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Appendix A
Selected Disciplines and Journals
	Discipline

	      Full Journals Title



	Web of Science Impact Factor (2023)/Journals that aim to publish on businesses’ impact on society

	Economics
	1- Journal of Economic Literature 
2- Quarterly Journal of Economics 
3- American Economic Review 
4- Journal of Economic Perspectives 
5- Journal of Political Economy
	11.5
11.1
10.5
6.9
6.9

	Political Science
	1- International Organization 
2- Environmental Politics 
3- American Journal of Political Science 
4- Political Analysis
5- Political Communication
	8.2
5.2
5
4.7
4.6

	Psychology
	1- Annual Review of Psychology
2- Psychological Science in the Public Interest 
3-  Psychological Bulletin 
4- Trends in Cognitive Sciences
5- Behavioral and Brain Sciences 
	23.6
18.2
17.3
16.7
16.6

	Sociology
	1- Annual Review of Sociology 
2- American Sociological Review 
3- Sociological Methods and Research
4- Information Communication and Society 
5- Socio-Economic Review
	8.9
7.1
6.5
4.2
3.2

	Management
	1- Academy of Management Review 
2- Academy of Management Journal 
3- Journal of Management 
4- Strategic Management Journal
5- Management Science 
	19.3
9.5
9.3
6.5
4.6

	General Business
	1- Journal of Business Research
2- Research Policy 
3- Journal of Business Ethics 
4- Business & Society 
5- Business Ethics Quarterly
	9.8
8
6.7
6
3

	Marketing
	1- Journal of Marketing 
2- Journal of Academy of Marketing Science 
3- Journal of Retailing 
4- Industrial Marketing Management
5- International Journal of Research in Marketing
6- Journal of Consumer Research 
7- Journal of Marketing Research
8- Journal of Public Policy and Marketing
9- Marketing Science
10- Journal of Consumer Psychology
11- European Journal of Marketing 
12- Journal of Macromarketing
	11.5
9.5
8
7.8
5.9
5.7
5.1
5.1
4
4
3.7
3.7



Appendix B

Search syntax used in Scopus and EBSCO

Because Scopus and EBSCO use different search interfaces, the Scopus search is reported in platform syntax, whereas the EBSCO search is reported in its fielded Advanced Search format. No date restrictions were applied.

1. Scopus
Search field: TITLE-ABS-KEY
Syntax:
TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "social dilemma" OR "public good" OR "collective good" OR "tragedy of the commons" OR "commons dilemma" OR "social trap" OR "social fence" OR "moral hazard" OR "credible commitment" )
AND ( LIMIT-TO ( SRCTYPE, "j" ) )
AND (
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Journal of Economic Literature" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Quarterly Journal of Economics" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "American Economic Review" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Journal of Economic Perspectives" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Journal of Political Economy" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "International Organization" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Environmental Politics" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "American Journal of Political Science" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Political Analysis" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Political Communication" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Annual Review of Psychology" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Psychological Science in the Public Interest" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Psychological Bulletin" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Trends in Cognitive Sciences" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Behavioral and Brain Sciences" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Annual Review of Sociology" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "American Sociological Review" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Sociological Methods and Research" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Information, Communication and Society" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Socio-Economic Review" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Academy of Management Review" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Academy of Management Journal" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Journal of Management" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Strategic Management Journal" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Management Science" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Journal of Marketing" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Journal of Retailing" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Industrial Marketing Management" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "International Journal of Research in Marketing" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Journal of Consumer Research" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Journal of Marketing Research" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Journal of Public Policy and Marketing" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Marketing Science" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Journal of Consumer Psychology" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "European Journal of Marketing" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Journal of Macromarketing" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Business and Society" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Journal of Business Ethics" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Research Policy" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Business Ethics Quarterly" ) OR
  LIMIT-TO ( EXACTSRCTITLE, "Journal of Business Research" )
)
2. EBSCO (Advanced Search)
Search fields used: Title (TI), Abstract (AB), Subject Terms/Keywords (SU), and Publication/Journal Title (SO).
Box 1: Field: TI, AB, and SU/Keywords
Search terms: "social dilemma" OR "public good" OR "collective good" OR "tragedy of the commons" OR "commons dilemma" OR "social trap" OR "social fence" OR "moral hazard" OR "credible commitment"
Box 2: Field: SO / Publication Title
Search terms: "Journal of Economic Literature" OR "Quarterly Journal of Economics" OR "American Economic Review" OR "Journal of Economic Perspectives" OR "Journal of Political Economy" OR "International Organization" OR "Environmental Politics" OR "American Journal of Political Science" OR "Political Analysis" OR "Political Communication" OR "Annual Review of Psychology" OR "Psychological Science in the Public Interest" OR "Psychological Bulletin" OR "Trends in Cognitive Sciences" OR "Behavioral and Brain Sciences" OR "Annual Review of Sociology" OR "American Sociological Review" OR "Sociological Methods and Research" OR "Information, Communication and Society" OR "Socio-Economic Review" OR "Academy of Management Review" OR "Academy of Management Journal" OR "Journal of Management" OR "Strategic Management Journal" OR "Management Science" OR "Journal of Marketing" OR "Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science" OR "Journal of Retailing" OR "Industrial Marketing Management" OR "International Journal of Research in Marketing" OR "Journal of Consumer Research" OR "Journal of Marketing Research" OR "Journal of Public Policy and Marketing" OR "Marketing Science" OR "Journal of Consumer Psychology" OR "European Journal of Marketing" OR "Journal of Macromarketing" OR "Business and Society" OR "Journal of Business Ethics" OR "Research Policy" OR "Business Ethics Quarterly" OR "Journal of Business Research"
Limiters applied: Peer-reviewed journals; source type = academic journals; no date restrictions.












Appendix C

[bookmark: _Hlk61449490]Conceptualizations of social dilemmas across different disciplines
	Source Discipline 
	Exemplar Conceptualization
	[bookmark: _Hlk61449593]Specific attributes
	Sources

	Economics

	“Social dilemma situations (e.g., public goods, common pool resources), in which the pursuit of individual interests conflicts with the maximization of social welfare, are a classic example” (Kosfeld et al. 2009, p. 1335). 
	· Pursuit of individual interests
· Social welfare
· Non-excludability for consuming goods and resources
· Non-rival goods that are available to all including non-purchasers
· Free-riding problem
	Battaglini et al., (2014); Copeland and Taylor, (2009); Enke, (2019); Frischmann et al., (2019); Hassan and Mertens, (2011); Isaac and Walker, (1988); Kihlstrom and Pauly, (1971); Kosfeld et al., (2009); Pauly, (1974).

	Political Science
	 “Confronted with a social dilemma, individuals may prioritize their self over the collective interest and make a socially defecting choice, or do the opposite, opting instead for a cooperative choice” (Taniguchi and Marshall 2018, p. 391).
	· Prioritize self
· Collective interest
· Defecting choice
· Cooperative choice

	Fuhrmann, (2020); Grossman and Baldassarri, (2012); Hausknost, (2014); Lubell and Scholz, (2001); Rydin and Pennington, (2001); Schneider and Slantchev, (2013); Seagrave, (2011); Smith et al., (2017); Taniguchi and Marshall, (2018). 

	Psychology
	“Social dilemma: A decision-making situation in which the individual is better off by not cooperating when others cooperate, but the group is better off when all members cooperate” (De Dreu et al. 2020, p. 761).
	· Information uncertainty 
· Uncertain future
· Decision-making situation
· Individual better off when not cooperating
· Group better off when all members cooperate 
· Strange behaviors
· Attributional ambiguity  
	Balliet, Li, et al., (2011); Balliet, Mulder, et al., (2011); Balliet and Van Lange, (2013); Balliet et al., (2014); Baumeister et al., (2016); Caporael et al., (1989); Colman, (2003); De Dreu et al.,  (2020); Everett, (2015); Gächter, (2012); Guala, (2012); Krueger, (2003); Krueger and Acevedo, (2002); Li and Balliet, (2009); MacLeod, (2006); Ostrom, (2012); Rachlin, (2002); Shepperd, (1993); Thielmann et al., (2020).

	Sociology
	“Collective action contains a social dilemma, that is, a situation in which actions that are individually rational can lead to outcomes that are collectively irrational” (Heckathorn 1996, p. 250).
	· Collective action
· Individual rationality
· Collective’s expense
· Collective’s uncooperative choice
· Efficacy of perceiving the potential impact of cooperative actions
· Size and density of network Structure 
	Anthony, (2005); Gould, (1993); Heckathorn, (1996); Kitts, (2006); Willer, (2009). 





	Source Discipline 
	Exemplar Conceptualization
	Specific attributes
	Sources

	Management
	 “A social dilemma, broadly defined, is a situation in which it appears that being uncooperative can be personally beneficial at the collective's expense - unless everyone else in the collective also chooses to be uncooperative, in which case no one benefits” (McCarter, Mahoney, Northcraft 2011, p. 622).
	· Personal benefit
· Collective expense
· Collective’s uncooperative choice
· Level of commitment 
· Informational advantage 
· Uncertainty about the value of cooperation
	Agarwal et al., (2010); Barry and Bateman, (1996); Cohen and Loeb, (1984); Fonti et al., (2017);  He et al., (2017); Ho and Zheng, (2004); Honhon and Hyndman, (2020); Hui et al., (2016); Huyghebaert and Van De Gucht, (2004); Lee et al., (2018); McCarter et al., (2011); Moxnes, (1998); Stone and Brush, (1996); Trigeorgis and Reuer, (2017); Zeng and Chen, (2003); Yang, (2010).

	General Business
	“[T]here are many instances in which a substantial potential for cooperation fails to be realized. In these ‘social dilemma’ situations, rational actors fail to realize their common interests due to their conflicting individual interests. A social dilemma is, in other words, a situation of collective self-damage” Pies et al., (2010).





	· Unrealized cooperation potential
· Conflicting individual and common interests
· Collective self-damage
· Value-creation through mutually advantageous cooperation
· Governance and rule-setting challenges
· Credible commitments for cooperation
· Asymmetric information and agency risks
· Reciprocity and moral constraints
· Public-good versus private-interest trade-offs
	Angst, (2009); Albareda and Sison, (2020); Ararat et al., (2018); Boudreau et al., (2021); Chen et al., (2025); Crane et al., (2019); Enderle, (2000); Gabaldon and Gröschl, (2015); Hellström, (2003); Jones and Bowie, (1998); Kealey and Ricketts, (2014); Mulder and Nelissen, (2010); Pajunen, (2006); Pies et al., (2010); Pies et al., (2020); Pouryousefi and Frooman, (2017); Rashidi-Sabet et al., (2022); Stoll, (2015); Tang, (2008); Toxopeus et al., (2025); Woodbine and Taylor, (2006); Wu et al., (2014); Zhang et al., (2020).

	Marketing
	“we propose that the decision to withhold consumption of a desirable product or service in the interest of achieving a collective social or economic gain can be conceptualized as a social dilemma. Social dilemmas are situations in which the interests of individual members of a group are at odds with the collective interests of that group” (Sen et al. 2001, p. 399).
	· Collective social of economic gain
· Withholding consumption
· Individual interests at odds with collective interest  
	Chaney et al., (2019); Donaldson, (2009); Duffy et al., (2017); Forehand and Grier, (2003); Gleim et al., (2013); Homburg et al., (2020); Naderi and Strutton, (2015); Peck et al., (2020); Rotman et al., (2018); Sen et al., (2001); Shultz and Holbrook, (1999); Shultz and Nill, (2002); Wilkie et al., (2024); Wills, (1974). 
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[bookmark: _Hlk115003137]Appendix D

Different types of social dilemmas
	[bookmark: _Hlk61449652]Social Dilemma
	Description of Problems
	Summary of Findings
	Relevant Articles

	Public Good or Collective Action Problem 
(20 articles)
	Public good or collective action problem arises in a situation in which both purchasers and non-purchasers alike can automatically benefit and consume a public good; Therefore, individuals have incentives to free-ride and not contribute to the public good.

A collective good has one or both of the following characteristics: (1) If the mutually beneficial outcome is achieved, every group member who shares this objective automatically benefits, “or, in other words, nonpurchasers cannot feasibly be kept from consuming the good”, and (2) if the good is available to any single individual in a group “it is or can be made available to the other members of the group at little or no marginal cost” (Olson and Zeckhauser 1966, p. 267).
	· Decreasing group size leads to an enhancement in allocative efficiency, and an enhancement in marginal return from the public good
· Antisocial norms discourage contributions to collective goods
· Sanctioning institutions contribute solutions to the free-riding problem, and subsequently, the collective action problem
· Collective action problems are important for market formation
· Rewards and punishments promote cooperation in social dilemmas
· Value-based and dynamic network mobilization may contribute solutions to problems of a public good
· Communication strategies facilitate the resolution of public good problems
· Making contributions indispensable and reducing the cost of contributions increase the probability of solving the public goods problem
	Angst, (2009); Ararat et al., (2018); Balliet, Mulder, et al., (2011); Battaglini et al., (2014); Berthon et al., (2019); Boudreau et al., (2021); Chaney et al., (2019); Chen et al., (2025); Enderle, (2000); Forehand and Grier, (2003); Fuhrmann, (2020); Gould, (1993); Hausknost, (2014); Isaac and Walker, (1988); Kealey and Ricketts, (2014); Kitts, (2006); Kosfeld et al., (2009); Lee et al., (2018); Peck et al.,  (2020); Ritvala and Salmi, (2010); Rotman et al., (2018); Rydin and Pennington, (2001); Schneider and Slantchev, (2013); Scholz and Lubell, (1998); Shepperd, (1993); Tang, (2008); Toxopeus et al., (2025); Willer, (2009).

	Commons dilemma and the tragedy of the commons 
(12 articles)
	Commons dilemma attributes to a situation in which individuals are depleting common resources from a self-replenishing pool for their own personal gratification without considering the negative consequences of their action on commons benefits.

In other words, if there is a pool of natural resources that are shared by all on the planet, and if each person wishes to harvest part of this pool only for sake of personal interests, with population growth the resource pool will be overgrazed. 
	· A common pool of resources destabilizes a marketing system
· Misperception of feedback adds a new dimension to the problem of the tragedy of the commons
· Improving individuals’ psychological ownership facilitates stewardship of public goods
· Policies and regulations, product accessibility and availability, pricing, and customer knowledge are some constraints to sustainable energy consumption
· Changes in prices, population, and technology can impact on resource management
· Understanding and solving the tragedy of commons contribute solutions to environmental challenges
	Albareda and Sison, (2020); Baumeister et al., (2016); Copeland and Taylor, (2009); Crane et al., (2019); Duffy et al., (2017); Frischmann et al., (2019); Hardin,* (1968); Hassan and Mertens, (2011); Hellström, (2003); Moxnes, (1998); Pajunen, (2006); Shultz and Holbrook, (1999); Peck et al., (2020); Pies et al., (2010); Press and Arnould, (2009); Rashidi-Sabet et al., (2022); Stewart et al., (2017), Thielmann et al., (2020).



	Social Dilemma
	Description of Problems
	Summary of Findings
	Relevant Articles

	The credible commitment problem 
(7 articles)

	The credible commitment problem refers to a situation in which entities (consumers, organizations, and social groups) cannot achieve common gains due to inability to make and keep credible threats or promises.

Given the fact that all entities make an effort to benefit the most, and due to the high level of complexity in observing and anticipating all possible alliance evolution paths, the likelihood of free-riding increases in a multi-entity alliances environment (Fonti et al. 2017). 
	· Partners’ free-riding relate to their perceptions of the collaboration of their peer 
· Real options theory helps managers to address tensions between commitment versus flexibility as well as between competition versus cooperation
· Similar to the prisoners’ dilemma, in a delivery-time commitment game, players may reach to Nash Equilibrium in which the cost of adding capacity is small
· Altruism contributes solutions to the problem of commitment, social cooperation, and social dilemma
· Ambiguous contexts that are arisen due to multiple conflicting constituencies and the lack of direct control over resources leads to a managerial dilemma
· In a multiparty alliance’s environment, managing the inherent tension between cooperation and competition is a social dilemma
	Fonti et al., (2017); Ho and Zheng, (2004); Pies et al., (2020); Rachlin, (2002); Seagrave, (2011); Stone and Brush, (1996); Trigeorgis and Reuer, (2017); Zeng and Chen, (2003).

	Moral Hazard and Adverse Selection
(9 articles)
	A moral hazard problem attributes to a situation in which the party with an information advantage has an incentive to utilize that advantage to exploit the other party, while adverse selection refers to a situation in which uninformed parties are unwilling to trade with the informed parties due to the fear of being deceived. Hence, asymmetric information among individuals is the key source of moral hazard problems and may lead to adverse selection by individuals in the market (Cohen and Loeb 1984; Huyghebaert and Van De Gucht 2004; Hui et al. 2016).

	· A problem of Asymmetric information may lead to the problem of moral hazard in which profit sharing will not generally yield a Nash equilibrium
· In multichannel sales systems, direct channel usage continuously lowers agency conflicts, while indirect channel usage amplifies the problem of moral hazard
· Reputation badges and buyer protection programs mitigate inefficiencies arising from asymmetric information and alleviate the problem of moral hazard
· In the presence of adverse selection and moral hazard problems in financial market, start-ups are more likely to exit the markets
	Cohen and Loeb, (1984); Homburg et al., (2020); Hui et al., (2016); Huyghebaert and Van De Gucht, (2004); Jones and Bowie, (1998); Kihlstrom and Pauly, (1971); Pouryousefi and Frooman, (2017); Stoll, (2015); Tienken et al., (2023); Woodbine and Taylor, (2006); Wu et al., (2014); Zhang et al., (2020).





	Social Dilemma
	Description of Problems
	Summary of Findings
	Relevant Articles

	
	
	· Development of trusting relationships and organizational constitutions mitigate the moral hazard problem
· Problems of moral hazard and adverse selection manifest themselves in the relationships between suppliers and their employees, as well as suppliers and their customers
	Mills and Ungson, (2003); Mishra et al., (1998); Pauly, (1974);Yang, (2010).

	Social Traps and Social Fences 
(3 articles)
	A social trap refers to a situation in which individual entities behave in favor of gaining short-term positive outcomes for themselves, but the long-term effects of their behaviors are negative both for the entity and for some larger group or society as a whole. 

A social fence refers to a situation in which the short-term adverse consequences prevent people from doing something that can have a long-term positive benefit for themselves and others (Shultz and Holbrook 1999).
	· Understanding the concept of social trap provides an analytical tool for diversity management
· Solutions to the grave challenge of climate change will result from understanding and solving social traps such as the tragedy of the commons
	Barry and Bateman, (1996); Gabaldon and Gröschl, (2015); Kollock, (1998); Shultz and Holbrook, (1999); Shultz and Nill, (2002).


* Although this paper was published in Science, we cite it here because “the tragedy of the commons” is Hardin’s (1968) theory
Appendix E

Table 4 Taxonomies of Solutions and Relevance for Marketing
	Specific Dilemmas (Source)
	Taxonomy of Solutions
	Purpose/Objective
	Relevance for Marketing

	Social Traps (Platt 1973)
	· Reducing/ changing time delay

· Adding counter-reinforcers

· Changing the nature of the long-run consequences

·  Short-run rewards for cooperating behaviors

· Getting outside help 

· Setting up/establishing superordinate authority 
	Make payoffs immediately visible.

Discourages or encourages behaviors 

Makes long-term consequences more appealing

Encourages avoidance of behaviors that lead to negative consequences. 

Changes perspective. 

Helps manage and/or correct the social traps’ collective bad.  
	No

Depends

No


Depends


Yes

Yes

	Social Traps (Cross & Guyer 1980) 
	· Converting the trap to a trade off

· Reinforcing learning for escaping the trap

· Establishing superordinate authority
	Revise the reward system(s) toward changing existing preferences. 

Encourage beneficial activities and punish harmful behaviors. 

Forbids selfish and individualistic behaviors.
	Depends


Yes


No

	Social Dilemmas (Dawes 1980)
	· Involvement


· Communication

· Group size

· Public disclosure of choice vs. anonymity

· Expectation about other’s behavior
  
· Moralizing
	To facilitate cooperation and resolve conflicts.

Enhance cooperation and commitment.   

Facilitate effective cooperation. 

Increase rate of cooperation.


Expectation management for cooperation. 

Increase cooperation and commitment.
	Depends


Yes

Depends

Depends


Yes


Yes

	Commons Problems (Edney 1980)
	Blind alleys and limited solutions:
· Rationality


· Raising group consciousness 

· Providing information and incentives

· Self-cures


	
Understand commons dynamics for appropriate decisions.

Contribute solutions.

Change behaviors toward the resolution of the commons dilemma.

To accept commons crises as part of the "natural course of evolutionary events" that will cure themselves.
	
Yes


Yes

Yes


No





Table 4 (Continued)
	Specific Dilemmas (Source)
	Taxonomy of Solutions
	Purpose/Objective
	Relevance for Marketing

	
	Alternative Solutions:
· Territorializing


· Trust


· A paradigm for two-part resolution
	Modularize the dilemma into portions with specific responsibilities for solutions. 

Promote willingness to “risk constructive action for group benefits”.

To encourage the group or community to find solutions through cooperative enterprise.
	Depends



Depends


Yes


	Social Dilemmas (Messick & Brewer 1983)
	Influencing choice through communication:
· Information about other’s choices

· Trust in other group members


· Social values and responsibility


· Ingroup identity 

Structural changes:
· Changing the payoff structure


· Minimal contributing sets


· Privatization of resources


· Reducing group size

· Establishing a superordinate authority 
	

Encourage cooperative choice.


Facilitate cooperative choice through trust in other group members’ choice.  

Educate the members about social values and responsibility toward finding solution. 

Increase cooperation by reinforcing the sense of membership in a group.

Increase the propensity to make a cooperative choice.

Increase cooperation and facilitate the finding of solutions.

Convert commonly owned resources into private resources. 

Make it easier to solve the dilemmas.

Allocate resources to the group members responsibly.
	

Depends


Depends


Yes



Depends


Depends


No


Depends


Depends

No

	Social Trap (Barry & Bateman 1996)
	Informational solutions:
· Providing information



· Reframing the social trap as harvest rather than contribution 

· Make choices and resources more publicly visible

· Modification of individual attitudes
	
Enhance cooperation through information concerning the underlying dynamics.

Facilitate cooperative choices.


Increase the frequency of cooperative choices.

Facilitate cooperative behaviors. 

	
Yes



Depends


Depends


Yes



Table 4 (Continued)
	Specific Dilemmas (Source)
	Taxonomy of Solutions
	Purpose/Objective
	Relevance for Marketing

	
	Group-structure solutions:
· Expanding trap participants’ communication

· Decreasing group size


· Enhancing group identity


· Imposing superordinate authority

Trap-structure solutions:
· Decreasing the delay between initial choice and final outcomes

· Considering counter-reinforcers for short-term behaviors  

· Enhancing magnitude of long-run consequences

· Territorializing
	
Encourage cooperation.


Facilitate the increase of cooperative choices.

Increase group identity and cohesiveness toward cooperation. 

Allocate resources appropriately.



Make the aversive consequences of noncooperative choice more immediate.


Discourage short-term noncooperative behaviors and encourage cooperative behaviors.

Defuse the social trap.


To make the resolution of social dilemmas more manageable.
	
Yes


Depends


Depends


No



No



Depends



No


No

	Social Dilemmas (Kollock 1998)
	Motivational Solutions:
· Social value orientations



· Communication

· [bookmark: _Hlk49426791]Group identity

Strategic Solutions:
· Reciprocity


· [bookmark: _Hlk49428127]Choice of partners


· Grim triggers

· Social learning


· Group reciprocity

	
Classify group members based on their social personality to develop custom strategies.

Increase rates of cooperation.

Facilitate cooperation.
 

Highlight cooperation as a strategic choice. 

Facilitate effective partner selection for solving the social dilemma.

Make free-riding impossible.

Educate toward escaping social dilemmas.

Attenuate the temptation to defect and incentivize cooperation. 
	
Depends



Yes

Depends


Yes


No


No

Yes


Depends




Table 4 (Continued)
	Specific Dilemmas (Source)
	Taxonomy of Solutions
	Purpose/Objective
	Relevance for Marketing

	
	Structural Solutions:
· Iteration and identifiability


· Payoff structure

· Efficacy


· Group size


· Boundaries


· Sanctions

	
Create or reinforce characteristics that are prerequisites for strategic solutions.

Increase the levels of cooperation.

Get participants to be more cooperative in their choice.

Facilitate effective management of groups’ choices.

Highlight the role of outside authority in solving social dilemmas.

Encourage cooperators and discourage defectors.
	
Depends


Depends

Depends


Depends


No


No


	Tragedy of the Commons (Shultz & Holbrook 1999)
	· Regulation




· Organization 





· Social Responsibility


Communication 
	Intervene through privatization, taxes, fees, or prices to develop solutions to certain types of common-related dilemmas.

Cooperative efforts between firms and environmentalists toward the long run desirable outcome of protecting the commons and solving the social dilemmas.

Facilitate decisions founded on strong personal moral norms.

Encourage cooperative choices.
	Yes




Yes





Yes


Yes
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