0.0269 -0.0214 -0.0250

(0.0298) (0.0302) (0.0296)

Age 0.00463*** 0.00434*** 0.00458***

(0.00140) (0.00139) (0.00140)

Higher education 0.0438 0.0399 0.0460

(0.0308) (0.0303) (0.0309)

Income 0.0186 -0.00575 0.0234

(0.0821) (0.0831) (0.0828)

Years lived 0.00100 0.000622 0.00103

(0.00109) (0.00108) (0.00109)

Retired 0.0418 0.0409 0.0450

(0.0584) (0.0586) (0.0580)

State employee 0.0639** 0.0648** 0.0587*

(0.0315) (0.0322) (0.0317)

Privatized apartment 0.0318 0.0313 0.0264

(0.0337) (0.0340) (0.0338)

Number of rooms 0.0458** 0.0433* 0.0474**

(0.0230) (0.0231) (0.0228)

Residents per room 0.0436* 0.0433* 0.0436*

(0.0261) (0.0259) (0.0261)

Wood window frames -0.0216 -0.0112 -0.0204

(0.0313) (0.0324) (0.0312)

State managed building 0.133 0.147* 0.145**

(0.0825) (0.0861) (0.0664)

Privatized land -0.0605 -0.0804 -0.0178

(0.0665) (0.0759) (0.0693)

Unassigned land 0.0356 0.0263 0.0202

(0.0499) (0.0574) (0.0493)

Group FE YES YES YES

N 1305 1290 1305

R2 0.130 0.136 0.133

Table 14: Vote in 2018 Mayoral elections and Renovation vote. SEs are clustered at building level. DV is index

of policy-specific interactions. * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01
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Vote 2018

ACME 0.025 (0.011 0.039)

Direct effect 0.068 (0.023 0.117)

Total effect 0.093 (0.047 0.142)

ρ at which ACME=0 0.087

Table 15: The effect of voting on policy-specific interactions and vote in 2018 Mayoral elections: 95% confidence

intervals and sensitivity analysis
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Appendix A: Description of survey questions

Generic Norms and Behaviors index components

1. Do you think that, in general, can you count on the help of your neighbors? 1-Definitely yes; 2-Probably

yes; 3-Probably no; 4-Definitely not.

2. How did you interact with your neighbors over the last year? Took the keys to the apartment to monitor

it / gave the keys to your apartment. 1-Mentioned; 0-Not mentioned

3. How did you interact with your neighbors over the last year? You helped or neighbors helped you to solve

some problem. 1-Mentioned; 0-Not mentioned

4. How did you interact with your neighbors over the last year? Helped with a child. 1-Mentioned; 0-Not

mentioned

5. How did you interact with your neighbors over the last year? Lent food, medicine, household items.

1-Mentioned; 0-Not mentioned

House-specific Norms and Behaviors index components

1. Which of the following have you (or those living with you in this apartment) done over the past year?

Participated in community work days, home improvement activities in the surrounding area. 1-Mentioned;

0-Not mentioned

2. Which of the following have you (or those living with you in this apartment) done over the past year?

Participated in the repair, cleaning the entrance hall. 1-Mentioned; 0-Not mentioned

3. Which of the following have you (or those living with you in this apartment) done over the past year?

Participated in organizing events among residents of the house. 1-Mentioned; 0-Not mentioned

4. Which of the following have you (or those living with you in this apartment) done over the past year?

Participated in the monitoring of order (for example, as part of voluntary people’s squads). 1-Mentioned;

0-Not mentioned

[Policy-specific/Pension specific] Interactions index components

Please tell me, what did you do of the following regarding [the Renovation Program/raising of the retirement

age]?

1. Signed a petition. 1-Mentioned; 0-Not mentioned

2. Participated in a peaceful demonstration. 1-Mentioned; 0-Not mentioned

3. Discussed this issue on the social networks on the Internet. 1-Mentioned; 0-Not mentioned

4. Voted in the election for a candidate whose position on this issue coincides with your own. 1-Mentioned;

0-Not mentioned

5. Discussed this issue with neighbors, friends and colleagues. 1-Mentioned; 0-Not mentioned

6. Participated in a meeting with a deputy of any level or a representative of a political party. 1-Mentioned;

0-Not mentioned

7. Participated in a meeting of an initiative group of citizens. 1-Mentioned; 0-Not mentioned

8. Did not do anything. 1-Mentioned; 0-Not mentioned
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2018 Mayoral vote

• On September 9, the mayoral election was held in Moscow. Please tell me, did you vote in this election,

and if so, for which candidate? 1 if For Mikhail Balakin/For Mikhail Degtyarev/For Ilya Sviridov/For

Sergei Sobyanin/Other/Difficult to answer; 0 if I did not know that there were elections/I did not vote/I

was going to vote, but could not

Controls

1. Age. How old are you?

2. Higher education. What is the highest level of education you have achieved? 0 if Primary or junior high

school/Higher Secondary school/Vocational school/Secondary professional education/Incomplete higher

education (at least 2 years); 1 if Higher education (university diploma, bachelor, master or specialist

degree)

3. Income. To which of the following groups do you belong? 0-We do not have enough money even to buy

food; 0.2-We have enough money for food, but not enough to buy clothes; 0.4-We have enough money

for food and clothing, but buying more expensive items such as a TV or a refrigerator can be a problem;

0.6-We can buy some expensive items such as a refrigerator or a TV, but we cannot afford to buy a car;

0.8-We can buy a car, but we can’t say that we are not financially; 1-We can afford anything we need

4. Years lived. Since what year do you live in your house? The value of the variable is equal 2018 minus

the answer

5. Retiree. What is your occupation? If you work in different places, then mark the main place of work. 1 if

Pensioner; 0 if Independent entrepreneur/Government employee/Manager in the public sector/Manager in

the private sector/Public sector specialist or employee/Specialist, Employee in private sector or non-public

sector/Worker (including foreman)/Pupil, student/Self-employed/Housewife/Unemployed, temporarily

not employed

6. State employee. What is your occupation? If you work in different places, then mark the main place

of work. 1 if Government employee/Manager in the public sector/Public sector specialist or employee; 0

otherwise

7. Privatized apartment. The apartment that you live in: 1 if Privatized by me or my family members; 0

if Was purchased by me or my family members/I am renting an apartment or room/I live under a social

contract of employment/ Other

8. Rooms. How many rooms in your apartment without the kitchen, hallway, and utility rooms? If there

was a remodeling in your apartment, please indicate the initial number of rooms.

9. Residents per room. How many people live with you in your apartment, not counting yourself? Plus

one, divided by the number of rooms.

10. Wood frames. What are the window frames made of in your apartment? 1 if Wood; 0 if Plastic, the

frames were changed before I began to live in this apartment/ Plastic, the frames were changed after I

began to live in this apartment/ Another material, the frames were changed before I began to live in this

apartment/ Another material, the frames were changed after I began to live in this apartment

11. State managed building. Source: reformazhkh.ru

12. Privatized land. Source: rosreestr.gov.ru

13. Unassigned land. Source: rosreestr.gov.ru
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