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Introduction
It has been a controversy based on the role of norms in behavior prediction for an extended period. The research has critically established all social norms to guide and spur action in meaningful and direct ways. Due to powers contained in social norms in the past decade, many programs have been established mainly to deliver normative information. These powers were a primary tool in changing and modifying certain behaviors, such as drug use, gambling, recycling, alcohol consumption, disorder eating, and littering. We also have the marketing of social norms has become out to be an alternative to traditional approaches, which are designed to reduce undesirable conduct. Social norms are categorized based on the rationale based on two consistent findings. One rationale is due to overestimation due to the preference of undesirable behaviors, such as misuse of drugs such as alcohol, and a case study for peers. 
The other is the usage of standard perceptions on peer norms against comparison to new behaviors. When we deal with social norms marketing, they seek to reduce the occurrence of harmful only by correcting misconceptions based on behavior preference. Descriptive norm is used to describe the perception of preference norms. Learning institutions that were surveyed in 2002 by Harvard School of Public Health made them adopt given forms of attempting to combat college binge drinking; however, due to widespread adopting those norms purposely for social campaigns. Evidence to support the success of these programs has been mixed surprisingly. Even though some researchers come out to prove this, some still had failed in producing substantial changes towards a specific behavior. For instance, we have some norms under marketing campaigns that tend to increase the undesirable behaviors and misconceptions they are designed to reduce. 


The current research Review
The research's main aim was to explore the extent to which normative information may affect a given critical social behavior.  This was in subjection to whether the message from the recipient behavior is below or above. 
The research has researched in the California community; it was a field experiment aimed at examining the effects of normative information based on homestead energy conception. The household was divided into two categories in which were categorized under energy conception, those with below-average conception and those with above-average energy consumption in the community. A half household was randomly served in receiving descriptive normative information. At the same time, the other half received descriptive information accompanied by an injunctive message indicating whether their energy was approved. In general, homesteads with less average energy consumption received that message stating a positive valence motion. On the other side, those with above-average received a message indicating a negative valence motion (Bergquist and Nilsson 2018).
The three main predictions guided the research. The first expectation was that descriptive normative information was to decrease energy consumption in homesteads that consume a lot of energy compared to their neighbors on average. If this result was to be met, the conclusion was that normative information could facilitate given pro-environmental behaviors. The other expectation was that descriptive information was to increase energy consumption. The production of undesirable boomerang effect in homesteads consumed less than average compared to their neighbors. If this result was to be met, it was to indicate that destructive power under social norms demonstrated a well-intended application based on normative information to decrease the pro-environmental behavior. The third and last expectation was that in the provision of normative information and an injunctive message in which some people approve of low under consumption; this would prevent undesirable boomerang effect in homesteads that consume less energy to their neighborhood averagely. This was to mean that we expected these homesteads to maintain their low energy consumption rate. 
Methods used
Participants and design
The participants who participated were 290 households in total, and this was in San Marcos and CA households with visible energy meters. The selection was from 3 groups of census blocks. They were made aware of the research by emailing a letter concerning the study, the time frame, what the research was about, and its aims.
Procedure
Following is the procedure on how the research was conducted. Trained research assistants conducted the study. Their work was to read the homestead electricity meter, for instance, twice a week. It was done twice a week in that the difference in these readings was to be used to establish the initial baseline for daily energy usage as per the household. The households' merging was done based on this baseline as they were randomly assigned to normative descriptive only or descriptive plus injective information conditions. This household-based assignment on this baseline energy usage was therefore used as the feedback for descriptive normative as well as determining the injective feedback to the first recorded message.
Later for two weeks, researchers were to record the third-meter readings as they issue back the messages on their door hangers, which were to display the report for the energy consumption for the next week after that, issuing messages at the door hanger in each household containing the normative feedback reporting the energy consumption based on the second baseline. 
There was also the fourth reading recorded from the meter readings and distributed at door hangers of the households. Finally, it was the recording at the three weeks from when the second baseline report was issued. There was the calculation for the short term change of electricity consumption; this was done in that we subtracted the first day reading when the first issuing of the message was done by the reading taken. 
Results
In 290 households that were examined by in the study. Half of them were assigned randomly in receiving the combined message. As well the other half was assigned randomly to receive just only the descriptive norm feedback. We had three households that requested to withdraw from the study based on the following the initial normative feedback distribution, which made the final number of the sample to be 297. For every measurement, daily energy consumption was skewed positively. This resulted in more households being below the mean but not above. Even though this led to an unequal sample size basically for the below and above groups, this mean was used as the dividing point for consumption, and this was so because we believed that it was to provide more meaningful numbers rather than just other measures based on central tendency when the report is issued to residents (Schultz et. al. 2018). 
Short term changes in electricity.
 	Our research mainly was centered mainly on analyzing the change in energy consumption. The critical interest we had was basically under a wise pair comparison based on the baseline. We also do a follow up in the four subject cells. In the households who consumed energy that is above average in this baseline period, the descriptive norm only feedback was issued, it showed that there was a significant decrease based on the energy consumption ( M 5 20.25, SE 5 1.03 vs. baseline M 5 21.47, SE 5 0.89; n 5 64), t(63) 5 2.17, prep five .93, d 5 0.55). Therefore the descriptive normative information led to the desired decrease in energy consumption based on households who consumed more than average in their neighborhood. This thus showed that there is a constructive potential social norm (Lieberman et. al. 2019). 
Unlike the household that was categorized to be below the mean average based on baseline energy consumption. Using the descriptive norm only message that produced a given increase in the energy consumption based on the baseline (M 5 11.27, SE 5 0.46 vs. baseline M 5 10.38, SE 5 0.33; n 5 79), t(78) 5 2.28, prep 5 .94, d 5 0.52). Therefore, the descriptive normative information leads to an undesired increase in the homesteads' energy consumption that consumed less than the average in their neighborhood. This, therefore, illustrated a clear example based on the potential destructive norms. In addition to the injunctive message that was added to descriptive normative feedback on the households which were taken to consume less than average continued to consume at the desirable low rate. These households were excluded from the analysis based on long term change. It was noted that we had no significant difference in a given inconsistency rate in all the four experimental conditions.
Based on our analysis of the long term change followed those of short term change. The primary focus was on planned pairwise comparisons based on baseline and energy usage. In the households with higher energy consumption based on the baseline, the destructive norm only messages contributed significantly to a decrease in the energy consumption, but the difference was not that much (baseline M 5 22.32, SE 5 1.05 vs. longer-term M 5 21.29, SE 5 0.92; n 5 52), t(51) 5 1.45, n.s). On the other side houses who had low in energy consumption, the descriptive norm produced a significant decrease in usage of electricity ((longer-term M 5 11.13, SE 5 0.44 vs. baseline M 5 10.15, SE 5 0.34; n 5 68), t(67) 5 2.42, prep five .95, d 5 0.59). 
The combination of injunctive plus descriptive messages that were produced had no change from the baseline on the low consumption households (longer-term M 5 10.14, SE 5 0.37 vs. baseline M 5 10.04, SE 5 0.35; n 5 70), t(69) 5 0.64, n.s). finally it is that for every household that initially consumed a lot of energy compared to the neighborhood on an average basis as the combination of descriptive plus injunctive feedback continued to produce a steady decrease in the consumption of energy in relative to baseline ((baseline M 5 20.62, SE 5 0.64 vs. longer-term M 5 19.39, SE 5 0.62; n 5 56), t(55) 5 2.13, prep five .93, d 5 0.58.). The overall results were (M 5 10.58, SE 5 0.38 vs. baseline M 5 10.34, SE 5 0.33; n 5 81), t(80) 5 1.04, n.s. in other words, this is to say that the undesirable boomerang effect was seen to increase in its usage-based on households energy consumption. That is to conclude that the undesirable boomerang effect in a household with less consumption was eliminated due to introducing an injunctive message to descriptive normative information (Horne and Kennedy 2017).
Conclusion
[bookmark: _GoBack]This experiment's findings become highly consistent as outcomes were derived from the focus theory of normative conduct.  This provided the residents with descriptive normative information, which had a dramatic effect depending on whether they are above or below average in energy consumption compared to their neighborhood. Provision of high levels of energy usage compared to their neighborhood decreased the consumption of energy constructively. This is contrary to households with less energy consumption; the same message of descriptive created a destructive boomerang effect. This effect led to increasing levels of energy consumption. However, when we add the injunctive component to that message, it provided a constructive, buffering, unwelcome effect; this was specifically for people who had low energy consumption. There was a combination of injunctive with descriptive normative information.
We also have some aspects that warrant additional comments. First, descriptive norms produced a boomerang effect on people who had already depended on their desired behavior. Therefore, the general conclusion is that the overall impact based on normative education is the campaign will only depend on behavior distribution in a given behavior. The campaign was to decrease, increase, or give no change towards a behavior. The prior research's suggested that the presentation of aligned injunctive and normative results in a more considerable behavior change in isolation norm. Therefore it is critical and useful to consider the potential boundary that my limit behavioral range under which normative social is influenced and applied.
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