
ABSTRACT 

FLEMING, CASEY. Public Employees and Workplace Rules: Determinants of the Pro-

Social and Destructive Rule Breaking of Street-Level Bureaucrats. (Under the direction of 

Dr. Jerrell Coggburn). 

Public administration scholars and practitioners have long been interested in 

bureaucracy as a system of organization. Formal rules and rule following are widely held as 

its defining characteristics. However, few studies focus explicitly on the unintended 

behavioral consequences of formal rules, in particular rule breaking, within the public 

administration literature. This research investigates the rule breaking of frontline public 

employees or “street-level bureaucrats,” making novel distinctions between the underlying 

motives associated with attitudes toward noncompliance as well as self-reported violations of 

formal work rules. Specifically, traditional conceptualizations of the solely self-interested, 

utility-maximizing worker found in theories such as agency and transaction cost economics 

are contrasted with a view of the worker whose goals are not always incongruent with those 

of the organization and its stakeholders. Pro-social rule breaking (e.g., “I break the rule to 

better serve my clients” or “to help my coworkers with their duties”) and destructive rule 

breaking (e.g., “I break the rule to lessen my workload”) are approached as distinct 

organizational phenomena, with differing implications for management and workplace rule 

development. A framework of individual, relational, and organizational predictors associated 

with workplace deviance and citizenship behaviors in various literatures is investigated. 

Child welfare social workers of a state government agency in the Southeastern US were 

surveyed using an original questionnaire (n=288; 45% response). Preliminary analysis 

indicates public employees report favorable general attitudes toward workplace rule breaking 



at higher levels than actual rule breaking behaviors. Results show the framework models rule 

breaking behaviors and the favorability of attitudes toward rule breaking in different ways. 

Analysis suggests classic deterrence mechanisms (certainty of detection, severity of 

punishment) and supervisory relationships are the most important factors influencing pro-

social rule breaking, whereas destructive rule breaking is largely influenced by individual 

factors and relationships with coworkers and direct supervisors. Implications for public 

managers, contributions to the public administration and rules literatures, and directions for 

future research are discussed.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Introduction 

Public servants’ workplace behavior, particularly their decision-making and 

compliance with organizational policies and directives, and the public bureaucracy’s 

mechanisms of formal control remain the subjects of tremendous concern among public 

administration scholars and practitioners (Frank & Lombness, 1988; Meier & O’Toole, 2006; 

Bryer, 2007; DeHart-Davis, 2009b; Feeney & DeHart-Davis, 2009; Portillo, 2012). 

Substantial research focuses on the considerable autonomy and bureaucratic discretion 

enjoyed by frontline public employees (Loyens & Maesschalck, 2010) or “street level 

bureaucrats” (Lipsky, 1969), which is often exercised within decentralized settings and may 

contribute to strong challenges to formal political authority, democratic legitimacy, and 

policy implementation, including fragmentation and responsiveness to local stakeholder 

interests (Kaufman, 1960); elevation of personal values and beliefs over superiors’ objectives 

or preferences (Lipsky, 2010; Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2003); and expressions of 

growing dissatisfaction with their respective organizations (Farrell, 1983; Rusbult, Ferrell, 

Rogers, & Mainous, 1988). Further, similar discussions within public administration address 

organizational culture, the intrinsic and extrinsic motivations of public employees, and “what 

it means to act responsibly, ethically, and with integrity as a public servant” (O’Leary, 2010, 

p.8).  

In a related and often overlapping vein of literature, scholars dedicate considerable 

attention to our understanding of bureaucracy as a form of organization, coordination, and 

control and its ideal elements of office hierarchy and graded authority; official, written 
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process documents; impersonal and rational orientation toward tasks; highly specialized jobs 

and roles with a systematic division of labor; and the preeminence of formalized rules 

(Weber 1946; Blau, 1963; Pugh, Hickson, Hinings, MacDonald, Turner, & Lupton, 1963; 

Downs, 1967; Hinings, Pugh, Hickson, & Turner, 1967; Pugh, Hickson, Hinings, & Turner, 

1968; Perrow, 1986; Wilson, 1989; Brower & Abolafia, 1997; Olsen, 2006). In 

bureaucracies, Weber (1946) states, rules—with rule-following, the defining characteristic of 

bureaucracy—serve to “generally order the principle of fixed and official jurisdictional areas 

and strictly delimit the authority to give commands required for the discharge of official 

duties” (p.196). Rules, then, can serve to provide organizations with structure, predictability, 

and more highly programmed or seriable decision-making (Burns and Stalker, 1961). Rules 

“settle uncertainties and disagreements over what is to be done by supplanting moral 

considerations” (Alexander & Sherwin, 2001, p.4) and “channel the activities of lower 

participants toward the pursuit of organizational goals” (Brower & Abolafia, 1997, p.322). 

Rules, Goodsell (2000) writes, are “obviously essential to bureaucratic organizations, 

creating the basis for stability, continuity, and equity” (p.373). 

 These formal bureaucratic rules are a central focus of this dissertation. Specifically, 

this study investigates the effectiveness of organizational rules through a lens of employee 

reactions—both attitudinal and behavioral—to such written workplace directives as well as 

the conditions influencing this response in the public sector context. Here, the employee 

responses of interest center on street-level bureaucrats’ attitudes toward the appropriateness 

of workplace rule breaking, their self-reported rule breaking behaviors, and their motivations 

associated with these instances of on-the-job noncompliance with particular workplace 
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policies. In focusing on formal rules and their organizational consequences, this dissertation 

speaks to the broader discussions around bureaucratic control, organizational behavior, 

ethics, and the development of more effective workplace rules.  

1.2 Rules 

 Rules are widely accepted as core attributes of bureaucracy (Weber, 1946; Blau, 

1963; Pugh et al, 1963; Downs, 1967; Hinings et al, 1967; Pugh et al, 1968; Perrow, 1986; 

Wilson, 1989; Brower & Abolafia, 1997; Olsen, 2006). Rules are “central features of all 

human societies of which we have knowledge” (March, Schulz, & Zhou, 2000, p.7) and key 

elements of social and organizational analyses (Mills & Murgatroyd, 1991). March et al. 

(2000) note that “rules are ubiquitous in human behavior—with codes of written rules 

particularly conspicuous in formal organizations” (pp.8-9)—and that “written rules are 

distinctive elements of organizational history, possessing visibility and durability that elude 

nonwritten rules” (p.1). Further, they suggest that written rules “represent a major modern 

phenomena, as much of contemporary life is organized around them…and people care about 

them, partly because of their coercive nature, partly because of their symbolic standing” 

(March et al., 2000, p.18).  

 Walsh and Dewar (1987, p.218) describe rules as “expectations for interaction.” 

Rules are “usually considered to be required courses of action that allow little discretion 

(unlike policy statements) and do not have a chronological sequence dimension like 

procedures” (Jackson & Adams, 1979, p.269). Rules are intended to serve a great many 

purposes in formal organizations: coordination and control (Mills & Murgatroyd, 1991); 

rationalization of unpleasant actions (Gouldner, 1954; Perrow, 1986, pp.25-26); reduction of 
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the uncertainty and unpredictability of human behavior and organizational outputs (Cyert & 

March, 1963; Jackson & Adams, 1979; March et al., 2000); and stabilization and 

streamlining of decision-making under centralized control (Jackson & Adams, 1979; Downs, 

1967). Ultimately, rules, Mills and Murgatroyd (1991) argue, “help us make sense of 

organizational life” (p.19) while “generally controlling, constraining, guiding, and defining 

social action” (pp.3-4).  

 Despite their prominence and indispensability within modern bureaucracies, written 

rules suffer from substantial inconsistencies in their effectiveness. All rules are not created 

equally. Some rules are viewed as too cumbersome, excessively constraining, or perhaps 

even largely unnecessary (Kaufman, 1977; Bozeman, 1993; Bozeman & Feeney, 2011). 

Some rules are seen as more effective, characterized by consistent application, clear 

purposes, and valid means-ends relationships (DeHart-Davis, 2009a; 2009b). However, 

generally speaking, formal organizational rules constitute “only a part of a given reality and 

do not necessarily (or usually) conform to a direct representation of that reality” (Mills & 

Murgatroyd, 1991, pp.22-23). Perrow (1986, p.4), in his discussion of bureaucracy that 

applies evenly to rules, argues that “members should ideally act only in the organization’s 

interests:” that is, follow the rules. The problem, he states, is that “even if the interest of the 

organization in unambiguous, people do not exist just for organizations…and they track all 

kinds of mud from the rest of their lives into the organization” (Perrow, 1986, p.4). Maynard-

Moody and Musheno (2003) similarly find that rules are a central player in the tensions 

public employees experience in balancing their abidance with legal and cultural expectations. 

Citing the studies of Sudnow (1978) and Zimmerman (1970), Mills and Murgatroyd (1991) 



 

5 

note that bureaucratic rules “do not always serve as the final word” and are often “open to 

negotiation and the accommodation of circumstances” (pp.22-23). Thus, written rules are 

fraught with limitations and inconsistencies.  

 Rules are a ubiquitous feature of human social systems (Walsh & Dewar, 1987). 

However, rules “provide bureaucracy with both capabilities and opprobrium while being 

often honored by avoidance and defiance” (March et al., 2000, pp.5-6). DeHart-Davis 

(2009b) describes rules as: 

“[A] type of glue that binds public employees to their organizations. Through rule 

design and implementation, public organizations distribute resources, empower 

employees, communicate fairness and trust, and impart understanding. In response, 

public employees make judgments about rule attributes, judgments that inform their 

decisions to abide or not abide by the rules” (p.909). 

Similarly, Mills and Murgatroyd (1991) argue that “rules have to be interpreted and enacted, 

and it is through that process that actors may decide to ignore, change, challenge, or reject 

the rules” (pp.10-11). Lipsky (2010) suggests that rules themselves might limit 

organizational efficiency and supervision in street-level bureaucracies. He writes: 

[Rules] may be so voluminous and contradictory that they can only be enforced or 

invoked selectively. In most public welfare departments, regulations are 

encyclopedic, yet at the same time, they are constantly being changed. With such 

rules, adherence to anything but the most basic and fundamental precepts of 

eligibility cannot be expected…It would seem that the proliferation of rules and 
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responsibilities is only problematically related to the degree of discretion street-level 

bureaucrats enjoy (Lipsky, 2010, p.14).  

Thus, in spite of the mechanical and deterministic ideal, the capacity of formal organizational 

rules to effectively direct the behaviors of members remains deeply subject to workers’ 

interpretations and values. This dissertation focuses on public employees’ responses—

specifically those of child welfare social workers—to bureaucratic rules and seeks to explain 

their attitudes toward rule breaking, their decisions to bend or break particular written rules 

of their organizations, and the motivations and conditions influencing such rule breaking 

attitudes and behaviors.  

1.3 Rule Breaking 

 Rule breaking is conceptualized in a variety of ways. Generally, rule breaking can be 

viewed as an unintended consequence or outcome of formal rule development within 

organizations. DeHart-Davis (2009b) views these actions as “uncooperative” behavioral 

responses to rules and defines rule bending as an employee’s “willingness to depart from 

rules and procedures” (2007, p.893). Sekerka and Zolin (2007) write that rule bending 

involves “a decision to go around the formally stated obligations by not fully following a 

rule, requirement, procedure, or specification” (p.228) and is “engaging in work-related 

actions without complying with some aspect of the form or function of an existing rule that is 

outside one’s decision-making authority” (p.229). Martin, Lopez, Roscigno, and Hodson 

(2013), in their development of a theoretical framework of rule breaking, focus on the 

violations of formal, written organizational rules rather than violations of informal 

organizational norms (p.551). 
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 This dissertation draws from the scholarship of diverse literatures that examine rule 

breaking and closely related organizational phenomena, including organizational behavior 

(See Graham, 1986; Ackroyd & Thompson, 1999; and Vardi & Weitz, 2004); industrial and 

organizational psychology (e.g. counterproductive work behavior; See Puffer, 1987; 

Kelloway, Francis, Prosser, & Cameron, 2010; and Lau, Au, & Ho, 2003); sociology (e.g. 

interpersonal and organizational deviance; See Warren, 2003; Martin et al., 2013); 

communication (e.g. dissent; See Kassing 2011; Kassing, Piemonte, Goman, & Mitchell, 

2012); political science (See Pressman & Wildavsky, 1973; Brehm & Gates, 1997); and 

public administration (See O’Leary, 2006, 2010, 2014; DeHart-Davis, 2007, 2009a, 2009b). 

Since the 1970s, scholars have presented a variety of terms and constructs related to 

employees’ noncompliance with formal rules, use of organizational role-ascribed discretion 

and autonomy, and exercise of voice related to personal policy preferences, such as: 

 Bardach’s (1977) “workaround;” 

 Levin and Sanger’s (1994) “creative subversion;” 

 Ban’s (1995) “creative coper;” 

 Lipsky’s (2010) “street-level bureaucracy;” 

 Brower and Abolafia’s (1997) “politics from below;” 

 Brehm and Gates’ (1997) “working, shirking, and sabotage;” 

 O’Leary’s (2006, 2010, 2014) “guerrilla government;” and 

 Campbell’s (2012) “workaround.” 

This dissertation conceptualizes rule breaking as any intentional violation of a formal, 

written organizational rule. It is important to note here that no conceptual distinctions 
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between “rule-bending” and “rule-breaking” are presently forwarded; this approach is 

appropriate, given the few studies investigating this comparison (Sekerka & Zolin, 2007). 

Thus, rule breaking and rule bending will be used interchangeably. However, this dissertation 

does distinguish between the motivations associated with workplace rule breaking attitudes 

and behaviors. Rather than viewing rule breaking as a unidimensional phenomenon, this 

study places a special emphasis on the underlying motivations driving employee 

noncompliance, thus conceptualizing specific rule breaking behaviors and attitudes as either 

“pro-social” or “destructive” in nature. An investigation that distinguishes between pro-social 

and destructive rule-breaking based on their underlying motivations may likely reveal 

differences in both the potential hazards to be mitigated by leadership as well as 

opportunities for organizational improvement. For instance, destructive rule breaking 

associated with a particular rule, situational context, or employee profile may indicate a 

critical need for adaptation of employee oversight, including monitoring mechanisms, direct 

supervision strategies, or other person-oriented interventions (Hollinger & Clark, 1983b). 

Alternatively, pro-social rule breaking strongly associated with particular rules and contexts 

may serve as a “canary in the mineshaft,” suggesting excessively burdensome rules (e.g. red 

tape; See Bozeman, 1993; Feeney, 2012); employee training deficiencies (O’Leary, 2010); or 

problematic organizational cultures or climates (Dahling, Chau, Mayer, & Gregory, 2012).  

1.4 Pro-Social and Destructive Rule Breaking 

 “Rules are assumed to be functional,” Morrison (2006) writes, “and thus employees 

who fail to follow them are assumed to be self-interested or disenfranchised ‘deviants’ either 

focused on personal gain or trying to inflict harm on the organization” (p.7). Morrison rejects 
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this traditional perspective, a vantage point consistent with the “state-agent narrative” 

described by Maynard-Moody and Musheno (2000; 2003) and the assumptions of rational 

self-interest and opportunism undergirding works of agency theory (Eisenhardt, 1985; 1989) 

transaction cost economics (Williamson, 1981). Morrison argues the assumption that rule 

breaking is always or predominantly self-interested and destructive is grossly incomplete 

while suggesting that “sometimes, and perhaps often, rule breaking is pro-social rather than 

solely malevolent” (2006, p.7). This notion of pro-social action echoes the “citizen-agent 

narrative” forwarded by Maynard-Moody and Musheno (2000; 2003) as well as 

developments of stewardship theory (Davis, Schoorman, & Donaldson, 1997). Morrison 

defines pro-social rule breaking as an “intentional violation of a formal organizational policy, 

regulation, or prohibition with the primary intention of promoting the welfare of the 

organization or one of its stakeholders” (2006, pp.7-8), a conceptualization later used by 

Dahling, Chau, Mayer, and Gregory (2012) and Bryant, Davis, Hancock, and Vardaman 

(2010). For instance, an employee breaking rules to better serve her clients or to assist her 

overwhelmed coworker is engaging in pro-social rule breaking. A key element of this form 

of rule breaking is its “other-focus,” meaning the primary driver is the promotion of another 

individual, another group, or the organization rather than self-interest (e.g. inflicting harm, 

benefiting oneself). Pro-social rule breaking scholarship parallels work conducted around a 

variety of related constructs, including organizational dissent (O’Leary, 2006, 2014; Kassing, 

2011); constructive or positive deviance (Warren, 2003; Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 2004; 

Galperin, 2012; Vadera, Pratt, & Mishra, 2013); organizational citizenship behavior (Organ, 
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1988; LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002; Sackett, Berry, Wiemann, & Laczo, 2006; Taylor, 

2013) and workarounds (Campbell, 2012). 

 In contrast, destructive rule breaking reflects the traditional views of employee or 

agent noncompliance, assuming self-interested, opportunistic behaviors in the absence of 

effective monitoring and control mechanisms. This perspective is consistent with agency 

theory (Eisenhardt, 1985, 1989), transaction cost economics (Williamson, 1981), and notions 

of the predominant “state-agent narrative” described by Maynard-Moody and Musheno 

(2000; 2003). This dissertation defines destructive rule breaking as any instance of an 

employee intentionally violating a formal organizational policy, regulation, or prohibition 

with the primary intention of self-interest or producing harmful outcomes for the 

organization, its members or stakeholders, or both. For example, an employee breaking rules 

to work fewer hours than his organization expects or to actively work against an 

organizational mission he neither values nor supports is engaging in destructive rule 

breaking. This conceptualization of destructive rule breaking draws from scholarly work 

conducted around destructive deviance (Warren, 2003); organizational and interpersonal 

deviance (Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Nair & Bhatnagar, 2011); counterproductive work 

behavior (Spector, Fox, Penney, Bruursema, Goh, & Kessler, 2006; O’Boyle, Forsyth, & 

O’Boyle, 2011); shirking and sabotage (Brehm & Gates, 1997); and organizational 

misbehavior (Ackroyd & Thompson, 1999; Vardi & Weitz, 2004). 

 Public employees’ attitudes toward rule breaking and their self-reported rule breaking 

behaviors of both pro-social and destructive motivations are both likely influenced by a 

variety of individual and situational factors (Morrison, 2006; Dahling et al., 2012; Vardi & 
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Weiner, 1996; Bennett, 1998; Robinson & Bennett, 1995; Robinson & Greenberg, 1999; 

Ackroyd & Thompson, 1999). Recent scholarship in organizational behavior calls for 

research developing multi-level perspectives and theory (Klein, Tosi, & Cannella, 1999; 

Vardi & Weitz, 2004; Kish-Gephart, Harrison, & Trevino, 2010). That is, rather than 

exploring these phenomena through the nearly exclusive lenses of individualized, personal 

factors in the tradition of applied psychology or group and situational influences in the 

tradition of sociology, scholars are encouraged to design studies investigating correlates and 

antecedents across the individual-interactional-organizational continuum. Vardi and Weitz 

(2004) present a conceptual model for future research around the antecedents of 

organizational misbehavior that incorporates individual-level factors (e.g. personality traits, 

attitudes, affect), position- and group-level factors (e.g. supervision, peer dynamics), and 

organization-level factors (e.g. control systems, structure). Similarly, O’Boyle, Forsyth, and 

O’Boyle (2011) forward a multi-level approach, suggesting this perspective is “more 

theoretically egalitarian, assumes that individual-, group-, and organizational-level variables 

operate conjointly, and appropriately recognizes the contextual nature of moral behavior, in 

general” (pp.44-45).  

This dissertation presents a conceptual framework consistent with these calls for a 

multi-level theoretical approach that seeks to investigate and compare the relative effects of 

four classes of predictor variables on public employees’ rule-breaking attitudes and 

behaviors: 1) individual factors (conscientiousness, affective organizational commitment, and 

turnover intentions); 2) coworker influences (feedback-seeking targeting coworkers and 

perceptions of coworkers’ rule breaking); 3) supervisory influences (leader-member 
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exchange and feedback-seeking targeting direct supervisor); and 4) organizational factors 

(centralization, formalization, rule consistency, certainty of detection, and severity of 

punishment). Figure 1.1 illustrates the conceptual model of this dissertation. 

 

 
INDIVIDUAL FACTORS 

*Conscientiousness 

*Affective organizational commitment 

*Turnover intention 

 

 

COWORKER INFLUENCE 

*Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers1    PRO-SOCIAL RULE BREAKING 

*Perceived coworker rule-breaking, direct    *Attitudes 

*Perceived coworker rule-breaking, indirect   *Self-reported behaviors 

 

 

SUPERVISOR INFLUENCE 

*Feedback-seeking targeting supervisor    DESTRUCTIVE RULE BREAKING 

*Leader-member exchange (LMX)    *Attitudes 

        *Self-reported behaviors 

 

ORGANIZATION FACTORS 

*Centralization 

*Formalization 

*Rule consistency 

*Certainty of detection 

*Severity of punishment 

 

Figure 1.1: Conceptual Framework of Pro-Social and Destructive Rule Breaking 

 

1.5 Research Questions 

 Scholars, most notably Weber (1946), argue that the rule-following of organizational 

members is a key element of any modern bureaucracy and perhaps the keystone of 

                                                 
1 The direct effects of feedback-seeking behavior targeting coworkers are not investigated. This variable is 

hypothesized to moderate the relationship between perceived coworker rule breaking and pro-social and 

destructive rule breaking.  
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organizational performance. However, the works of Kaufman (1960), Lipsky (2010), Brower 

and Abolafia (1997), Gianakis (1994), Maynard-Moody and Musheno (2000; 2003), and 

others strongly suggest that the job perceptions, in-role discretion, and decision-making of 

frontline employees may substantially affect the manner in which organizational policies—

i.e. rules—are implemented in practice, particularly in dispersed, decentralized institutional 

settings. Public employees’ intentional violations of formal rules certainly represent frontline 

discretion and decision-making, but also substantial challenges to traditional notions of 

democratic governance, bureaucratic control, and political accountability (Brehm & Gates, 

1997; Meier & O’Toole, 2006; Hupe & Hill, 2007). Thus, this dissertation seeks to contribute 

to our understanding of rules, rule-breaking, and, more generally, bureaucratic behavior. 

Accordingly, the research questions broadly ask: 

1. What (a) individual factors; (b) coworker influences; (c) supervisory influences; 

and (d) organizational factors are associated with street-level bureaucrats’ 

attitudes toward (i) pro-social rule breaking and (ii) destructive rule breaking? 

2. What (a) individual factors; (b) coworker influences; (c) supervisory influences; 

and (d) organizational factors are associated with street-level bureaucrats’ (i) pro-

social rule breaking behaviors and (ii) destructive rule breaking behaviors? 

3. Do (a) individual factors; (b) coworker influences; (c) supervisory influences; and 

(d) organizational factors differentially influence pro-social and destructive rule 

breaking attitudes and behaviors? Meaning, do these predictors model rule 

breaking attitudes and behaviors in similar or dissimilar ways? 
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1.6 Whose Rules? Which Rules? 

 A better understanding of the myriad motivations underlying street-level bureaucrats’ 

noncompliance with formal rules is important, most notably for the probable differences in 

the antecedents of such behaviors—a central emphasis of this dissertation—as well as the 

most appropriate organizational interventions to increase rule abidance and the potential 

consequences of rule breaking (e.g. individual or organizational performance gains or losses). 

The institutional context—the setting or stage upon which these actors perform—is critical to 

our improved understanding of organizational behavior. Keiser, Wilkins, Meier, and Holland 

(2002) argue that “we cannot understand bureaucratic behavior without taking into account 

the institutions in which the behavior takes place” (p.555). Some recent work, most notably 

theoretical scholarship around workplace deviance and counterproductive work behavior, 

calls for more studies focusing on developing our related knowledge of in-role and extra-role 

behaviors within specific organizations or occupations (Bowling & Gruys, 2010) rather than 

generic measures or models that may contain irrelevant or less than meaningful behaviors. 

This logic of context restriction or specification is seemingly congruent with that of the push 

for middle-range theories of public administration more broadly (Perry, 1991). 

To that end, this dissertation centers its investigation on a particular type of public 

organization—a state government social services agency that provides child welfare and 

protective services in every county—and the attitudes and behaviors of the social workers 

employed with and providing foster care, investigations, and case management services 

therein. Social workers—the quintessential frontline public servants—are principal actors in 

several related works that are highly influential in public administration and the study of 
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bureaucracy, including Lipsky’s (2010) Street-Level Bureaucracy, Brehm and Gates’ (1997) 

Working, Shirking, and Sabotage, and Maynard-Moody and Musheno’s (2003) Cops, 

Teachers, Counselors. 

 In a manner consistent with this strategy to more clearly define or restrict our 

contextual universe, this dissertation explicitly limits its investigation of rule breaking 

behaviors to specific written rules of common use in the day-to-day work activities of child 

welfare social workers. This list of rules centers around three major work functions: 

documentation and information management, case management, and service selection and 

eligibility. The list of rules was developed in conjunction with a small group of senior child 

welfare social workers of a state government social services agency. In asking them about 

specific formal rules of their organization, respondents in this study are given a “frame of 

reference” and thus creating context-specific items. Some scholars of applied psychology 

argue this approach can “improve the psychometric properties of the instrument” (Baranik, 

Barron, & Finney, 2010, p.158) and failing to do so may lead to increased measurement error 

and decreased validity (Bing, Whanger, Davison, & Van Hook, 2004). In sum, this 

dissertation places a special emphasis on certain public employees and specific formal 

workplace rules rather than universal notions of “employees” and “rules.” 

1.7 Contributions to the Literature 

 This dissertation contributes to the study of public administration, bureaucracy, and 

organizational behavior in that it investigates unintended outcomes of—or “uncooperative 

behavioral responses” (DeHart-Davis, 2009b) to—the development and implementation of 

formal organizational rules: the rule breaking attitudes and behaviors of frontline public 
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servants. A deeper understanding of the relationship between individual, situational, and 

organizational factors, particularly within the context of a street-level bureaucracy, benefits 

the growing body of knowledge around bureaucratic control in the face of a democratic 

public and the crafting of more effective rules.  

This dissertation adds to the public administration rules literature in several directions 

not yet undertaken in large measure within the organizational research community. First, this 

study advances a multi-level theoretical approach that includes individual-, meso-, and 

organizational-level antecedents and bridges the micro-macro theoretical gap, an avenue 

consistent with emerging expectations of organizational research (Vardi & Weiner, 1996; 

Klein et al., 1999; MacLean, 2001; Vardi & Weitz, 2004; Kish-Gephart et al., 2010; O’Boyle 

et al., 2011). Second, this dissertation does not rely on universal conceptions of formal 

“rules” and “rule breaking,” but rather specifies particular written workplace rules germane 

to the study subjects’ occupational field and institutional setting for inquiry. Further, this 

research makes distinctions between the pro-social (i.e. other-focused) and destructive (i.e. 

self-interested) motives associated with employees’ attitudes and behaviors around rule 

breaking at work rather than relying on a unidimensional phenomenon of “rule breaking” or 

“rule bending,” an approach only recently and predominantly developing within the pro-

social rule breaking literature (Morrison, 2006; Dahling et al., 2012). Third, this dissertation 

explores the influences of individual, relational, and organizational factors on both the 

favorability of attitudes toward rule breaking and the frequencies of self-reported rule 

breaking behaviors, an approach not found in a recent review of the related literatures. And, 

lastly, consistent with the recent position forwarded by Bowling and Gruys (2010), the study 



 

17 

employs situational-specific measures of rule breaking and has a context intentionally 

bounded to a particular public sector institutional setting, a state government social services 

agency, and a single occupation, child welfare social workers.  

1.8 Conclusion and Preview 

 Chapter 1 highlights both the significance, ubiquity, and key roles of written rules in 

modern bureaucracies as well as the realities that rules commonly suffer from inconsistent 

effectiveness and unintended consequences. Chief among these outcomes is rule breaking, 

the intentional failures of employees to comply with formal organizational rules. The 

motivations of this noncompliance are likely multi-dimensional, with attitudes and behaviors 

compelled either by an “other-focus” or self-interest, two constructs conceptualized here as 

pro-social and destructive rule-breaking, respectively. Rule breaking is argued to result from 

the interaction of individual and situational variables. That perspective leads this research to 

investigate the effects of individual, coworker, supervisory, and organizational factors on 

both pro-social and destructive rule breaking attitudes and behaviors. Chapter 1 concludes 

with a brief description of the institutional setting of the research and the contributions of this 

dissertation to the rules, organizational behavior, and public administration literatures. 

 This dissertation is written in five chapters. Chapter 2 reviews the relevant literature 

of rules of a general sense, written workplace rules, and rule breaking and other types of 

organizational misbehavior before proposing this study’s hypotheses. Chapter 3 discusses the 

dissertation’s original survey, pilot study, and dataset; presents the operational definitions of 

the study’s dependent and independent variables; and provides an overview of the study’s 

quantitative methodology. Chapter 4 presents the analysis—including scale and index 
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development, descriptive statistics, ANOVA, and multiple and generalized regression—and 

results of hypothesis testing. Chapter 5 concludes the dissertation with a discussion of the 

broader implications of the study’s findings, contributions and limitations of the study, and 

directions for future research.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction 

 Rules permeate human behavior and organization. March and his colleagues (2000) 

argue that written rules “represent a major modern phenomenon for organized life in 

contemporary organizations” (p.18). Written rules are ubiquitous in modern times, the 

“central organizing component of an organization and are present in bureaucracies, 

technologies, hierarchies, practices, policies, procedures, job descriptions, procurement and 

purchasing contracts, accounting and budgeting procedures and guidelines, personnel 

policies, strategic plans, and delineations of jurisdictions” (Keiser & Kubicek, 1992; Levitt & 

March, 1988; Miner, 1987; Schulz, 2003; Zhou, 1993 in Bozeman & Feeney, 2011, p.33). 

Yet, despite this impressive stature within organizational life, the development of written 

rules results in inconsistencies in their efficacy in guiding and producing predictable member 

behavior, including the uncooperative response of rule breaking. The willingness of 

employees to intentionally work around, disregard, or stretch the spirit of parts or all of 

written rules is an unintended consequence that is a source of unease for organizations. This 

concern is of particularly high interest for public sector agencies that exist in the face of a 

democratic polity, its governance, and calls for political accountability and bureaucratic 

responsiveness (Lipsky, 2010; Brehm & Gates, 1997; Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2003; 

Hupe & Hill, 2007; Bryer, 2007). 

 Recent scholarship suggests that not all rule breaking behaviors are motivated by the 

assumptions of self-interest and opportunism associated, for instance, with works of agency 

theory and the principal-agent problem (Fama & Jensen, 1983; Eisenhardt, 1985, 1989). 
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Morrison (2006) is largely credited for the emergence of pro-social rule breaking as a 

construct distinct from traditional notions of deviance, behaviors characterized by an “other-

focus” and an actor’s motives to help their organization and its stakeholders. This important 

distinction is reflected in this dissertation’s dependent variables, measures of public 

employees’ pro-social and destructive rule breaking attitudes and behaviors. The related 

literature strongly suggests that multi-level models—that is, the inclusion of micro-, meso-, 

and macro-level theories and predictors—are most appropriate for empirical investigation of 

rule breaking as these behaviors are likely the products of the interactions between individual 

and situational variables (Klein, Tosi, & Cannella, 1999; Kish-Gephart, Harrison, & Trevino, 

2010). Accordingly, this dissertation explores the influences of four classes of independent 

variables across the micro-macro organizational spectrum on rule breaking attitudes and 

behaviors. DeHart-Davis (2009a) notes that the predominant approach to studying rule 

abidance is the forwarding of individual or organizational explanations, a direction from 

which she departs in looking at attributes of the rules themselves. This dissertation 

incorporates strategies from all three of these perspectives. 

 This chapter presents a review of the relevant literature and the hypothesized 

predictors of pro-social and destructive rule breaking attitudes and behaviors. The chapter 

begins with a discussion of written rules and their intended roles within organizations. Next, 

the chapter addresses rule breaking, both generally and in the forms of pro-social and 

destructive phenomena. Following the discussion of the dependent variables, the chapter 

presents arguments for the importance and hypothesized effects of a set of predictor variables 

that include:  
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1) individual factors: conscientiousness, affective organizational commitment, and 

turnover intentions; 

2) coworker influences: perceived coworker rule breaking (via direct observation 

and indirect knowledge) and feedback-seeking targeting coworkers; 

3) supervisory influences: leader-member exchange (LMX) and feedback-seeking 

targeting direct supervisor; and 

4) organizational factors: centralization, formalization, rule consistency, perceived 

certainty of detection, and perceived severity of punishment. 

The chapter concludes with a summary of the hypothesized relationships that are tested in 

Chapter Four. 

2.2 Rules in Organizations 

 Mills and Murgatroyd (1991) write that “the concept of rules has long been afforded 

importance within social and organizational analyses, from Durkheim’s (1966, 1968) anomie 

to Marx’s (1966, 1973) focus on physical and ideological control to Weber’s (1946) concerns 

with rationality and the organizational rules of bureaucracy” (p.16). Given their status as a (if 

not the) chief mechanism of organization and the heavy expectations associated with their 

consequences, the attention rules have historically received is seemingly well earned. 

Systems of written rules are intended to create consistency of collective appropriate behavior 

(Jackson & Adams, 1979); predictable, routinized processes, activities, and outcomes (March 

et al., 2000); stability of decision-making (Jackson & Adams, 1979; Bozeman & Feeney, 

2011); clear lines of authority and centralized coordination (Downs, 1967; Mills & 

Murgatroyd, 1991); justification of unpleasant actions (Perrow, 1986); penalties for 
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violations (Jackson & Adams, 1979; March et al., 2000); and, perhaps most importantly for 

public sector organizations, assurances of accountability, equity, responsiveness, and ethical 

behavior (Brewer & Walker, 2010, p.418; Welch & Pandey, 2007). Charles Perrow (1986, 

p.26) describes bluntly the purposes of—and subtle tensions within—organizational rules: 

Rules do a lot of things in organizations: they protect as well as restrict; coordinate as 

well as block; channel effort as well as limit it; permit universalism as well as provide 

sanctuary for the inept; maintain stability as well as retard change; permit diversity as 

well as restrict it. They constitute the organizational memory and the means for 

change. 

Thus, it is clear that systems of written rules are created to accomplish many ends. 

 Rules are viewed in a variety of ways in related literatures. Alexander and Sherwin 

(2001) argue that a set of rules constitutes a “mechanism for authoritatively settling 

disagreements and uncertainties over what is to be done” (p.26). Mills and Murgatroyd 

(1991) describe another generalized view that sees “rules as the formal requirements of an 

organization which seeks to determine and shape the actions of individuals and groups in that 

organization” (p.31), a perspective very much consistent with the mechanistic, functional 

ideal associated with Weberian (1946) bureaucracy and rational-legal authority. Bozeman 

(2000) argues that all formal rules share three dimensions: (1) behavioral requirements, (2) 

implementation mechanisms, and (3) enforcement provisions. Thus, as Bozeman and Feeney 

(2011, p.34) write, “rules tell organizational members what must be done, by whom, and 

under what circumstances, thus ensuring continuity of actions and practice…Each formal, 
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organizationally sanctioned rule specifies some behavior that is either required or 

prohibited.”  

 The preceding discussion presents views of rules imbued with notions of rationality, 

authority and bureaucratic power, and managing behaviors of organizational members. This 

is the traditional conception of rules in the literature, yet not the only perspective forwarded 

by scholars. March and his colleagues (2000), in their discussion of the dynamic nature of 

organizational rules, suggest that “four distinct, yet not mutually exclusive, images of rules 

are common in the literature: the first, which is consistent with the previous discussion, sees 

rules as conscious, rational efforts to organize intelligently; the second sees rules as 

proliferating organisms; the third sees rules as part of the construction of organizational 

reality; and the fourth sees rules as encodings of history’s lessons learned” (p.11). It is also 

important to note that rules are commonly viewed as social constructions. “A rule,” Bozeman 

and Feeney (2011, p.35) write, “is a social concept that has no existence without social 

meaning because a defining characteristic of rules is a set of behavioral requirements, which 

is itself inherently social.” (p.35).  

 Formal written rules are regularly contrasted with the informal unwritten rules or 

social norms of an organization. Written rules are argued to have “visibility and durability 

that elude unwritten rules” (March et al., 2000, p.1), a stabilizing effect on organizations, and 

“an association with stronger employee knowledge of the rule” (Bozeman & Feeney, 2011, 

p.34). DeHart-Davis (2009a) finds that written rules, by legitimizing rule requirements, can 

“empower rule implementers and facilitate compliance” (p.375). March and his colleagues 

(2000) state that written rules are “symbols that appeal to the outside world, and may have 



 

24 

little to do with the beliefs or internal operations of the organization. They convey the image 

of orderliness, authority structure, appropriate policies and practice. These functions cannot 

be performed as well by informal rules, which are difficult for an outsider to discern and 

fathom” (p.21). Informal rules have been established as important elements of organization 

and cooperative behavior in the literature (e.g., Barnard, 1938; Selznick, 1948). However, 

consistent with recent work in public administration (DeHart-Davis, 2007; Sekerka & Zolin, 

2007), formal written rules are the explicit focus of this dissertation as they have the 

advantage of not only being written but also possessing more consistent meanings among 

employees across work units within organizations. 

 The view of rules as social constructions (Bozeman & Feeney, 2011) highlights the 

importance of organizational members’ interactions with formal policies, especially their 

sensemaking (Christiansen & Varnes, 2009; Weick, Sutcliffe, & Obstfeld, 2005) and 

interpretations of (Cunha & Cabral-Cardoso 2006) the rules. Therefore, attention must be 

paid to the resultant attitudes and behaviors of focal members to better understand 

bureaucratic rules and their effectiveness as organizing and behavior-guiding mechanisms. 

Weber’s (1946) theory of bureaucracy is criticized by some scholars who argue that his 

presentation of bureaucratic form and action is incomplete. Gouldner (1954) states that 

Weber inappropriately assumes “that the cultural setting of a specific bureaucracy would be 

neutral toward different methods of initiating bureaucratic rules (i.e. agreed-upon versus 

imposed rules)” and that his “silence on several questions produces theoretical tensions, 

particularly ‘to whom did the rules have to be useful if bureaucratic authority was to be 

effective?’” (p.20). Pugh and his colleagues observe that Weber “gave only a description of 
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the formal (i.e. intended) characteristics of bureaucracy and left out the unintended 

consequences which may have very important disrupting effects upon the organization. 

Crucial significance must be given to the attitudes, values, and goals of specialist subunits 

and individuals and the way in which these continuously modify the organizations’ formal 

structure” (Pugh, 1966, p.239; Pugh, Hickson, Hinings, Macdonald, Turner, & Lupton, 

1963). Pugh et al. (1963) note that “bureaucratic functioning is influenced by behavioral 

factors that Weber did not consider” (pp.294-295). These “unintended consequences” of rule 

development and “behavioral factors” are certainly reflected in the rule breaking behaviors 

and attitudes of street-level bureaucrats—the subject population of this dissertation—whose 

day-to-day frontline work is argued to inherently demand significant discretion, a drive for 

autonomy, and fluid interpretation of rules by situation in the face of frequently ambiguous 

policy goals and messy performance outcomes (Lipsky, 2010; Gianakis, 1994; Loyens & 

Maesschalck, 2010; Brockmann, 2015). The following sections will review the literature 

around both rule breaking in general and in the forms of pro-social and destructive actions.  

2.3 Rule Breaking 

 The wide array of purposes of organizational rules is well established, yet questions 

remain regarding the effectiveness of written rules and the variables associated with such 

performance. This implies an inclination among scholars to label rules as “good” or “bad,” 

and to seek to investigate the antecedents and outcomes of this arguably oversimplified 

dichotomy as well as opportunities for change. Perrow (1986) illustrates: 

Rules protect those who are subject to them. Rules are means of preserving group 

autonomy and freedom; to reduce the number of rules in an organization generally 
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means to make it more impersonal, more inflexible, and more standardized. But even 

given this, rules are still a bore. We would all prefer to be free of them, or so it would 

seem. Actually only some rules are bores. The good, effective rules are rarely noticed; 

the bad ones stand out. Bad rules are inevitable. Some merely reflect the fact that 

people make rules, and people are not generally geniuses. The problem is not rules in 

general, but particular ones that need changing” (p.24).  

Perrow’s colorful words—and the preceding discussion of rules as social constructions—

make evident that written rules have limitations of their effectiveness, particularly in their 

capacity to invariably direct individual behavior within a collective and to address an 

exhaustive universe of applicable rule-use scenarios. Other complications of rules include the 

potential conflict created by “the imposition of bureaucratic rules upon the work of certain 

professional groups socialized to expect autonomy; the time and resource commitments that 

make it almost impossible to follow a given set of rules; and the disruptive effects of strict 

adherence to bureaucratic rules seen with work-to-rule tactics in industrial relations” (Mills 

& Murgatroyd, 1991, pp.22-23). Rule breaking may be viewed as a comparable complication 

for rule development and effectiveness in this sense, an unintended consequence of formal 

rules that threatens promises of stability, control, and predictability. However, DeHart-Davis 

(2007) notes that “rule bending, like rule following, can be organizationally pathological 

(Bensman & Rosenberg, 1963; Cohen, 1965) or beneficial (Goodsell, 2004; Merton, 1940)” 

(p.892). Consistent with DeHart-Davis (2007), Sekerka and Zolin (2007), and others, this 

dissertation forwards no a priori assumptions or normative judgments of rule breaking, 

whether right or wrong, ethical or unethical, or beneficial or detrimental. 
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 Rule breaking is defined and conceptualized in different ways by scholars of various 

literatures. O’Leary’s (2006, 2014) “guerrilla government” describes “the actions of career 

public servants who work against the wishes—either implicitly or explicitly communicated—

of their superiors” (2010, p.8). Campbell’s (2012) “workaround” refers to “strategies 

employed by public managers that treat directives as starting points for negotiation, use 

performance to justify discretion, and establish local goals as an alternative locus of 

accountability…and these ‘workarounds’ prompt a local response that is counter to the 

procedure or rule but responsive to the underlying policy intent” (p.721). DeHart-Davis 

(2007), in presenting the “unbureaucratic personality” characterized by rule bending 

intentions and attitudes, defines rule bending as “a willingness to depart from rules and 

procedures” (p.893), argues that “rule benders knowingly violate procedure,” and thus 

forwards rule bending as “an intentional behavior” (p.894). Sekerka and Zolin (2007) write 

that “rule bending is engaging in work-related actions without complying with some aspect 

of the form (i.e. the letter of the law or specifics) or function (i.e. the spirit or intent of the 

rule) of an existing rule that is outside one’s decision-making authority,” (pp.228-229). 

Further, they state:  

Rule bending involves a decision to go around the formally stated obligations by not 

fully following a rule, requirement, procedure, or specification. Employees may 

engage in rule bending openly or through quiet, discreet, or even secretive circum-

vention. The employee is aware that the rule exists, but may not be aware of its full 

requirements. Thus, a rule is bent if an employee moves to accomplish tasks without 

full compliance with specifications. It is not considered rule bending if the employee 
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garners authorized exception, securing formal approval to override the rule or provide 

less than complete adherence…Rule bending applies to employees who choose not to 

adhere to a rule when it is outside their range of legitimate power. Whether they 

realize it or not, personnel who choose to bend a rule assume responsibility and 

liability for the decision to engage in this alternative action (p.228).2  

In a more relaxed description, Veiga, Golden, and Dechant (2004) write: “Whether we call 

such maneuvering bending the rules or making exceptions, essentially it involves rule 

breaking” (p.85).3 Tyler and Blader (2005) define rule breaking as “a decision to ignore or 

violate organizational rules…that is, deviant behaviors that are damaging and prohibited by 

organizational rules” (p.1146). Rule breaking is reflected in Brehm and Gates’ (1997) 

conceptualization of sabotage, asking if social workers “fudge” paperwork to keep clients 

eligible or bend rules to get things done. Sackett et al. (2006) and Vardi and Weitz (2004) 

characterize work rule violations as counterproductive work behavior and organizational 

misbehavior, respectively. Related constructs enveloping rule breaking include antisocial 

behavior (Giacalone & Greenberg, 1997), noncompliant behavior (Puffer, 1987), and 

workplace deviance (Robinson & Bennett, 1995; Bennett & Robinson, 2000).  

 The literature reveals a lack of consensus around the prevalence of employee rule 

breaking behaviors in public, private, and nonprofit organizations. However, some suggest 

                                                 
2 Sekerka and Zolin (2007) make distinctions between “rule bending” and “rule breaking,” arguing that “rule-

benders attempt to comply with some part of the rule, whereas rule-breakers ignore or disregard the rule 

altogether” (p.229). This distinction is not the approach taken in this dissertation. Rather, distinctions are made 

between underlying motivations of attitudes and behaviors (i.e. pro-social and destructive). “Rule bending” and 

“rule breaking” are used synonymously for the purposes of this research. It should be noted that Sekerka and 

Zolin (2007) acknowledge that “the literature still lacks clear distinctions between rule breaking and rule 

bending” (p.228) 
3 This position taken by Veiga and his colleagues (2004) is one shared with the researcher.  
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that “employees face choices every day that pit obedience to formal organizational rules 

against responsiveness, innovation, customer service, or compassion” (Morrison, 2006, p.6). 

Tyler and Blader (2005) argue that there is “extensive evidence that noncompliance in 

organizations is widespread” (p.1143). DeHart-Davis (2007) writes, “There is substantial 

evidence that employees at all hierarchical levels bend rules, although it appears to be more 

the exception than the rule (Blau, 1963; March, 1994; Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2003)” 

(p.893). Loyens (2014) argues that “rule bending is a well-known practice in law 

enforcement worldwide with links to concepts like ‘noble cause corruption’ and ‘Dirty 

Harry’ tactics in the police culture literature” (p.62). DeHart-Davis (2009b) finds that 

although individuals are mostly observed following the rules, evidence also suggests that 

workers are “bending parts of rules (Blau, 1963; Sekerka & Zolin, 2007), violating the letter 

or spirit of rules (Sekerka & Zolin, 2007; Gouldner, 1954), and completely disregarding rules 

(Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2003; O’Leary, 2006)” (p.901). Veiga et al. (2004), 

acknowledging the limitations of deviance research and threats of social desirability bias, 

admit that “it probably goes without saying that the actual extent of rule bending may never 

be fully known, since we assume that many of the more egregious cases are likely to be well 

concealed” (p.85). 

 Scholars note some of the challenges facing the development of the rules and rule 

breaking literatures, including a lack of consistent theoretical models. DeHart-Davis (2007) 

concludes:  

 It is striking how little empirical public administration research has been devoted to  
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unbureaucratic behavior. Perhaps this inattentiveness is attributable to the inherent 

paradox of a behavior that is individually admired but collectively feared. Who 

among us does not like rules to be bent in our favor? Yet bent rules make tiny cracks 

in organizational systems, which can accumulate to major fissures in hierarchical 

power structures. Herein lies another potential explanation for the intellectual 

dormancy of unbureaucratic behavior: the emphasis on a phenomenon that is beyond 

hierarchical control and inherently difficult to evaluate (p.901). 

In a similarly insistent, yet perhaps more gloomy, evaluation MacLean (2001) critically 

writes that: 

[D]espite the apparent significance of rule breaking behavior in organizations, 

research in this area has yet to yield theoretical models that consistently explain and 

predict under what conditions rule breaking will occur. This is no doubt the result of 

the complexity of the phenomena as well as the difficulty of gaining organizational 

access to explore this darker side of organizational behavior. Given these constraints 

and the fact that the theoretical roots of rule breaking in organizations are fragmented 

across disciplines such as sociology, criminology, organizational studies, law, and 

psychology, few models of rule breaking enjoy both consistent empirical support and 

offer integrated theoretical perspectives from these diverse disciplines (p.168).  

Some public administration scholars likely resist the idea that rule breaking research and its 

heavy interdisciplinary nature is thwarted or hampered by the presence of strangers of many 

disciplines and the lack of a grand theory (Riccucci, 2010).  
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Despite MacLean’s (2001) take and similar critical assessments of the extant rule 

breaking research, scholars of public administration and other fields continue to explore the 

variables and contexts associated with this organizational phenomenon. Thompson (1977) 

suggests that “rule bending may be purely a function of individual disposition, whereas 

Blau’s (1963) and Maynard-Moody and Musheno’s (2003) rule bending seeks to overcome 

procedures that are perceived as barriers to performance” (DeHart-Davis, 2007, p.894). 

Research shows evidence of significant relationships between measures of rule bending and 

rule-value conflicts (Loyens, 2014; Sekerka & Zolin, 2007), organizational power, 

hierarchical position, gender, (Portillo & DeHart-Davis, 2009), age, and ethnicity (Portillo, 

2012). Green tape theory holds that attributes of the rules themselves—that is, “written 

requirements, with valid means-ends relationships, which employ optimal control, and are 

consistently applied—can increase the probability of rule effectiveness” (DeHart-Davis, 

2009a, p.361; 2009b). Evidence strongly suggests that rule breaking is influenced by the 

interactions between individualized, personal characteristics and situational or environmental 

factors (Henderson, 2013; DeHart-Davis, 2007; Loyens, 2014). 

 Qualitative and quantitative studies reveal interesting and diverse reasons or 

justifications for employees’ rule breaking behaviors and intentions. Bourdieu (2005 in 

Portillo, 2012) argues that bureaucrats can “efficiently build social capital and a positive 

reputation with the citizens they interact with” by granting exceptions or bending rules 

(p.89). Sekerka and Zolin (2007) suggest that public administrators, who are expected to 

“achieve their objectives with fewer resources in the face of increasing bureaucratic 

procedures, may receive little guidance for rule exceptions or conflicts and even experience 
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heightened pressures to engage in rule bending behavior” (p.225). Recognizing the tensions 

within the work of public administrators, Downs (1967) writes: “In democracies, officials are 

caught between the conflicting instructions to be impersonal in their applications of the rules 

and to give warm and friendly service with a personal touch to each client. It takes some fast 

footwork to accomplish these goals simultaneously” (p.60). Veiga et al. (2004) find that 

executives self-report rule bending behavior around three themes: “performance-based 

judgment calls, faulty rules, and socially embedded norms” (p.85-86). Maynard-Moody and 

Musheno (2003) find that street-level bureaucrats—who enjoy substantial authority and 

discretion in their daily work—make judgments of the character and worthiness of citizens 

based on moral beliefs and identities, choosing to act either as a strict rule-following “state 

agent” or as a rule-bending “citizen agent.” Portillo (2012) suggests that bureaucrats may 

bend rules for selfish or altruistic reasons, creating a paradox of rules as rule bending “tends 

to be individually admired and collectively feared” (p.90). Puffer (1987) makes an interesting 

case for the importance of better understanding rule bending, writing: 

Noncompliant behavior refers to breaking rules or norms and describes behaviors that 

have been previously incorporated in general compliance, intra-role behavior, 

impersonal conscientiousness, and attendance. It is argued that the act of not 

complying with established rules and practices is more informative about an 

individual than is compliance. There may be many reasons why people obey the 

rules—to fulfill the psychological contract of standard business conduct, to avoid 

sanctions, and because of habit, to name a few. Taken to its extreme, compliance can 
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be phony and even destructive…Noncompliant behavior is probably more active, 

deliberate, and premeditated than simply obeying the rules (p.616). 

This dissertation acknowledges the multi-dimensional nature of rule breaking and 

investigates the underlying motivations in bureaucrats’ decisions to break formal written 

rules, making distinctions between the pro-social and destructive rule breaking attitudes and 

behaviors of the social workers of a state government child welfare agency. The following 

section will review the literature around these organizational phenomena, which are this 

dissertation’s dependent variables.  

2.3.1 Pro-Social Rule Breaking 

 Morrison (2006) presents the construct of pro-social rule breaking, rejecting 

traditional economic perspectives that view organizational deviance and expressions of 

dissent as functions of self-interest, opportunism, malevolence, displaced goals, or the 

presence of weak control mechanisms (Eisenhardt, 1985, 1989; Williamson, 1981). Morrison 

(2006) writes: 

Employees often do act out their feelings of disengagement, anger, or entitlement by 

purposefully violating existing policies and procedures (Giacalone & Greenberg, 

1997; Hollinger 1986; Vardi & Weitz, 2004). Yet to conceptualize employee rule 

breaking as always self-interested and destructive, or even as predominantly self-

interested and destructive, is much too narrow. Employees may feel trapped by a rule 

that is counterproductive or too rigid. This can create tension for employees, and then 

feel pulled between the desire to be rule-abiding employees on one hand and the 

desire to respond appropriately to situational demands on the other (p.7). 
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Rather, pro-social rule breaking is forwarded as a “positively intended employee action” 

occurring in “any instance where an employee intentionally violates a formal organizational 

policy, regulation, or prohibition with the primary intention of promoting the welfare of the 

organization or one of its stakeholders” (Morrison, 2006, p.6). Morrison focuses on explicit 

and formal organizational policies and procedures, defining a rule as “an explicit 

organizationally defined policy, regulation, or prohibition pertaining to how members of an 

organization are supposed to execute their jobs and for which there is reasonably wide 

consensus, legitimacy, and enforcement” (2006, p.6). Morrison emphasizes the intentionality 

of pro-social rule breaking, distinguishing the construct from “accidental violations and 

violations of rules known to be unenforced or symbolic” (p.6) and describing these acts as a 

“conscious choice” (p.15). 

The construct of pro-social rule breaking is intended to reflect “a desire to do things 

better or to ‘do good’ in the context of one’s organizational role” and “to exercise initiative 

and do what he or she believes is needed to perform the job in an effective, responsible, and 

responsive manner” (Morrison, 2006, p.8). These notions reflect the construct’s roots in the 

pro-social behavior literature (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986). Morrison acknowledges that pro-

social behavior might benefit the actor in some way. However, the notion of pro-social rule 

breaking requires an “other-focus,” meaning “the primary drive behind the act is the 

intention of promoting the welfare of another individual, a group, or the organization” 

(Morrison, 2006, p.8, emphasis in original). She forwards pro-social rule breaking as a form 

of positive or constructive deviance (Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 2003; Warren, 2003), but 

distinguishes it from these similar constructs by highlighting the former’s violation of formal 
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rules and the latter’s violation of informal norms. According to Morrison (2006), support for 

the construct of pro-social rule breaking is bolstered by related works around Graham’s 

(1986) principled dissent and Staw and Boettger’s (1990) task revision. 

 Morrison (2006) presents the findings of exploratory qualitative studies examining 

pro-social rule breaking and the underlying motives of such behaviors to support her 

conceptualization of the construct. Her findings suggest that employees engage in pro-social 

rule breaking as a result of three distinct motivations: (1) to more efficiency perform his or 

her job duties, (2) desire to help a subordinate or colleague, and (3) customer service 

(Morrison, 2006, p.10). She briefly summarizes some of the themes emerging from the 

interviews, writing:  

Examples of efficiency-focused rule breaking describe situations where speed is very  

important and where the respondent feels that rule compliance would take too much 

time and would thereby threaten the attainment of organizational goals or objectives. 

Personal circumstances, concern and compassion are evident in many of the examples 

of employee-focused rule violations. In many of the customer-service examples, the 

respondent emphasizes that following the rule would jeopardize the customer or 

client relationship (Morrison, 2006, p.13). 

Morrison (2006) argues these results “suggest several reasons, other than self-interest, anger, 

or alienation, that can cause an employee to decide to violate a formal organizational rule” 

(p.15). 

 Morrison (2006) proposes that an employee’s decision to engage in pro-social rule 

breaking is dependent on “a variety of individual and contextual factors” (p.15). She 
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forwards a theoretical model and hypotheses that include the following antecedents: job 

meaning, job autonomy, empathy, proactive personality, risk-taking propensity, and 

perceived coworker rule breaking. Morrison (2006) finds that job autonomy, risk-taking 

propensity, and perceived coworker rule breaking have effects on the likelihood of pro-social 

rule breaking. In her conclusion, she pushes for future studies exploring the effects of 

affective and cognitive variables, such as organizational commitment, and the attributes of 

the rule, including severity of punishment for violation. This dissertation satisfies both of 

these calls in its theoretical model. 

It is important to note here also that Morrison (2006) recognizes the potential for pro-

social rule breaking to be both functional and dysfunctional. She states that “over time, a rule 

that is repeatedly broken for pro-social motivations may prompt an examination of whether 

the rule is appropriate. Conversely, a rule that appears inappropriate to an employee may 

have a purpose that the employee fails to recognize, such that well-intended rule breaking 

may hurt rather than help the organization” (p.23). Morrison is widely credited with first 

introducing pro-social rule breaking as a distinct construct and presenting empirical testing 

(Dahling et al., 2012; Bryant, Davis, Hancock, & Vardaman, 2010; Vardaman, Gondo, & 

Allen, 2014), thus it is appropriate to dedicate such attention to this major contribution to the 

rules literature. 

 The research following Morrison’s (2006) introduction explores the antecedents and 

consequences, as well as implications, of pro-social rule breaking. Dahling et al. (2012) 

suggest that pro-social rule breaking “has the potential to improve the efficiency of 

employees, acquire and retain valued customers, and build social capital through enhanced 
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helping directed toward coworkers” (p.23). Dahling et al. (2012) expand on Morrison’s 

(2006) work, seeking to develop and validate a measure of pro-social rule breaking—which 

they call the General Pro-Social Rule Breaking Scale—that is generalizable across 

organizations and amenable to inclusion in self-administered questionnaires. Their study 

produces a 13-item scale that supports Morrison’s three (2006) types of pro-social rule 

breaking—coworker assistance, efficiency, and customer aid—and includes survey items 

such as “I break organizational rules or policies to do my job more efficiently,” “I break 

organizational rules if my coworkers need help with their duties,” and “I break organizational 

rules so that I can best assist customers” (p.25). Dahling et al. (2012) find that the personality 

factor conscientiousness and respondents’ perceptions of rule breaking performed by their 

coworkers have significant effects on self-reported pro-social rule breaking, supportive of 

Morrison’s (2006) initial research. Interestingly, Dahling and his colleagues find that both 

supervisors and coworkers report lower task performance ratings for those respondents who 

self-reported higher pro-social rule breaking. The findings of Morrison (2006) and Dahling et 

al. (2012) both strongly suggest the predictive models of pro-social rule breaking should 

certainly include variables of personality and perceptions of coworker behavior. 

 Vardaman, Gondo, and Allen (2014) write that “pro-social rule-breaking is important 

because while organizational rules are generally thought to be congruent with the 

organization’s goals, employees often find themselves in situations where violating rules may 

actually advance the interests of the organization” (p.108). Like Dahling et al. (2012), 

Vardaman and his colleagues note the fairly limited yet growing body of research around the 

theoretical development and antecedents of pro-social rule breaking despite a round 
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consensus of the phenomenon’s salience for organizations. Vardaman et al. (2014) propose 

that theoretical models exploring pro-social rule breaking should include core self-

evaluations (e.g. self-esteem, self-efficacy, locus of control) and ethical climate types (e.g. 

instrumental, law and code congruent, caring) in addition to the antecedents investigated by 

Morrison (2006) and Dahling et al. (2012), such as personality factors, job characteristics, 

and perceptions of coworker behavior. Research focusing on other antecedents of pro-social 

rule breaking are emerging in the literature, such as transformational leadership (Huang, Lu, 

& Wang, 2014), as well as propositions around the organizational consequences of pro-social 

rule breaking (Bryant et al., 2010).  

 In the organizational deviance literature, several scholars advance similar constructs 

that capture forms of positive behavior that violate workplace norms or expectations. 

Spreitzer and Sonenshein (2004) conceptualize one such construct—positive deviance—and 

argue that “traditional research on deviance is an unnecessarily narrow and incomplete area 

of study that could benefit from an expanded definition that more accurately captures the 

wider range of behaviors present within work organizations” (pp.828-829). Spreitzer and 

Sonenshein (2004) define positive deviance as “intentional behaviors that significantly depart 

from norms of a referent group in honorable ways” (p.841) and propose that the construct is 

positively related but empirically distinct from the other extra-role constructs of 

organizational citizenship behaviors, whistle-blowing, corporate social responsibility, and 

creativity and innovation. Galperin (2012) asserts a similar argument that constructive 

deviance differs from these related constructs in important ways. Morrison (2006) states that 

pro-social rule breaking is a form of positive deviance, but “distinguished by the fact that it 
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goes against a formal rule or policy rather than just being ‘different from the norm’ or 

‘exceptional’”(p.8). According to Spreitzer and Sonenshein (2004), acts of positive deviance 

are “voluntary, purposeful, and discretionary, rather than forced or coerced, and have a 

virtuous character to them” (p.842). They suggest that positive deviance can be 

conceptualized at the organizational level of analysis in addition to the individual level 

construct forwarded by Warren (2003), who provides an integrated typology of constructive 

and destructive deviance. Warren (2003) contends that “in order to determine if the deviance 

is constructive or destructive, the deviant behavior must be compared to some measure or 

standard of what should or ought to happen” (p.624, emphasis in original). Warren suggests 

this standard should be satisfied by sets of (1) inclusive hypernorms—“metanorms that 

attempt to capture basic beliefs and values worldwide associated with human survival and the 

concept of a social contract” (2003, p.628)—and (2) reference group norms (e.g., norms of a 

business organization or profession). She asserts that constructive deviance occurs when 

behaviors depart from the norms of the reference group yet conform to the normative 

standard or hypernorm.  

 Frameworks and empirical evidence that move beyond theoretical propositions 

around constructive deviance are emerging in the literature. After a thorough review of the 

theoretical and empirical literature, Vadera et al. (2013) suggest that constructive deviance is 

an umbrella term that encompasses several behaviors, including pro-social rule breaking, and 

argue that antecedents influence these behaviors via underlying mechanisms of intrinsic 

motivation, felt obligation, and psychological empowerment. The proposed sets of 
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theoretically important antecedents of constructive deviance, which are organized around the 

moderating effects of these three mechanisms in a conceptual model, include: 

 employee characteristics, including personality factors; 

 supervisor-focused characteristics, including leader-member exchange; 

 job-focused perceptions; 

 group-focused characteristics, such as coworker support and group culture; and 

 organization-focused characteristics (Vadera et al., 2013). 

It is important to note that this framework reflects the push for multi-level theoretical 

approaches to rule breaking (Vardi & Weiner, 1996; Klein et al., 1999; MacLean, 2001; 

Vardi & Weitz, 2004; Kish-Gephart et al., 2010; O’Boyle et al., 2011) and several of the 

antecedents of interest and their categorization addressed in this dissertation. Galperin (2012) 

develops and validates a measure of constructive deviance and tests a set of hypotheses 

around individual and situational factors, finding significant effects of personality 

(Machiavellianism) and self-efficacy on constructive deviance. Brockmann (2015) finds that 

bureaucrats’ rule bending behavior intended to bring about procedural improvements is 

influenced by voice and readiness for strategy, the latter being a measure of employees’ 

“capacity for a specific strategic organizational change in terms of their skills and abilities” 

(p.6). Galperin suggests that “destructive and constructive deviance must be integrated into a 

single theoretical framework to provide us with a more coherent understanding of workplace 

deviance” (2012, p. 3015). This approach to constructive and destructive behavior is 

reflected in this dissertation’s investigation of pro-social and destructive rule breaking that 
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examines these unintended consequences of written rule development within an integrative 

nomological framework.  

 The preceding discussion around pro-social rule breaking (Morrison, 2006; Dahling 

et al, 2012) and related constructs of positive and constructive deviance (Warren, 2003; 

Galperin, 2012; Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 2004) highlights the importance of our greater 

understanding of the phenomenon and its potential functional and dysfunctional implications 

for organizations. Written rules broken frequently for pro-social motivations may suggest 

problematic attributes of the rules themselves, such as being excessively burdensome, 

outdated, or in conflict with stated organizational objectives. Diagnoses or organizational 

pathologies manifesting from destructive rule breaking are arguably different from those of 

pro-social rule breaking. For instance, rules regularly bent or broken for self-interested or 

selfish motives may signal issues with supervision, training and development, selection, or 

weak monitoring systems. That being said, both pro-social and destructive rule breaking 

represent threats to democratic governance, equity, control, and legitimacy for public 

organizations; however, the cure or corrective action might be decidedly different. The 

following section reviews the relevant literatures around destructive rule breaking before 

shifting the conversation toward the antecedents of rule breaking. 

2.3.2 Destructive Rule Breaking 

 Destructive rule breaking, in contrast to pro-social rule breaking, conforms to the 

traditional economic views of organizational deviance that assume the goals or preferences of 

employees and the organization are misaligned and that behaviors are motivated by rational 

self-interest, with workers opportunistically taking advantage of information asymmetries 
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and insufficient control mechanisms to deliver less than the agreed upon efforts (Eisenhardt, 

1985, 1989; Williamson, 1981). Destructive rule breaking further differs from pro-social rule 

breaking in that, unlike the latter, the former lacks considerable development of clear 

conceptual and operational definitions of a singular construct in the literature. Morrison’s 

(2006) pro-social rule breaking construct is arguably the expected standard for empirical 

work in the related rules literature. However, destructive rule breaking is largely subsumed 

under umbrella terms and broader phenomena of employees behaving badly at work (Vardi 

& Weitz, 2004; Robinson, Wang, & Kiewitz, 2014) in varied literatures that largely assume 

dissatisfied or self-interested employees acting as “deviants,” including: 

 Organizational misbehavior, an umbrella term defined as “acts in the workplace 

that are done intentionally and constitute a violation of rules pertaining to such 

behaviors” (Vardi & Weitz, 2004, p.3; Ackroyd & Thompson, 1999) or any 

intentional act by organizational members that violates core organizational or 

societal norms (Vardi & Weiner, 1996); 

 Workplace deviance, defined as “voluntary behavior that violates significant 

organizational norms and in doing so threatens the well-being of an organization, 

its members, or both” (Robinson & Bennett, 1995, p.556; Bennett & Robinson, 

2000; Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007); 

 Counterproductive work behavior, characterized by “a disregard for societal and 

organizational rules and values, behaviors ranging in seriousness from low to high 

that harm or threaten the well-being of an organization and its members, and the 

breaking of implicit and explicit rules about civil, respectful, and appropriate 
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behavior” (Martinko, Gundlach, & Douglas, 2002, p.37)—and includes behaviors 

such as theft (Hollinger & Clark, 1983a, 1983b), organizational retaliatory 

behavior (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997), and workplace aggression (Douglas & 

Martinko, 2001; Fox & Spector, 1999); 

 Sabotage, conceptualized in Brehm and Gates’s (1997) “working-shirking-

sabotage” continuum and expanded principal-agent model as actively working 

against policy and the production of negative output (i.e. creation of additional 

work for superiors and others in the workplace), includes behaviors such as 

“fudging” numbers, bending rules, and, in the extreme, police brutality; and  

 Destructive deviance, described by Warren (2003) as volitional behavior that 

deviates from both reference group norms (e.g. social norms of the organization 

or occupation) and a global normative standard or “hypernorm.” 

Some scholars push back against the usefulness of constructs comprised of multiple 

dissimilar behaviors, such as theft, rumor spreading, and workplace aggression. For instance, 

Spector, Fox, Penney, Bruursema, Goh, and Kessler (2006) write that “most recent 

organizational research of counterproductive work behavior has taken a global perspective of 

combining diverse behaviors into one or two (organization vs. person target) indices of 

counterproductive work behavior, although often called a different term” (p.455). Spector 

and his colleagues find evidence of five types or dimensions of counterproductive work 

behavior (sabotage, withdrawal, productive deviance, theft, and abuse) with differential 

relationships with potential antecedents, which “strongly suggests the use of more specific 

subscales to assess counterproductive work behavior” (2006, p.446). Accordingly, this 
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dissertation’s analysis is finer-grained in its focus on destructive rule breaking. However, as 

noted earlier, there is a special need to clearly conceptualize destructive rule breaking for the 

purposes of this research due to the fragmented nature of the literature. 

 Destructive rule breaking is defined here as any instance where an employee 

intentionally violates a formal organizational policy, regulation, or prohibition with the 

primary intention of benefiting oneself or doing harm to the organization, its members and 

stakeholders, or both. This conceptualization is consistent with the closely related constructs 

described above. Destructive rule breaking involves deliberate and volitional acts rather than 

noncompliance resulting from accidents, ignorance, or mandate. This element of 

intentionality is shared with Morrison’s (2006) pro-social rule breaking and definitions of 

counterproductive work behavior (Bolton, Becker, & Barber, 2010; Kelloway et al., 2010), 

organizational misbehavior (Vardi & Weitz, 2004), and employee deviance (Biron, 2010). 

Further, destructive rule breaking must necessarily result in the violation of formal written 

rules rather than informal organizational norms, a restriction shared with pro-social rule 

breaking (Morrison, 2006; Dahling et al., 2012) but inconsistent with some conceptual 

definitions of workplace deviance (Robinson & Bennett, 1995; Bennett & Robinson, 2000) 

and organizational misbehavior (Vardi & Weiner, 1996). Destructive rule-breaking contrasts 

with pro-social rule breaking in that a “self-focus”—forwarding one’s own preferences or 

interests—is the primary driver of behavior rather than an “other-focus” or concern for the 

well-being of others. A desire to inflict harm upon or produce unpleasant consequences for 

the organization, its members, or its stakeholders may also spur this behavior, a motivation 

shared with definitions of organizational and interpersonal deviance (Bennett & Robinson, 
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2000) and counterproductive work behavior (Spector & Fox, 2005; Yang & Diefendorff, 

2009). In sum and for the purposes of this dissertation, destructive rule breaking is behavior 

characterized by its intentional nature, violations of formal rules, and primary motives of 

self-interest or harmful outcomes for others.  

In the public administration literature, destructive motivations of rule breaking are 

often limited to discussions of the implications of bureaucrats’ considerable discretion or 

incorporated within broader indices of rule bending or rule breaking. For instance, in her 

analysis of the unbureaucratic personality, DeHart-Davis (2007) includes survey items that 

touch on self-interested motives, including “If I think a rule is pointless, I will find a way 

around it” and “I will bend a rule if it makes my job easier” (p.898). Portillo and DeHart-

Davis (2009) and DeHart-Davis (2009b) use these items in their studies of rule abidance as 

well. Portillo’s (2012) qualitative study of the role of social status factors and rules presents 

findings that suggest potential effects of gender, age, race, and ethnicity on bureaucrats’ rule 

bending and rule following. Her work seems to suggest that these factors may also 

differentially affect self-interested rule bending, likely due to the desire of particular public 

officials to preserve their authority already heightened by institutionalized social status. 

Portillo writes that: 

[M]iddle-aged and older white men avoided direct discussions of the rules. Without 

direct discussion of the rules they were open to use their own discretion, they were 

bending rules because the specifics of the rule were not invoked or mobilized. They 

could still rely on the rule as an extra edge to their authority but only did so as a last 

resort, when their personal authority was not enough to handle the situation. When a 
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subordinate or a citizen invoked or mobilized a rule, the middle-aged or older white 

male official discussed it as a constraint on the authority they typically had. The rule 

“boxed” them in. Rule following puts limits on their personal authority because it 

explicitly set boundaries (2012, p.104).  

These findings highlight the importance of the previous discussion of rules as social 

constructions and the normative reinforcement of their meaning and status in organizations 

(Bozeman & Feeney, 2011).  

Others in public administration address this darker side of employee discretion 

around rules. Lipsky (2010) sheds some light on destructive rule breaking in his analysis of 

discretion in street-level bureaucracy, describing a scenario in which prison guards 

“conventionally file injurious reports on inmates whom they judge to be guilty of ‘silent 

insolence’” (pp.13-14). Similarly, Maynard-Moody and Musheno (2003) describe the 

perspective of bureaucrats acting as state-agents, contrasted with views of citizen-agents, 

writing that: 

[T]he state-agent narrative emphasizes that self-interest guides the exercise of 

discretion. This view recognizes the inevitable mix of motives yet highlights the 

evidence that street-level workers use their considerable discretion to make their work 

easier, safer, and more rewarding. They make their work easier by managing their 

caseloads; by focusing on easier clients; and by avoiding, dismissing, or reducing 

contact with unpleasant or impossible cases. In this cynical view, street-level workers 

look for quick-fix solutions for long-term problems and invent procedures to move 
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clients as quickly and effortlessly as possible through the system. The workers 

process rather than engage clients (p.12) 

In Sekerka and Zolin’s (2007) qualitative analysis of rule bending and prudential judgment, 

some public officials acknowledge bending formal rules for seemingly self-interested 

motives, such as disregarding flex time policies to allow for increased time at home with 

family or breaking information security protocol because “the team wanted to go home after 

many hours of arduous work” (p.236). However, it should be noted that the authors find that 

public officials tend to break rules for more pro-social motives, such as avoiding damage to 

the organization’s reputation or client dissatisfaction, and do so largely in the face of 

“competing demands of achievement and compliance, rules perceived as hindering 

performance goals, and high demands for task completion” (p.236). Similar tensions between 

rules and work expectations are found in studies of rule bending in both public (Henderson, 

2013) and private sector organizations (Veiga et al., 2004; Hannah & Robertson, 2015). 

 The preceding discussion of destructive rule breaking and related concepts highlights 

the limited and scattered literature around this category of workplace deviance. Unlike pro-

social rule breaking, noncompliance motivated by self-interest and harmful intentions 

encompasses behaviors lacking a commonly used or sufficiently validated measure. The 

development of destructive rule breaking as a construct requires the integration of scholarly 

work in destructive deviance (Warren, 2003), organizational and interpersonal deviance 

(Robinson & Bennett, 1995; Bennett & Robinson 2000), and counterproductive work 

behavior (Spector et al., 2006). Further complicating the analysis of destructive motives is 

the reality that rule breaking is frequently incorporated into larger indices of workplace 
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deviance and largely only assumed to be motivated by self-interest or injurious intent. 

Therefore, it follows that research is needed that one, forwards a construct of destructive 

rule-breaking akin to Morrison’s (2006) pro-social rule breaking; and two, investigates the 

individual and situational antecedents of such rule breaking motivations. This dissertation 

seeks to accomplish both. Further, distinguishing between destructive and pro-social motives 

may have significant implications for managers, scholars, and the literature, as these types of 

rule breaking may likely indicate different sources of organizational distress. As noted 

earlier, pro-social rule breaking might suggest the need to review and perhaps revise 

ineffective rules or problematic procedures, whereas destructive rule breaking might signal 

inefficiencies in selection tools, training programs, and supervision strategies. 

 Rules are developed within public organizations to elicit cooperation rather than 

resistance, meaning administrators create rules with the expectation that subordinate 

employees with follow them (DeHart-Davis, 2009b). Rules—and rule following—are keys to 

limiting variability of employee behavior and reducing uncertainties in organizational 

performance (Weber, 1946; Jackson & Adams, 1979). However, rules vary in their capacities 

to direct behavior and rule development results in both rule following—the desired result—

and rule breaking—an unintended consequence that threatens the efficiency and effectiveness 

of organizations. Employees’ interpretations of and responses to rules are inextricably tied to 

rule effectiveness. Moreover, rule breaking threatens the imperative notions of 

accountability, democratic governance, bureaucratic control, and legitimacy within public 

organizations. And, the underlying motivations of these rule breaking behaviors are not 

considered unidimensional phenomena (Morrison, 2006). Thus, this dissertation investigates 
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pro-social and destructive rule breaking, including their individual and situational 

antecedents, within a population of child welfare social workers and the context of an 

archetypal street-level bureaucracy. Why do these public employees intentionally violate 

formal rules? What motivates them to break these rules? The remaining sections of the 

chapter will discuss the independent variables and related hypotheses of this dissertation, 

which are organized into four classes or levels of analysis: 1) individual factors; 2) coworker 

influences; 3) supervisory influences; and 4) organizational factors.  

2.4 Individual Factors and their Effects on Rule Breaking 

 Organizational behavior research predominantly focuses on individual or micro level 

antecedents rather than situational or contextual effects in predicting human behavior 

(Cappelli & Sherer, 1991; House, Rousseau, & Thomas-Hunt, 1995). Many scholars contend 

this is an inappropriate or incomplete approach to studying behavior, as these phenomena are 

increasingly considered to be the products of personal-situation interactions (Trevino, 1986; 

Scott, 1997; Klein, Tosi, & Cannella, 1999; Kish-Gephart et al., 2010; O’Boyle et al., 2011). 

However, studies continue to find significant effects of individual factors on workplace 

deviance (Douglas & Martinko, 2001) and bureaucrats’ behavior and decision-making 

(Brehm & Gates, 1997; Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2003). This dissertation similarly 

explores pro-social and destructive rule breaking from a person-situation interactionist 

perspective. The following sections will review the theoretical and empirical literature, and 

present hypotheses for testing in Chapter Four, focusing on three individual-level antecedents 
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frequently cited in the related literature: 1) conscientiousness4, a “Big Five” personality 

dimension; 2) affective organizational commitment; and 3) intent to the leave the 

organization. Figure 2.1 depicts this piece of the dissertation’s conceptual framework. 

 
 

Figure 2.1: Conceptual Model Subsection, Individual Factors 

 

2.4.1 Conscientiousness 

 Personality is “commonly conceived as those inner structures directing an 

individual’s behavior in a relatively stable and typical manner” (Vardi & Weitz, 2004, 

p.118). Since the 1980s, a substantial literature has emerged that focuses on “The Big Five” 

or the “Five Factor Model” (Barrick & Mount, 1991) and has developed into “the dominant 

framework in the study of personality among organizational researchers” (Spector, 2011). 

Conscientiousness is one of these five dimensions. Vardi and Weitz (2004) write: 

Conscientiousness is defined by traits such as responsibility, trustworthiness, and 

efficiency. People who score high on this dimension are regarded as well organized, 

                                                 
4 Dalal’s (2005) meta-analysis suggests that conscientiousness is the most powerful personality dimension in 

predicting counterproductive work behavior.  
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good planners, and achievement oriented. Some researchers maintain that this 

dimension typifies persons who are reliable, prudent, methodical, efficient, and good 

planners, while others stress ambitiousness and competitiveness. Several studies have 

concluded that conscientiousness consists of both self-discipline and competitiveness, 

while others argue it is the most value-laden dimension, describing good persons (as 

opposed to bad ones)—those highly desired by work organizations (p.119). 

Drawing from earlier work on the Big Five (Costa & McCrae, 1992), Vadera et al. (2013) 

write that “conscientiousness refers to individual differences in impulse control, conformity, 

and determination…and individuals who are high on conscientiousness are likely to be 

dependable, reliable, and self-controlled; tend to obey rules and conform to norms; and are 

likely to be responsible and scrupulous” (p.1258). MacLane and Walmsley (2010) define 

conscientiousness as the “degree of organization, motivation, and attention to details shown 

in work, with individuals low on this dimension tending to be careless, undisciplined, and 

seen as disregarding rules while individuals high on this dimension tending to be obsessive, 

compulsive, and rigidly self-disciplined” (p.65). Generally speaking, Vardi and Weitz 

(2004), Nair and Bhatnagar (2011), and O’Boyle et al. (2011) contend that conscientiousness 

must be considered when discussing the prediction and explanation of organizational 

misbehavior.  

 The related literatures in fact do yield numerous organizational studies investigating 

the effects of conscientiousness on destructive behaviors and, more broadly, job 

performance. Research suggests that conscientiousness is significantly related to job 

performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Cianci, Klein, & Seijts, 2010) as well as workplace 
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deviance (Ashton, 1998; Colbert, Mount, Harter, Witt, and Barrick (2004) and 

counterproductive work behavior (Jensen & Patel, 2011). Dalal (2005) reports meta-analytic 

evidence that suggests “the strongest [negative] relationships between personality and 

counterproductive work behavior are exhibited by conscientiousness or its facets” (p.1243). 

Similar negative relationships are presented by O’Neill, Lewis and Carswell’s (2011) and 

Ferris, Brown, and Heller’s (2009) analyses of organizational deviance. Barrick and Mount 

(1991) find that conscientiousness is a “valid predictor of job performance for all 

occupational groups studied and for all criterion types…suggesting that those individuals 

who exhibit traits associated with a strong sense of purpose, obligation, and persistence 

generally perform better than those who do not” (p.18). Thus, it appears that 

conscientiousness is a relatively well-established factor in explaining organizational deviance 

and other destructive workplace behaviors.  

Similarly, research also hints at important relationships between conscientiousness 

and pro-social or citizenship behaviors. Findings of a meta-analysis investigating the 

personality-job performance relationship suggest that conscientiousness is positively related 

to—and the best predictor of—organizational citizenship behaviors, the “individual 

contributions in the workplace that go beyond role requirements and contractually rewarded 

job achievements” (Organ & Ryan, 1995, p.775). Empirical studies of conscientiousness find 

positive relationships with integrity tests (Ones, Viswesvaran, & Schmidt, 1993) and 

cooperative contextual job performance, a construct viewed as a form of constructive 

deviance (Vadera et al., 2013). In a theoretical discussion of the intrinsic factors of rule-

following, Tyler and Blader (2005) argue that “people high in conscientiousness may have a 
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stronger desire to follow rules than others” (p.1145). In line with this logic, Dahling et al. 

(2012) find a negative relationship between conscientiousness and pro-social rule breaking. 

In all, however, Vadera et al. (2013) contend that the effects of conscientiousness—and other 

personality traits and individual differences variables—on constructive deviance remain 

unclear, justifying the need for continued empirical testing.  

 The relationship between conscientiousness and both pro-social and destructive rule-

breaking thus remains somewhat murky. Dalal (2005) suggests that individuals high on 

conscientiousness will typically engage in organizational citizenship behaviors, whereas 

people low on conscientiousness will typically engage in counterproductive work behavior. 

Although these constructs do not precisely map onto the rule breaking constructs presently 

under investigation, logic may be borrowed due to their pro-social and destructive 

underpinnings. Similarly to Dalal (2005), Vardi and Weitz (2004) propose that 

“conscientious workers tend to be good corporate citizens and invest exceptional effort at 

work without expecting rewards because they care, whereas workers low on this personality 

trait do not perform well at work and may be more inclined to get involved in a variety of 

behaviors that may be dysfunctional or even harmful to the organization” (p.123). However, 

Dahling et al. (2012) find support for their hypothesis that highly conscientious employees 

“will be reluctant to break rules even for pro-social reasons” (p.27). Consistent with 

empirical research, it is hypothesized that: 

Hypothesis 1a: Conscientiousness will be negatively related to pro-social rule  

breaking. 

 

Hypothesis 1b: Conscientiousness will be negatively related to destructive rule  

breaking. 
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2.4.2 Affective Organizational Commitment 

 Organizational commitment emerged in the literature as a construct of interest largely 

due to its purported effects on employee withdrawal behaviors, particularly decreased 

intentions to leave the organization (Mowday et al., 1982; Bentein, Vandenberghe, 

Vandenberg, and Stinglhamber, 2005). However, attention has grown over time, now 

including analyses of the relationships between organizational commitment and job 

performance, organizational citizenship behaviors (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001) and 

workplace deviance (Dalal, 2005). This expansion is likely the result of the reality that 

performance, the ultimate goal, is a function of more than merely keeping positions occupied. 

Meyer and Allen (1991) call the heavy focus of the commitment-turnover linkage 

“shortsighted” and contend that “organizational effectiveness depends on not just 

maintaining a stable workforce, but rather on employees performing assigned duties 

dependably while being willing to engage in activities beyond their role requirements” 

(p.73). Despite the limited empirical research in the related literatures around organizational 

commitment and workplace deviance, especially analyses of the “dark side” of employee 

behavior (Gill, Meyer, Lee, Shin, and Yoon, 2011), this dissertation investigates its effects on 

pro-social and destructive rule breaking in the public sector.  

 Organizational commitment is defined generally as “a psychological link between the 

employee and his or her organization that makes it less likely that the employee will 

voluntarily leave the organization” (Allen & Meyer, 1996, p.252). Kim (2005a) sees it as 

“the relative strength of an individual’s identification with, and involvement in, a particular 

organization…with commitment representing something beyond mere passive loyalty to an 
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organization such that the employee is willing to give something of themselves in order to 

contribute to the organization’s well-being” (p.247). In general, commitment is largely 

viewed as a psychological linkage between employees and their organizations characterized 

by its stabilizing influence and its direction or guidance for behavior (Meyer & Herscovitch, 

2001).  

 Organizational commitment research typically involves one of two theoretical 

perspectives, one turning on attitudes while the other on behaviors. Mowday and his 

colleagues (1982) describe these approaches: 

Attitudinal commitment focuses on the process by which people come to think about 

their relationship with the organization. In many ways it can be thought of as a 

mindset in which individuals consider the extent to which their own values and goals 

are congruent with those of the organization. Behavioral commitment, on the other 

hand, relates to the process by which individuals become locked into a certain 

organization and how they deal with this problem (p.26). 

Scholars typically categorize attitudinal commitment as affective attachment, perceived 

costs, or obligation (Allen & Meyer, 1990), approaches mirrored in Meyer and Allen’s 

(1991; Allen & Meyer, 1996) three-component conceptualization that is generally considered 

the dominant model of organizational commitment research (Bentein et al., 2005; Solinger, 

van Olffen, & Roe, 2008). Allen and Meyer (1990) contend that affective, normative, and 

continuance commitment are distinct forms of commitment “best viewed as distinguishable 

components, rather than types, of attitudinal commitment; that is, employees can experience 

each of these psychological states to varying degrees” (pp.3-4). This suggests that each 
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component will “develop as a function of different antecedents and have different 

implications for on-the-job behavior” (Meyer & Allen, 1991, p.61). Affective organizational 

commitment reflects an employee’s “identification with, involvement in, and emotional 

attachment to the organization (Allen & Meyer, 1996, p.253), meaning that individuals of 

higher states of affective commitment resist leaving the organization because they want to 

rather than they have to (i.e. continuance commitment) or feel they ought to do so (i.e. 

normative commitment) (Allen & Meyer, 1990, p.3; Meyer & Allen, 1991). In general, the 

literature suggests that affective commitment contributes more to our understanding of 

employee behavior than does either normative or continuance commitment (Meyer et al., 

2002; Kim, 2005a). Further, research findings warrant continued investigation of the effects 

of affective commitment on organizational behavior and performance in public organizations 

(Romzek, 1989; 1990; Liou, & Nyhan, 1994; Somers & Birnbaum, 2000; Kim, 2005a).  

 A recent meta-analysis reveals that affective organizational commitment “has the 

strongest and most favorable correlations with withdrawal cognitions, turnover, absenteeism, 

job performance, and organizational citizenship behaviors” (Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & 

Topolnytsky, 2002, p.20). However, a minority contends that the extant evidence supporting 

relationships between affective commitment and job performance (Somers & Birnbaum, 

2000) and constructive deviance (Vadera et al., 2013) is inconsistent. Gill et al. (2011) 

observe that “research to date on the behavioral consequences of employee commitment has 

focused primarily on positive indicators of job performance, including in-role performance 

and organizational citizenship behavior (i.e. extra-role performance)” (p.596). Numerous 

studies find positive relationships between affective commitment and organizational 
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citizenship behaviors (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000; LePine, Erez, & 

Johnson, 2002; Lavelle, Brockner, Konovsky, Price, Henley, Taneja, & Vinekar, 2009), 

specifically altruism and general compliance5 (Organ & Ryan, 1995), voluntarism 

(Schaubroeck & Ganser, 1991), and loyal boosterism6 (Becker & Kernan, 2003). Scholars 

also provide evidence of the positive effects of affective commitment on multiple measures 

of job performance (Meyer, Paunonen, Gellatly, Goffin, & Jackson, 1989; Meyer, Allen, & 

Smith, 1993; Kim, 2005a). In a sample of nurses, Meyer and his colleagues (1993) find that 

affective commitment is negatively correlated with intent to leave the organization and 

absenteeism. O’Reilly and Chatman’s (1986) study suggests that there “are strong links 

between commitment based on internalization and identification and pro-social behaviors” 

(p.497). Given this evidence, it appears the related literature generally supports the positive 

relationship between affective commitment and constructive or citizenship behaviors, 

findings suggestive of similar effects on pro-social rule breaking. That is, employees of high 

affective commitment, those individuals with greater emotional stakes in the organization, 

may be more likely than employees of low affective commitment to act on behalf on the 

organization and its stakeholders to improve outcomes, even if that includes breaking or 

working around formal rules.  

 The literature dedicates far less attention to the relationships between organizational 

commitment and workplace deviance or “the dark side” of organizational behavior (Gill et 

                                                 
5 General compliance refers to the “faithful adherence to rules about work procedures and conduct” (Organ & 

Ryan, 1995, p.782).  
6 Loyal boosterism involves extra-role behaviors that promote the organizational image to outsiders, focus on 

the organization, and are intended to benefit the organization (Becker & Kernan, 2003, p.333; See also 

Moorman & Blakely, 1995).  
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al., 2011). However, sufficient theoretical discussion and empirical evidence of related 

constructs does exist that can inform our expectations of the relationship between affective 

commitment and destructive rule breaking. Previous research finds that employees of low 

levels of organizational commitment engage in more workplace thefts (Hollinger & Clark, 

1983b; Lau et al., 2003) and more counterproductive work behavior (Dalal, 2005) as well as 

receive higher supervisor ratings of deviant work behaviors (Gill et al., 2011). Similarly, 

Sims’ (2002) social bonding study finds that employees of lower affective commitment self-

report higher likelihoods of unethical rule breaking across five organizational dilemmas. 

Morrison (2006) and Nair and Bhatnagar (2011) both call for future research around the 

potential effects of organizational commitment on pro-social rule-breaking and workplace 

deviance, respectively. In sum, this evidence suggests that affective organizational 

commitment is likely an important, yet to date understudied, antecedent or correlate of 

destructive as well as pro-social rule breaking. In fact, Dalal’s (2005) meta-analysis of 

counterproductive work behavior (CWB) and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB)—

constructs with underlying motivations roughly analogous to those of destructive and pro-

social rule breaking—suggests that “one should expect OCB and CWB to be related, in 

opposite directions, to organizational commitment” (p.1248). Given the findings of related 

research, it is hypothesized that: 

Hypothesis 2a: Affective organizational commitment will be positively related to  

pro-social rule breaking. 

 

Hypothesis 2b: Affective organizational commitment will be negatively related to  

destructive rule breaking. 
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2.4.3 Intent to Leave 

 Employee turnover and self-reported intentions to leave their organizations are the 

subjects of substantial scholarly work in recent decades (Mowday et al., 1982; Abelson, 

1987; Carsten & Spector, 1987; Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers, & Mainous, 1988), including 

considerable attention to the determinants of such phenomena in the public administration 

literature (Bertelli, 2007; Kim, 2005b; Lee & Whitford, 2008; Moynihan & Landuyt, 2008; 

Pitts, Marvel, & Fernandez, 2011; Weaver, 2012). In fact, recent meta-analyses (Hom & 

Griffeth, 1995; Griffeth, Hom, & Gaertner, 2000) suggest that most studies examine 

antecedents and correlates (e.g., Doran, Stone, Brief, & George, 1991; Chen, Hui, & Sego, 

1998), thus existing empirical research analyzing the attitudinal and behavioral outcomes of 

employees’ intentions to leave is scarce. There are exceptions, however. Hollinger (1986) 

contends that employees expressing stronger intentions to leave the organization will be more 

likely to violate organizational rules and indeed finds evidence for this conclusion. Similarly, 

Bolin and Heatherly (2001) find that intentions to leave the organization are positively 

related to three measures of workplace deviance, including absenteeism, privilege abuse, and 

theft. Among a sample of service industry workers, Thoms, Wolper, Scott, and Jones’ (2001) 

turnover study reveals that employees are more likely to steal from the workplace when they 

are leaving the organization within a shorter (i.e. two weeks) than longer (i.e. two years) time 

frame. These studies suggest a positive relationship between employees’ intent to leave the 

organization and destructive rule breaking.  

 Existing theoretical work may guide our investigation of the relationships between 

turnover intentions and rule breaking and fill the gaps in the related empirical scholarship. 
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Notably, in their study on moral disengagement and deviant work behaviors, Christian and 

Ellis (2014) argue that employees’ intentions to leave the organization play a critical role in 

workplace deviance. Drawing from psychological contract theory (Robinson & Rousseau, 

1994; Robinson, Kraatz, & Rousseau, 1994), they describe the importance of changing 

turnover intentions:  

When employees intend to permanently leave the organization, their perceptions of 

the relational psychological contract change and, in essence, they are consciously and 

subconsciously breaking the bonds of the contract. Although the organization still 

believes a reciprocal exchange relationship exists, employees with high turnover 

intentions are much less concerned about what their employer owes them—or what 

they owe their employer—in a relational sense…They are no longer concerned with 

fulfilling their side of the exchange relationship through loyalty behaviors, and the 

psychological contract now plays less of a role in determining their behavior at work” 

(Christian & Ellis, 2014, p.196).  

If employees of higher turnover intentions are indeed “mentally checked out” (Christian & 

Ellis, 2014, p.196) of the relational contract—resulting in this diminished willingness to 

engage in loyalty behaviors that constitute acts arguably akin to pro-social or citizenship 

behaviors—then it reasonably follows that high turnover intentions may negatively affect 

employees’ “other-focused” pro-social rule breaking. Given these reasons, it is hypothesized 

that: 

 Hypothesis 3a: Intent to leave will be negatively related to pro-social rule breaking. 

 Hypothesis 3b: Intent to leave will be positively related to destructive rule breaking.  
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 The preceding sections review the literature related to the dissertation’s individual-

level variables7 of interest and their relationships with rule breaking and other forms of 

organizational deviance. Hypotheses related to three individual variables—

conscientiousness, affective organizational commitment, and intent to leave—are presented 

and will be tested in Chapter Four. The following sections will similarly review the literature 

and present hypotheses focusing on the dissertation’s independent variables categorized as 

coworker influences. 

2.5 Coworker Influences on Rule Breaking 

 From the interactionist perspective, rule breaking and other forms of workplace 

deviance largely result from the confluence of individual and situational characteristics 

(Jones & Kavanaugh, 1996). Among these contextual workplace factors, coworker (or 

referent other) conduct and interactions are recognized as important determinants of 

employee attitudes and behavior (Vardi & Weitz, 2004; Ho, 2005; Robinson & O’Leary-

Kelly, 1998). Citing the work of Schneider (1987) and others, Chiaburu and Harrison (2008) 

highlight this central position, stating that “coworkers are not only a vital part of the social 

environment at work; they can literally define it” (p.1082). In recent decades, many scholars 

have leaned on the theoretical developments of Salancik and Pfeffer’s (1978) social 

information-processing theory, Bandura’s (1977) social learning theory, and the attraction-

selection-attrition framework (Schneider, 1987)  to guide their study of employee behavior 

                                                 
7 It should be noted here that the phrase “individual variables” does not imply the same strict meaning typically 

used in the psychology literatures, which refers to context- or situation-independent individual differences such 

as personality. Here, individual variables are categorized as such because they occur largely within the person 

and are generally considered out of the direct control of the organization. 
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and misbehavior (e.g., Bommer, Miles, & Grover, 2003; Ferguson & Barry, 2011; Glomb & 

Liao, 2003).  

 Social information processing theory holds that individual employees—particularly in 

times of uncertainty and ambiguity—search out and use information from their immediate 

social environments (i.e. beyond objective characteristics) to guide and adapt their behavior, 

develop shared attitudes and values, interpret events, and evaluate the salience of such 

information (Greenberg, 1997; Glomb & Liao, 2003; Ferguson & Barry, 2011). Salancik and 

Pfeffer (1978), in their seminal work on the theory, write that: 

The social information processing approach proceeds from the fundamental premise 

that individuals, as adaptive organisms, adapt attitudes, behavior, and beliefs to their 

social context and to the reality of their own past and present behavior and situation. 

This premise leads inexorably to the conclusion that one can learn most about 

individual behavior by studying the informational and social environment within 

which that behavior occurs and to which it adapts. The social environment provides 

cues which individuals use to construct and interpret events. It also provides 

information about what a person’s attitudes and opinions should be. Furthermore, the 

social context is likely to make more or less salient some information about an 

individual’s own past activities, statements, and thoughts, and also provides norms 

and expectations which constrain the process of rationalizing those past activities 

(p.226-227).  

Salancik and Pfeffer (1978, p.227) contend that the social environment affects employees’ 

attitudes through the “direct construction of meaning” related to group norms and 



 

63 

expectations and by focusing individuals’ finite attention on particular information. Weiss 

and Nowicki (1981) describe these direct and indirect effects on employee job attitudes, 

stating that: 

Indirectly, the social context can affect attitudes by making certain aspects of the 

environment more salient and by influencing the interpretation of situations and 

events. More directly, exposure to the expressed attitudes of coworkers about the job 

or its components can have a significant impact on a workers’ own satisfaction. 

Further, because of the multidimensional complexity of work and the uncertainty 

among workers, individuals are likely to be persuaded by the evaluations 

communicated by others (p.345-346).  

Salancik and Pfeffer (1978) also stress the importance of workplace and job complexity, the 

internal drive of employees to fit in, and the frequent, repeated interactions and exchanges 

between employees in separating the salient informational wheat from the chaff and in the 

creation of shared beliefs, norms, and expectations. They argue that “these effects of context 

make behavior in work organizations different from individual behavior and individual 

cognitive processes considered in isolation” (p.233) and contend that “the multiple social 

influences on attitudes are more consequential for predicting attitudes at work than are 

individual needs or other characteristics” (p.248). 

 The literature reflects widespread application of Salancik and Pfeffer’s (1978) social 

information-processing theory. For instance, Vardi and Weitz (2004) note the approach’s 

usefulness in better understanding the mechanisms groups employ in exercising power over 

their members. In their analysis of organizational misbehavior, the authors argue that 
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unsanctioned and non-penalized acts of deviance regularly witnessed by others in the 

workplace will likely result in increased misbehavior among employees. Bommer, Miles, and 

Grover (2003) share this view, suggesting that employees’ frequent observation of 

coworkers’ citizenship behaviors in the workplace will likely contribute to attitudes and 

behaviors consistent with this now “normal” behavior. Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly (1998) 

apply this approach to antisocial behavior, contending that “individual group members, 

working in a shared social environment, will receive similar social cues that convince them 

that certain types and levels of antisocial behavior are acceptable adaptations to their shared 

working conditions” (p.659). Ferguson and Barry (2011) use Salancik and Pfeffer’s work to 

guide their analysis of the “bystander effects” of deviant behavior in organizations on 

observing members. Thus, it reasonably follows that the social information-processing 

approach can shed light on the workplace phenomenon of rule breaking, in that workers will 

draw from their immediate social environments to develop their attitudes and guide their 

behavior around the acceptability of deviance from formal rules.  

 Social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) also contributes to the research of workplace 

deviance. Like social information-processing theory, social learning theory stresses the 

importance of referent others and holds that a positive relationship should exist between the 

attitudes and behaviors of the work group and those of individual members. Further, social 

learning parallels social information processing theory in that this approach also holds that 

individuals “learn acceptable, normative behavior from observing how others behave” 

(Bommer et al., 2003, p.182). However, as Glomb and Liao (2003) note, social learning 

involves a slightly different mechanism. Under Bandura’s (1977) social learning framework, 
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individual behavior “is influenced by role models for behavior: an individual employee 

acquires a repertoire of behaviors by observing others’ behaviors and their consequences” 

(Glomb & Liao, 2003, p.487). It is these role models who are central to social learning 

theory. In their analysis of antisocial behavior in the workplace, Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly 

(1998) highlight this prominence of the role model, writing that: 

If individuals work in environments that include others who serve as models for 

antisocial behavior, these individuals are more likely themselves to behave in 

antisocial ways. When individuals operate within group settings, they are typically 

able to observe other group members, which creates the opportunity for these 

members to serve as models. It is likely that members of groups who are analyzing 

their social environments for information regarding the appropriateness of particular 

beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors, would often use other group members as role 

models. If other group members serve as role models, groups may have a significant 

influence on individual antisocial behavior through this role-modeling process 

(p.659). 

Similarly, Bommer et al. (2003), leveraging social learning theory, contend that workplaces 

where “citizenship behavior is common should be more likely to promote citizenship 

behavior than contexts lacking citizenship behavior” (p.182). It sensibly follows that social 

learning theory, like the social information-processing approach, can offer guidance for this 

analysis of destructive and pro-social rule breaking.  

 Other theoretical frameworks are present in the literature around organizational 

behavior and the effects of referent others (e.g., coworkers) that can offer explanations for 
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employee rule breaking. Schneider (1987) proposes a framework for understanding the root 

causes of organizational behavior, arguing that “the people make the place” and that 

“organizations are the functions of the kinds of people they contain” (p.437). Schneider 

contends that social forces exist within organizations that interact to attract, select in, and 

retain an increasingly homogenous work group membership. This attraction-selection-

attrition framework as it is called in the literature holds that, over time, individuals of similar 

beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors join and remain members of organizations while those 

individuals of different characteristics are more likely to avoid or leave these incongruent 

organizational memberships. Further, Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly (1998) write that:  

Most individuals will likely adapt some of their behaviors, cognitions, and attitudes to 

better fit with the social environment in which they work. Those that adapt well are 

more likely to remain with the organization, whereas those who do not sufficiently 

adapt are more likely to leave (p.659).  

This theoretical perspective is present in the deviance literature around workplace aggression 

(Glomb & Liao, 2003) and antisocial behavior (Robinson & O’Leary-Kelly, 1998). 

Interestingly, Chartrand and Bargh (1999) oppose this notion of active adaptation, arguing 

for a more deterministic theory of the perception-behavior linkage—the “Chameleon 

Effect”—that holds that group members “passively and unintentionally change their 

behaviors to match that others in their social environments” (p.893).  

 Salancik and Pfeffer’s (1978) social information-processing approach, Bandura’s 

(1977) social learning theory, and the attraction-selection-attrition framework (Schneider, 

1987) offer substantial theoretical guidance for this dissertation’s analysis of the effects of 
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the attitudes and behaviors of coworkers or referent others on focal employee rule breaking. 

The following sections review the literature and present hypotheses for two social influences 

drawn from related research: the perceptions of one’s coworkers’ rule breaking behaviors and 

feedback-seeking targeting coworkers. See Figure 2.2 for an illustration. 

 

Figure 2.2: Conceptual Model Subsection, Coworker Influences on Rule Breaking 

 

 

2.5.1 Perceptions of Coworker Rule Breaking 

 Coworkers are important to our understanding of organizational behavior. “Since the 

time of the Hawthorne Studies,” Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly (1998) write, “management 

scholars have noted the effects of work groups on individuals” (p.668). In their review of the 

deviant behavior literature, Robinson, Wang, and Kiewitz (2014) conclude that “coworkers 

are fundamental to work life, and their influence on employees may overshadow that exerted 

by superiors” (p.124). This position is echoed in Brehm and Gates’ (1997) analysis, who find 
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that frontline bureaucrats’ decisions to work or shirk are more strongly influenced by 

solidarity with their peers than by their supervisors’ managerial efforts. Maynard-Moody and 

Musheno (2000) describe this heavy effect of coworkers, writing that: 

For better or worse, fellow street-level workers exert powerful influence over each 

other’s behavior; peer influence often trumps supervisory control. Street-level 

workers have strong cultural bonds to fellow street-level workers, both within and 

across agencies. This key relationship provides the workers with their primary 

reference groups. After the formal training is complete, street-level workers learn 

their jobs from their peers. When questions or dilemmas arise, they turn to peers for 

advice and support (p.352). 

Thus, Vardi & Weitz (2004) conclude that the influence of coworkers’ conduct is important 

to all investigations of organizational misbehavior, arguing that relational factors such as 

breaches of psychological contract and social undermining8 are likely antecedents or 

correlates.  

Existing empirical research supports such claims. Chiaburu and Harrison’s (2008) 

meta-analysis finds significant evidence of the influential role that coworkers’ behavior and 

attitudes play in employees’ behaviors, including negative relationships with withdrawal, 

turnover intention, absenteeism, counterproductive work behavior, and withholding effort at 

work. Bommer et al. (2003) find that one’s coworkers’ level of organizational citizenship 

behavior (OCB) is positively related to an individual’s level of OCB. Other studies find 

                                                 
8 Social undermining is “behavior intended to hinder, over time, the ability to establish and maintain positive 

interpersonal relationships, work-related success, and favorable reputation” (Duffy, Ganster, & Pagon, 2002 

p.332).  
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positive relationships between aggregate group-level absenteeism and individual absenteeism 

(Mathieu & Kohler, 1990; Bamberger & Biron, 2007), work group aggression and individual 

aggressive behavior (Glomb & Liao, 2003), unethical peer influence and employee unethical 

behavior (Jones & Kavanaugh, 1996), and close coworkers’ bad-mouthing behavior and 

organizational cynicism (Wilkerson, Evans, & Davis, 2008). Zey-Ferrell, Weaver, and Ferrell 

(1979) and Zey-Ferrell and Ferrell (1982) find that employees’ perceptions of their peers’ 

behavior and beliefs are a stronger predictor of unethical behavior than their own beliefs. 

Trevino (1992) proposes that informal sanctions by coworkers for inappropriate behavior are 

likely stronger influences on behavior than formal penalties handed down by superiors, a 

hypothesis empirically supported by Hollinger and Clark’s (1982) analysis of property and 

production deviance.  

 Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly’s (1998) influential work, which applies the theoretical 

principles of Bandura (1977), Salancik and Pfeffer (1978), and Schneider (1987), provides 

strong support for the inclusion of coworker influences in studies of employee behavior. The 

authors find that group antisocial behavior is positively related to individual antisocial 

behavior, and that this influence grows in its intensity over time (i.e. the longer the focal 

employee is a part of the work group). Similarly, in her work on pro-social rule breaking, 

Morrison (2006) finds that perceived coworker behavior significantly affects the likelihood 

of pro-social rule breaking in two vignette studies. She argues that: 

If an employee learns that coworkers have sometimes engaged in pro-social rule 

breaking, he or she will be more likely to feel that it is okay to do so himself or 

herself. Indeed, even if there is a risk of sanctions, information suggesting that a 
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particular rule has sometimes been broken by others will increase the likelihood of an 

employee breaking that rule himself or herself (p.18).  

Dahling et al. (2012) propose and find empirical support for Morrison’s (2006) view of 

coworker influence, writing that: 

Social learning helps to set and modify organizational expectations in ways that can 

encourage pro-social rule breaking when others commit it. Accordingly, employees’ 

perceptions of pro-social rule breaking performed by others should communicate that 

such rule-breaking behavior, while not officially sanctioned, are at least not 

excessively risky (p.27). 

Thus, it follows that focal employees’ perceptions of their coworkers’ behaviors can be 

expected to influence their own destructive and pro-social rule breaking attitudes and 

behaviors. 

Some research suggests that employees’ perceptions of the behaviors occurring in 

their workplaces are developed via different experiences. Robinson et al. (2014) contend that: 

[C]oworker deviant behavior affects individual employees’ attitudes, affect, and 

actions through three routes: (a) direct impact, whereby an employee is the target of 

workers’ deviant behaviors; (b) vicarious impact, whereby an employee is impacted 

by witnessing or learning of coworkers’ deviant behaviors; and (c) ambient impact, 

whereby an employee is impacted by working in an environment characterized by 

collective coworker deviant behavior (p.123).  

Robinson et al. (2014) posit that these three distinct avenues of coworker influence may 

likely result in different effects on individual affective, attitudinal, and behavioral outcomes. 
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In their study of the bystander effects of interpersonal deviance, Ferguson and Barry (2011) 

also contend that coworkers’ deviant behaviors influence individual outcomes in nuanced 

ways. Specifically, the authors suggest that indirect knowledge and direct observation of 

coworkers’ workplace deviance may affect bystanders differently, stating that “an individual 

who observes an event or incident is in a position to craft his or her own interpretation of 

what occurred. Indirect knowledge of an incident, in contrast, reaches the perceiver filtered 

through interpretations by the information source” (p.83). Interestingly, the study finds that 

only indirect observation of interpersonal deviance is positively related to individuals’ 

subsequent deviant behavior (Ferguson & Barry, 2011). This research suggests the need to 

differentiate between the modes of peer influence; specifically, this study should and does 

distinguish between indirect knowledge (e.g., “through the grapevine”) and direct 

observation of coworkers’ rule breaking behaviors. Thus, for the reasons identified in the 

preceding discussion of the related theoretical and empirical work, it is hypothesized that: 

Hypothesis 4a: Indirect knowledge of coworker rule breaking will be positively  

related to destructive rule breaking. 

 

Hypothesis 4b: Indirect knowledge of coworker rule breaking will be positively  

related to pro-social rule breaking. 

 

 

Hypothesis 5a: Direct observation of coworker rule breaking will be positively  

related to destructive rule breaking. 

 

Hypothesis 5b: Direct observation of coworker rule breaking will be positively  

related to pro-social rule breaking. 
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2.5.2 Feedback-Seeking Targeting Coworkers 

 Coworkers can be a rich source of information for employees facing uncertainty and 

ambiguity around their roles and the appropriateness or acceptability of particular attitudes or 

behaviors within their organizations (Morrison, 1993a, 1993b, 1995; Chiaburu & Harrison, 

2008). Employees use this social information gathered from referent others to make sense of 

and adapt to their environments and to adjust their work behaviors (Settoon & Adkins, 1997; 

Brett, Feldman, & Weingart, 1990). Some research of these information seeking processes 

and behaviors leverage Festinger’s (1954) social comparison theory, which generally holds 

that individuals learn about themselves via self-evaluation in relation to others, while other 

studies focus on theories of organizational entry and newcomer socialization (Miller & 

Jablin, 1991; Morrison, 1993a, 1993b, 1995). Citing the works of White (1959, 1974), 

Ashford (1986) writes that: 

[T]o achieve mastery, individuals continually explore within an environment until it 

is known and understood. All of these activities—exploring, interpreting, mapping, 

and organizing—fall within the general behavioral category of adaptation. Thus, 

securing adequate information is a central consideration in successful adaptation. A 

kind of information that would seem to be especially important in the process of 

adaptation is that pertaining to the appropriateness or correctness of behavior for 

attaining various goals. This information is commonly called feedback9 (p.465). 

                                                 
9 Ashford and Cummings (in Ashford, 1986, p.466) forward an alternate definition of feedback: “conscious 

devotion of effort toward determining the correctness and adequacy of behaviors for attaining valued end 

states.” 
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Morrison (1993a) finds that organization newcomers actively seek information in order “to 

master their job, define their role, learn about the organization’s culture, and become socially 

integrated” (p.178). Further, Morrison (1993b) suggests that individuals seek different types 

of information, including performance feedback, “or information about how others are 

perceiving and evaluating their job performance,” and social feedback, “or information about 

the acceptability of their nontask behavior” (p.559). Ashford’s (1986) study bolsters the view 

that individuals seek feedback in times of uncertainty and inexperience, with fears of 

inadequate job performance spurring more frequent efforts.  

 Studies identify two main ways in which individuals seek feedback information 

within their organizations (Ashford, 1986). Ashford and Cummings (1985) argue that 

feedback is a resource, and, as it grows in perceived importance and thus value, individuals 

will dedicate greater efforts toward gathering such information, and that individuals do so by 

either “monitoring the information environment for feedback or creating feedback through 

direct inquiry” (p.68). Inquiry is a more active process involving asking referent others direct 

questions, whereas monitoring is a more passive approach that requires observation and 

interpretation of informational cues (Morrison, 1993b). Both modes of feedback-seeking 

involve costs. Monitoring efforts are subject to misinterpretation by the information seeker, 

whereas direct inquiry can risk signaling one’s insufficiencies or poor performance to the 

referent other (Miller & Jablin, 1991; Morrison, 1993b).  

 This dissertation focuses on feedback-seeking via direct inquiry only: that is, 

bureaucrats’ active efforts to question referent others (i.e. coworkers and, in later sections, 

supervisors) about unexpected events, job duties, organizational rules, and their own job 
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performance. This strategy is supported by the findings of Anseel, Beatty, Shen, Lievens, and 

Sackett’s (2015) meta-analysis, which suggests that monitoring and inquiry should “probably 

not be viewed as indicators of the same underlying construct” and that researchers should 

“focus on one specific dimension of feedback-seeking behavior and draw conclusions 

regarding this dimension only” (p.337). Further, this study forwards no hypotheses of the 

direct relationship between the intensity of employees’ feedback-seeking efforts targeting 

coworkers and their destructive and pro-social rule breaking attitudes and behaviors. 

However, feedback-seeking is hypothesized to moderate the relationship between employees’ 

perceptions of coworkers’ rule breaking behaviors and their destructive and pro-social rule 

breaking. Higher intensities of feedback-seeking arguably indicate a greater value placed on 

the desired information solicited from the referent other by the focal employee. Therefore, it 

follows that employees who both strongly value feedback from coworkers and believe that 

their coworkers are more frequently breaking formal rules will self-report higher levels of 

rule breaking. For these reasons, it is hypothesized that: 

 Hypothesis 6a: Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers and perceived coworker rule  

breaking (direct observation) will interact, such that perceived coworker rule 

breaking will have a stronger effect on destructive rule breaking for 

individuals of higher intensities of feedback-seeking than for individuals of 

lower intensities of feedback-seeking.  

 

Hypothesis 6b: Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers and perceived coworker rule  

breaking (indirect knowledge) will interact, such that perceived coworker rule 

breaking will have a stronger effect on destructive rule breaking for 

individuals of higher intensities of feedback-seeking than for individuals of 

lower intensities of feedback-seeking. 

 

Hypothesis 6c: Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers and perceived coworker rule  

breaking (direct observation) will interact, such that perceived coworker rule 

breaking will have a stronger effect on pro-social rule breaking for individuals 
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of higher intensities of feedback-seeking than for individuals of lower 

intensities of feedback-seeking. 

 

Hypothesis 6d: Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers and perceived coworker rule  

breaking (indirect knowledge) will interact, such that perceived coworker rule 

breaking will have a stronger effect on pro-social rule breaking for individuals 

of higher intensities of feedback-seeking than for individuals of lower 

intensities of feedback-seeking. 

 

 The preceding sections review the literature relevant to coworker influences on 

organizational behavior and, more specifically, workplace rule breaking. Hypotheses are 

forwarded for testing in Chapter Four around two key relational variables: the perceptions of 

coworkers’ rule breaking behaviors and employees’ feedback-seeking efforts targeting 

coworkers as referent others. The following section similarly reviews the pertinent literature 

around the influences of supervisory relationships on subordinate behavior.  

2.6 Supervisory Influences on Rule Breaking 

 Supervisors or leaders10, like coworkers, are generally thought to affect the workplace 

behaviors of subordinates (Detert, Trevino, Burris, & Andiappan, 2007) and the effectiveness 

of public organizations (Brewer & Selden, 2000; Meier & O’Toole, 2006; Andrews & 

Boyne, 2010). However, the relative strength of the influence of supervisors and their 

managerial efforts over subordinates’ compliance remains a subject of considerable debate. 

Scholars note weaknesses related to bargaining and information imbalances of the agency 

problem (Johnson & Libecap, 1989) and the evidence suggesting stronger effects of 

organizational culture, coworker relationships, and personal beliefs and preferences (Brehm 

                                                 
10 Here, “leaders” refer to individuals occupying supervisory positions within organizations, not a qualitative 

concept or “type of leadership” that is present in some literatures, including public administration (Van Wart, 

2003, 2013). However, LMX is a variable discussed in this chapter and is argued to be both “transactional” and 

“transformational” leadership (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995, pp.238-239).  
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& Gates, 1993, 1994, 1997). Leader-member exchange (LMX) is a well-established theory of 

leadership and measure of the quality of supervisor-subordinate relationships (Graen & Uhl-

Bien, 1995) that may make significant contributions to our understanding of bureaucrats’ rule 

breaking attitudes and behaviors. Recent research suggests that LMX is related to work-

related behavior, including task performance and extra-role performance (i.e. citizenship and 

counterproductive performance) (Martin, Guillaume, Thomas, Lee, & Epitropaki, 2016). The 

inclusion of LMX in this dissertation responds to Van Wart’s (2013) call for the testing of 

established theoretical models of leadership with data from public organizations.  

Social information gathered by employees from their immediate work environments 

may also contribute significantly to their decisions to break particular formal rules. 

Specifically, employees may actively seek feedback information from their direct supervisor 

related to organizational rules, unfamiliar situations, job duties, and their performance via the 

same processes reviewed in the preceding discussion of coworker influences. The intensity of 

these feedback-seeking efforts likely affect subordinates’ rule breaking behaviors. The 

following sections will review the literature relevant to and present hypotheses for the 

analysis of the effects of LMX and feedback-seeking targeting direct supervisors on 

employees’ destructive and pro-social rule breaking. See Figure 2.3 for an illustration. 
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Figure 2.3: Conceptual Model Subsection, Supervisory Influences on Rule Breaking 

 

 

2.6.1 Leader-Member Exchange 
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social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) in its attention to the sense of duty or obligation felt by 
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willingness to engage in innovative and spontaneous activities beyond those specified roles” 

(Ilies, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007, p.269). Scholars generally contend that LMX quality is 
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a multi-dimensional phenomenon (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). To this point, Graen and Uhl-

Bien (1995) posit that: 

LMX contains three dimensions, namely respect, trust, and obligation. Furthermore, 

we postulate that the offer to another to build a partnership LMX is based upon these 

three factors. An offer will not be made and accepted without (1) mutual respect for 

the capabilities of the other, (2) the anticipation of deepening reciprocal trust with the 

other, and (3) the expectation that interacting obligation will grow over time as 

career-oriented social exchanges blossom into a partnership. Development of LMX is 

based on the characteristics of the working relationship as opposed to a personal or 

friendship relationship (p.237-238). 

Thus, LMX is a dyadic, relationship-based approach to leadership viewed as a role-making 

process distinct from leader-based and follower-based perspectives, which focus on the 

personal traits and appropriate behaviors of leaders and followers, respectively (Graen & 

Uhl-Bien, 1995). 

 Leader-member exchange is further distinguished by its proposition that leaders 

develop tailored, personalized relationships with each of their subordinates (Liden, Sparrowe, 

& Wayne, 1997; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). Earlier approaches to leadership, such as average 

leadership style, do not account for variation in leaders’ treatment of subordinates or leader-

follower relationships within work groups, thereby assuming that followers of a particular 

leader react to and experience that leader in the same ways (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 

1975; Liden & Graen, 1980; Graen, Liden, & Hoel, 1982). It follows, then, that not all 

leader-member relationships “blossom” into partnerships or develop into “mature leadership 
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relationships” discussed by Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995). That is, leaders will develop close 

relationships with only some followers. In higher-quality LMX relationships, dyadic partners 

are able to “exert considerable incremental influence with each other, and each member gains 

greater access to resources and support from the other than he or she would have otherwise” 

(Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995, p.233). In these relationships, subordinates “make contributions 

that go beyond their formal job duties and take on responsibility for the completion of tasks 

that are most critical to the success of the unit and, in return, receive greater attention, 

support, and sensitivity from their supervisors” (Liden & Graen, 1980). However, lower-

quality LMX relationships are largely directed by formal authority, rules, and work contracts 

and generally fail to produce the high levels of trust, interaction, support, and rewards 

experienced within higher-quality social relationships (Liden & Graen, 1980; Dienesch & 

Liden, 1986; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).  

 The relational information gleaned with the LMX approach is important for our 

improved understanding of several key organizational outcomes. Gerstner and Day’s (1997) 

meta-analytic review of 164 studies finds significant relationships between LMX and 

satisfaction with supervision, overall job satisfaction, commitment, role clarity and conflict, 

member competence, and turnover intentions. Other studies find that LMX is positively 

related to job engagement (Meng & Wu, 2015) and negatively related to employee turnover 

(Graen et al., 1982; Dulebohn, Bommer, Liden, Brouer, & Ferris, 2012). However, this 

dissertation draws most heavily from the studies investigating linkages between LMX quality 

and both in-role job performance (i.e. completion of tasks and duties included in formal work 

contracts) and extra-role job performance (i.e. completion of tasks and duties outside of or 
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beyond formal requirements, such as citizenship behaviors). Dulebohn et al.’s (2012) recent 

meta-analysis that includes 247 studies and 290 samples shows that LMX quality is 

positively related to organizational citizenship behaviors and job performance, results 

consistent with those of Ilies et al.’s (2007) meta-analysis. A number of other studies offer 

support for the positive effects of LMX quality on in-role performance and citizenship 

behaviors (Settoon, Bennett, & Liden, 1996; Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997; Dunegan, 

Duchon, & Uhl-Bien, 1992; Kacmar, Witt, Zivnuska, & Gully, 2003). In the public 

administration literature, Hassan and Hatmaker (2014), Tummers and Knies (2013), and 

Vigoda-Gadot and Beeri (2012) find similar evidence of the positive effects of LMX quality 

on supervisor-rated job performance, discretionary work effort, and change-oriented 

organizational citizenship behaviors, respectively. 

 These findings of positive relationships between LMX quality and both in-role and 

extra-role job performance are important for guiding this dissertation’s analysis of rule 

breaking. LMX theory emphasizes the obligation felt by subordinates to reciprocate 

supervisors’ efforts (i.e. the extra resources and support provided) within higher-quality 

LMX relationships, holding that these subordinates are “willing to exert effort by engaging in 

activities that are not specifically prescribed by the organization, such as taking personal 

initiative, exercising personal leadership to make their work unit more effective, taking 

career risks to accomplish assignments, and being good organizational citizens” (Graen & 

Uhl-Bien, 1995, p.233). Liden et al. (1997) write that: 

[Q]uite simply, members who receive more information and support from the leader 

and who engage in tasks that require challenge and responsibility are expected to 
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have more positive job attitudes and engage in more positive behaviors than members 

whose support is limited to what is required by the employment contract (p.60).  

Thus, scholars suggest that these employees will perform at higher levels in their jobs 

(Wayne et al., 1997), including moving beyond completion of required in-role behaviors to 

engage in extra-role citizenship behaviors to “pay back” their leaders (Ilies et al., 2007, 

p.269; Liden et al., 1997; Settoon et al., 1996). The results of Martin et al.’s (2016) recent 

meta-analysis show a positive relationship between LMX quality and citizenship 

performance and a negative relationship with counterproductive performance. The authors 

write that: 

[I]n high LMX relationships, followers feel an obligation to pay back the leader by 

meeting work demands, which should make it less likely that the follower engages in 

behaviors that harm the leader or the organization (as this could impact on their 

performance levels). By contrast, in low LMX relationships, followers might deal 

with perceived inequity or unfair treatment by their leader by engaging in 

counterproductive behaviors so as to harm the leader and organization. Therefore, we 

expect LMX to be negatively related to counterproductive behaviors (Martin et al., 

2016, p.72). 

Thus, it is expected that LMX quality will have opposite effects on pro-social and destructive 

rule breaking. Therefore, it is hypothesized that: 

 Hypothesis 7a: LMX quality will be negatively related to destructive rule breaking. 

 Hypothesis 7b: LMX quality will be positively related to pro-social rule breaking. 
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2.6.2 Feedback-Seeking Targeting Direct Supervisors 

 The previous discussion of the influences of coworkers on focal employees’ attitudes 

and behavior in Section 2.5 establishes that individuals tend to seek information from their 

immediate work environment during times of uncertainty and ambiguity (Ashford, 1986; 

Morrison, 1993a, 1993b, 1995; Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008). Research suggests that 

individuals engage in such feedback-seeking behavior in order to gather social information to 

make sense of their surroundings, adapt to their environments, and adjust their work 

behaviors to reflect relevant norms and expectations (Settoon & Adkins 1997; Brett et al., 

1990). This feedback-seeking behavior occurs via passive monitoring—the observation of 

referent others and interpretation of their behavior and reactions to the focal individual—and 

direct inquiry, which involves the selection of a particular referent other (Ashford & 

Cummings, 1983, 1985). Inquiry requires the focal individual to consciously select an 

information source to whom to direct their questions (Miller & Jablin, 1991) and is the 

feedback-seeking mode of interest in this dissertation, a strategy recommended by Anseel et 

al. (2015). Morrison (1993b) states that coworkers and supervisors, due in large part to their 

relative accessibility and familiarity with focal employees’ job roles, are important sources of 

information and that individuals differentially target these sources for various types of 

information. Specifically, she finds that organizational newcomers more actively seek 

technical information, information about role demands, and performance feedback from 

supervisors, while seeking social information mostly from their coworkers (Morrison, 

1993b).  
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 The linkage between feedback-seeking efforts and job performance outcomes is 

important to this dissertation’s analysis of rule breaking. Ashford and Cummings (1983) 

contend that “interest in the feedback area [is] primarily sustained because of its 

performance-enhancing effect” (p.371). However, Whitaker and Levy (2012) note that 

research focusing on the effects of feedback-seeking on effectiveness provides largely 

equivocal results, yet their study finds positive relationships between feedback-seeking and 

both task performance and organizational citizenship behaviors. Huang’s (2012) study of 

psychological empowerment shows positive effects of feedback-seeking behavior on a 

measure of job performance that includes both in-role and organizational citizenship 

behaviors. De Stobbeleir, Ashford, and Buyens (2011) present similar findings that show a 

positive relationship between feedback-seeking via direct inquiry and creative job 

performance. Other studies find similar effects of feedback-seeking on job performance 

(Renn & Fedor, 2001). The results of a recent meta-analysis indicate a relatively weak 

relationship between overall feedback-seeking and job performance—a finding the authors 

call “problematic in light of the assumption that feedback-seeking is an effective strategy to 

enhance one’s own performance and attain work goals” (p.337)—and suggest that inquiry as 

a mode of feedback-seeking might lead to stronger performance gains than monitoring 

strategies (Anseel et al., 2015).  

 This dissertation’s analysis of rule breaking operates from the assumption that the 

default preference of supervisors in public organizations is one in which their subordinates 

always follow the rules. Sekerka and Zolin (2007) use this position in their analysis of rule 

bending, stating, “Government officials typically want their people to maintain strict 
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adherence to and respect for regulations—all of the time. Leadership also wants to maintain 

authority over the collective, retaining the ability to establish and enforce rule adherence” 

(p.228). Thus, it can be argued that feedback received from one’s supervisor will contain 

messages reinforcing this preference for rule abidance. The literature suggests an inconsistent 

relationship between feedback-seeking and job performance, with perhaps weaker than 

expected effects given the existing studies (Anseel et al., 2015). Recent research, however 

limited, does find a positive relationship between feedback-seeking and both organizational 

citizenship behaviors and creative performance11. This suggests that feedback-seeking might 

encourage individuals to engage in more positive extra-role activities, such as organizational 

citizenship and pro-social rule breaking. The literature reviewed for this dissertation was 

silent on the direct effects of feedback-seeking on rule breaking or other acts of workplace 

deviance. Thus, consistent with the default position of supervisors’ preferences for strict rule 

abidance, it is hypothesized that: 

Hypothesis 8: Feedback-seeking targeting supervisors will be negatively related to  

(a) destructive rule breaking and (b) pro-social rule breaking. 

 

Hypothesis 9: The negative influence of feedback-seeking targeting supervisors will  

be stronger on destructive rule breaking than on pro-social rule breaking. 

 

The preceding sections reviewed the theoretical and empirical literature around the 

influences of direct supervisors on subordinates’ work attitudes and behaviors. Hypotheses to 

be tested in Chapter Four are presented for two related predictor variables of interest: leader-

member exchange (LMX) quality and feedback-seeking targeting supervisors. The following 

                                                 
11 De Stobbeleir et al. (2011) define creative performance as “the extent to which employees generate novel and 

useful ideas regarding procedures and processes at work” (p.811). Sample survey items for supervisory ratings 

of subordinates include: “Comes up with creative solutions to problems.”  
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sections will review the relevant research on this dissertation’s final category of predictors 

thought to influence rule breaking attitudes and behaviors: organizational factors. Variables 

of interest here include centralization, formalization, rule consistency, certainty of detection, 

and severity of punishment. Each will be reviewed in turn, with associated hypotheses 

forwarded.  

2.7 Organizational Factors and their Effects on Rule Breaking 

 Pugh et al. (1963), and Weber (1946) before them, write of the importance of 

organizational structure in analyzing individual and group behavior within bureaucracies. 

Formalization and centralization, elements of Weber’s ideal-type bureaucracy, generally 

represent structural variables capable of varying between organizations along continua of the 

extent of written policies and procedures and the degree to which decision-making authority 

is concentrated, respectively. Public administration scholars find evidence that these 

workplace qualities significantly impede or limit employees’ willingness to deviate from 

formal rules (DeHart-Davis, 2007; Portillo & DeHart-Davis, 2009). Beyond organizational 

structure, scholars—particularly those researching theories of red tape (Bozeman, 1993; 

Bozeman & Feeney, 2011) and green tape (DeHart-Davis, 2009a, 2009b)—point to attributes 

of the rules themselves as partial determinants of employees’ beliefs about rules and their 

decisions to bend or break written rules. Rule consistency is one such attribute linked to 

employee rule abidance, a relationship likely facilitated by perceptions of fairness (DeHart-

Davis, 2009b; Tyler & Blader, 2000, 2005). Lastly, deterrence theory and utility models of 

employee compliance suggest that organization’s control mechanisms and perceived 

situational constraints may suppress deviant acts (Braithwaite & Makkai, 1991; Makkai & 
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Braithwaite, 1994). Specifically, research provides evidence that employees’ perceptions of 

the certainty of detection and severity of subsequent formal punishment limit workplace 

deviance (Hollinger & Clark, 1983a; Parilla, Hollinger, & Clark, 1988).  

 In all, the literature suggests that these organizational variables of structure, rule 

attributes, and formal control are important in the analysis of rule breaking attitudes and 

behaviors. However, considerable debate exists among scholars around the capacity of 

organizational factors—most notably formal control efforts—to affect employee behavior 

above and beyond the influence of personal preferences and the social environment (e.g., 

peer relationships, informal social sanctions) (Brehm & Gates, 1997; Maynard-Moody & 

Musheno, 2003; Hollinger & Clark, 1982). Hence, this dissertation jointly investigates the 

influence of organizational factors, individual factors, and coworker and supervisory 

relationships on employee rule breaking. The following sections will review the existing 

theoretical and empirical work of each organizational factor in turn and present hypotheses 

for testing in Chapter Four. See Figure 2.4 for an illustration. 
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Figure 2.4: Conceptual Model Subsection, Organizational Factors 
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p.293) writes, “is a result of governing by rules.” Pugh et al. (1963) describe centralization in 

terms of authority, writing that: 

One aspect of centralization is formal authority, or institutional authority stemming 
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Centralization      

 

 

 

 

Formalization     

         Pro-Social Rule Breaking 

             i.)  Attitudes 

                ii.)  Self-reported behaviors 

             

Rule Consistency    

         Destructive Rule Breaking  

             i.)  Attitudes  

                ii.)  Self-reported behaviors 

             

Certainty of Detection 

     

 

       

  

Severity of Punishment        

 



 

88 

greater or lesser extent. Centralization is thus affected by factors that include: (1) the 

location of the actual decision-making function at particular points in the authority 

structure; (2) the promulgation of rules for decisions, which limit the discretion of 

subordinates; (3) the frequency and thoroughness of review procedures and control 

systems; and (4) the legitimate availability of relevant information (p.304).  

Aiken and Hage’s (1968, p.924) prevailing centralization construct, which focuses on these 

decision-making structures, measures the extent to which employees from across all 

organizational levels are involved in decisions around various organizational functions, 

including the hiring and promotion of personnel and the approval of new policies and 

programs.  

 Centralization is thought to increase in times of uncertainty and threat (Burns & 

Stalker, 1961). However, centralization in varying levels is theorized to subsequently 

produce widely divergent organizational outcomes, goal displacement, and rule breaking. For 

instance, Vaughn (1999, p.276) writes that: 

High levels of centralization provide greater coordination but less flexibility; 

consistent policy that is inappropriate for specific situations; rapid decision-making in 

a crisis but cumbersome procedures that stall routine decisions (Staw, Sandelands, & 

Dutton, 1981). 

Stazyk, Pandey, and Wright (2011) suggest that increasingly centralized decision-making 

structures may lead employees to a single-minded focus on excessively rigid obedience to 

organizational rules and lines of authority. In the public administration rules literature, 

DeHart-Davis (2007) suggests that “centralization illuminates power disparities” and that 
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“with power inequity front and center [in highly centralized settings], fears about violating 

organizational norms and incurring noncompliance consequences may lower a public 

employee’s willingness to bend rules” (p.895). However, the results of DeHart-Davis’ (2007; 

2009b) empirical studies show a positive association between centralization and rule 

deviation. Regarding these findings, DeHart-Davis (2007) posits that “centralization may 

trigger rebellious behavior as it emanates from the very personal and seemingly fallible 

human command that arises in centralized settings” (p.900). If centralization does indeed 

contribute to rebellious behavior in this way, it follows that one might expect centralization 

to be associated with more frequent rule deviation, specifically destructive rule breaking as it 

is intended to harm or resist an unshared mission.  

The existing literature produces minimal guidance in predicting the relationship 

between centralization and pro-social rule breaking. Feeney and DeHart-Davis (2009), in 

explaining their findings showing that centralization suppresses both workplace creativity 

and perceived productivity, contend that “[t]he requirements to seek permission to act 

creatively can trigger potential conflict with superiors, impose stress when potential 

responses are unknown, and build resentment within employees when permission to act 

creatively is denied. Thus, centralization may snuff out creative employee behaviors” 

(p.322). Vadera et al. (2013, p.1262) echo this perspective, contending that organizations 

seeking to reduce uncertainty through greater centralization of decision-making will diminish 

their employees’ feelings of empowerment and their willingness to engage in constructive 

deviance. If creative job performance and constructive deviance can be forwarded as 

constructs sufficiently comparable in nature to pro-social rule breaking—and this dissertation 
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takes such a position—one can expect then to find a similar negative influence of 

centralization on all three. Thus, it is hypothesized that: 

Hypothesis 10a: Centralization will be positively related to destructive rule breaking. 

Hypothesis 10b: Centralization will be negatively related to pro-social rule breaking.  

2.7.2 Formalization 

 Formalization is a requisite topic of any discussion of bureaucratization and the 

dimensions of bureaucracy since Weber’s (1946) seminal work. Although Weber never 

explicitly used the word “formalization” (Walsh & Dewar, 1987), scholars roundly credit his 

model of bureaucracy as the inception of the literature’s attention to this structural element 

and written rules (Aiken & Hage, 1966; Pugh et al., 1963). Hall (1963, p.33) leans heavily on 

Weber in describing the dimensions of bureaucracy that coincide with formalization: “a 

system of rules covering the rights and duties of positional incumbents and a system of 

procedures for dealing with work situations.” In the decades to follow, formalization is a 

mainstay of scholarly work around bureaucracy (Pugh et al., 1963, 1968; Hinings et al., 

1967), organizational behavior (Gouldner, 1954; Blau, 1963), red tape theory (Bozeman & 

Scott, 1996; Welch & Pandey, 2007), and green tape theory (DeHart-Davis, Davis, & Mohr, 

2015).  

 Formalization is conceptualized in a number of ways in the literature, yet all 

predominant views involve organizational control over individual members (Bozeman & 

Scott, 1996). Kurland and Egan (1999) view job formalization as “the standardization of the 

work process” (p.440). Scott (1997, p.40) contends that highly formalized work settings are 

“ones that place a strong emphasis on accountability through the monitoring of employees’ 
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work.” Aiken and Hage (1966, p.499) argue that formalization means “the degree of work 

standardization and the amount of deviation that is allowed from standards,” signaling that 

highly formalized organizations not only have a substantial body of rules and specifications 

for jobs and work but also a high level of rule enforcement. The Aston Group presents what 

is arguably the most influential concept in the relevant literature, defining formalization as 

“how far communications and procedures in an organization are written down and filed” 

(Pugh et al., 1963, p.303) and “the extent to which rules, procedures, instructions, and 

communications are written” (Pugh et al., 1968, p.75). This view of formalization is 

commonly used in the bureaucracy and rules literatures12 (Rousseau, 1978; Adler & Borys, 

1996; DeHart-Davis, 2007, 2009a, 2009b; Portillo & DeHart-Davis, 2009) and is forwarded 

in this dissertation. 

 The existing literature identifies some linkages between formalization—that is, the 

degree to which organizational rules, regulations, and procedures are written—and attitudinal 

and behavioral outcomes. Podsakoff, Williams, and Todor’s (1986) study shows that 

formalization suppresses alienation among professional and nonprofessional work groups. 

These results run counter to Aiken and Hage’s (1966) earlier analysis of professional social 

welfare organizations that finds high levels of formalization are associated with greater 

feelings of alienation from both work and social relationships.13 Other studies of 

                                                 
12 DeHart-Davis and her colleagues distinguish between rule formalization and organizational formalization 

(and their units of analysis). In the former, rules range from high formalization (written) to low formalization 

(unwritten), while in the latter organizations range from high (many written rules) to low formalization (few 

written rules) (DeHart-Davis et al., 2015; DeHart-Davis et al., 2013). This dissertation considers the latter. 
13 Aiken and Hage (1966) state that “Alienation from work reflects a feeling of disappointment with career and 

professional development, as well as disappointment over the inability to fulfill professional norms. Alienation 

from expressive relations reflects dissatisfaction in social relations with supervisors and fellow workers” 

(p.497).  
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formalization find negative relationships with job satisfaction (Rousseau, 1978; Arches, 

1991) and positive associations with absenteeism and intent to leave (Rousseau, 1978). The 

relevant literature predominantly presents the negative effects of formalization. However, 

there are exceptions. For instance, Adler and Borys (1996) differentiate between two types of 

formalization—“enabling and coercive bureaucracy”—and contend that positive attitudinal 

outcomes, such as commitment and satisfaction, are likely to be present in organizations 

characterized by “enabling” formalization that helps employees improve their job 

performance. Alternatively, they posit that “coercive” bureaucracy or formalization is likely 

to result in worker dissatisfaction and alienation. The authors argue that a more positive 

theoretical view of formalization is worthwhile, writing that: 

Here the assumption is that work can be fulfilling, rather than a disutility, and that 

organization can be experienced as a cooperative endeavor rather than as an 

abrogation of autonomy. If employees see at least some overlap between their goals 

and those of the organization as a whole, they might also welcome the potential 

contribution of formalization to efficiency (Adler & Borys, 1996, p.63). 

Thus, it appears plausible that formalization, despite the literature’s attention to its negative 

effects, might also be associated with outcomes desired by management. Organ & Greene’s 

(1981) study, to this point, finds that highly formalized work settings are associated with 

lower role ambiguity, a factor they contend leads to more distal positive effects such as 

decreased alienation among professionals. Similarly, Walsh and Dewar (1987) contend that 

formalization contributes to improved performance, stability, and management of 

uncertainty, particularly in the early stages of an organization’s history. 



 

93 

The effects of various practices and intensities of formalization on employee 

compliance with written rules and formal authority receives some attention within the 

scholarship of bureaucracy, rules, and organizational studies. Vaughn (1999, pp.276-277) 

writes of the limitations of structure and control systems, stating that “formalization can 

never cover all conditions; moreover, the number of written rules and procedures, their 

recency, perceived relevance, complexity, vagueness, and acceptability have known 

association with the systematic production of organizational deviance” (citing Blau, 1955; 

Oliver, 1991; and Elsbach & Sutton, 1992). Aiken and Hage’s (1966) perspective also 

acknowledges the reality that formalization will be met with some measure of deviance or 

noncompliance. Empirical studies support a linkage between formalization and deviance with 

evidence of a positive association with rule abidance14 (DeHart-Davis, 2007; Portillo & 

DeHart-Davis, 2009). DeHart-Davis (2007) suggests these findings are expected, writing 

that: 

[This] may be attributable to the veneer of neutral authority and distraction from 

individual power that formalization provides (Gouldner, 1954, p.165). Rather than an 

imperfect human being supplying the mandate, requirements emanate from 

impersonal, seemingly unbiased written instructions. The foremen of Gouldner’s 

(1954, p.166) industrial bureaucracy understood this phenomena well and would not 

hesitate to blame written rules for directives that underlings resisted (p.895). 

Echoing this perspective, Kurland and Egan (1999, p.443) contend that formalized decision-

making systems can quash workers’ perceptions of inconsistency and injustice by signaling 

                                                 
14 Relatedly, DeHart-Davis et al. (2013) find a positive relationship between rule formalization and rule 

compliance. 
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that actions are not merely directed by “idiosyncratic individuals.” Tyler and his colleagues 

theorize and find empirical support for the view that rule abidance, and voluntary deference 

(i.e. non-coercive) to authority more broadly, is in large part a function of the perceived 

legitimacy of formal rules, procedures, and directives (Tyler, 1997, 2006, 2009; Tyler & 

Blader, 2005; Tyler, Callahan, & Frost, 2007). Written rules—in comparison to informal, 

unwritten rules—are thought to project a more visible, more legitimate image among workers 

that fosters reciprocity in the form of compliance (Tyler & Blader, 2005), a proposition for 

which DeHart-Davis et al. (2013) find empirical support in a population of local government 

employees.  

 The scholarship reviewed thus far suggests that employees describing their 

workplaces as highly formalized—that is, one in which written rules are pervasive—will 

self-report less rule breaking and less favorable attitudes toward rule breaking irrespective of 

associated underlying motives. Thus, it may be sensible to hypothesize that formalization 

will be negatively related to both pro-social and destructive rule breaking. Formalization may 

likely suppress destructive rule breaking attitudes and behaviors via the heightened attention 

to actions desired by management and the strengthened perceptions of the legitimacy of 

directives that written rules are theorized to produce (Tyler & Blader, 2005; DeHart-Davis et 

al., 2013). However, the theoretical lever of formalization’s influence on pro-social rule 

breaking may likely be drawn from the alienation literature, reviewed in brief above. In 

Organ and Greene’s (1981) study of alienation among professionals, they describe the 

traditional views of bureaucratization: 
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Formalization—the control of job activities by administrative rules and procedures—

is presumed to reduce autonomy and to render one’s contribution to larger ends less 

meaningful. Formalization contravenes professional norms of autonomy and control 

by expertise and collegial influence; it engenders normlessness and isolation by 

undermining professional standards. These conditions lead ultimately to a self-

estrangement in which the professional views the job as preventing the expression of 

his or her full potential. Therefore, the job becomes external to his or her professional 

nature, at most an instrumental means for satisfying extrinsic ends (p.238).  

Given this, pro-social rule breaking—activities akin to citizenship behaviors and motivated 

by a desire to help the organization, its members, or its stakeholders—is likely not a 

phenomenon emerging in highly formalized workplaces. For the above reasons, it is 

hypothesized that: 

 Hypothesis 11a: Formalization will be negatively related to destructive rule breaking. 

 Hypothesis 11b: Formalization will be negatively related to pro-social rule breaking.  

2.7.3 Rule Consistency 

 In the public administration literature, and particularly the scholarship of green tape 

theory (DeHart-Davis, 2009a, 2009b), rule consistency is theorized to influence the 

effectiveness of workplace rules.15 Consistent rule application “pertains not to inflexible rule 

application (i.e. never bending rules), but rather to the extension of rules to all applicable 

entities, whether they be citizens, employees, or departments [and thus] precludes the 

                                                 
15 Green tape theory “argues that the probability of rule effectiveness depends on the combined presence of (1) 

written requirements, (2) with valid means-ends relationships, which (3) employ optimal control, (4) are 

consistently applied, and that have (5) purposes understood by stakeholders” (DeHart-Davis, 2009a, p.362). 

Rule effectiveness is argued to be the extent of stakeholder cooperation with the rule (DeHart-Davis, 2009b).  



 

96 

systematic exemption of certain citizens, employees, or departments from applicable rules” 

(DeHart-Davis, 2009b, p.903). Rule consistency contributes to increases in stakeholder 

cooperation—that is, compliance with the rule—by extending the reliable application and 

enforcement of the rule (and thus managerial preferences) across all intended targets, be it 

across employees, departments, units, clients, or citizens (DeHart-Davis, 2009b; DeHart-

Davis et al., 2015). DeHart-Davis’ (2009a) interviews with city employees yield interesting 

perspectives of rule consistency, including this example: 

A streets and maintenance department head commented on his city commission’s 

tendency to overturn city policies for individual citizens. In response, he had learned 

not to enforce rules among landowners who frequently voiced their disagreement to 

the commission. Doing so would waste his time when the outcome—city commission 

capitulation—appeared inevitable. From his perspective, city policies applied only to 

those citizens ignorant of their ability—or lacking the resources—to successfully seek 

exceptions (p.371).  

Leventhal’s (1980) “consistency rule” of organizational justice holds that procedures should 

be “consistent across persons and over time” (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001, p.280). 

Ultimately, rule consistency is theorized to promote compliance and cooperation through the 

strengthened perceptions of the rule’s fairness held by employees (DeHart-Davis, 2009a, 

2009b). 
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There is a significant body of literature that shows fairness—in particular, procedural 

justice16—of organizational rules can affect compliance behaviors. Tyler (1990) finds that “if 

authorities treat people with trust, fairness, respect, and neutrality, people will not only be 

more willing to cooperate with authorities, but they will also be more likely to comply with 

authority decisions and directives” (in Murphy & Tyler, 2008, p.652). Other procedural 

justice studies show similar effects, that individuals are more likely to accept and comply 

with the rules of an organization when they perceive fair procedures (Lind & Tyler, 1988; 

Tyler, 1990; Robbins, Summers, & Miller, 2000). Tyler and Blader (2001), leveraging a 

social psychology perspective to help explain this linkage, contend that individuals seek to 

gain and maintain membership in groups that reinforce their own identities and belonging, 

thereby increasing their willingness to contribute to the organizations’ effectiveness (i.e. 

comply with group rules). Similarly, Lind and Tyler (1988) argue that procedural justice can 

“make individuals more willing to subordinate their own short-term individual interests to the 

interests of a group or organization” (p.191). DeHart-Davis (2009b) hypothesizes that rule 

consistency—one of the rule attributes associated with green tape—will positively influence 

rule abidance; however, she does not find empirical evidence supporting such a relationship 

in a sample of city employees. A recent meta-analysis of procedural justice finds positive 

effects on organizational citizenship behaviors and negative effects on counterproductive 

work behavior (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). The authors suggest that: 

To the extent employees perceive procedural justice to be part of the organizational 

conduct, and to the extent they want to keep their work organization just, employees 

                                                 
16 Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001) define procedural justice as “the fairness of the process by which 

outcomes are determined” (p.280).  
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will be willing to contribute to the betterment of their fellow employees by 

contributing more than their role demands. [In contrast], to the extent employees 

perceive their organization to be unfair because it uses unfair procedures for resource 

allocations, employees will develop negative attitudes toward the organization, 

leading to employees not having incentives to work in favor of the organization 

(pp.287-288). 

Given this scholarship, it is seemingly appropriate to hypothesize that consistent rule 

application will negatively influence both destructive and pro-social rule breaking. 

Notwithstanding evidence of a positive relationship between procedural justice and 

organizational citizenship behaviors (i.e. activities with underlying motivations arguably 

analogous to those of pro-social rule-breaking), rule consistency is not forwarded here as a 

proxy for procedural justice. However, one can theorize that rule consistency—that is, the 

extension of the rule to all—could motivate pro-social action, such as bending the rule in 

favor of a particularly deserving client à la Maynard-Moody and Musheno’s (2003) citizen-

agent. Further, DeHart-Davis (2009b) notes that consistent rule application is not defined by 

a sheer absence of rule bending. Therefore, employees engaging in pro-social rule breaking 

of specific rules may do so because of the universal application of such rules, a condition 

limiting their discretion and autonomy. Yet, to the extent that the perceived fairness 

associated with this across-the-board enforcement of the rules are high, negative attitudes 

toward the organization are more likely to be suppressed (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2011), 

leading to lower levels of destructive rule breaking. For the reasons stated above, it is 

hypothesized that: 
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 Hypothesis 12a: Rule consistency will be negatively related to destructive rule 

breaking. 

 

 Hypothesis 12b: Rule consistency will be positively related to pro-social rule 

breaking. 

 

2.7.4 Certainty of Detection & Severity of Punishment 

 Managers continue to struggle with developing effective ways to limit employee rule 

breaking, misconduct, and other behaviors deemed contrary to the organization’s goals and 

objectives. In order to achieve these collective ends, organizational control structures or 

systems coordinate the activities of organization members—at least some of whom likely 

hold interests divergent from those of leadership—to ensure their efforts are not 

problematically driven by self-interest (Parilla, Hollinger, & Clark, 1988). Vardi and Weitz’s 

(2004) concept of behavior control systems refers to “both physical means used for control 

and surveillance as well as managerial tools (e.g., rules and regulations, auditing, and 

disciplinary means) whose aim is to monitor, detect, penalize, and eventually decrease 

improper conduct” (p.189). Despite their pervasive presence in modern organizations, the 

literature remains largely inconclusive regarding the overall effectiveness of control systems 

to manage employee behavior (Li, Zhang, & Sarathy, 2010; Parilla et al., 1988).  

 Punishment—also referred to a sanctions in the literature—is a central tenet of 

systems of organizational control. Vaughn (1998) contends that punishment is a key tool for 

social control within organizations “because of institutionalized beliefs that the ultimate 

cause of organizational offending is rational actors who will include the costs of punishment 

in their calculations and be deterred from violative behavior” (p.24). Discipline systems seek 

to enforce rules and norms by handing down penalties—that may include verbal and written 



 

100 

warnings, suspension, termination, or even legal consequences (Parilla et al., 1988; Hollinger 

& Clark, 1982, 1983a)—for failing to meet stated expectations. However, studies suggest 

that workplace deviance is “not sufficiently deterred by the threat of existing formal or 

informal negative sanctions” (Hollinger & Clark, 1983a, p.399). Thus, our understanding of 

the relationships between individual decision-making, control systems, and deterrence effects 

remains limited. 

 Relevant theories abound in the literature, with scholars seeking to explain control 

mechanisms within organizations as well as both deviant and non-deviant behaviors. Cohen 

(1966, p.39) describes a social control model of behavior that focuses on “the social 

processes and structures tending to prevent and reduce deviance,” a similar concern of 

Etzioni (1975) and other theorists interested in compliance within formal organizations. 

Predating these scholars, Weber (1947) observed the rational-legal authority, general 

deference to legitimate procedure, and the social control exercised by leadership through 

administrative rules and sanctions present in bureaucracies. Paternoster and Simpson (1996) 

advance a rational choice model of workplace deviance they describe as “essentially a 

subjective expected utility theory founded on two assumptions: that decisions to offend are 

made on a balancing of both the costs and benefits of offending; and that what are important 

are the decision-maker’s perceived expectations of reward and cost” (p.553). Other scholars 

use Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975; Ajzen & Fishbein 1980) theory of reasoned action (TRA) 

and the theory of planned behavior (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991) to predict or explain employee 

behavior in the face of physical and normative restraints. TRA and TPB both hold that the 

attitudes (related to the probability of a desirable outcome of a behavior) and subjective 
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norms (of the referent group and personal moral code) of an individual will predict their 

behavioral intentions. TPB, however, holds that behavioral intentions are likewise predicted 

by perceived behavioral control, which refers to “how easy or difficult one believes it would 

be for them to commit an act while considering the factors that could inhibit or facilitate the 

occurrence of such a behavior” (Henle, Reeve, & Pitts, 2010, p.56). The scholarship of these 

theories makes key theoretical and empirical contributions to our understanding of 

organizational control; however, the deterrence literature speaks most directly to this 

dissertation.  

 Deterrence theory rests on the proposition that organizations “can deter employees 

from deviant acts to the extent that controls shape employees’ perceptions that deviant acts 

will result in punishment and these perceptions, in turn, inhibit employees from engaging in 

workplace deviance” (Parilla et al., 1988, p.264). Thus, sanctions are paramount. The 

“deterrence doctrine” holds that individuals are at least partially rational and are influenced 

by their perceptions of two major mechanisms related to organizational sanctions for deviant 

behavior: the certainty of detection and the severity of punishment levied against such 

violations. As perceived certainty and severity of punishment increase, deviant behavior and 

intentions to engage in such behavior are theorized to decrease17 (Hollinger & Clark, 1982, 

1983a; Herath & Rao, 2009; Peace, Galletta, and Thong, 2003; D’Arcy & Hovav, 2004). 

Jensen, Erickson, and Gibbs (1978, pp.57-58) contend that related research “should focus on 

the perceptual properties of punishment in relation to criminal or delinquent behavior in 

                                                 
17 Hollinger & Clark (1983a) note that “although the question of whether formally proscribed objective 

sanctions actually have a deterrent effect remain unresolved, writers who have examined the deterrence doctrine 

do agree that the perceived threat of sanctions influences personal behavior” (p.399).  
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various social settings and control for other sociocultural correlates of crime and 

delinquency” (emphasis added). Similarly, Hollinger and Clark (1983a) conclude that 

“sanction threats are best studied by exploring the employee’s perceived risk of being 

discovered by an unspecified control agent” (p.402). Other scholars suggest that employees’ 

perceptions of punishments are important in their indirect effects on coworkers and shared 

relationships (Robinson & O’Leary-Kelly, 1998; Vardi & Weitz, 2004). In sum, deterrence 

studies rest upon individuals’ unique interpretations of the threats of sanctions. 

 The existing empirical literature provides sufficient support for the deterrence 

doctrine. Braithwaite and Makkai (1991) find that certainty of detection is a predictor of both 

self-reported and officially recorded corporate regulatory compliance in a sample of nursing 

home administrators and staff. Other studies show similar positive relationships between 

certainty of detection and policy compliance behaviors and intentions (Herath & Rao, 2009; 

Henle et al., 2010; Jensen et al., 1978; Li et al., 2010; Parilla et al., 1988; Hollinger & Clark, 

1983a; Peace et al., 2003). Fox and Spector (1999) find a positive association between the 

likelihood of no punishment and counterproductive work behaviors; however, they note “that 

belief in no punishment may be a result rather than a cause of having performed harmful 

behavior and not having been caught” (p.926). Elsewhere, studies find that the severity of 

formal sanctions negatively influences employee theft (Hollinger & Clark, 1983a) and 

property and productive deviance (Hollinger & Clark, 1982).  

Hollinger and Clark argue that their findings suggest “the theoretical boundaries of 

deterrence are not necessarily limited to criminal and legal controls, but can also apply to the 

sanctions promulgated by a formal organization” (1983a, p.414). Consistent with this view, 
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Morrison (2006, p.23), who is widely considered the originator of the pro-social rule 

breaking construct, suggests that future investigations of the phenomenon “should consider 

how employees’ judgments about the appropriateness of rule breaking are affected by the 

nature of the rule itself (e.g., the severity of punishment).” The literature strongly suggests 

that this dissertation should find negative relationships between the certainty of detection and 

severity of punishment and both destructive and pro-social rule breaking. That is, employees 

perceiving greater obstacles to engaging in covert or unpunished deviant behaviors will 

report less rule breaking than employees sensing fewer restraints. Similarly, employees 

anticipating more severe penalties for workplace deviance will engage in less rule breaking 

than employees less fearful of related sanctions. Thus, it is hypothesized that: 

Hypothesis 13: Perceived certainty of detection will be negatively related to (a)  

destructive rule breaking and (b) pro-social rule breaking. 

 

Hypothesis 14: Perceived severity of punishment will be negatively related to (a)  

destructive rule breaking and (b) pro-social rule breaking. 

 

2.8 Conclusion 

 The preceding sections of Chapter 2 review the literature relevant to this 

dissertation’s investigation of destructive and pro-social rule breaking. The chapter structures 

its attention to the antecedents presented in the study’s theoretical model according to their 

categorization, labeled an individual factors, coworker influences, supervisory influences, or 

organizational factors. Thus, destructive and pro-social rule breaking are presented as 

functions of these four sets of factors. Some scholars find evidence that suggests individual 

differences and employees’ relationships shared with work peers are the chief drivers of 

street-level bureaucrats’ workplace behaviors (Brehm & Gates, 1997; Maynard-Moody & 
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Musheno, 2003). Others contend that the quality of supervisor-subordinate connections and 

the characteristics of the rules themselves exert significant influences on compliance 

(DeHart-Davis, 2007, 2009b; Dulebohn et al., 2012; Ilies et al., 2007). This arrangement 

facilitates the dissertation’s subsequent comparisons of the relative importance of each set of 

factors in predicting pro-social and destructive rule breaking attitudes and behaviors of a 

sample of frontline state government employees. The chapter will conclude with a summary 

of research hypotheses. Chapter 3 will discuss the dissertation’s data, present the operational 

definitions of the dependent and independent variables, and briefly review the dissertation’s 

methodological approach.  

2.8.1 Summary of Hypotheses 

Individual Factors 

 

H1a: Conscientiousness will be negatively related to pro-social rule breaking. 

H1b: Conscientiousness will be negatively related to destructive rule breaking. 
 

H2a: Affective organizational commitment will be positively related to pro-social rule 

breaking. 

H2b: Affective organizational commitment will be negatively related to destructive rule 

breaking. 
 

H3a: Intent to leave will be negatively related to pro-social rule breaking. 

H3b: Intent to leave will be positively related to destructive rule breaking. 

 

Coworker Influences 

 

H4a: Indirect knowledge of coworker rule breaking will be positively related to destructive 

rule breaking. 

H4b: Indirect knowledge of coworker rule breaking will be positively related to pro-social 

rule breaking. 
 

H5a: Direct observation of coworker rule breaking will be positively related to destructive 

rule breaking. 
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H5b: Direct observation of coworker rule breaking will be positively related to pro-social 

rule breaking. 

 

H6a: Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers and perceived coworker rule breaking (direct 

observation) will interact, such that perceived coworker rule breaking will have a 

stronger effect on destructive rule breaking for individuals of higher intensities of 

feedback-seeking than for individuals of lower intensities of feedback-seeking.  

 

H6b: Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers and perceived coworker rule breaking (indirect 

knowledge) will interact, such that perceived coworker rule breaking will have a 

stronger effect on destructive rule breaking for individuals of higher intensities of 

feedback-seeking than for individuals of lower intensities of feedback-seeking. 

 

H6c: Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers and perceived coworker rule breaking (direct 

observation) will interact, such that perceived coworker rule breaking will have a 

stronger effect on pro-social rule breaking for individuals of higher intensities of 

feedback-seeking than for individuals of lower intensities of feedback-seeking. 

 

H6d: Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers and perceived coworker rule breaking (indirect 

knowledge) will interact, such that perceived coworker rule breaking will have a 

stronger effect on pro-social rule breaking for individuals of higher intensities of 

feedback-seeking than for individuals of lower intensities of feedback-seeking. 

 

Supervisory Influences 

 

H7a: LMX quality will be negatively related to destructive rule breaking. 

H7b: LMX quality will be positively related to pro-social rule breaking. 

 

H8: Feedback-seeking targeting supervisors will be negatively related to (a) destructive 

rule breaking and (b) pro-social rule breaking. 

 

H9: The negative influence of feedback-seeking targeting supervisors will be stronger on 

destructive rule breaking than on pro-social rule breaking. 

 

Organizational Factors 

 

H10a: Centralization will be positively related to destructive rule breaking. 

H10b: Centralization will be negatively related to pro-social rule breaking. 

 

H11a: Formalization will be negatively related to destructive rule breaking. 

H11b: Formalization will be negatively related to pro-social rule breaking. 

 

H12a: Rule consistency will be negatively related to destructive rule breaking. 
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H12b: Rule consistency will be positively related to pro-social rule breaking. 

 

H13: Perceived certainty of detection will be negatively related to (a) destructive rule 

breaking and (b) pro-social rule breaking. 

 

H14: Perceived severity of punishment will be negatively related to (a) destructive rule 

breaking and (b) pro-social rule breaking. 
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CHAPTER 3: DATA, VARIABLES, AND METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the data and methodology used to test the hypotheses discussed 

in Chapter 2. Again, this dissertation seeks to answer five broad research questions: 

1. What (a) individual factors; (b) coworker relational factors; (c) supervisor 

relational factors; and (d) organizational factors are associated with employee (i) 

pro-social rule breaking attitudes and (ii) destructive rule breaking attitudes? 

2. What (a) individual factors; (b) coworker relational factors; (c) supervisor 

relational factors; and (d) organizational factors are associated with employee (i) 

pro-social rule breaking behaviors and (ii) destructive rule breaking behaviors? 

3. Do (a) individual factors; (b) peer relational factors; (c) supervisor relational 

factors; and (d) organizational factors differentially influence pro-social and 

destructive rule breaking attitudes and behaviors? Meaning, do these predictors 

model pro-social and destructive rule breaking attitudes and behaviors in similar 

or dissimilar ways?  

In order to speak to these research questions, and test the proposed hypotheses later in 

Chapter 4, original survey data were collected from employees of a state government social 

services agency and will be reviewed in the following sections. This chapter will further 

address the study’s dependent, independent, and control variables, present the survey items 

and measures for the variables, and present preliminary analyses of the data set.  
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3.2 Data Collection 

 This dissertation uses survey data collected from a state government social services 

agency in a state located in the Southeastern United States to test the proposed hypotheses.18 

In particular, the survey solicited participation from all social workers19 providing child 

protective services statewide in each of the agency’s county offices. The study received 

approval from the North Carolina State University Institutional Review Board on November 

12, 2014. The following sections will review the development and administration of the 

survey protocol, including procedures, the pilot study, and survey items and measures.  

3.2.1 Primary Survey Data 

This dissertation’s data collection efforts involve a self-administered online 

questionnaire launched and administered via the Qualtrics web-based platform 

(www.qualtrics.com). The researcher contacted state government social services agencies 

charged with providing child welfare services through informal (i.e. emails to central 

administration and/or research directors) and formal (i.e. official research submission 

processes) communications in order to solicit their organizations’ participation. The 

participation of this study’s sample organization was garnered through a formal application 

process that required submission of all project documents for review, including the survey 

instrument and university Institutional Review Board approval, and a teleconference20 with 

multiple members of the agency’s senior administration. Final approval for the study was 

                                                 
18 It should be noted that the researcher contacted representatives of state agency counterparts in an additional 

six states, all of whom reported their agency’s lack of interest in participating in research. 
19 The occupational titles social worker and case manager are used interchangeably.  
20 The teleconference was completed on April 6, 2015 and gained preliminary approval from agency leaders.  
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received from the Deputy Commissioner on April 13, 2015. The agency provided a roster of 

the full names and email addresses of all the 635 child protective services case managers and 

social workers assigned statewide to investigations, on-going services, and foster care 

services units on May 5, 2015. 

The launch of the online survey was preceded by a pre-notification email distributed 

on July 27, 2015, a strategy recommended for an increased response rate (Dillman, Smyth, & 

Christian, 2014). This pre-notification included an introduction to the project and the 

researcher, invited respondents to both participate in the coming survey and submit any 

questions or concerns, and asked them to expect the email invitation within the next week. 

The survey officially launched—that is, all participants received email messages that 

included the survey web link and instructions—on August 4, 2015. In seven-day increments 

moving forward, individuals who had not yet completed or declined to participate in the 

survey received subsequent email messages: two reminder emails and a final notice. Table 

3.1 shows the dates of each communication and the response rate associated with each round. 

Each email message included notice of the confidentiality and voluntary nature of 

participation. The original survey invitation and first reminder email messages were both 

accompanied by separate email messages sent directly from a senior member of the state 

agency’s administration that expressed support for the project and employee participation. 

The survey officially closed September 1, 2015 with a response rate of 45.35% percent (288 

complete responses submitted from a total of 635 possible participants). Table 3.2 includes 

demographic information of the survey respondents. Section 4.2 in Chapter 4 discusses the 

survey’s respondents in more detail.  
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Table 3.1: Survey Invitation Dates and Response Rate by Communication Type 

Date of Communication Type of Communication 
Responses for Period 

(288 Total) 

July 27, 2015 Pre-Notification N/A 

August 4, 2015 Initial Invitation 95 (32.99%) 

August 11, 2015 Reminder Notice 1 103 (35.76&) 

August 18, 2015 Reminder Notice 2 40 (13.89%) 

August 25, 2015 Final Reminder Notice 50 (17.36%) 

 

Table 3.2: Survey Respondent Demographics 

 
Total Percent Mean 

Gender 

Female 

Male 

Prefer not to say/Missing 

 

239 

30 

19 

 

83.0 

10.4 

6.6 

 

Racial/Ethnic Background 

American Indian or Native American 

Black or African American 

Hispanic or Latino 

Multiracial 

White, Non-Hispanic 

Other 

Prefer not to say/Missing 

 

2 

71 

3 

4 

177 

2 

29 

 

.7 

24.6 

1.0 

1.4 

61.5 

.7 

10.1 

 

Age 

Years 

   

38.5 

Tenure 

Agency, in years 

Position, in years 

   

6.27 

4.28 

 

3.2.2 Key Informant Interviews and Pilot Study 

 Development of the survey instrument involved research beyond a review of the 

relevant literature. Key informant interviews were conducted with subject matter experts 

(SMEs): two current child protective services (CPS) social workers and a former child 
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protective services social worker now serving in a management position, all of whom are 

employed by a state government social services agency counterpart of the sample 

organization in another Southeastern US state. All three SMEs reviewed the study’s survey 

instrument and provided feedback via email over the course of three iterations of editing. 

Feedback included SME responses to specific questions and items presented by the 

researcher as well as open-ended narrative form items. All SMEs received the reviews and 

comments made by the other two during each iteration in an informal quasi-Delphi method 

approach. The SMEs were specifically asked to offer direction and evaluation of the survey’s 

language to help ensure ease of understanding and consistent interpretation among social 

workers. Most importantly, the SMEs were asked to identify the most effective manner by 

which to classify the formal written rules the study would focus on in its investigation of rule 

breaking. This process was preceded by a review of the focal agency’s policy and procedure 

manual and an initial classification of written rules of particular salience to the daily work of 

child protective services social workers. The SMEs’ feedback resulted in the creation of three 

categories of written rules that anchor the dependent variables of pro-social and destructive 

rule breaking: 

1. Documentation and Information Management: This category includes, but is 

not limited to, standards of: case record maintenance; confidentiality and 

safeguarding information; case management documentation time frames & 

formats; release of information to parents; and contact with county officials; 
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2. Case Management: This category involves, but is not limited to, standards of: 

case contacts (face-to-face and collateral) and case planning, including initiation 

and time frames; and  

3. Service Selection and Eligibility: This category includes, but is not limited to, 

standards for referrals to: parent aide services, homestead services, wrap-around 

services, early intervention/preventative services, food bank programs, adoption 

assistance, and Title IV-E. 

The SME feedback resulted in a consensus around the appropriateness of the specific written 

rules above and the survey instrument’s general language in both instructions and items.  

 A pilot study was conducted in June 2015 with a sample of child protective services 

social workers selected by the SMEs of the preceding discussion. In all, 24 social workers 

employed by the SMEs’ state agency completed the survey. Open text fields were included 

throughout the online survey to allow participants to share questions, weaknesses, and 

strengths of the instrument’s design as well as suggest additional or alternative items and 

foci. The written rules developed in conjunction with the SMEs were not identified as 

problematic in the pilot study. Preliminary analysis of the data did not suggest problematic 

distributions or reliabilities of the composite measures used in the survey instrument. The 

following section will discuss the survey items used.  

3.3 Quantitative Measures 

 This dissertation tests hypotheses using quantitative survey data collected from child 

protective services social workers employed by a state government social services agency. 

The sections below review the survey items drawn from the literature and used in the study.  
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3.3.1 Dependent Variables: Pro-Social and Destructive Rule Breaking 

 Pro-social and destructive rule breaking are the dissertation’s dependent variables. 

The survey measures respondents’ general attitudes, whether favorable or unfavorable, 

toward workplace rule breaking as well as their self-reported rule breaking behaviors around 

the written rules presented in Section 3.2.2. In asking respondents about their actual breaking 

of specific rules, this dissertation expands upon previous public administration research that 

relies on universal or general notions of “rules” and associated levels of abidance (DeHart-

Davis, 2007; Portillo & DeHart-Davis, 2009).  

Pro-social rule breaking is defined as a “positively intended employee action” 

occurring in “any instance where an employee intentionally violates a formal organizational 

policy, regulation, or prohibition with the primary intention of promoting the welfare of the 

organization or one of its stakeholders” (Morrison, 2006, p.6). To measure pro-social rule 

breaking attitudes, survey respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with 

the following six statements using a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (“Strongly disagree”) to 

7 (“Strongly agree”): 

“In general, it is OK to bend or break formal written organizational rules in order 

to…” 

 psrbatt1: Do my job more efficiently. 

 psrbatt2: Save my agency time and/or money. 

 psrbatt3: “Cut the red tape” and be more effective. 

 psrbatt4: When agency rules interfere with my job duties. 

 psrbatt5: Help my coworkers with their duties. 
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 psrbatt6: Better serve my clients. 

Responses to the six statements are summed to create an additive composite index of pro-

social rule breaking attitudes, resulting in a possible range of 6-42, with higher scores 

indicating more favorable attitudes toward pro-social rule breaking. These six motives of rule 

breaking are items drawn from Dahling et al.’s (2012) pro-social rule breaking scale and 

consistent with Morrison (2006).  

To measure pro-social rule breaking behaviors, survey respondents were asked to 

indicate the frequency21 of their rule breaking of each of the three categories of written rules 

identified in the preceding discussion (i.e. documentation and information management, case 

management, and service selection and eligibility) motivated by the six pro-social reasons 

listed immediately above in the current section. The question is as follows for each of the 

three rules:  

“How frequently--if at all--have the reasons below led you to bend or break rules 

related to i) Documentation and Information Management; ii) Case Management; 

and iii) Service Selection and Eligibility?”  

Responses involve a five-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (“Never”) to 5 (“Always”). 

Responses to the six statements are summed to create additive composite indices of pro-

social rule breaking behaviors (range of 6-30) for each of the three rules categories and a 

total pro-social rule breaking measure across all rules (range of 18-90). 

In this dissertation, destructive rule breaking is defined as any instance where an 

employee intentionally violates a formal organizational policy, regulation, or prohibition with 

                                                 
21 Spector, Bauer, and Fox (2010) recommend using a frequency format for measurement of organizational 

citizenship behaviors and counterproductive work behaviors.  
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the primary intention of benefiting oneself or doing harm to the organization, its members 

and stakeholders, or both. This variable stands in contrast to pro-social rule breaking in that it 

is self-focused rather than other-focused and intends to inflict damage rather than promote 

the interests of the organization and associated others. To measure destructive rule breaking 

attitudes, survey respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with the 

following six statements using a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (“Strongly disagree”) to 7 

(“Strongly agree”): 

“In general, it is OK to bend or break formal written organizational rules in order 

to…” 

 drbatt1: Work less than my agency expects (fewer hours and/or less 

effort) 

 drbatt2: Frustrate my supervisor and/or other managers 

 drbatt3: Encourage my coworkers to also work around the rule 

 drbatt4: Resist an agency mission I do not agree with 

 drbatt5: Lower the performance of my unit or agency  

 drbatt6: Create more work or bad outcomes for my coworkers or 

supervisor 

Responses to the six statements are summed to create an additive composite index of 

destructive rule breaking attitudes resulting in a possible range of 6-42, with higher scores 

indicating more favorable attitudes toward destructive rule breaking. The six motives of 

destructive rule breaking are drawn from conceptualizations and scales of counterproductive 

work behavior (Spector et al., 2006), workplace sabotage (Crino, 1994; Analoui, 1995), rule 
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abidance (DeHart-Davis, 2007; Portillo & DeHart-Davis, 2009), and interpersonal and 

organizational deviance (Robinson & Bennett, 1995; Bennett & Robinson, 2000). 

To measure destructive rule breaking behaviors, survey respondents were asked to 

indicate the frequency of their rule breaking of each of the three categories of written rules 

identified in the preceding discussion (i.e. documentation and information management, case 

management, and service selection and eligibility) motivated by the six self-interested 

reasons listed immediately above in the current section. The question is as follows for each of 

the three rules: 

“How frequently--if at all--have the reasons below led you to bend or break rules 

related to i) Documentation and Information Management; ii) Case Management; 

and iii) Service Selection and Eligibility?” 

Responses to the items below involve a five-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 

(“Never”) to 5 (“Always”). Responses to the six statements are summed to create additive 

composite indices of destructive rule breaking behaviors (range of 6-30) for each of the three 

rules categories and a total destructive rule breaking measure across all rules (range of 18-

90).  

3.3.2 Predictors of Rule Breaking 

 This dissertation tests a series of hypotheses investigating the influences of four 

categories of predictor variables across the micro-meso-macro theoretical continuum of 

antecedents. The current model includes the following independent variables that will be 

addressed in turn: 
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 Individual factors: conscientiousness, affective organizational commitment, intent to 

leave 

 Coworker influences: perceptions of coworker rule breaking, feedback-seeking 

targeting coworkers 

 Supervisory influences: leader-member exchange (LMX), feedback-seeking 

targeting direct supervisor 

 Organizational factors: centralization, formalization, rule consistency, certainty of 

detection, severity of punishment 

Individual Factors 

 The personality dimension conscientiousness is measured with a four-item scale 

previously validated by Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, and Lucas (2006), who report a 

Cronbach’s alpha of .89 for the scale. Respondents were asked to indicate how accurately a 

series of statements describes how they currently see themselves on a seven-point Likert-type 

response scale ranging from 1 (“Very inaccurate”) to 7 (“Very accurate”). The scale items 

are written as follows: 

 consc1: I get chores done right away. 

 consc2: I often forget to put things back in their proper place. (reverse-coded) 

 consc3: I like order. 

 consc4: I make a mess of things. (reverse-coded) 

Affective organizational commitment is measured with an eight-item scale developed 

by Allen and Meyer (1990), who report a Cronbach’s alpha of .87 for the scale, and used in 

or adapted for numerous studies (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993; Becker & Kernan, 2003; 
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Kim, 2005a; Stazyk et al., 2011). Respondents were asked to indicate their level of 

agreement with a series of statements using a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 

(“Strongly disagree”) to 7 (“Strongly agree”). The scale items are written as follows: 

 aoc1: I would be happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization. 

 aoc2: I enjoy discussing my organization with people outside of it. 

 aoc3: I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own. 

 aoc4: I think that I could easily become as attached to another organization as I am to 

this one. (reverse-coded)  

 aoc5: I do not feel like “part of the family” at my organization. (reverse-coded) 

 aoc6: I do not feel “emotionally attached” to this organization. (reverse-coded) 

 aoc7: This organization has a great deal of personal meaning to me. 

 aoc8: I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization. (reverse-coded) 

Studies present intent to leave as a proxy or surrogate of actual turnover despite 

controversy around the practice (Carsten & Spector, 1987; Bentein et al., 2005; Bertelli, 

2007; Moynihan & Landuyt, 2008; Cohen, Blake, and Goodman, 2015). Intent to leave is 

measured with a four-item scale drawn from Rosenbloom and Ash (2010). Respondents were 

asked to indicate their level of agreement with a series of statements using a seven-point 

Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (“Strongly disagree”) to 7 (“Strongly agree”). The scale 

items are written as follows: 

 intent1: In the past year, I have thought about looking for a job with a different 

employer. 

 intent2: In the past year, I have applied for a job at a different employer. 



 

119 

 intent3: I plan to seek employment with a different employer during the next year. 

 intent4: I plan to be working for this organization in two years. (reverse-coded) 

Coworker Factors 

 Perceptions of coworker rule breaking—developed via direct observation and indirect 

knowledge (Ferguson & Barry, 2011)—are measured with items adapted from Morrison 

(2006) and used by Dahling et al. (2012). Respondents were asked to indicate their 

perceptions of the frequency of their coworkers’ noncompliance with documentation and 

information management rules, case management rules, and service selection and eligibility 

rules. Respondents were asked to limit their answers to experiences of the previous six 

months. The five-point Likert-type response scale ranges from 1 (“Never”) to 5 (“A great 

deal”). Responses are summed to create two additive composite indices of perceived 

coworker rule breaking developed via direct (i.e. direct observation) and indirect (i.e. 

“through the grapevine”) experiences. The question stems and full items are below. 

 “I have heard through the grapevine that my coworkers have bent…” 

 indcrb1: documentation and information management rules. 

 indcrb2: case management rules.  

 indcrb3: service selection and eligibility rules.  

 “I have witnessed coworkers bending…” 

 dircrb1: documentation and information management rules. 

 dircrb2: case management rules.  

 dircrb3: service selection and eligibility rules.  
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 Feedback-seeking—the active process of acquiring social information—is measured 

with multiple items drawn from Settoon and Adkins (1997) and adapted from Brett, 

Feldman, and Weingart (1997). Respondents were asked to indicate the frequency of their 

feedback-seeking behavior targeting coworkers in the previous six months using a five-point 

Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (“Never”) to 5 (“Very frequently”). The question stems and 

full items are written as follows: 

 “When something happens to you on the job that is unexpected, how often do you…” 

 fbscw1: ask your coworkers about it? 

 “How often do you…” 

 fbscw2: talk with your coworkers about the duties of your job? 

 fbscw3: talk with your coworkers about your job performance? 

 fbscw4: talk with your coworkers about organizational rules? 

Supervisory Factors 

 This dissertation measures leader-member exchange (LMX) with the LMX-7 scale 

(Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995) used in numerous leadership studies (Dulebohn et al., 2012; 

Hassan & Hatmaker, 2014; Martin et al., 2016). Hassan and Hatmaker (2014) report a 

Cronbach’s alpha of .92 for the scale. The LMX construct is measured with 7 five-point 

survey items. The items and response scales are below. 

 lmx1: “Do you know where you stand with your direct supervisor; 

meaning, do you usually know how satisfied your leader is with what you 

do?” The response scale ranges from 1 (“Rarely”) to 5 (“Very often”).  
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 lmx2: “How well does your supervisor understand your job problems and 

needs?” The response scale ranges from 1 (“Not a bit”) to 5 (“A great 

deal”).  

 lmx3: “How well does your supervisor recognize your potential?” The 

response scale ranges from 1 (“Not at all”) to 5 (“Fully”).  

 lmx4: “Regardless of how much formal authority is built into his/her 

position, what are the chances that your supervisor would use his/her 

power to help you solve problems in your work?” The response scale 

ranges from 1 (“None”) to 5 (“Very high”). 

 lmx5: “Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority built into your 

supervisor's position, what are the chances that he/she would "bail you 

out" at his/her expense?” The response scale ranges from 1 (“None”) to 5 

(“Very high”).  

 lmx6: “I have enough confidence in my supervisor that I would defend and 

justify his/her decision if he/she were not present to do so.” The response 

scale ranges from 1 (“Strongly disagree”) to 5 (“Strongly agree”). 

 lmx7: “How would you characterize your working relationship with your 

supervisor?” The response scale ranges from 1 (“Extremely ineffective”) 

to 5 (“Extremely effective”).  

In the same manner as feedback-seeking targeting coworkers, feedback-seeking 

targeting supervisors is measured with multiple items drawn from Settoon and Adkins (1997) 

and adapted from Brett, Feldman, and Weingart (1997). Respondents are asked to indicate 
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the frequency of their feedback-seeking behavior targeting their direct supervisor in the 

previous six months using a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (“Never”) to 5 

(“Very frequently”). The question stems and full items are written as follows: 

 “When something happens to you on the job that is unexpected, how often do you…” 

 fbsds1: ask your direct supervisor about it? 

 “How often do you…” 

 fbsds2: talk with your direct supervisor about the duties of your job? 

 fbsds3: talk with your direct supervisor about your job performance? 

 fbsds4: talk with your direct supervisor about organizational rules? 

Organizational Factors 

 This dissertation investigates two attributes of organizational structure: centralization 

and formalization. Centralization is measured with items adapted from Aiken and Hage 

(1966) by DeHart-Davis (2007, 2009b) in the public administration and rules literatures. 

DeHart-Davis (2007) reports a Cronbach’s alpha of .74 for the scale. Respondents were 

asked to indicate their level of agreement with statements about their organizations using a 

seven-point Likert-type response scale ranging from 1 (“Strongly disagree”) to 7 (“Strongly 

agree”). The items are written as follows: 

 cent1: I must check with my supervisor before I do almost anything. 

 cent2: In general, an employee wanting to make their own decisions in my 

workplace would be quickly discouraged. 

 cent3: Even small matters have to be referred to someone higher up for a 

final answer. 
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 cent4: Only supervisors can decide how things are to be done. 

Formalization is measured with a single item also drawn from Aiken and Hage (1966) by 

DeHart-Davis (2007, 2009b). Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement 

using a seven-point Likert-type response scale ranging from 1 (“Strongly disagree”) to 7 

(“Strongly agree”). The item is written as follows: 

 form1: Whatever situation arises, my department has written policies and 

procedures to follow. 

The consistent application of rules is measured as both general and rule-specific 

items. The two measures of the general scale asked respondents to evaluate the consistency 

of a universal concept of workplace “rules,” whereas the rule-specific items focus explicitly 

on documentation and information management rules, case management rules, and service 

selection and eligibility rules. The items, adapted from DeHart-Davis (2009b), represent a 

general rule consistency construct and are written as follows:  

 rulcon1: “Please rate the rules in your workplace—generally speaking—

between the following opposite characteristics.” The response scale ranges 

between 1 (“Inconsistently applied”) and 7 (“Consistently applied”). 

 rulcon2: “In general, to what extent are inconsistently applied rules a 

problem in your workplace?” The three-point response scale includes 1 

(“Not a problem”), 2 (“Somewhat of a problem”), and 3 (“A major 

problem”). (Reverse-coded). 

The rule-specific items asked respondents to indicate their level of agreement with a series of 

statements about the consistent application of particular rules using a seven-point Likert-type 
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response scale ranging from 1 “(Strongly disagree”) to 7 (“Strongly agree”). The rule-

specific items are listed below.  

 rulcon3: Policies and procedures around Documentation and 

Information Management are administered consistently in my 

workplace. 

 rulecon4: Policies and procedures around Case Management are 

administered consistently in my workplace. 

 rulecon5: Policies and procedures around Service Selection and 

Eligibility are administered consistently in my workplace. 

The level of perceived certainty of detection is measured by items adapted from 

Hollinger and Clark (1983a) and Peace et al. (2003). The items are rule-specific in that the 

respondent is asked to indicate their perceived probability of the detection of violations of 

documentation and information management rules, case management rules, and service 

selection and eligibility rules in their organizations. The response scale ranges from 1 (“Very 

low”) to 5 (“Very high”). The items are written as follows: 

 cerdec1: If I bent Documentation and Information Management rules, 

the probability I would be caught is... 

 cerdec2: If I bent Case Management rules, the probability I would be 

caught is... 

 cerdec3: If I bent Service Selection and Eligibility rules, the probability I 

would be caught is... 
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The severity of punishment perceived by respondents for breaking specific rules in their 

organizations is measured with similar items. The items are adapted from Hollinger and 

Clark (1982, 1983a) and Peace et al. (2003). The response scales of these items ranges from 

1 (“Very low”) to 5 (“Very high”). The items are written as follows: 

 sevpun1: If I were caught bending Documentation and Information 

Management rules, I think the punishment would be... 

 sevpun2: If I were caught bending Case Management rules, I think the 

punishment would be... 

 sevpun3: If I were caught bending Service Selection and Eligibility rules, 

I think the punishment would be... 

Control Variables 

 This study includes three control variables common in social science: gender 

(measured with sex), racial/ethnic background, and age. Table 3.2 shows the survey 

respondent demographic information based on these variables. The item construction and 

response categories for the control variables are reported in Section 4.4.5 in Chapter 4. 

Descriptive statistics for all survey items are presented in Appendix A. 

3.4 Methods of Analysis 

 The dissertation’s data analysis procedures reviewed in Chapter 4 ahead seek to 

address common threats to validity and reliability in survey research and studies generally, 

then ultimately to analyze the proposed framework of pro-social and destructive rule 

breaking with hypothesis testing. The initial sections of Chapter 4 address concerns with 

survey response rate, potential non-response bias, and handling of missing values, all of 
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which may unintendedly and undesirably influence statistical analysis. Further, each multi-

item scale variable is subjected to exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and a reliability analysis 

(Cronbach’s alpha coefficient).22 EFA is a data reduction procedure for uncovering or 

identifying the underlying latent structure among a group of variables based on the inter-item 

correlations (Meyers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2013). Taken together, EFA and Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient are intended to establish the scale measures’ convergent validity and internal 

consistency. The results of these analyses are reported in Section 4.4 of Chapter 4.  

 Prior to conducting regression analyses, this study also examines the bivariate 

correlations between the variables of the rule breaking framework. The purpose of this 

preliminary analysis is twofold. First, the bivariate correlation matrix is reviewed with an eye 

toward the study’s hypotheses, assessing the extent to which these relationships conform in 

direction and magnitude to expectations. Second, the bivariate correlation matrix can help 

assess the threat of multicollinearity among the independent variables.23 Multiple regression 

assumes no perfect multicollinearity (or “singularity”) or high partial multicollinearity, which 

can inflate standard errors and bias the reliability of estimates (Garson, 2014). The bivariate 

correlation matrix and multicollinearity are discussed in detail in Section 4.5 of Chapter 4. 

 Analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures for comparisons of group means also 

precede the regression analyses. A one-way between-subjects ANOVA design tests for a 

statistically significant difference24 in the mean values of a dependent variable across two or 

                                                 
22 EFA and reliability analysis are procedures not performed on the dependent variable measures, as these 

variables are not assumed to have high inter-item correlation and are calculated as additive composite indices.  
23 Meyers et al. (2013) also note that no independent variable should be highly correlated (>.70) with a 

dependent variable.  
24 This difference is known as the between-groups or treatment effect (Meyers et al., 2013).  
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more groups (i.e. levels of single independent variable) (Meyers et al., 2013). In this 

preliminary analysis, respondents are assigned to groups based on their self-reported rule 

breaking behaviors—“Pro-Social Rule Breakers,” “Destructive Rule Breakers,” and “Rule 

Followers”—to investigate group means differences for independent variables in the 

framework. The procedures and results are reviewed in Section 4.6 of Chapter 4.  

 This study employs multiple linear regression analyses to investigate the influence of 

the independent variables on the dependent variables of the pro-social and destructive rule 

breaking models. Meyers et al. (2013) write that “[t]he statistical goal of multiple regression 

is to produce a model in the form of a linear equation that identifies the best weighted linear 

combination of independent variables in the study to optimally predict the criterion variable” 

(p.328). In this method, predictions are calculated with ordinary least squares estimation, 

which seeks to minimize the sum of squared differences between predicted and actual values 

of the dependent variable (i.e. the “best fit” regression line). Partial regression coefficients—

the OLS parameter estimates—represent “the amount of units (and direction) the dependent 

variable changes when the corresponding independent variable increases one unit while 

statistically controlling for other variables in the model” (Garson, 2014, pp.16-17). The F 

ratio, which indicates if the overall model explains a statistically significant amount of 

variance in the dependent variable, and R-squared (R2), the statistic that estimates the percent 

of variance in the dependent variable explained jointly by the variables of the linear model, 

are presented for each of the multiple regression analyses, the results of which are discussed 

in Section 4.7 of Chapter 4. 



 

128 

 The appropriateness of multiple linear regression as the estimator in any analysis 

relies upon a series assumptions. For instance, the model must be properly specified (i.e. free 

of omitted relevant variables); the dependent variable must be linearly related to the 

independent variables;25 and the dependent variable should be interval or ratio level 

continuous data.26 Further, multiple linear regression assumes normally distributed residuals 

and no extreme outliers, requirements addressed in Section 4.7.4 in Chapter 4. Concerns 

about residual and dependent variable distributions in this study, particularly the positive 

skew of a dependent variable (absolute skew greater than 3), prompted a secondary set of 

analyses using generalized linear regression to, in a sense, bolster the findings of the multiple 

linear regression analyses. Generalized linear models are robust in the face of skewed 

dependent variables, as the procedure allows the researcher to specify a distribution (in this 

study, inverse Gaussian) and link function. This analysis is reviewed in Section 4.7.3 in 

Chapter 4. 

3.5 Conclusion 

Chapter 3 reviews the dissertation’s methodology, including data collection, the 

survey instrument and administration protocol (with pilot study), and the operationalizations 

of the study’s independent and dependent variables. Moving forward, Chapter 4 will turn the 

dissertation toward results and discussion.  

 

 

                                                 
25 Garson (2014) notes a rule of thumb used in this study: “Nonlinearity is generally not a problem when the 

standard deviation of the dependent variable is greater than the standard deviation of the residuals” (p.349). 
26 Ordinal variables are “near interval” with “validated scales based on multiple ordinal items” using at least 

five response levels, a practice common in the literature and used in this study (Garson, 2014, p.374). 
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CHAPTER 4: ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

4.1 Introduction 

The discussion of the previous three chapters introduces this dissertation’s focus on 

the determinants of public employees’ pro-social and destructive rule breaking attitudes and 

behaviors, reviews the relevant literature, forwards a set of testable hypotheses, and outlines 

the project’s research design and data collection methodology. This chapter provides 

descriptions of the survey data, including consideration for non-response bias and missing 

values, as well as the dependent and independent variables before transitioning into 

discussion of the statistical results. The remainder of this chapter is divided into ten sections: 

1. Description of the Survey Data; 

2. Descriptive Statistics of Dependent Variables; 

3. Descriptive Statistics of Independent Variables; 

4. Bivariate Correlations; 

5. Analysis of Variance; 

6. Multiple Regression Models; 

7. Generalized Linear Models; 

8. Hypothesis Testing and Discussion; 

9. Summary of Findings; and  

10. Summary of Chapter 4 and Preview of Chapter 5 
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4.2 Survey 

 This dissertation employs an original survey design. As described in Chapter 3, the 

social workers27 of a Southeastern US state government social services agency responsible 

for the provision of child protective services, including investigations, foster care, and on-

going case management, are the target population of this study. The survey instrument draws 

from previously published research and was developed with the assistance of subject matter 

experts currently employed with a state government social services agency not included in 

the sample. A pilot study was conducted in June 2015 with 24 child welfare social workers 

employed with the subject matter experts’ state agency. The survey was administered via the 

Qualtrics online platform (www.qualtrics.com) during August and September 2015. The data 

collection methods are described in greater detail in Chapter 3. 

4.2.1 Survey Response Rate and Respondents 

Invitations to participate in the research by completing the web-based survey were 

sent to the official workplace email addresses of all 635 social workers (i.e. a 100% coverage 

rate) employed by a Southeastern US state government social services agency responsible for 

providing child protective services in all counties across the state. In all, a total of 288 of the 

635 invitations yielded usable survey data, a response rate of 45.35 percent.28 Table 4.1 

details the demographic information of survey respondents.  

 

 

                                                 
27 In this study, the occupational titles “social worker” and “case manager” are used synonymously.  
28 A recent meta-analysis finds the average response rate for email surveys is approximately 33 percent (Shih & 

Fan, 2009).  
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Table 4.1: Demographic Information of Survey Respondents 

 Total Percent Mean 

Gender 

Female 

Male 

Prefer Not To Say/Missing 

 

239 

30 

19 

 

83.0 

10.4 

6.6 

 

Racial/Ethnic Background 

American Indian or Native American 

Black or African American 

Hispanic or Latino 

Multiracial 

White, Non-Hispanic 

Other 

Prefer Not to Say/Missing 

 

2 

70 

3 

4 

177 

2 

30 

 

.7 

24.3 

1.0 

1.4 

61.5 

.7 

10.4 

 

Age 

Years 

 

 

  

38.5 

Tenure 

Agency 

Position 

   

6.3 

4.3 

 

4.2.2 Non-Response Analysis 

 The aspiration of all surveys is to garner the full participation of all those invited to 

complete the survey. However, the reality of survey research rarely reflects such a goal, in 

that studies will likely have both respondents and non-respondents. This condition can 

introduce bias to the study, a concern that should be addressed in order to have confidence in 

the validity of the data. Non-response error occurs when “those who do not respond [to the 

survey] are different from those who do respond in a way that influences the estimate” 

(Dillman et al., 2014, p.3). Examples of these meaningful differences include variables such 

as demographic information. Dillman and his colleagues (2014) stress that a response rate 
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alone29 is not a sufficient indicator of the survey’s quality, arguing that non-response error is 

the more important indicator of survey and response quality. However, the respondent roster 

provided for this dissertation does not provide sufficient background information to conduct 

a meaningful analysis of non-response bias potentially present in the survey data.  

4.2.3 Missing Values 

 The previous section discusses the reality that researchers’ desires to garner 

participation of all survey invitees (i.e. a 100% response rate) are rarely ever achieved—and 

that the potential introduction of bias due to this non-response should be examined. 

Similarly, survey research typically involves data wherein respondents fail to provide a 

response to every item. These missing values represent a “form of measurement error and 

may both bias the sample and attenuate effect sizes” (Garson, 2015, p.6). This section 

discusses the missing values present in this dissertation’s dataset. 

 A survey response (i.e. case) is included in this dissertation’s dataset only if the 

respondent completed items in all sections and elected to submit their answers at the survey’s 

conclusion. No partial survey responses are included in the analyses. Missing values appear 

to represent item non-response rather than non-coverage or subject non-response (Garson, 

2015). The dataset contains no items for which there is 5 percent or greater missingness. 

Following social science convention (Meyers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2013; Garson, 2015), 

missing values are handled with listwise deletion since they constitute fewer than 5 percent 

                                                 
29 Dillman et al. (2014) note that higher response rates do, however, “reduce the likelihood of nonresponse error 

and provide greater credibility to surveys’ results than do lower response rates (p.6).  
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of cases for any variable in the model, a method supported by Allison (2002). Cases with 

missing data on any variable in the model are excluded from analysis. 

4.3 Descriptive Statistics of Dependent Variables 

This dissertation investigates the rule breaking attitudes and behaviors of frontline 

public employees. The following sections discuss the descriptive statistics for the study’s 

four dependent variables: 1) pro-social rule breaking attitudes; 2) destructive rule breaking 

attitudes; 3) pro-social rule breaking behaviors; and 4) destructive rule breaking behaviors. 

As discussed in Chapter 3, the four dependent variables of this study are presented as 

additive composite indexes. However, additional analysis supports the validity and reliability 

of the dependent variables.30 

4.3.1 Dependent Variable: Pro-Social Rule Breaking Attitudes 

This section provides the descriptive statistics for employees’ pro-social rule breaking 

attitudes (psrbatt_total). This dependent variable is a composite additive index of six survey 

items. Higher values represent more favorable attitudes toward pro-social rule breaking. 

Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with a series of six statements, 

all of which contain the stem: “In general, it is OK to bend or break formal written 

organizational rules in order to…” The six pro-social motivations, which, with the stem, 

comprise the survey items, include: 

 Do my job more efficiently. 

                                                 
30 Specifically, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the four dependent variables indicate strong internal 

consistency (psrbatt_total, α=.984; drbatt_total, α=.824; psrb_total_3rules, α=.927; drb_total_3rules, α=.908). 

Further, to assess discriminate validity, exploratory factor analyses (EFA) were conducted for the motivations 

of both attitudes and behaviors. The EFA (with Varimax rotation and Kaiser normalization) of attitudinal 

dependent variables extracted a two-factor solution with 62.4% of variance explained. Similarly, the EFA of 

behavioral dependent variables extracted a two-factor solution with 75% of variance explained.  
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 Save my agency time and money. 

 “Cut the red tape” and be more effective. 

 When agency rules interfere with my job duties.  

 Help my coworkers with their duties.  

 Better serve my clients.  

Table 4.2 displays the descriptive statistics for the six items and the composite 

additive index. This table shows that respondents on average are most favorable toward 

bending or breaking rules to better serve [their] clients (M=3.06) and to do [their] job more 

efficiently (M=3.00) while expressing least favorable attitudes toward bending or breaking 

rules when agency rules interfere with [their] job duties (M=2.19). Table 4.2 shows a mean 

composite index score of 15.926 and non-problematic skewness and kurtosis values for 

psrbatt_total, the pro-social attitudinal dependent variable. 
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Table 4.2: Descriptive Statistics for Pro-Social Rule Breaking Attitudes 

[Item stem: In general, it is OK to bend or break formal organizational rules to… (1) 

Strongly disagree – (7) Strongly agree] 

 Do my job 

more 

efficiently. 

Save 

my 

agency 

time 

and/or 

money. 

“Cut the 

red tape” 

and be 

more 

effective. 

When 

agency 

rules 

interfere 

with my 

job 

duties. 

Help my 

coworkers 

with their 

duties. 

Better 

serve 

my 

clients. 

psrbatt_total* 

N 

Valid 

Missing 

 

288 

0 

 

288 

0 

 

287 

1 

 

288 

0 

 

287 

1 

 

287 

1 

 

285 

3 

Mean 3.00 2.56 2.28 2.19 2.89 3.06 15.926 

Median 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 3.00 14.000 

Std. 

Deviation 

 

1.810 

 

1.787 

 

1.602 

 

1.392 

 

1.903 

 

1.926 

 

8.446 

Min 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 

Max 7 7 7 7 7 7 38 

Skewness .387 .834 1.062 .942 .565 .423 .405 

Kurtosis -1.156 -.525 .031 -.230 -1.050 -1.217 -1.085 
*psrbatt_total is an additive composite index with a possible range of 6 to 42.  

 

4.3.2 Dependent Variable: Destructive Rule Breaking Attitudes 

This section provides the descriptive statistics for employees’ destructive rule 

breaking attitudes (drbatt_total). This dependent variable is a composite additive index of six 

survey items, in the same form as the pro-social attitudinal dependent variable (psrbatt_total) 

in the previous section. Again, higher values represent more favorable attitudes toward 

destructive rule breaking. Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with a 

series of six statements, all of which contain the stem: “In general, it is OK to bend or break 

formal written organizational rules in order to…” The six destructive motivations, which, 

with the stem, comprise the survey items, include: 

 Work less than my agency expects (fewer hours and/or less effort) 
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 Frustrate my supervisor and/or other managers. 

 Encourage my coworkers to also work around the rule. 

 Resist an agency mission I do not agree with. 

 Lower the performance of my unit or agency.  

 Create more work or bad outcomes for my coworkers or supervisor. 

Table 4.3 displays the descriptive statistics for the six items and the drbatt_total 

composite additive index. This table shows that respondents on average are most favorable 

toward bending or breaking rules to encourage [their] coworkers to also work around the rule 

(M=1.82) while expressing least favorable attitudes toward bending or breaking rules to 

create more work or bad outcomes for [their] coworkers or supervisor[s] (M=1.42). Table 4.3 

shows a mean composite index score of 9.467 for drbatt_total, the destructive attitudinal 

dependent variable. Skewness and kurtosis values signal a potentially problematic 

distribution for drbatt_total. This positive skew (1.761) reflects the clustering of low values 

and a long tail extending to the right of the histogram. Absolute skew between 1 and 3 is 

considered moderate and is often addressed with robust standard errors in multiple regression 

models as well as generalized linear models (Garson, 2012, 2014). This dissertation employs 

generalized linear models in addition to primary analyses with multiple linear regression to 

address these concerns. These considerations are revisited in subsequent sections. 
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Table 4.3: Descriptive Statistics for Destructive Rule Breaking Attitudes 

[Item stem: In general, it is OK to bend or break formal organizational rules to… (1) 

Strongly disagree – (7) Strongly agree] 

 Work 

less than 

my 

agency 

expects 

(fewer 

hours 

and/or 

less 

effort). 

Frustrate 

my 

supervisor 

and/or 

other 

managers. 

Encourage 

my 

coworkers 

to also 

work 

around the 

rule. 

Resist an 

agency 

mission I 

do not 

agree 

with. 

Lower the 

performance 

of my unit 

or agency. 

Create 

more work 

or bad 

outcomes 

for my 

coworkers 

or 

supervisor. 

drbatt_total* 

N 

Valid 

Missing 

 

286 

2 

 

287 

1 

 

288 

0 

 

288 

0 

 

288 

0 

 

288 

0 

 

285 

3 

Mean 1.44 1.46 1.82 1.73 1.61 1.42 9.467 

Median 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 7.000 

Std. 

Deviation 

 

.941 

 

.985 

 

1.340 

 

1.180 

 

1.136 

 

1.002 

 

4.847 

Min 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 

Max 6 6 7 7 6 7 33 

Skewness 2.665 2.524 1.793 1.778 2.099 3.027 1.761 

Kurtosis 7.847 6.276 2.643 2.790 3.981 9.773 3.229 
*drbatt_total is an additive composite index with a possible range of 6 to 42.  

 

4.3.3 Dependent Variable: Pro-Social Rule Breaking Behaviors 

Moving away from the discussion of attitudes, this section provides the descriptive 

statistics for respondents’ self-reported pro-social rule breaking behaviors 

(psrb_total_3rules). This dependent variable is a composite additive index of 18 survey 

items.31 Respondents were asked to indicate the frequency of their own rule breaking 

behaviors around three specific formal rules germane to the child welfare and social services 

work environment: 1) documentation and information management; 2) case management; 

and 3) service selection and eligibility. Higher values represent more frequent workplace rule 

                                                 
31 The variable psrb_total_3rules is calculated by summing the pro-social rule breaking scores for three work 

rules. Respondents are asked about six pro-social motives per rule, thus a total of 18 items in the index.  
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breaking driven by six particular pro-social motives (See Section 4.3.1 for the list). Table 4.4 

shows the descriptive statistics for respondents’ pro-social rule breaking behaviors. Values in 

this table represent the means of reported frequencies of pro-social violations per rule for 

each of the six pro-social motivations (See Appendix A for complete descriptive statistics of 

rule breaking organized by motive by rule). The dependent variable psrb_total_3rules is a 

composite index of the sum of respondents’ rule-specific totals and a general measure of pro-

social rule breaking behavior. 

The motivational patterns of pro-social rule breaking behaviors are similar to those of 

attitudinal counterpart measure, in that respondents’ highest reported frequencies of 

noncompliance are driven by a desire to better serve [their] clients (M=1.786) and to do 

[their] job more efficiently (M=1.738). Table 4.4 shows a mean composite index score of 

28.212 for psrb_total_3rules, the pro-social behavioral dependent variable. Skewness and 

kurtosis values signal a potentially problematic distribution for psrb_total_3rules. Positive 

skewness (1.389) reflects the clustering of low values and a long tail extending toward higher 

values. Absolute skew between 1 and 3 is considered moderate and is often addressed with 

robust standard errors in multiple regression models as well as generalized linear models 

(Garson, 2012, 2014). This dissertation employs generalized linear models in secondary 

analyses to contend with such concerns. 

Despite the pro-social nature and positive undertones of this form of noncompliance, 

social desirability is potentially biasing these data, introducing measurement error (Krumpal, 

2013). Pro-social rule breaking behaviors of the population may in fact resemble this skewed 

distribution in reality; however, it is also plausible that respondents’ compulsions to present 
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favorable self-images may contribute to underreporting behaviors generally considered 

sensitive or objectionable. In order to minimize social desirability bias, some researchers 

recommend using indirect questions, which are structured and projective rather than 

personal, asking respondents to “report on the nature of the external world rather than about 

themselves” (Fisher, 1993, p.304). This potential source of bias contributes to the 

dissertation’s inclusion of survey items asking respondents about more universal rule 

breaking attitudes (i.e. “In general, it is OK to bend or break rules in order to…”) rather than 

solely and explicitly focusing on actual personal acts of noncompliance. 

 

Table 4.4: Descriptive Statistics for Pro-Social Rule Breaking Behaviors 

[Frequency of pro-social rule breaking: (1) Never – (5) Always] 

 Do my job 

more 

efficiently. 

Save 

my 

agency 

time 

and/or 

money. 

“Cut the 

red tape” 

and be 

more 

effective. 

When 

agency 

rules 

interfere 

with my 

job 

duties. 

Help my 

coworkers 

with their 

duties. 

Better 

serve 

my 

clients. 

psrb_total_3rules* 

N 

Valid 

Missing 

 

286 

2 

 

286 

2 

 

285 

3 

 

283 

5 

 

284 

4 

 

280 

8 

 

274 

14 

Mean 1.738 1.431 1.391 1.425 1.603 1.786 28.212 

Median 1.667 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.667 24.000 

Std. 

Deviation 

 

.815 

 

.707 

 

.683 

 

.620 

 

.839 

 

.905 

 

11.951 

Min 1 1 1 1 1 1 18 

Max 5 5 5 3.67 5 5 77 

Skewness 1.115 1.983 2.228 1.478 1.475 1.165 1.389 

Kurtosis 1.127 4.147 5.442 1.506 1.654 .814 1.513 

*psrb_total_3rules is an additive composite index with a possible range of 18 to 90.  
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4.3.4 Dependent Variable: Destructive Rule Breaking Behaviors 

This section provides the descriptive statistics for respondents’ self-reported 

destructive rule breaking behaviors (drb_total_3rules). This dependent variable is a 

composite additive index of 18 survey items.32 Respondents were asked to indicate the 

frequency of their own rule breaking behaviors around three specific formal rules germane to 

the child welfare and social services work environment: 1) documentation and information 

management; 2) case management; and 3) service selection and eligibility. Higher values 

represent more frequent workplace rule breaking driven by particular destructive motives 

(See Section 4.3.2 for the list). Table 4.5 shows the descriptive statistics for respondents’ 

destructive rule breaking behaviors. Values in this table represent the means of reported 

frequencies of self-interested violations per rule for each of the six destructive motivations 

(See Appendix A for complete descriptive statistics of rule breaking organized by motive by 

rule). The dependent variable drb_total_3rules is a composite index of the sum of 

respondents’ rule-specific totals and a general measure of destructive rule breaking behavior. 

The motivational patterns of destructive rule breaking behaviors mirror those of their 

attitudinal counterpart measure. On average, respondents’ highest reported frequencies of 

destructive rule breaking are motivated by desires to “encourage [their] coworkers to also 

work around the rule” (M=1.238), whereas the lowest reported frequencies of destructive 

noncompliance are associated with the “[creation] of more work or bad outcomes for [their] 

coworker or supervisor[s]” (M=1.078). Table 4.5 shows a mean composite index score of 

                                                 
32 The variable drb_total_3rules is calculated by summing the destructive rule breaking scores for three work 

rules. Respondents are asked about six destructive motives per rule, thus a total of 18 items in the index.  
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20.618 for drb_total_3rules, the destructive behavioral dependent variable. The skewness 

value (3.553) signals a potentially problematic distribution for drb_total_3rules. This 

relatively heavy positive skew indicates a clustering of values toward the low end of the scale 

and a long tail extending toward higher values. Absolute skew between 1 and 3 is generally 

considered moderate, requiring the researcher to consider the use of robust standard errors in 

multiple regression models or generalized linear models (Garson, 2012, 2014). This 

dissertation employs a generalized linear model in secondary analysis to address this 

dependent variable’s right skewed distribution.  

The positively skewed distribution of the destructive rule breaking behavior variable 

(drb_total_3rules) is likely to reflect more intense effects of social desirability bias than its 

pro-social behavioral counterpart. That is, respondents highly concerned with presenting a 

positive self-image are likely to be more sensitive to endorsing self-interested, socially 

undesirable motivations than the arguably more mild pro-social motivations. As noted in the 

previous section, some researchers suggest using indirect questions—which ask the 

respondents to answer from the perspective of another person, group, or “most people” 

(Fisher, 1993)—to mitigate the error introduced by social desirability. This potential source 

of bias and strategy to address this concern contributes to the dissertation’s inclusion of 

survey items asking respondents about more universal rule breaking attitudes (i.e. “In 

general, it is OK to bend or break rules in order to…”) rather than solely and explicitly 

focusing on actual personal acts of noncompliance. 
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Table 4.5: Descriptive Statistics for Destructive Rule Breaking Behaviors 

[Frequency of pro-social rule breaking: (1) Never – (5) Always] 

 Work 

less than 

my 

agency 

expects 

(fewer 

hours 

and/or 

less 

effort). 

Frustrate 

my 

supervisor 

and/or 

other 

managers. 

Encourage 

my 

coworkers 

to also 

work 

around the 

rule. 

Resist an 

agency 

mission I 

do not 

agree 

with. 

Lower the 

performance 

of my unit 

or agency. 

Create 

more work 

or bad 

outcomes 

for my 

coworkers 

or 

supervisor. 

drb_total_3rules* 

N 

Valid 

Missing 

 

286 

2 

 

286 

2 

 

283 

5 

 

285 

3 

 

284 

4 

 

281 

7 

 

275 

13 

Mean 1.200 1.098 1.238 1.181 1.113 1.078 20.618 

Median 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 18.000 

Std. 

Deviation 

 

.420 

 

.296 

 

.526 

 

.434 

 

.354 

 

.325 

 

5.879 

Min 1 1 1 1 1 1 18 

Max 3 3.33 4 3.67 3.67 3.67 59 

Skewness 2.318 3.821 2.729 2.758 4.025 5.395 3.553 

Kurtosis 5.018 17.297 8.069 7.925 18.976 33.801 15.388 
*drbatt_total_3rules is an additive composite index with a possible range of 18 to 90.  

 

4.4 Descriptive Statistics of Independent Variables 

This section provides the descriptive statistics for the predictor variables included in 

the dissertation’s regression models. Consistent with the structure of previous chapters and 

the dissertation’s multi-level theoretical approach, the following subsections organize the 

independent variables into four categories of factors hypothesized to influence street level 

bureaucrats’ rule breaking: individual factors, coworker influences, supervisory influences, 

and organizational factors.  
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4.4.1 Individual Factors 

 The dissertation’s model includes three individual predictors of employees’ 

workplace rule breaking: conscientiousness, a “Big Five” personality dimension; affective 

organizational commitment; and intent to leave the organization. As noted in earlier sections, 

the phrase “individual variables” does not imply the same strict meaning typically used in the 

psychology literatures, which refers to context- or situation-independent individual 

differences such as personality traits (e.g., conscientiousness). Here, individual variables are 

viewed as such because they occur largely within the person and are generally considered out 

of the direct control of the organization, a rough categorization used in previous research. In 

this section, the descriptive statistics of each of the three variables, including reliability 

measures and factor analysis data for scale development, will be discussed in turn. 

Conscientiousness 

 The personality dimension conscientiousness is measured with a four-item scale 

previously validated by Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, and Lucas (2006), who report a 

Cronbach’s alpha of .89 for the scale. Tables 4.6 and 4.7 show the missingness, means, 

medians, and standard deviations for the four items and the scale measure conscientiousness 

(consci), respectively. Cronbach’s alpha is the reliability coefficient used to assess the 

internal consistency of the conscientiousness (consci) scale. General thresholds or guidelines 

for evaluating Cronbach’s alpha exist, with coefficients greater than .60 “adequate for 

exploratory research,” coefficients greater than .70 “adequate for confirmatory research,” and 

coefficients greater than .80 “good for confirmatory research” (Garson, 2013, p.11-12; 
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Meyers et al., 2013). Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is .618 for the four-item conscientiousness 

(consci) scale, indicating acceptable internal reliability for exploratory work (See Table 4.8). 

The scale was also subjected to exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with the principal 

components method (PCA) to ensure the appropriateness of representing the latent construct 

conscientiousness (consci) with the four-item measure. In EFA, general guidelines suggest 

that the factor loading for each item (or variable) is expected to be greater than .70 on the 

proposed component and less than .30 on any other component in the structure matrix. 

However, some authors contend these arbitrary thresholds are perhaps too stringent, 

suggesting values of .60 and .40 as more reasonable limits (Garson, 2013). Further, the 

Kaiser Criterion holds that only factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 should be retained. 

Table 4.9 shows the component matrix that indicates a single component was extracted with 

factor loadings ranging from .622 to .789. 

 

Table 4.6: Descriptive Statistics for Conscientiousness (consci) Items 

 

I get chores 

done right 

away. 

 

 

I often forget 

to put things 

back in their 

proper place. 

 

I like 

order. 

 

I make a 

mess of 

things. 

 

N Valid 288 288 288 288 

Missing 0 0 0 0 

Mean 5.22 5.2014 5.88 5.7813 

Median 6.00 6.0000 6.00 6.0000 

Std. Deviation 1.361 1.73539 1.273 1.48537 
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Table 4.7: Descriptive Statistics for consci 

N Valid 288 

Missing 0 

Mean 5.5208 

Median 5.7500 

Std. Deviation 1.00630 

 

Table 4.8: Reliability Statistics for consci 

Cronbach's 

Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items N of Items 

.618 .621 4 

 

Table 4.9: EFA Component Matrix: consci 

 

Component 

1 

I get chores done right away. .622 

I often forget to put things back in their proper place. .687 

I like order. .634 

I make a mess of things. .789 

 

Eigenvalue 

Percent of variance explained 

 

1.883 

47.08 

 

 

Affective Organizational Commitment 

 Affective organizational commitment was originally intended to be measured with the 

eight-item scale developed by Allen and Meyer (1990), who report a Cronbach’s alpha of .87 

for the scale, and used in or adapted for numerous studies (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993; 

Becker & Kernan, 2003; Kim, 2005a; Stazyk et al., 2011). However, an initial EFA with 

principal components analysis of the survey data extracts a two-factor solution with 

eigenvalues of 3.601 and 1.069 from the 8-item measure. Using the five items with the 
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strongest factor loadings, an amended scale was created.33 Tables 4.10 and 4.11 show the 

missingness, means, medians, and standard deviations for the five items and the scale 

measure of affective organizational commitment (AOC_5), respectively. Table 4.12 shows a 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .821, indicating a measure of internal consistency 

appropriate for confirmatory study. The EFA with principal components analysis of the five-

item commitment measure (AOC_5) results in a single extracted component with an 

eigenvalue of 2.949 and factor loadings ranging from .709 to .861 (See Table 4.13). 

 

Table 4.10: Descriptive Statistics for Affective Organizational Commitment (AOC_5) 

Items 

 

I would be 

happy to 

spend the 

rest of my 

career with 

this 

organization. 

I do not feel 

like "part of 

the family" at 

my 

organization. 

I do not feel 

"emotionally 

attached" to 

this 

organization. 

This 

organization 

has a great 

deal of 

personal 

meaning to 

me. 

I do not feel a 

strong sense 

of belonging 

to my 

organization. 

N Valid 288 288 288 286 288 

Missing 0 0 0 2 0 

Mean 4.41 4.6875 4.9306 4.98 4.8264 

Median 5.00 5.0000 5.0000 5.00 5.0000 

Std. Deviation 2.061 1.83830 1.77537 1.555 1.71010 

 

Table 4.11: Descriptive Statistics for AOC_5   

N Valid 286 

Missing 2 

Mean 4.7594 

Median 4.8000 

Std. Deviation 1.37150 

                                                 
33 Truncated scales drawn from the work of Allen and Meyer are common in the literature (e.g. Stazyk et al., 

2011; Kim, 2005a).  
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Table 4.12: Reliability Statistics for AOC_5 

Cronbach's 

Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items N of Items 

.821 .824 5 

 

Table 4.13: EFA Component Matrix: AOC_5 

 

 

Component 

1 

I would be happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization. .709 

I do not feel like "part of the family" at my organization. .777 

I do not feel "emotionally attached" to this organization. .861 

This organization has a great deal of personal meaning to me. .717 

I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization. .766 

  

Eigenvalue 

Percent of variance explained 

2.949 

58.98 

 

 

Intent to Leave 

 Employees’ intent to leave is measured with a four-item scale drawn from previous 

research (Rosenbloom and Ash, 2010). Tables 4.14 and 4.15 show the missingness, means, 

medians, and standard deviations for the four items and the scale measure of intent to leave 

(intent_leave). Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is .872, an indication of strong internal 

consistency appropriate for confirmatory research (See Table 4.16). The scale was also 

subjected to exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with the principal components method (PCA). 

EFA results shown in Table 4.17 indicate a single extracted factor with an eigenvalue of 

2.917 and factor loadings all greater than or equal to .814. 
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Table 4.14: Descriptive Statistics for Intent to Leave (intent_leave) Items 

 

In the past year, 

I have thought 

about looking 

for a job with a 

different 

employer. 

In the past year, 

I have applied 

for a job at a 

different 

employer. 

I plan to seek 

employment 

with a different 

employer during 

the next year. 

I plan to be 

working for this 

organization in 

two years. 

N Valid 288 286 286 287 

Missing 0 2 2 1 

Mean 4.61 3.00 3.29 2.9373 

Median 5.00 1.00 3.00 3.0000 

Std. Deviation 2.303 2.484 2.236 1.88745 

 

Table 4.15: Descriptive Statistics for intent_leave   

N Valid 285 

Missing 3 

Mean 3.4588 

Median 3.2500 

Std. Deviation 1.90736 

 

Table 4.16: Reliability Statistics for intent_leave 

Cronbach's 

Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items N of Items 

.872 .875 4 
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Table 4.17: EFA Component Matrix: intent_leave 

 

Component 

1 

In the past year, I have thought about looking for a job with a different 

employer. 
.824 

In the past year, I have applied for a job at a different employer. .840 

I plan to seek employment with a different employer during the next year. .933 

I plan to be working for this organization in two years. .814 

  

Eigenvalue 2.917 

Percent of variance explained 72.94 

 

 

4.4.2 Coworker Influences 

 This dissertation examines the potential influence coworkers may exert upon the rule 

breaking behaviors and attitudes of focal employees. Three variables are included in the 

model that represent such effects: respondents’ perceptions of coworkers’ rule breaking—

developed through both direct and indirect experiences—and the extent to which they seek 

workplace information from their coworkers. This section provides the descriptive statistics, 

including reliability measures and factor analysis data, of these coworker influences. 

Perceptions of Coworker Rule Breaking, Direct Observation 

 Respondents’ perceptions of their coworkers’ rule breaking behaviors developed via 

direct experience—that is, information resulting from first-hand observation—are 

hypothesized to influence their own rule breaking attitudes and behaviors. The strength of 

these perceptions is measured with three items asking respondents to report the frequency of 

their direct observations of coworker rule breaking of each of the three focal workplace rules. 

Tables 4.18 and 4.19 present descriptive statistics for the three items and the index (dircrb). 



 

150 

The composite index presupposes no moderate or high intercorrelation among the three 

items, therefore no statistic for internal consistency is presented here in text.34  

 

Table 4.18: Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Coworker Rule Breaking, Direct (dircrb) 

Items 

 

I have witnessed 

coworkers bending: 

Documentation and 

Information 

Management rules. 

I have witnessed 

coworkers bending: 

Case Management 

rules. 

I have witnessed 

coworkers bending: 

Service Selection and 

Eligibility rules. 

N Valid 286 287 287 

Missing 2 1 1 

Mean 1.93 1.99 1.64 

Median 2.00 2.00 1.00 

Std. Deviation 1.087 1.109 .947 

 

Table 4.19: Descriptive Statistics for dircrb   

N Valid 286 

Missing 2 

Mean 1.8555 

Median 1.6667 

Std. Deviation .96412 

 

Perceptions of Coworker Rule Breaking, Indirect Knowledge 

 Respondents’ perceptions of their coworkers’ rule breaking behaviors developed via 

indirect experience or ambient, environmental effects are also theorized to influence their 

own rule breaking attitudes and behaviors. The strength of these perceptions is measured 

with three items asking respondents to report how frequently they indirectly “hear through 

the grapevine” that coworkers bend or break of each of the three focal workplace rules. 

                                                 
34 For exploratory purposes, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated for the 3-item composite index (.906). 
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Tables 4.20 and 4.21 show the missingness, means, medians, and standard deviations of the 

three items and the composite index (indcrb). The composite index presupposes no moderate 

or high intercorrelation among the three items, therefore no statistic for internal consistency 

is presented here in text.35 

 

Table 4.20: Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Coworker Rule Breaking, Indirect 

(indcrb) Items 

 

I have heard through 

the grapevine that 

my coworkers have 

bent: Documentation 

and Information 

Management rules. 

I have heard through 

the grapevine that 

my coworkers have 

bent: Case 

Management rules. 

I have heard through 

the grapevine that 

my coworkers have 

bent: Service 

Selection and 

Eligibility rules. 

N Valid 287 287 286 

Missing 1 1 2 

Mean 2.53 2.54 2.05 

Median 3.00 3.00 2.00 

Std. Deviation 1.099 1.076 1.040 

 

Table 4.21: Descriptive Statistics for indcrb   

N Valid 286 

Missing 2 

Mean 2.3718 

Median 2.3333 

Std. Deviation .96391 

 

Feedback-Seeking Targeting Coworkers 

 Respondents’ strength of feedback-seeking behaviors targeting coworkers is 

measured with a four-item scale drawn from previous research (Settoon & Adkins, 1997; 

                                                 
35 For exploratory purposes, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated for the 3-item composite index (.880). 
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Brett et al., 1997). Tables 4.22 and 4.23 show the descriptive statistics for the four items and 

the scale measure of feedback-seeking targeting coworkers (fbscw). Table 4.24 shows a 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .879, indicating internal consistency “good for confirmatory 

research” (Garson, 2013, pp.11-12). The feedback-seeking scale was also subjected to an 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with principal components method (PCA) to analyze the 

underlying latent structure. Table 4.25 presents the EFA component matrix that indicates a 

single extracted component with an eigenvalue of 2.959, 73.98 percent of variance explained, 

and factor loadings ranging from .812 to .889. 

 

Table 4.22: Descriptive Statistics for Feedback-Seeking Targeting Coworkers (fbscw) 

Items 

 

When 

something 

happens to you 

on the job that 

is unexpected, 

how often do 

you ask your 

coworkers about 

it? 

How often do 

you talk with 

your coworkers 

about the duties 

of your job? 

How often do 

you talk with 

your coworkers 

about your job 

performance? 

How often do 

you talk with 

your coworkers 

about 

organizational 

rules? 

N Valid 287 286 287 287 

Missing 1 2 1 1 

Mean 3.97 3.78 3.14 3.55 

Median 4.00 4.00 3.00 4.00 

Std. Deviation .964 1.010 1.254 1.079 
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Table 4.23: Descriptive Statistics for fbscw   

N Valid 285 

Missing 3 

Mean 3.6061 

Median 3.7500 

Std. Deviation .92686 

 

Table 4.24: Reliability Statistics for fbscw 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 

.879 .882 4 

 

 

Table 4:25: EFA Component Matrix: fbscw 

 

Component 

1 

When something happens to you on the job that is unexpected, how 

often do you ask your coworkers about it? .812 

How often do you talk with your coworkers about the duties of your job? .889 

How often do you talk with your coworkers about your job 

performance? .859 

How often do you talk with your coworkers about organizational rules? .878 

  

Eigenvalue 2.959 

Percent of variance explained 73.98 

 

4.4.3 Supervisory Influences 

This dissertation also explores the role of direct supervisors on the rule breaking 

attitudes and behaviors of focal employees. Specifically, two variables are theorized in this 

framework to influence rule breaking: the quality of leader-member exchange (LMX) shared 

between direct supervisors and respondents (as rated by the latter) and the strength of 

respondents’ feedback-seeking behavior targeting their direct supervisors. In this section, the 
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descriptive statistics of both variables, including reliability measures and factor analysis data 

for scale development, is presented in turn.  

Leader-Member Exchange 

 The quality of leader-member exchange (LMX) shared between the respondent and 

his or her direct supervisor is measured with the seven-item LMX-7, a scale developed by 

Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) and common within the literature (Dulebohn et al., 2012; Hassan 

& Hatmaker, 2014; Martin et al., 2016). Hassan and Hatmaker (2014) report a Cronbach’s 

alpha of .92 for the scale. Tables 4.26 and 4.27 show the descriptive statistics for the seven 

items and the LMX scale (LMX), respectively. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the 

LMX scale is .925, an indication of the measure’s internal reliability sufficient for 

confirmatory research (See Table 4.28). The LMX scale was subjected to exploratory factor 

analysis (EFA) with principal components method (PCA) to assess convergent validity and 

the underlying latent structure. Table 4.29 presents the EFA component matrix for the LMX 

scale that indicates a single extracted component with an eigenvalue of 4.902, 70.03 percent 

of variance explained, and factor loadings ranging from .722 to .880.  
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Table 4.26: Descriptive Statistics for LMX (LMX) Items 

 

Do you know 

where you stand 

with your 

supervisor; 

meaning, do 

you usually 

know how 

satisfied your 

leader is with 

what you do? 

How well does 

your supervisor 

understand your 

job problems 

and needs? 

How well does 

your supervisor 

recognize your 

potential? 

What are the 

chances that 

your supervisor 

would use 

his/her power to 

help you solve 

problems in 

your work? 

N Valid 287 286 288 288 

Missing 1 2 0 0 

Mean 4.02 3.98 3.87 3.88 

Median 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 

Std. Deviation 1.157 1.138 1.197 1.078 

 

Table 4.26 Continued 

 

What are the chances 

that he/she would 

"bail you out" at 

his/her expense? 

I have enough 

confidence in my 

supervisor that I 

would defend and 

justify his/her 

decision if he/she 

were not present to 

do so. 

How would you 

characterize your 

working 

relationship with 

your supervisor? 

N Valid 285 286 287 

Missing 3 2 1 

Mean 2.69 3.87 3.87 

Median 3.00 4.00 4.00 

Std. Deviation 1.240 1.021 .988 
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Table 4.27: Descriptive Statistics for LMX   

N Valid 280 

Missing 8 

Mean 3.7388 

Median 4.0000 

Std. Deviation .93501 

 

Table 4.28: Reliability Statistics for LMX 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 

.925 .928 7 

 

Table 4.29: EFA Component Matrix: LMX 

 

Component 

1 

Do you know where you stand with your supervisor; meaning, do you 

usually know how satisfied your leader is with what you do? .805 

How well does your supervisor understand your job problems and needs? .869 

How well does your supervisor recognize your potential? .864 

What are the chances that your supervisor would use his/her power to 

help you solve problems in your work? .868 

What are the chances that he/she would "bail you out" at his/her expense? .722 

I have enough confidence in my supervisor that I would defend and 

justify his/her decision if he/she were not present to do so. .839 

How would you characterize your working relationship with your 

supervisor? .880 

  

Eigenvalue 4.902 

Percent of variance explained 70.03 

 

Feedback-Seeking Targeting Direct Supervisor 

 Respondents’ strength of feedback-seeking behaviors targeting direct supervisors is 

measured with a four-item scale drawn from previous research (Settoon & Adkins, 1997; 
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Brett et al., 1997). Tables 4.30 and 4.31 show the descriptive statistics for the four items and 

the scale measure of feedback-seeking targeting direct supervisor (fbsds). Table 4.32 shows a 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .822, indicating internal consistency “good for confirmatory 

research” (Garson, 2013, pp.11-12). The feedback-seeking scale was also subjected to an 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with principal components method (PCA) to analyze the 

underlying latent structure. Table 4.33 presents the EFA component matrix that indicates a 

single extracted component with an eigenvalue of 2.617, 65.42 percent of variance explained, 

and factor loadings ranging from .689 to .869. 

 

Table 4.30: Descriptive Statistics for Feedback-Seeking Targeting Direct Supervisor 

(fbsds) Items 

 

When 

something 

happens to you 

on the job that 

is unexpected, 

how often do 

you ask your 

direct 

supervisor about 

it? 

How often do 

you talk with 

your direct 

supervisor about 

the duties of 

your job? 

How often do 

you talk with 

direct supervisor 

about your job 

performance? 

How often do 

you talk with 

your direct 

supervisor about 

organizational 

rules? 

N Valid 287 288 285 288 

Missing 1 0 3 0 

Mean 4.02 3.83 3.60 3.35 

Median 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.00 

Std. Deviation .855 .885 .916 .958 
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Table 4.31: Descriptive Statistics for fbsds   

N Valid 284 

Missing 4 

Mean 3.7025 

Median 3.7500 

Std. Deviation .73163 

 

Table 4.32: Reliability Statistics for fbsds 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 

.822 .821 4 

 

Table 4.33: EFA Component Matrix: fbsds 

 

Component 

1 

When something happens to you on the job that is unexpected, how often 

do you ask your direct supervisor about it? .689 

How often do you talk with your direct supervisor about the duties of 

your job? .869 

How often do you talk with direct supervisor about your job 

performance? .839 

How often do you talk with your direct supervisor about organizational 

rules? .825 

  

Eigenvalue 2.617 

Percent of variance explained 65.42 

 

4.4.4 Organizational Factors 

Organizational factors are the final category of predictor variables this dissertation 

includes in its theoretical framework of workplace rule breaking. In this section, the 

descriptive statistics for five variables—centralization, formalization, and rule consistency as 
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well as respondents’ perceived certainty of detection and severity of punishment related to 

breaking workplace rules—are presented in turn. 

Centralization 

 Centralization, an attribute of organizational structure, is measured with a four-item 

scale adapted from Aiken and Hage (1966) by DeHart-Davis (2007, 2009b) in the public 

administration and rules literatures. DeHart-Davis (2007) reports a Cronbach’s alpha of .74 

for the scale. Tables 4.34 and 4.35 show the descriptive statistics for the centralization items 

and the scale measure (central). The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the four-item central is 

.867, evidence suggesting sufficient internal consistency for use in confirmatory research 

(See Table 4.36). An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with principal components method 

(PCA) indicates a single extracted component with an eigenvalue of 2.866, 71.65 percent of 

variance explained, and factor loadings ranging from .818 to .888 (See Table 4.37).  

 

Table 4.34: Descriptive Statistics for Centralization (central) Items 

 

I must check 

with my 

supervisor 

before I do 

almost anything 

In general, an 

employee 

wanting to make 

their own 

decisions in my 

workplace 

would be 

quickly 

discouraged. 

Even small 

matters have to 

be referred to 

someone higher 

up for a final 

answer. 

Only 

supervisors can 

decide how 

things are to be 

done. 

N Valid 287 287 287 287 

Missing 1 1 1 1 

Mean 3.36 3.27 3.15 3.32 

Median 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 

Std. Deviation 1.900 1.708 1.867 1.953 
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Table 4.35: Descriptive Statistics for central   

N Valid 287 

Missing 1 

Mean 3.2753 

Median 3.0000 

Std. Deviation 1.57158 

 

Table 4.36: Reliability Statistics for central 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 

.867 .868 4 

 

Table 4.37: EFA Component Matrix: central 

 

Component 

1 

I must check with my supervisor before I do almost anything .818 

In general, an employee wanting to make their own decisions in my 

workplace would be quickly discouraged. 
.834 

Even small matters have to be referred to someone higher up for a final 

answer. 
.888 

Only supervisors can decide how things are to be done. .845 

  

Eigenvalue 2.866 

Percent of variance explained 71.65 

 

Formalization 

 Formalization, like centralization, is an attribute of organizational structure theorized 

to influence employee compliance with workplace rules. This dissertation measures 

formalization with a single item (“Whatever situation arises, my department has written 

policies and procedures to follow.”) drawn from Aiken and Hage (1966) and adapted by 
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DeHart-Davis (2007, 2009b). Table 4.38 shows the descriptive statistics for formalization 

(formal). 

 

Table 4.38: Descriptive Statistics for Formalization (formal) Item 

N Valid 288 

Missing 0 

Mean 5.57 

Median 6.00 

Std. Deviation 1.531 

 

Rule Consistency 

 Rule consistency (i.e. the consistency with which workplace rules are administered) is 

measured with four items adapted from DeHart-Davis (2009b), including a one-item general 

measure and three rule-specific items. Tables 4.39 and 4.40 show the descriptive statistics for 

the four rule consistency items and the rulcon scale measure. The Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient for the four-item rulcon scale is .869, signaling internal reliability generally held 

sufficient for confirmatory research (See Table 4.41). An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 

with principal components method (PCA) results in a single extracted component with an 

eigenvalue of 3.095, 77.36 percent of variance explained, and factor loadings ranging from 

.742 to .935 (See Table 4.42). 
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Table 4.39: Descriptive Statistics for Rule Consistency (rulcon) Items 

 

Please rate the 

rules in your 

workplace--

generally 

speaking--

between the 

following 

opposite 

characteristics: 

Inconsistently 

applied: 

Consistently 

applied 

Policies and 

procedures 

around 

Documentation 

and Information 

Management are 

administered 

consistently in 

my workplace. 

Policies and 

procedures 

around Case 

Management are 

administered 

consistently in 

my workplace. 

Policies and 

procedures 

around Service 

Selection and 

Eligibility are 

administered 

consistently in 

my workplace. 

N Valid 277 287 285 286 

Missing 11 1 3 2 

Mean 4.49 3.61 3.64 3.57 

Median 5.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 

Std. Deviation 1.719 1.094 1.113 1.079 

 

Table 4.40: Descriptive Statistics for rulcon   

N Valid 273 

Missing 15 

Mean 3.8251 

Median 4.0000 

Std. Deviation 1.08776 

 

Table 4.41: Reliability Statistics for rulcon 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 

.869 .900 4 
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Table 4.42: EFA Component Matrix: rulcon 

 

Component 

1 

Please rate the rules in your workplace--generally speaking--between the 

following opposite characteristics: Inconsistently applied: Consistently 

applied .742 

Policies and procedures around Documentation and Information 

Management are administered consistently in my workplace. .935 

Policies and procedures around Case Management are administered 

consistently in my workplace. .932 

Policies and procedures around Service Selection and Eligibility are 

administered consistently in my workplace. .894 

  

Eigenvalue 3.095 

Percent of variance explained 77.36 

 

Certainty of Detection 

 The strength of respondents’ perceived certainty of detection regarding workplace 

rule breaking is measured with three rule-specific items adapted from Hollinger and Clark 

(1983a) and Peace et al. (2003). Tables 4.43 and 4.44 show the descriptive statistics for the 

three items and the certainty of detection composite index (cerdec). The composite index 

presupposes no moderate or high intercorrelation among the three items, therefore no statistic 

for internal consistency is presented here in text.36 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
36 For exploratory purposes, a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated for the 3-item cerdec index (.915).  
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Table 4.43: Descriptive Statistics for Certainty of Detection (cerdec) Items 

 

If I bent 

Documentation and 

Information 

Management rules, 

the probability I 

would be caught is... 

If I bent Case 

Management rules, 

the probability I 

would be caught is... 

If I bent Service 

Selection and 

Eligibility rules, the 

probability I would 

be caught is... 

N Valid 288 288 288 

Missing 0 0 0 

Mean 3.89 3.91 3.78 

Median 4.00 4.00 4.00 

Std. Deviation .978 .980 1.093 

 

Table 4.44: Descriptive Statistics for cerdec   

N Valid 288 

Missing 0 

Mean 3.8611 

Median 4.0000 

Std. Deviation .94117 

 

Severity of Punishment 

 The severity of punishment for workplace rule breaking perceived by respondents is 

measured with three rule-specific items adapted from Hollinger and Clark (1982, 1983a) and 

Peace et al. (2003). Tables 4.45 and 4.46 show the descriptive statistics for the three items 

and the severity of punishment composite index (sevpun). The composite index presupposes 

no moderate or high intercorrelation among the three items, therefore no statistic for internal 

consistency is presented here in text.37 

 

 

                                                 
37 For exploratory purposes, a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated for the 3-item sevpun index (.880).  
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Table 4.45: Descriptive Statistics for Severity of Punishment (sevpun) Items 

 

If I were caught 

bending 

Documentation and 

Information 

Management rules, I 

think the 

punishment would 

be... 

If I were caught 

bending Case 

Management rules, I 

think the punishment 

would be... 

If I were caught 

bending Service 

Selection and 

Eligibility rules, I 

think the 

punishment would 

be... 

N Valid 288 287 288 

Missing 0 1 0 

Mean 3.97 4.06 3.82 

Median 4.00 4.00 4.00 

Std. Deviation .962 .891 1.043 

 

Table 4.46: Descriptive Statistics for sevpun   

N Valid 287 

Missing 1 

Mean 3.9477 

Median 4.0000 

Std. Deviation .86948 

 

4.4.5 Control Variables 

 The study includes three control variables common within organizational research: 

gender, race, and age. Categories of gender and race variables include designation of 

participants who endorsed their preference not to respond: female (0=prefer not to say; 

1=female; 2=male) and minority (0=prefer not to say; 1=respondents not endorsing white, 

non-Hispanic; 2=white, non-Hispanic/Latino) for subsequent analysis.38 Age is measured in 

                                                 
38 Order of coding is due to SPSS 22 procedure, as the reference category in multiple regression analysis using 

the GLM Univariate procedure is the highest category.  
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years. Tables 4.47 and 4.48 show the frequencies of female and minority. Table 4.49 shows 

the descriptive statistics for age. 

 

Table 4.47: Frequency Distribution of female 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Male 30 10.4 10.4 10.4 

Female 239 83.0 83.0 93.4 

Prefer not to say / 

Missing 19 6.6 6.6 100.0 

Total 288 100.0 100.0  

 

Table: 4.48: Frequency Distribution of minority 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid White, non-Hispanic 177 61.5 61.5 61.5 

Minority 81 28.1 28.1 89.6 

Prefer not to say / 

Missing 
30 10.4 10.4 100.0 

Total 288 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 4.49: Descriptive Statistics for age   

N Valid 271 

Missing 17 

Mean 38.5461 

Median 37.0000 

Std. Deviation 9.58764 
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4.5 Bivariate Correlations 

 This section assesses the bivariate correlations between the independent variables and 

the threat of potentially high multicollinearity. Table 4.50 presents the correlation matrix, 

which includes the independent, dependent, and control variables. Bivariate correlations 

greater than .90 are considered indications of problematic multicollinearity, a concern for 

which Variance-Inflation Factor (VIF) and Tolerance methods are the preferred test to guide 

next steps of analysis (Garson, 2014). However, as the correlation matrix in Table 4.50 

indicates, no pair of independent variables is correlated at or above this .90 threshold.  

 The bivariate correlations presented in Table 4.50 indicate substantial conformity 

with the study’s hypotheses. Some predictors are significantly correlated with all dependent 

variables. As expected, perceptions of one’s coworkers’ rule breaking of both direct and 

indirect experience are positively correlated with all dependent variables. Similarly, 

feedback-seeking targeting direct supervisors, formalization, and certainty of detection are 

negatively correlated with all dependent variables, consistent with expectations. Employees’ 

perceptions of the severity of punishment associated with noncompliance is negatively 

associated with pro-social rule breaking behaviors (the strongest correlation among the 

predictors; r= -.355, p<.05) and both destructive rule breaking attitudes and behaviors.  

 Other predictor variables in the correlation matrix share significant correlations with 

fewer dependent variables, although in the hypothesized direction. Conscientiousness, 

expected to suppress rule breaking, is negatively correlated with pro-social behaviors and 

destructive attitudes. Affective organizational commitment is negatively associated with 
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destructive rule breaking behaviors while destructive attitudes are correlated as expected with 

both intent to leave (r=.153, p<.05) and leader-member exchange (r= -.148, p<.05). 

 The consistent application of rules is the only predictor variable that behaves 

somewhat unexpectedly in the matrix among the significant correlations in Table 4.50. Rule 

consistency is negatively correlated with pro-social rule breaking attitudes (r= -.104). 

However, as hypothesized, rule consistency is also negatively correlated with both 

destructive rule breaking attitudes and behaviors. 

In all, the bivariate correlation matrix offers evidence of relationships largely 

consistent with the study’s expectations. Among the rule breaking dependent variables, 

significant bivariate correlations are found between:  

 pro-social attitudes and pro-social behaviors (r=.610, p<.05); 

 destructive attitudes and destructive behaviors (r=.551, p<.05); 

 pro-social attitudes and destructive attitudes (r=.575, p<.05); and 

 pro-social behaviors and destructive behaviors (r=.615, p<.05). 
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Table 4.50: Bivariate Correlation Matrix 

 consc AOC_5 intent fbscw dircrb indcrb LMX fbsds central formal rulcon 

consci 1           

AOC_5 .066 1          

intent -.062 -.653* 1         

fbscw -.110 .029 .019 1        

dircrb -.001 -.123* .097 .068 1       

indcrb .035 -.100 .084 .053 .762* 1      

LMX -.044 .494* -.429* .091 -.108 -.134* 1     

fbsds -.035 .319* -.221* .336* -.030 -.050 .527* 1    

central .062 -.169* .200* .007 -.002 .016 -.336* .002 1   

formal .133* .125* -.195* .074 -.038 .019 .111 .151* .064 1  

rulcon .016 .386* -.260* -.086 -.277* -.317* .296* .238* -.123* .240* 1 

sevpun .182* .095 -.010 -.033 -.208* -.178* .080 .216* .184* .120* .250* 

cerdec .074 .036 .048 -.062 -.197* -.184* .010 .141* .200* .117* .232* 

psrbatt -.100 -.079 .093 -.065 .178* .125* .003 -.119* -.012 -.126* -.104* 

drbatt -.170* -.147 .153* -.023 .203* .155* -.148* -.217* .044 -.163* -.208* 

psrb_total_3rules -.146* -.116 .085 -.078 .272* .248* -.040 -.127* -.064 -.131* -.105 

drb_total_3rules -.150 -.119* .109 -.143* .202* .158* -.019 -.164* -.063 -.130* -.123* 

female .055 -.140* .110 .178* .004 -.017 -.095 .059 .138* .001 -.082 

minority .083 -.279* .206* .002 -.066 -.083 -.172* -.068 .125* -.077 -.156* 

age .045 -.002 -.043 -.328* -.075 -.054 -.106 -.168* -.046 -.074 -.034 

* Pearson correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
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Table 4.50 Continued 

 sevpun cerdec psrbatt drbatt psrb_total_3rules drb_total_3rules female minority age 

consci          

AOC_5          

intent          

fbscw          

dircrb          

indcrb          

LMX          

fbsds          

central          

formal          

rulcon          

sevpun 1         

cerdec .618* 1        

psrbatt -.286 -.291* 1       

drbatt -.193* -.201* .575* 1      

psrb_total_3rules -.355* -.274* .610* .398* 1     

drb_total_3rules -.223* -.227* .323* .551* .615* 1    

female .086 .055 -.066 -.009 -.173* -.116 1   

minority -.018 -.037 .028 .140* .001 .090 .355* 1  

age .089 .030 .060 .024 .099 .075 -.211* -.022 1 

*Pearson correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
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4.6 Analysis of Variance 

This section presents an initial investigation of the data, using analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) procedures to examine any significant differences in means of independent 

variables between groups. For this analysis, the pro-social and destructive rule breaking 

behavior dependent variables (psrb_total_3rules and drb_total_3rules) are dichotomized, 

creating respondent groups of “rule-breakers” and “rule-followers.” Here, respondents 

endorsing any level of rule breaking behavior for any of the pro-social and/or destructive 

motives are labeled “rule-breakers” while those respondents endorsing zero rule breaking 

behaviors of any motivation are tabbed “rule-followers.” Table 4.51 shows the frequencies of 

group membership based on self-reported behavior. These preliminary ANOVA procedures 

address the broad questions: Are rule-breakers and rule-followers significantly different with 

respect to this dissertation’s independent variables; and, if so, in which ways? 

 

Table 4.51: Frequencies of Behavioral “Rule-Breakers” and “Rule-Followers” 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Pro-Social Rule Breaking 

Rule-Followers 

Rule-Breakers 

Total 

Missing 

 

76 

198 

274 

14 

 

26.4 

68.8 

95.1 

4.9 

 

27.7 

72.3 

100.0 

Destructive Rule Breaking 

Rule-Followers 

Rule-Breakers 

Total 

Missing 

 

176 

99 

275 

13 

 

61.1 

34.4 

95.5 

4.5 

 

64.0 

36.0 

100.0 

 

 Analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests the statistical significance of mean differences 

between multiple groups, essentially “asking if it is likely that the two or more conditions 
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represent different populations” (Meyers et al., 2013, p.140). In the present series of one-way 

ANOVA models, interest focuses on whether or not rule-breakers and rule-followers 

meaningfully differ in terms of individual, relational, and organizational variables.39 

Table 4.52 shows the mean values of independent variables for which a statistically 

significant difference exists between the groups based on rule breaking driven by pro-social 

motives.40 The complete ANOVA output is provided in Appendix B. Pro-social rule-breakers 

report significantly higher levels of perceived coworker rule-bending (both directly and 

indirectly experienced), yet lower levels of perceived centralization, formalization, rule 

consistency, severity of punishment, and certainty of detection. 

In similar form, Table 4.53 displays the predictors with statistically significant means 

differences between groups categorized by rule breaking behaviors driven by destructive 

motives.41 As with the means differences involving pro-social motives, the responses of 

destructive rule-breakers also indicate significantly higher levels of perceived coworker rule-

bending (both directly and indirectly experienced) as well as lower levels of perceived 

formalization, rule consistency, severity of punishment, and certainty of detection than their 

compliant (or self-reportedly compliant) workplace peers. However, the analysis additionally 

shows that destructive rule-breakers exhibit lower levels of conscientiousness and feedback-

seeking behaviors targeting both coworkers and direct supervisors.42  

                                                 
39 The findings of these ANOVA procedures are unadjusted per exploratory purposes, an approach supported by 

Norusis (2009, p.154).  
40 Levene’s Statistic was calculated to test the assumption of homogeneity of variances. In any case with a 

Levene’s Statistic less than p>0.05, the Welch and Brown-Forsythe robust tests of equality of means were also 

calculated before presenting means differences as statistically significant.  
41 See Appendix B for complete ANOVA output. 
42 In any case with a Levene’s Statistic less than p>0.05, the Welch and Brown-Forsythe robust tests of equality 

of means were also calculated before presenting means differences as statistically significant. 
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Table 4.52: ANOVA: Pro-Social Rule-Breakers and Rule-Followers 

 Mean Std. Deviation 

Perceived Coworker Rule Breaking, Indirect 

 

Rule-Followers (0) 

Rule-Breakers (1) 

 

 

2.079 

2.471 

 

 

.913 

.969 

Perceived Coworker Rule Breaking, Direct 

 

Rule-Followers (0) 

Rule-Breakers (1) 

 

 

1.493 

1.995 

 

 

.897 

.954 

Centralization 

 

Rule-Followers (0) 

Rule-Breakers (1) 

 

 

3.589 

3.149 

 

 

1.754 

1.471 

Formalization 

 

Rule-Followers (0) 

Rule-Breakers (1) 

 

 

5.890 

5.410 

 

 

1.322 

1.583 

Rule Consistency 

 

Rule-Followers (0) 

Rule-Breakers (1) 

 

 

4.150 

3.716 

 

 

1.147 

1.019 

Severity of Punishment 

 

Rule-Followers (0) 

Rule-Breakers (1) 

 

 

4.395 

3.791 

 

 

.668 

.879 

Certainty of Detection 

 

Rule-Followers (0) 

Rule-Breakers (1) 

 

 

4.325 

3.689 

 

 

.820 

.942 

*Mean differences significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 4.53: ANOVA: Destructive Rule-Breakers and Rule-Followers 

 Mean Std. Deviation 

Conscientiousness 

 

Rule-Followers (0) 

Rule-Breakers (1) 

 

 

5.661 

5.296 

 

 

.927 

1.055 

Feedback-Seeking, Coworkers 

 

Rule-Followers (0) 

Rule-Breakers (1) 

 

 

3.734 

3.424 

 

 

.917 

.880 

Perceived Coworker Rule-Bending, Indirect 

 

Rule-Followers (0) 

Rule-Breakers (1) 

 

 

2.218 

2.660 

 

 

.990 

.844 

Perceived Coworker Rule-Bending, Direct 

 

Rule-Followers (0) 

Rule-Breakers (1) 

 

 

1.694 

2.168 

 

 

.928 

.977 

Feedback-Seeking, Direct Supervisor 

 

Rule-Followers (0) 

Rule-Breakers (1) 

 

 

3.780 

3.576 

 

 

.754 

.698 

Formalization 

 

Rule-Followers (0) 

Rule-Breakers (1) 

 

 

5.760 

5.210 

 

 

1.434 

1.637 

Rule Consistency 

 

Rule-Followers (0) 

Rule-Breakers (1) 

 

 

3.969 

3.558 

 

 

1.091 

1.019 

Severity of Punishment 

 

Rule-Followers (0) 

Rule-Breakers (1) 

 

 

4.154 

3.579 

 

 

.797 

.892 

Certainty of Detection 

 

Rule-Followers (0) 

Rule-Breakers (1) 

 

 

4.038 

3.512 

 

 

.882 

.965 

*Mean differences significant at the 0.05 level 
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Given these initial ANOVA results, a few observations can be reasonably made. First, 

it appears that rule-breakers in general, irrespective of underlying motive, report more intense 

direct observation and indirect knowledge of coworker noncompliance with formal work 

rules. Further, rule-breakers in general report lower levels of workplace formalization (i.e. 

written rules for seemingly every situation) and rule consistency (i.e. rules are consistently 

and evenly applied to all individuals subject to such restrictions). Consistent with the theory 

of deterrence and suggestive of the importance of opportunity, rule-breakers of both sorts 

also perceive lower levels of the certainty of the detection of violations as well as lower 

levels of the severity of the probable punishment for such noncompliance.  

 Despite these similarities, destructive rule-breakers appear to differ from rule-

followers in ways in which pro-social rule-breakers do not. Destructive rule-breakers appear 

to self-report lower levels of the personality dimension conscientiousness, an expected 

finding as individuals high on this dimension are considered by scholars to be more likely to 

obey rules and conform to norms (Vadera et al., 2013). Moreover, destructive rule-breakers 

also self-report lower levels of feedback-seeking behaviors targeting both their coworkers 

and direct supervisors than do rule-breakers. This finding might suggest that destructive rule-

breakers are perhaps less socialized within the workplace environment, more confident in 

their own job performance, or cautiously view these social interactions as opportunities for 

others to detect their noncompliance. 

 The analysis of variance (ANOVA) models provide some insight into the differences 

between rule-breakers and rule-followers as well as between pro-social rule-breaking and 

destructive rule-breaking. However, the story is likely incomplete without analyses that 
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simultaneously estimate the relative influences of each of the individual, relational, and 

organizational predictor variables comprising the theoretical framework. The following 

sections discuss the multiple regression models used for hypothesis testing. 

4.7 Framework Analysis: Multiple Regression Models 

In this section, the multiple linear regression models and results examining the 

framework illustrated in Figure 4.1 are discussed. Both of the following subsections will 

address the ways in which the independent variables related to individual factors, coworker 

influence, direct supervisor influence, and organizational factors are associated with or 

influence pro-social and destructive workplace rule breaking. Dependent variables assess 

both the favorability of attitudes toward rule breaking and the self-reported rule breaking of 

formal workplace rules of public sector employees. 

All multiple regression models are estimated in SPSS 22 using the GLM univariate 

procedure. Further, all models are constructed with the standard method of model building in 

order to examine the rule breaking framework completely, i.e. all predictors are entered in a 

single block rather than in a stepwise, forward, or backward procedure. Meyers et al. (2013) 

note the benefits of and appropriate rationale for such approach, writing that: 

[If] the variables were important enough to earn a place in the design of the study, 

then they are given room in the model even if they are not adding very much to the 

R2. [If] the variables were selected on the basis of theory or at least hypotheses based 

on a comprehensive review of the existing literature, the standard model provides an 

opportunity to see how they fare as a set in predicting the dependent variable… The 
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standard method will allow us to test hypotheses about the model as a whole; if that is 

the goal, then that is what should be used (pp.361-362).  

Thus, the multiple regression analyses do not include model trimming procedures. 

 

 
INDIVIDUAL FACTORS 

*Conscientiousness 

*Affective organizational commitment 

*Turnover intention 

 

 

COWORKER INFLUENCE 

*Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers43    PRO-SOCIAL RULE BREAKING 

*Perceived coworker rule-breaking, direct    *Attitudes 

*Perceived coworker rule-breaking, indirect   *Self-reported behaviors 

 

 

SUPERVISOR INFLUENCE 

*Feedback-seeking targeting supervisor    DESTRUCTIVE RULE BREAKING 

*Leader-member exchange (LMX)    *Attitudes 

        *Self-reported behaviors 

 

ORGANIZATION FACTORS 

*Centralization 

*Formalization 

*Rule consistency 

*Certainty of detection 

*Severity of punishment 

 

Figure 4.1: Rule Breaking Framework: A Conceptual Model Examining Pro-Social and 

Destructive Attitudes and Behaviors 

 

4.7.1 Multiple Regression Analysis: Pro-Social Rule Breaking 

 In separate analyses, the dependent variables of pro-social rule breaking attitudes and 

behaviors were regressed upon the 13 predictor variables, three control variables, and two 

                                                 
43 The direct effects of feedback-seeking behavior targeting coworkers are not investigated. This variable is 

hypothesized to moderate the relationship between perceived coworker rule breaking and pro-social and 

destructive rule breaking.  
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interaction terms depicted in Figure 4.1 in the previous section. The results of the multiple 

regression analyses are presented in Table 4.54 below. A total of three independent variables 

are statistically significant (p<.05) in the analysis of the favorability of pro-social rule 

breaking attitudes (R-square=.202), specifically: 

 Leader-member exchange (LMX); 

 Severity of punishment; and  

 Certainty of detection. 

A single independent variable, the perceived severity of punishment for violations of 

workplace rules, is a statistically significant predictor (p<.05) of pro-social rule breaking 

behaviors (R-square=.265). The independent variables of the two regression models are 

examined further in the following discussion. 
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Table 4.54: Multiple Regression Models: Pro-Social Rule Breaking44 

 

Categories of 

Variables 

 

Independent Variables 

Pro-Social 

Attitudes 

(n=238) 

Pro-Social 

Behaviors 

(n=229) 

Individual 

Factors 

Conscientiousness -.187 (-.022) -.985 (-.083) 

Affective Commitment -.063 (-.010) -1.109 (-.127) 

Intent to Leave .369 (.083) .277 (.044) 

Coworker 

Influences 

Feedback-Seeking 1.535 (-.027) -.298 (-.078) 

Coworker Rule-Bending, Direct -2.887 (.128) -2.412 (.152) 

Coworker Rule-Bending, Indirect 6.066 (.025)* 6.100 (.135) 

Feedback-Seeking x 

Coworker Rule-Bending, Direct 
1.111 (.118) 1.191 (.089) 

Feedback-Seeking x 

Coworker Rule-Bending, Indirect 
-1.621 (-.171) -1.229 (-.092) 

Supervisor 

Influences 

Feedback-Seeking -1.056 (-.091) -.697 (-.043) 

LMX 1.636 (.181)** 1.640 (.128) 

Organizational 

Factors 

Centralization .678 (.126)* .672 (.088) 

Formalization -.296 (-.054) -.559 (-.072) 

Rule Consistency .338 (.043) 1.555 (.142)* 

Severity of Punishment -1.666 (-.171)** -3.727 (-.271)*** 

Certainty of Detection -1.678 (-.187)** -.851 (-.067) 

Control 

Variables 

Female -.903 (-.107) -4.742 (-.397)* 

Minority .637 (.075) 1.810 (.151) 

Age .094 (.107) .169 (.136)* 

R-Square 

Adj. R-Square 

*p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01 

Standardized coefficients (β) in parentheses 

.202 

.128 

 

 

.265 

.195 

 

 

 

                                                 
44 Full SPSS output reported in Appendix C.  
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Individual Factors 

 Three individual factors variables are theorized to influence pro-social rule breaking 

and included in the multiple regression analysis. Conscientiousness (p=.731), affective 

organizational commitment (p=.909), and intent to leave (p=.324) were not found to be 

statistically significant predictors of favorable pro-social rule breaking attitudes. In the same 

manner, neither conscientiousness (p=.204), affective organizational commitment (p=.171), 

nor intent to leave (p=.611) were significant predictors of pro-social rule breaking behavior. 

The findings will be discussed further in Section 4.8.  

Coworker Influences 

 This section reviews the two coworker influences variables, one moderator variable, 

and two interaction terms thought to influence pro-social rule breaking. Perceived coworker 

rule breaking, neither directly (p=.411) nor indirectly (p=.099) experienced, was found to 

significantly predict the favorability of attitudes toward pro-social rule breaking. Likewise, 

feedback-seeking targeting coworkers (p=.317), a proposed moderating variable, and both 

interaction terms involving feedback-seeking and perceived coworker rule breaking (direct 

and indirect experience) (p=.243; p=.105) were not found to be statistically significant 

(p<.05) in the regression analysis. None of the coworker influences variables were found to 

be significant predictors of pro-social rule breaking behavior: 

 Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers (p=.893); 

 Perceived coworker rule-bending (direct observation) (p=.640); 

 Perceived coworker rule-bending (indirect knowledge) (p=.263); 
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 Interaction terms between feedback-seeking and perceived coworker rule 

breaking (direct and indirect experience) (p=.391; p=.405). 

Supervisory Influences 

 This section examines the two supervisory influences variables theorized to predict 

pro-social rule breaking. This study finds that as the quality of leader-member exchange 

(LMX) between employees and their direct supervisors improves, the favorability of 

employee attitudes toward pro-social rule breaking increases (B=1.636, β=.181, p=.041). 

However, the intensity of feedback-seeking behavior targeting direct supervisors (p=.265) 

does not significantly predict pro-social rule breaking attitudes at the p<.05 level. 

Additionally, neither feedback-seeking targeting direct supervisors (p=.615) nor the quality 

of leader-member exchange (p=.171) were found to significantly predict pro-social rule 

breaking behaviors. 

Organizational Factors 

 This section examines the five organizational factors variables hypothesized to 

influence pro-social rule breaking. Multiple regression analysis finds that as employees’ 

perceptions of the severity of punishment for workplace rule breaking increases, approving 

attitudes toward pro-social rule breaking (B= -1.666, β= -.171, p=.041) and self-reported pro-

social rule breaking behavior (B= -3.727, β= -.271, p=.002) decrease. Further, as workers’ 

perceptions of the certainty of detection intensify, the favorability of attitudes toward pro-

social rule breaking lessens (B= -1.678, β= -.187, p=.019). Certainty of detection has no 

significant effect on pro-social rule breaking behavior (p=.402). The regression models also 

include three organizational structure variables, none of which were found to significantly 
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predict either pro-social rule breaking: rule consistency (attitudes: p=.560; behavior: p=.066), 

formalization (attitudes: p=.419; behavior: p=.297), or centralization (attitudes: p=.069; 

behavior: p=.213). 

Control Variables 

 This section examines the three control variables included in the pro-social rule 

breaking framework. This study finds that gender (female; p=.619), racial minority status 

(p=.600), and age (p=.118) are not statistically significant predictors of pro-social rule 

breaking attitudes at the p<.05 level. Likewise, the three control variables are not statistically 

significant in the regression analysis of self-reported pro-social rule breaking behavior 

(gender, p=.069; racial minority status, p=.311; and age, p=.054).  

4.7.2 Multiple Regression Analysis: Destructive Rule Breaking 

In separate analyses, the dependent variables of destructive rule breaking attitudes 

and behaviors were regressed upon the 13 predictor variables, three control variables, and 

two interaction terms previously depicted in Figure 4.1. The results of the multiple regression 

analyses are presented in Table 4.55 below. A total of three independent variables and one 

interaction term are statistically significant (p<.05) in the analysis of destructive rule 

breaking attitudes (R-square=.251), specifically: 

 Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers; 

 Perceived coworker rule breaking, indirect knowledge; 

 Feedback-seeking targeting supervisors; and 

 An interaction between feedback-seeking targeting coworkers and perceived 

coworker rule breaking, indirect knowledge.  
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For destructive rule breaking behavior, two independent variables, conscientiousness and the 

perceived severity of punishment for workplace rule violations, are statistically significant 

(p<.05) predictors (R-square=.229). The independent variables of the two regression models 

are examined further in the following discussion. 
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Table 4.55: Multiple Regression Models: Destructive Rule Breaking45 

 

Categories of 

Variables 

 

Independent Variables 

Destructive 

Attitudes 

(n=237) 

Destructive 

Behaviors 

(n=233) 

Individual 

Factors 

Conscientiousness -.469 (-.097) -.868 (-.149)** 

Affective Commitment .133 (.038) -.237 (-.055) 

Intent to Leave .180 (.071) .269 (.087) 

Coworker 

Influences 

Feedback-Seeking 2.059 (.025)** .441 (-.113) 

Coworker Rule-Bending, Direct -2.831 (.136) 2.972 (.194) 

Coworker Rule-Bending, Indirect 5.781 (.019)*** .513 (.026) 

Feedback-Seeking x 

Coworker Rule-Bending, Direct 
.975 (.136)* -.497 (-.075) 

Feedback-Seeking x 

Coworker Rule-Bending, Indirect 
-1.576 (-.291)*** -.099 (-.015) 

Supervisor 

Influences 

Feedback-Seeking -1.265 (-.191)** -1.281 (-.159)* 

LMX .189 (.036) 1.254 (.199)** 

Organizational 

Factors 

Centralization .214 (.069) .160 (.043) 

Formalization -.290 (-.092) -.220 (-.057) 

Rule Consistency -.209 (-.047) .254 (.047) 

Severity of Punishment -.374 (-.067) -.542 (-.080) 

Certainty of Detection -.689 (-.134)* -.774 (-.124) 

Control 

Variables 

Female -.436 (-.090) -.943 (-.532) 

Minority 1.710 (.353)** 2.396 (.408)*** 

Age .030 (.059) .034 (.056) 

R-Square 

Adj. R-Square 

*p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01 

Standardized coefficients (β) in parentheses 

.251 

.181 

 

 

.229 

.156 

 

 

                                                 
45 Full SPSS output reported in Appendix C. 



 

185 

Individual Factors 

 This section reviews the three individual factors variables theorized to influence 

destructive rule breaking. This study finds that as one’s level of conscientiousness increases, 

the frequency of destructive rule breaking behavior decreases (B= -.868, β= -.149, p=.029). 

However, conscientiousness was not found to be a statistically significant predictor of 

destructive rule breaking attitudes at the p<.05 level. As Table 4.55 shows, affective 

organizational commitment (p=.664, p=.555) and intent to leave (p=.388, p=.327) are 

significant predictors of neither destructive rule breaking attitudes nor behaviors. The 

findings will be discussed further in Section 4.8.  

Coworker Influences 

 This section reviews the two coworker influences variables, one moderator variable, 

and two interaction terms thought to predict destructive rule breaking. This study finds that 

as the intensities of feedback-seeking targeting coworkers (B=2.059, β=.025, p=.016) and 

perceived coworker rule breaking developed via indirect experience (B=5.781, β=.019, 

p=.004) increase, the attitudes toward destructive workplace rule breaking become more 

favorable. Further, the interaction between these variables (B= -1.576, β= -.291, p=.004) is 

statistically significant at the p<.05 level in the analysis of destructive attitudes, a finding 

discussed further in Section 4.8. However, this study finds that perceived coworker rule 

breaking developed via direct experience (p=.142), and the interaction term this variable 

shares with feedback-seeking targeting coworkers (p=.062), are not significant predictors of 

the favorability of destructive rule breaking attitudes. Likewise, none of the coworker 
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influences variables are found to be significant predictors of destructive rule breaking 

behavior (See Table 4.55).  

Supervisory Influences 

 This section examines the two supervisory influences variables theorized to predict 

destructive rule breaking. This study finds that as the frequency of feedback-seeking efforts 

targeting one’s direct supervisor increase, favorable attitudes toward destructive rule 

breaking diminish (B= -1.265, β= -.191, p=.016). However, this feedback-seeking is not a 

statistically significant predictor of destructive behavior at the p<.05 level. Findings indicate 

that as the quality of leader-member exchange (LMX) between employees and their direct 

supervisors improves, destructive rule breaking behavior unexpectedly increases (B=1.254, 

β=.199, p=.033). Yet, LMX (p=.667) is not a significant predictor of the favorability of 

destructive rule breaking attitudes in the multiple regression analysis (See Table 4.55).  

Organizational Factors 

 This section examines the five organizational factors variables hypothesized to 

influence destructive rule breaking. As Table 4.55 shows, centralization (p=.294, p=.565), 

formalization (p=.149, p=.405), rule consistency (p=.508, p=.550), certainty of detection 

(p=.079, p=.135), and severity of punishment (p=.403, p=.355) are all found to be 

nonsignificant predictors in both the destructive rule breaking attitudes and behavior multiple 

regression models at the p<.05 level.   
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Control Variables 

 This section examines the three control variables included in the destructive rule 

breaking framework. This study finds that minority status (minority=1) is a significant 

predictor of destructive rule breaking behavior (B=2.396, β=.408, p=.007) and the 

favorability of attitudes toward destructive rule breaking (B=1.710, β=.353, p=.011). Gender 

(female=1) and age are not significant in either of the destructive rule breaking regression 

models (See Table 4.55).  

4.7.3 Generalized Linear Regression Models 

 This section discusses a series of generalized linear models of pro-social and 

destructive rule breaking attitudes and behaviors conducted to provide support for the 

findings of the multiple regression models presented in Sections 4.7.1 and 4.7.2. Specifically, 

these generalized linear models are a response to a couple concerns with the multiple 

regression models, namely the skewness of dependent variables and the distributions of the 

model residuals, and a method for bolstering the validity of the multiple regression estimates. 

 Absolute skew values between 1 and 3 are generally considered moderately non-

normal (Garson, 2014). Table 4.56 shows the skewness of the dissertation’s four dependent 

variables. Two of the dependent variables, destructive rule breaking attitudes (1.761) and 

pro-social rule breaking behavior (1.389), are positively and moderately skewed, while 

another, destructive rule breaking behavior (3.553) is skewed beyond the general rule of 

thumb. A recommended approach is to estimate the model with generalized linear regression 

(GZLM), which can handle skewed dependent variables (Garson, 2014, p.353). This study 
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uses GZLM with an inverse Gaussian distribution and identity link for further analysis.46 

However, the results of the GZLM analyses do not yield substantively different results than 

the original multiple regression models. Therefore, results of the latter are presented in text 

and referenced in the discussion of hypotheses in the following section. See Appendix D for 

the GZLM analysis. 

 

Table 4.56: Skewness of Dependent Variables 

 

Pro-Social 

Rule 

Breaking 

Attitudes 

Destructive 

Rule 

Breaking 

Attitudes 

Pro-Social 

Rule 

Breaking 

Behavior 

Destructive 

Rule 

Breaking 

Behavior 

N 

Valid 285 285 274 275 

Missing 3 3 14 13 

Skewness .405 1.761 1.389 3.553 

Std. Error of 

Skewness .144 .144 .147 .147 

 

 

4.7.4 Residual Analysis 

Multiple regression analysis assumes the normal distribution of residuals and no 

significant outliers. Standardized residuals for each of the four multiple regression models 

were analyzed. A rule of thumb for standardized residual outliers suggests attention be paid 

to those residuals with values greater than 3 (Garson, 2014, p.240). The pro-social attitudes 

regression model shows no residuals above this threshold. However, the pro-social behavior 

(three cases: 3.43, 3.48, and 3.54), destructive attitudes (two cases: 3.34 and 3.40), and 

                                                 
46 Generalized linear models using a gamma distribution were also estimated. These models resulted in higher 

information criteria values (AIC and BIC) than the inverse Gaussian models. When comparing models based on 

AIC or BIC, lower values indicate better fit.  
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destructive behavior (four cases: 3.55, 4.29, 5.22, and 6.25) models possess a small number 

of standardized residual outliers. These residuals, which totaled six cases in the overall 

dataset, were removed and the multiple regression analyses were again estimated, yielding no 

substantively different results. Therefore, the analyses reported in the study include all cases.  

4.8 Hypothesis Testing and Discussion 

 Prior research finds that organizational deviance, counterproductive work behavior, 

and citizenship behavior are driven by the main effects of and interactions between an array 

of individual variables (Colbert et al., 2004; Spector, 2011), coworker influences (Robinson 

& O’Leary-Kelly, 1998; Robinson et al., 2014), supervisory relationships (Ilies et al., 2007), 

and organizational factors (Hollinger & Clark, 1983a, 1983b). Recent scholarship 

increasingly calls for the investigation of organizational deviance and related behaviors from 

multi-level theoretical perspectives, meaning the incorporation of variables that span the 

micro-meso-macro theoretical spectrum (O’Boyle et al., 2010). Consistent with this approach 

and based on previous research, this dissertation proposes and tests hypotheses related to 

variables of substantial theoretical diversity. In the following sections, discussion will 

address the support or lack thereof for the hypothesized influences of the individual, 

relational, and organizational variables of the dissertation’s conceptual framework of pro-

social and destructive rule breaking attitudes and behaviors. Findings are summarized in 

Table 4.57.  
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4.8.1 Hypotheses 1-3: Individual Factors of Rule Breaking 

 This section reviews the hypotheses for the predictor variables conscientiousness, 

affective organizational commitment, and intent to leave the organization.47 

Conscientiousness 

 Conscientiousness—a Big Five personality dimension (Barrick & Mount, 1991)—is 

characterized by reliability, trustworthiness, prudence, and self-discipline (Vardi & Weitz, 

2004; Vadera et al., 2013). Previous research finds evidence that higher levels of 

conscientiousness suppress counterproductive work behaviors (Dalal, 2005; Jensen & Patal, 

2011) and organizational deviance (O’Neill et al., 2011; Ferris et al., 2009) while boosting 

job performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Cianci et al., 2010). 

In all, the empirical evidence guiding the present study of pro-social and destructive 

rule breaking is rather inconclusive. Dalal (2005), for instance, argues that individuals high 

on conscientiousness will typically engage in more organizational citizenship behaviors, 

while those low on this personality dimension will generally commit more counterproductive 

work behaviors. Vardi & Weitz (2004) suggest similar relationships. However, Dahling et al. 

(2012) find empirical support for the hypothesis that conscientiousness is negatively related 

to pro-social rule breaking, suggesting that highly conscientious employees “will be reluctant 

to break rules even for pro-social reasons” (p.27). Thus, this study hypothesizes that: 

Hypothesis 1a: Conscientiousness will be negatively related to pro-social  

rule breaking. 

                                                 
47 As noted in previous section, this dissertation labels affective organizational commitment and intent to leave 

as “individual variables” because they occur largely within the person and are generally considered out of the 

direct control of the organization. Conscientiousness, however, does satisfy the stringent definition of context-

independent individual differences typical of psychology literatures. 
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Hypothesis 1b: Conscientiousness will be negatively related to destructive  

rule breaking. 

 

This study finds no support for Hypothesis 1a, as conscientiousness was non-

significant in the multiple regression models of pro-social rule breaking attitudes and 

behaviors (See Table 4.54). However, this dissertation does find support for Hypothesis 1b, 

in that conscientiousness is a significant predictor of destructive rule breaking behaviors 

among this sample of government social workers (See Table 4.55). Those respondents higher 

on this core personality dimension self-report less rule breaking of destructive or self-

interested motivations (B= -.868, β= -.149, p=.029). No significant relationship was found 

between conscientiousness and destructive rule breaking attitudes. Analysis of variance 

provides further evidence, showing that the group mean of conscientiousness is significantly 

lower (p<.05) for destructive rule-breakers (M=5.296) than the group mean of rule-followers 

(M=5.661) (See Table 4.53).  

Affective Organizational Commitment 

Previous studies find relationships between organizational commitment and job 

performance, organizational citizenship behaviors (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001), and 

workplace deviance (Dalal, 2005). Meyer and Allen (1991) present a three-component model 

of commitment, with affective organizational commitment reflecting an employee’s 

“identification with, involvement in, and emotional attachment to the organization” (Allen & 

Meyer, 1996, p.253). This translates into the notion that individuals high on affective 

commitment will remain with an organizational because they want to rather than need or 

ought to do so (Allen & Meyer, 1990). Empirical findings of previous research suggest a 
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positive relationship between affective commitment and pro-social behaviors (O’Reilly & 

Chatman, 1986), citizenship behaviors (Podsakoff et al., 2000; LePine et al., 2002), and job 

performance (Meyer et al., 1989, 1993; Kim, 2005a). In a meta-analysis, Dalal (2005) 

suggests that generally “one should expect organizational citizenship behaviors and 

counterproductive work behavior to be related, in opposite directions, to organizational 

commitment” (p.1248). This dissertation hypothesizes that: 

Hypothesis 2a: Affective organizational commitment will be positively  

related to pro-social rule breaking. 

 

Hypothesis 2b: Affective organizational commitment will be negatively  

related to destructive rule breaking. 

 

This study finds no support for either Hypothesis 2a or Hypothesis 2b. Affective 

organizational commitment is not a significant predictor of pro-social or destructive rule 

breaking attitudes or behaviors in any of the four multiple regression models (See Tables 

4.54 and 4.55). Further, analysis of variance procedures find that group means of affective 

organizational commitment are not significantly (p<.05) different between pro-social rule-

breakers and rule-followers or destructive rule-breakers and rule-followers (See Tables 4.52 

and 4.53).  

Intent to Leave 

 Public administration literature devotes considerable attention to the self-reported 

intentions of employees to leave their organizations (Bertelli, 2007; Kim, 2005b; Lee & 

Whitford, 2008; Moynihan & Landuyt, 2008). Most studies of turnover intentions focus on 

antecedents and correlates (Griffeth et al., 2000; Weaver, 2012), leaving relatively scarce 

empirical findings to guide research analyzing the attitudinal and behavioral outcomes of 
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such intentions. However, studies of workplace deviance (Hollinger, 1986; Bolin & 

Heatherly, 2001) and theft (Thoms, 2001) suggest that turnover intentions are expected to be 

positively related to destructive rule breaking. Christian and Ellis (2014) contend that 

employees with high intentions to leave the organization are “mentally checked out” of the 

psychological contract, leaving them less willing to engage in extra-role performance and 

pro-social behaviors. Thus, the dissertation theorizes that:  

Hypothesis 3a: Intent to leave the organization will be negatively related to  

pro-social rule breaking. 

 

Hypothesis 3b: Intent to leave the organization will be positively related to  

destructive rule breaking. 

 

 This study finds no support for either Hypothesis 3a or Hypothesis 3b. Employees’ 

self-reported turnover intentions are non-significant predictors of pro-social and destructive 

rule breaking attitudes and behaviors in all four multiple regression models (See Tables 4.54 

and 4.55). Further, analysis of variance procedures find that group means of turnover 

intentions are not significantly (p<.05) different between pro-social rule-breakers and rule-

followers or destructive rule-breakers and rule-followers (See Tables 4.52 and 4.53).  

4.8.2 Hypotheses 4-6: Coworker Influences on Rule Breaking 

 This section reviews the hypotheses for employees’ perceptions of their coworkers’ 

rule breaking and employees’ feedback-seeking behavior targeting their coworkers. Only the 

main effects for indirect knowledge and direct observation of coworker rule breaking are 

hypothesized; feedback-seeking targeting coworkers is hypothesized only as a moderating 

variable in the regression models.  
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Perceptions of Coworker Rule Breaking 

 A strong general consensus exists in the literature around the critical role coworkers 

play in understanding organizational behavior (Vardi & Weitz, 2004). In fact, numerous 

scholars find the influence of coworkers may surpass that of supervisors (Robinson et al., 

2014), most notably among street-level bureaucrats of public organizations (Brehm & Gates, 

1997; Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2000). Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly, in their highly 

cited48 article “Monkey See, Monkey Do” (1998), find that group antisocial behavior is 

positively related to individual antisocial behavior in the workplace and that this influence 

grows in its intensity over time. Similarly, other research finds that perceived coworker 

behavior significantly affects the likelihood of pro-social rule breaking (Morrison, 2006; 

Dahling et al., 2012). These perceptions of coworker behaviors are thought to develop via 

multiple avenues (Robinson et al., 2014). Ferguson and Barry (2011) contend that coworker 

behavior impacts the focal employee differently based on the mode of experience, arguing 

that direct observation and indirect knowledge are unique forces that may result in distinct 

outcomes or responses. This dissertation uses this approach to investigate the effects of 

perceived coworker rule breaking, hypothesizing that: 

Hypothesis 4a: Indirect knowledge of coworker rule breaking will be  

positively related to destructive rule breaking. 

 

Hypothesis 4b: Indirect knowledge of coworker rule breaking will be  

positively related to pro-social rule breaking. 
 

Hypothesis 5a: Direct observation of coworker rule breaking will be  

positively related to destructive rule breaking. 

 

                                                 
48 In late February 2016, Google Scholar reports 678 citations.  
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Hypothesis 5b: Direct observation of coworker rule breaking will be  

positively related to pro-social rule breaking. 

 

 This study finds no support for Hypothesis 4b or Hypothesis 5b, as both the indirect 

knowledge and direct observation of coworker rule breaking are non-significant (p<.05) 

predictors in the pro-social rule breaking attitudes and behavior regression models (See Table 

4.54). However, results provide support for Hypothesis 4a. Indirect knowledge of coworker 

rule breaking—that is, information gleaned “through the grapevine”—is positively related to 

destructive rule breaking attitudes (B=5.781, β= .019, p=.004), but not behaviors (See Table 

4.55). This study finds no support for Hypothesis 5a, in that direct observation of coworker 

rule breaking is not significantly associated with destructive rule breaking. The findings of 

significant effects limited to only indirect knowledge of coworker rule breaking—and not 

direct observation—are results interestingly similar to those of Ferguson and Barry’s (2011) 

study of deviance and bystander effects. They suggest that “it may be that those who 

participate in gossip [i.e. “the grapevine”], either seeking it out or sharing it with others, are 

more likely to engage in deviance” (Ferguson & Barry, 2011, p.89). 

Feedback-Seeking Targeting Coworkers: A Moderating Variable 

This dissertation further hypothesizes a moderating effect of the intensity of 

employees’ feedback-seeking efforts targeting coworkers on the relationship between 

employees’ perceptions of coworkers’ rule breaking behaviors and their own destructive and 

pro-social rule breaking.49 Higher intensities of feedback-seeking arguably indicate a greater 

                                                 
49 The dissertation does not hypothesize a main effect of feedback-seeking targeting coworkers. However, the 

variable is a significant predictor of destructive rule-bending attitudes (B= 2.059, β=.025, p=.016; See Table 

4.55).  
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value placed on the desired information solicited from the referent other by the employee.50 

Thus, it is expected that employees who both strongly value feedback from coworkers and 

believe that their coworkers are more frequently breaking formal rules will self-report higher 

levels of rule breaking behaviors and more favorable attitudes toward rule breaking. This 

dissertation hypothesizes that:  

Hypothesis 6a: Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers and perceived  

coworker rule breaking (direct observation) will interact, such that 

perceived coworker rule breaking will have a stronger effect on 

destructive rule breaking for individuals of higher intensities of 

feedback-seeking than for individuals of lower intensities of feedback-

seeking.  

 

Hypothesis 6b: Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers and perceived  

coworker rule breaking (indirect knowledge) will interact, such that 

perceived coworker rule breaking will have a stronger effect on 

destructive rule breaking for individuals of higher intensities of 

feedback-seeking than for individuals of lower intensities of feedback-

seeking. 

 

Hypothesis 6c: Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers and perceived  

coworker rule breaking (direct observation) will interact, such that 

perceived coworker rule breaking will have a stronger effect on pro-

social rule breaking for individuals of higher intensities of feedback-

seeking than for individuals of lower intensities of feedback-seeking. 

 

Hypothesis 6d: Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers and perceived  

coworker rule breaking (indirect knowledge) will interact, such that 

perceived coworker rule breaking will have a stronger effect on pro-

social rule breaking for individuals of higher intensities of feedback-

seeking than for individuals of lower intensities of feedback-seeking. 

 

 This study finds no support for Hypotheses 6a, 6b, 6c, or 6d. The interaction between 

the intensities of employee feedback-seeking targeting coworkers and perceived coworker 

rule breaking (direct observation) was a non-significant (p<.05) predictor in four multiple 

                                                 
50 Ashford and Cummings (1985) argue that feedback is a resource, and, as it grows in perceived importance 

and thus value, individuals will dedicate greater efforts toward gathering such information. 
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regression models (See Tables 4.54 and 4.55). Similarly, the interaction involving 

employees’ indirect knowledge of coworker rule breaking was also a non-significant 

predictor, yet in only three of the four regression models. This interaction effect is a 

significant predictor in the regression model estimating the favorability of attitudes toward 

destructive rule breaking (B= -1.576, β= -.291, p=.004; See Table 4.55). Figure 4.2 below 

graphically displays the interaction, indicating that the nature of the relationship between the 

predictors fails to provide support for Hypothesis 6b. Contrary to expectations, more intense 

indirect perceptions of coworker rule breaking actually have a stronger influence on low 

feedback seekers than on high feedback seekers. This finding suggests that social information 

gained via inconsistent or infrequent feedback seeking efforts may have a more powerful 

effect on the focal employee’s attitudes. More, it is possible that more frequent or intense 

feedback seeking targeting coworkers may produce a “numbing” or desensitization effect, 

whereby the influence of repeated indirect exposure to coworker rule breaking on attitudes 

diminishes with time or intensity (Mrug, Madan, & Windle, 2016).  
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Figure 4.2: Moderating Effect of Feedback Seeking Targeting Coworkers on Perceived 

Coworker Rule Breaking51 

 

4.8.3 Hypotheses 7-9: Supervisory Influences on Rule Breaking 

 This section reviews the hypotheses for leader-member exchange (LMX) and 

employees’ feedback seeking efforts targeting their direct supervisors. These variables 

                                                 
51 The interaction effect is displayed using a scatter plot with markers fit by group, whereby cases with fbscw 

values greater than 1 standard deviation above the mean (High: >4.533; n=50) and less than 1 standard 

deviation below the mean (Low: <2.679; n=44) were included in the analysis. Outliers were tested for 

disproportionate effect on the interaction term. 
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represent measures of supervisory influence and control in the theoretical framework of pro-

social and destructive rule breaking.  

Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) 

Leader-member exchange (LMX) is a dyadic, relationship-based approach to 

leadership that contains dimensions of respect, trust, and obligation (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 

1995). Leaders are theorized to selectively develop close relationships with some 

subordinates that are characterized by greater attention and support, while keeping 

relationships with others defined largely by contracts or rules. In higher quality LMX 

relationships, scholars contend that subordinates are willing to take on more responsibility or 

“go above and beyond” to “pay back” their supervisors for the additional resources bestowed 

upon them (Liden & Graen, 1980; Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Liden et al., 1997). Recent meta-

analyses find positive relationships between LMX and organizational citizenship behaviors 

and job performance (Dulebohn et al., 2012; Ilies et al., 2007). Martin et al.’s (2016) meta-

analysis also shows a positive relationship between LMX quality and citizenship 

performance, but also a negative relationship with counterproductive performance. This 

dissertation expects that:  

Hypothesis 7a: LMX quality will be negatively related to destructive rule  

breaking. 

 

Hypothesis 7b: LMX quality will be positively related to pro-social rule  

breaking. 

 

This study finds mixed results for the LMX hypotheses. Providing support for 

Hypothesis 7b, the results show that as the quality of LMX increases, the favorability of 

employee attitudes toward pro-social rule breaking increases (B=1.636, β=.181, p=.041; See 
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Table 4.54). Consistent with LMX theory, this finding suggests that employees in higher 

quality LMX relationships with their supervisors are more likely to bend or break rules to 

accomplish a pro-social organizational goal or outcome. However, contrary to expectations, 

the quality of LMX is also positively related to destructive rule breaking behaviors (B=1.254, 

β=.199, p=.033; See Table 4.55). This finding suggests that supervisor-subordinate dyads of 

higher LMX, theorized as more trusting and supportive, might provide more opportunities for 

self-interested rule breaking or create stronger beliefs among these employees that their 

bosses will “bail them out” or otherwise cover for their indiscretions due to their strong work 

relationships. Alternatively, this finding may suggest that subordinates in higher quality 

LMX relationships may be more willing to “do whatever it takes” to please their supervisors 

or otherwise protect their close relationships. Quality of LMX is not a significant (p<.05) 

predictor in either the pro-social rule breaking behavior or destructive rule breaking attitudes 

multiple regression model. Hypothesis 7a is unsupported and, in the case of destructive rule 

breaking behaviors, has a significant effect in the opposite direction than was expected.  

Feedback Seeking Targeting Direct Supervisor 

 Individuals tend to seek information from their immediate work environments during 

times of uncertainty and ambiguity in order to adapt their behaviors and attitudes (Ashford, 

1986; Morrison, 1993a; Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008). Previous research finds that direct 

supervisors are important sources of information and are often the targets of employees’ 

active feedback seeking efforts differentiated from those directed toward coworkers.52 

                                                 
52 Morrison (1993b) finds that employees, specifically newcomers, seek technical information and performance 

feedback from their supervisors, but social information from their coworkers.  
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Consistent with Serkerka and Zolin (2007), this study operates from the assumption that the 

default preference of supervisors in public organizations is one in which their subordinates 

always follow the rules. Therefore, this dissertation hypothesizes that:  

Hypothesis 8: Feedback seeking targeting supervisors will be negatively  

related to (a) destructive rule breaking and (b) pro-social rule breaking. 

 

Hypothesis 9: The negative influence of feedback seeking targeting direct 

supervisors will be stronger on destructive rule breaking than on pro-

social rule breaking. 

 

 This study finds that as the employees’ feedback seeking efforts targeting their direct 

supervisors intensify, the favorability of attitudes toward destructive rule breaking lessens 

(B= -1.265, β= -.191, p=.016; See Table 4.55). This finding provides support for Hypothesis 

8a. However, feedback seeking targeting direct supervisors is not a significant (p<.05) 

predictor of pro-social rule breaking (attitudes or behaviors) or destructive rule breaking 

behaviors (See Tables 4.54 and 4.55). Thus, Hypothesis 8b is unsupported. Hypothesis 9, on 

the other hand, is supported, as it expects feedback from direct supervisors to be more 

influential in suppressing destructive rule breaking than with pro-social rule breaking. This 

finding suggests that direct supervisors, via the information they disseminate to subordinates 

as the latter seeks feedback, can reinforce the expectation of rule-following and suppress rule 

breaking motivated by self-interest and opportunism.  

4.8.4 Hypotheses 10-14: Organizational Factors of Rule Breaking 

 This section reviews the hypotheses for the organizational factors of the dissertation’s 

framework of pro-social and destructive rule breaking. This study contends it is appropriate 

to label these variables “organizational factors” due to their malleability in the face of the 
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actions of organizations’ administrations. Centralization and formalization represent 

variables of organizational structure deemed particularly salient for our better understanding 

of individual and group behavior within bureaucracies (Pugh et al., 1963; Weber, 1946; 

DeHart-Davis, 2007; Portillo & DeHart-Davis, 2009). Rule consistency is an attribute of 

rules themselves, capable of affecting perceptions of workplace fairness and compliance 

(Tyler & Blader, 2000, 2005). The perceptions of the severity of punishment and certainty of 

detection related to breaking workplace rules are variables drawn from the theoretical bases 

of deterrence and utility models (Braithwaite & Makkai, 1991), suggestive of the notion that 

an organization’s control mechanisms can suppress deviant behaviors (Hollinger & Clark, 

1983a, 1983b; Parilla et al., 1988). Hypotheses will be discussed in turn.  

Centralization 

 Centralization is a primary dimension of organizational structure common in studies 

of bureaucracy (Weber, 1946; Pugh et al., 1963). Generally, centralization reflects the locus 

of control regarding decision-making, measuring the extent to which employees from across 

all organizational levels are involved in decisions of at least some import (Aiken & Hage, 

1968). DeHart-Davis (2007, 2009b) presents empirical evidence indicating that higher levels 

of centralization are associated with more rule deviation, a finding she suggests might be the 

result of highly centralized settings producing “rebellious behavior” of sorts (p.895). Other 

studies find high levels of centralization can suppress workplace creativity and productivity 

(Feeney & DeHart-Davis, 2009) as well as empowerment and constructive deviance (Vadera 

et al., 2013). In light of previous research, this study theorizes that:  
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Hypothesis 10a: Centralization will be positively related to destructive rule 

breaking. 

 

Hypothesis 10b: Centralization will be negatively related to pro-social rule 

breaking. 

 

This study finds no support for Hypotheses 10a and 10b. Centralization is not a 

significant (p<.05) predictor in any multiple regression model of pro-social or destructive 

rule breaking (See Tables 4.54 and 4.55). Given the close relationship between decision-

making authority and workplace rules, these findings are surprising. However, previous 

research has presented unexpected associations found between centralization and rule 

abidance (DeHart-Davis, 2007, 2009).  

Formalization 

 Formalization generally involves standardization, formal rules, and organizational 

control (Bozeman & Scott, 1996). Two predominant definitions hold that formalization is a 

measure of the degree to which work is standardized (Kurland & Egan, 1999; Aiken & Hage, 

1966) and the extent to which policies, procedures, and operations are in written form (Pugh 

et al., 1963, 1968). Previous empirical work finds that formalization positively influences 

rule abidance (DeHart-Davis, 2007; Portillo & DeHart-Davis, 2009). Scholars contend that 

highly formalized work settings can contribute to diminished rule breaking as it allows those 

with decision-making authority to defer to formal, written rules imbued with legitimacy 

(Kurland & Egan, 1999; DeHart-Davis, 2007). Further, highly formalized workplaces are 

largely in conflict with professional norms of autonomy and deference expected for experts 

(Organ & Greene, 1981), making it unlikely to spur pro-social, extra-role behaviors. This 

dissertation hypothesizes that:  
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Hypothesis 11: Formalization will be negatively related to (a) destructive rule 

breaking and (b) pro-social rule breaking. 

 

 This study finds no support for Hypotheses 11a or 11b. The formalization variable is 

a non-significant (p<.05) predictor in each of the multiple regression models of pro-social 

and destructive rule breaking (See Tables 4.54 and 4.55). Together with the null findings for 

centralization (Hypothesis 10), these results suggest that organizational structure is not a 

factor driving rule breaking among this population of state government social workers. 

However, these findings might have a sensible explanation. Kurland and Egan (1999) write 

that highly formalized workplaces “place a strong emphasis on accountability through the 

monitoring of employees’ work,” a conceptualization sharing significant common ground 

with Aiken and Hage (1966), who submit that highly formalized settings place greater 

emphasis on rule enforcement. Thus, it is reasonable to suspect that these concerns for 

oversight and monitoring of rule abidance might result in the partial effects of formalization 

being subsumed under or captured by organizational control factors, such as the variables 

certainty of detection and severity of punishment included in this study.53 

Rule Consistency 

 The consistent application of workplace rules is theorized to influence their 

effectiveness, including the capacity to inspire compliance (DeHart-Davis, 2009a, 2009b). 

Consistent with previous research, this dissertation views rule consistency as the even, 

steadfast application of formal written work rules to all entities and individuals subject to 

such authority. Workplace settings characterized by high rule consistency reject exceptions 

                                                 
53 Formalization is weakly correlated with severity of punishment (r=.120, p<.05) and certainty of detection 

(r=.117, p<.05).  
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and special cases. Some scholars contend that this consistency of application promotes 

compliance via improved perceptions of organizational justice and fairness (Tyler, 1990; 

Lind & Tyler, 1988; Robbins et al., 2000). However, this study theorizes that rule 

consistency also restricts street-level bureaucrats’ discretion and autonomy as well as their 

capacity to make exceptions for particularly “deserving” cases as citizen agents (Maynard-

Moody & Musheno, 2003). Thus, pro-social rule breaking may be viewed as an avenue 

around such restrictions, allowing motivated workers to respond to “special cases.” This 

dissertation hypothesizes that: 

Hypothesis 12a: Rule consistency will be negatively related to destructive  

rule breaking. 

 

Hypothesis 12b: Rule consistency will be positively related to pro-social rule 

breaking. 

 

 This study finds no support for Hypothesis 12a or 12b, as rule consistency is a non-

significant (p<.05) predictor variable in all multiple regression models of pro-social and 

destructive rule breaking (See Tables 4.54 and 4.55). These null findings are consistent with 

DeHart-Davis’ (2009b) study of municipal employees. Interestingly, initial one-way 

ANOVA procedures show that the rule consistency group mean scores of rule-followers are 

greater than pro-social rule-breakers and destructive rule-breakers (See Tables 4.52 and 

4.53).  

Certainty of Detection and Severity of Punishment 

 Deterrence theory contends that individuals are at least partially rational and are 

influenced by their perceptions of two control mechanisms related to organizational sanctions 

for deviant behavior: the certainty of detection and the severity of punishment of such 
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transgressions. Thus, as the intensities of one or both of these perceptions increase, it is 

theorized that deviant behavior and the intentions to commit such behavior diminish 

(Hollinger & Clark, 1982, 1983a; D’Arcy & Hovav, 2004). Previous studies find solid 

empirical support for these negative relationships with organizational deviance (Braithwaite 

& Makkai, 1991; Hollinger & Clark, 1982, 1983a), counterproductive work behaviors (Fox 

& Spector, 1999), and rule breaking (Herath & Rao, 2009; Henle et al., 2010; Jensen et al., 

1978). This dissertation hypothesizes that: 

Hypothesis 13: Perceived certainty of detection will be negatively related to  

(a) destructive rule breaking and (b) pro-social rule breaking. 

 

Hypothesis 14: Perceived severity of punishment will be negatively related to  

(a) destructive rule breaking and (b) pro-social rule breaking. 

 

 This study finds strong evidence to support Hypothesis 14b. Severity of punishment 

is a significant predictor (p<.05) of both pro-social attitudes and behaviors. Findings show 

that as the severity of punishment perceived by employees for rule breaking increases, both 

the favorability of attitudes toward pro-social rule breaking (B= -1.666, β= -.171, p=.041) 

and self-reported pro-social rule breaking behaviors (B= -3.727, β= -.271, p=.041) decrease. 

The results further show that employees’ perceived certainty of detection is a significant 

predictor of the favorability of pro-social rule breaking attitudes (B= -1.678, β= -.187, 

p=.019), yet not pro-social rule breaking behaviors (p=.402), providing moderate support for 

Hypothesis 13b (See Table 4.54). Surprisingly, this study finds no support for Hypothesis 

13a or 14a, as neither certainty of detection nor severity of punishment is a significant 

predictor in the multiple regression models of destructive rule breaking attitudes and 

behaviors (See Table 4.55). These null findings may be consistent with Fox and Spector’s 
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(1999) warning that “[an employee’s] belief in no punishment may be the result of having 

performed harmful behaviors and not having been caught” (p.926). Alternatively, it may be 

that destructive rule-breakers do not consider or care about the consequences of being caught. 

Discussion of findings will continue further in Chapter 5.  

4.8.5 Control Variables 

 Although this dissertation proposes no hypotheses for any control variables, this 

section briefly discusses the statistical significance of these variables in the multiple 

regression models. This study finds that age and gender (female) are not significant 

predictors (p<.05) of pro-social or destructive rule breaking (See Tables 4.54 and 4.55). 

However, the variable minority status (minority) is significant in the destructive rule breaking 

attitudes (B= 1.710, β=.353, p=.011) and behaviors (B=2.396, β=.408, p=.007) regression 

models.54 This finding is interesting in light of previous research. Portillo’s (2012) qualitative 

analysis finds that women and people of racial or ethnic minority groups rely heavily on 

formal rules to exercise their authority rather than official rank or social status. This 

organizational dynamic suggests studies such as this dissertation should expect increased rule 

abidance among women and people of racial or ethnic minority groups, a finding consistent 

with Borry (2013). 

4.9 Summary of Hypothesis Testing 

 This section provides a summary of the findings of hypothesis testing. This study 

makes no a priori distinctions between attitudes and behaviors in its hypotheses; meaning, 

separate hypotheses are proposed only for pro-social and destructive rule breaking, not for 

                                                 
54 Minority status is not a significant predictor in the pro-social rule breaking models (See Table 4.54).  
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attitudes and behaviors under these broader umbrellas. As such, findings for hypotheses are 

reported as “supported” when the predictor variables are statistically significant in either the 

attitudes or behavior estimations and labeled as “strongly supported” when the predictor 

variables are significant in both the attitudes and behavior models. See Table 4.57 for the 

summary. 
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Table 4.57: Summary of Hypothesis Testing 

Category of Variables Hypothesis Supported 

Individual 

Conscientiousness 

H1a: Conscientiousness will be negatively related to 

pro-social rule breaking. 
Not Supported 

H1b: Conscientiousness will be negatively related to 

destructive rule breaking. 
Supported 

Affective 

Commitment 

H2a: Affective organizational commitment will be 

positively related to pro-social rule breaking. 
Not Supported 

H2b: Affective organizational commitment will be 

negatively related to destructive rule breaking. 
Not Supported 

Intent to Leave 

H3a: Intent to leave will be negatively related to pro-

social rule breaking. 
Not Supported 

H3b: Intent to leave will be positively related to 

destructive rule breaking. 
Not Supported 

Coworker 

Influences 

 

Perceived 

Coworker Rule 

Breaking, Indirect 

H4a: Indirect knowledge of coworker rule breaking will 

be positively related to destructive rule breaking. 
Supported 

H4b: Indirect knowledge of coworker rule breaking will 

be positively related to pro-social rule breaking. 
Not Supported 

Perceived 

Coworker Rule 

Breaking, Direct 

H5a: Direct observation of coworker rule breaking will 

be positively related to destructive rule breaking. 
Not Supported 

H5b: Direct observation of coworker rule breaking will 

be positively related to pro-social rule breaking. 
Not Supported 

Moderating Effect 

of Feedback-

Seeking Targeting 

Coworkers 

H6a: Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers and 

perceived coworker rule breaking (direct observation) 

will interact, such that perceived coworker rule breaking 

will have a stronger effect on destructive rule breaking 

for individuals of higher intensities of feedback-seeking 

than for individuals of lower intensities of feedback-

seeking. 

Not Supported 

H6b: Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers and 

perceived coworker rule breaking (indirect knowledge) 

will interact, such that perceived coworker rule breaking 

will have a stronger effect on destructive rule breaking 

for individuals of higher intensities of feedback-seeking 

than for individuals of lower intensities of feedback-

seeking. 

Not Supported 

(Sig. in other 

direction) 

H6c: Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers and 

perceived coworker rule breaking (direct observation) 

will interact, such that perceived coworker rule breaking 

will have a stronger effect on pro-social rule breaking 

for individuals of higher intensities of feedback-seeking 

than for individuals of lower intensities of feedback-

seeking. 

Not Supported 

H6d: Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers and 

perceived coworker rule breaking (indirect knowledge) 

will interact, such that perceived coworker rule breaking 

will have a stronger effect on pro-social rule breaking 

for individuals of higher intensities of feedback-seeking 

than for individuals of lower intensities of feedback-

seeking. 

Not Supported 
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Table 4.57 Continued 

Category of Variables Hypothesis Supported 

Supervisory 

Influences 

LMX 

H7a: LMX quality will be negatively related to 

destructive rule breaking. 
Not Supported 

H7b: LMX quality will be positively related to pro-

social rule breaking. 
Supported 

Feedback-Seeking 

Targeting Direct 

Supervisor 

H8a: Feedback-seeking targeting supervisors will be 

negatively related to destructive rule breaking. 
Supported 

H8b: Feedback-seeking targeting supervisors will be 

negatively related to pro-social rule breaking. 
Not Supported 

H9: The negative influence of feedback-seeking 

targeting supervisors will be stronger on destructive 

rule breaking than on pro-social rule breaking. 
Supported 

Organizational 

Factors 

Centralization 

H10a: Centralization will be positively related to 

destructive rule breaking. 
Not Supported 

H10b: Centralization will be negatively related to pro-

social rule breaking. 
Not Supported 

Formalization 

H11a: Formalization will be negatively related to 

destructive rule breaking. 
Not Supported 

H11b: Formalization will be negatively related to pro-

social rule breaking. 
Not Supported 

Rule Consistency 

H12a: Rule consistency will be negatively related to 

destructive rule breaking. 
Not Supported 

H12b: Rule consistency will be positively related to 

pro-social rule breaking. 
Not Supported 

Certainty of 

Detection 

H13a: Perceived certainty of detection will be 

negatively related to destructive rule breaking. 
Not Supported 

H13b: Perceived certainty of detection will be 

negatively related to pro-social rule breaking. 
Supported 

Severity of 

Punishment 

H14a: Perceived severity of punishment will be 

negatively related to destructive rule breaking. 
Not Supported 

H14b: Perceived severity of punishment will be 

negatively related to pro-social rule breaking. 
Strongly 

Supported 

 

4.10 Summary of Chapter 4 and Preview of Chapter 5 

This chapter presents an overview of the dissertation’s analysis and results. In this 

discussion, the chapter reviews background information of the survey and addresses typical 

concerns of survey research, including response rate, non-response, and missing values. 

Descriptive statistics are provided for the dependent variables and, in turn, each of the 

independent and control variables. An initial analysis of the data using bivariate correlations 
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and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures is followed by a presentation of the 

results of the multiple linear regression models.55 The chapter concludes with discussion 

focusing on the empirical evidence to support or not support the dissertation’s hypotheses 

presented earlier in Chapter 2.  

 Ahead, Chapter 5 provides a summary and discussion of the overall findings and 

revisit the dissertation’s research questions. Chapter 5 concludes with a focus on the 

contributions of the research, its limitations, and directions for future studies of pro-social 

and destructive rule breaking in public and nonprofit organizations.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
55 The chapter also addresses concerns with dependent variable distributions, alternative generalized linear 

models, and residual analysis.  
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CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY, LIMITATIONS, AND CONCLUSION 

5.1 Introduction 

 In Chapter 4, the results of the dissertation’s analysis are presented and discussed in 

light of the hypothesized relationships between individual, relational, and organizational 

factors and pro-social and destructive rule breaking. Analyses include bivariate correlation, 

one-way analysis of variance, and multiple linear regression.56 Chapter 5 extends this 

discussion, revisiting the study’s research questions and positioning the findings against 

previous work. The chapter also addresses the dissertation’s contributions to the literature, its 

limitations, and potentially fruitful directions for future research of rule breaking in street-

level bureaucracies and other public organizations. The chapter is structured in five sections: 

1. Overview of Research Questions; 

2. Summary of Findings; 

3. Contributions of the Research;  

4. Study Limitations; and 

5. Directions for Future Research.  

5.2 Overview of Research Questions 

 This study seeks to improve our understanding of a phenomenon of organizational 

behavior afforded relatively little dedicated attention in the public administration literature57: 

rule breaking. Workplace rule breaking—employees’ intentional and volitional acts of 

                                                 
56 As discussed in Chapter 4, generalized linear regression was also used to estimate the model due to concerns 

for skewness of the dependent variables. This analysis did not yield substantively different conclusions than the 

multiple linear regression analysis.  
57 DeHart-Davis (2007), Henderson (2013), Portillo and DeHart-Davis (2009), Borry, (2013), and Sekerka and 

Zolin (2007) are important exceptions.  
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noncompliance with a written organizational policy, procedure, or requirement—is a concern 

for public management scholars and practitioners alike, as deviation from the expectations of 

top agency administrators and decision-makers represents not only potential efficiency 

losses, but also dangers for democratic legitimacy and accountability within government 

organizations. Therefore, this study is a step toward a healthier comprehension of the 

individual differences and situational conditions associated with rule breaking within a street-

level bureaucracy as well as the managerial implications of such evidence. 

More, this study does not assume rule breaking to be monolithic or that “all rule 

breaking is rule breaking.” Instead, the underlying motivations of employees’ rule breaking 

attitudes and behaviors are argued to generally fall within two distinct conceptual spaces of 

pro-social and destructive impetuses. This emerging perspective of rule breaking allows 

researchers to conceptualize deviant acts in a way that does not presume goal conflict out of 

hand between principals and agents (as in related discussions of the “dark side” of 

organizational behavior58), but rather considers the possibility of rule breaking intended to 

benefit the organization and its stakeholders (Morrison, 2006; Dahling et al., 2012). 

 Further, this study independently measures employees’ attitudes and behaviors related 

to rule breaking. Thus, coupled with distinctions between the natures of underlying motives, 

this approach creates a two-by-two matrix of dependent variables with dimensions of 

motivation (i.e. pro-social or destructive) and criterion (i.e. attitude or behavior). This study 

assesses both attitudes and behaviors for two prime reasons: one, indirect questions, such as 

                                                 
58 For example, Griffin and O’Leary-Kelly’s (2004) edited volume focuses on the dark side of organizational 

behavior, or “motivated behavior by an employee or group of employees that has negative consequences for an 

individual within the organization, another group of individuals within the organization, or the organizational 

itself” (p.4).  
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those asking respondents to report general attitudes or to speculate the responses of “most 

people,” are used by some scholars to mitigate the effects of social desirability bias (Fisher, 

1993), a present concern for items focusing on respondents’ rule breaking behaviors; and 

two, research, particularly in social psychology, has long dedicated attention to the 

theoretical and empirical distinctions and relationships between attitudes and behaviors 

(Ajzen & Fishbein, 2005; e.g. Corey, 1937; Bernberg, 1952; Freeman & Ataoev, 1960; 

Vroom, 1964; Fishbein, 1967; Fishbein & Azjen, 1974). 
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Figure 5.1: Conceptual Framework of Pro-Social and Destructive Rule Breaking 

 

                                                 
59 The direct effects of feedback-seeking behavior targeting coworkers are not investigated. This variable is 

hypothesized to moderate the relationship between perceived coworker rule breaking and pro-social and 

destructive rule breaking.  
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Chapter 1 introduces the study’s three research questions guiding the investigation of 

the pro-social and destructive rule breaking attitudes and behaviors of street-level 

bureaucrats. The research questions reflect this study’s rule breaking framework, which 

conceptualizes the predictors as variables representing four categories or sources of 

influence: 1) individual factors; 2) coworker interactions; 3) supervisory relations; and 4) 

organizational factors (See Figure 5.1). These questions are revisited in the following 

sections in light of the empirical results presented in Chapter 4. 

5.2.1 Research Question 1 

 In this study, respondents were asked about their attitudes toward breaking written 

workplace rules for particular pro-social and destructive reasons (“In general, it is OK to 

bend or break formal written organizational rules in order to…”). These more indirect, more 

universal survey items60 seek to assess respondents’ favorability toward pro-social and 

destructive motivations of rule breaking in their workplaces, thereby framing the first 

research question: What (a) individual factors; (b) coworker influences; (c) supervisory 

influences; and (d) organizational factors are associated with street-level bureaucrats’ 

attitudes toward (i) pro-social rule breaking and (ii) destructive rule breaking? 

 In Chapter 4, Tables 4.54 and 4.55 show the results of the study’s multiple regression 

analyses. Results indicate that the favorability of employees’ pro-social rule breaking 

attitudes are positively related to the quality of leader-member exchange (LMX) relationships 

with direct supervisors. This finding is expected, as theory suggests that those employees 

enjoying higher quality work relationships with their supervisors—and thus experiencing 

                                                 
60 That is, more indirect, more universal than the more direct, more specific rule breaking behavior items.  
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higher levels of reciprocal trust as well as additional support and resources—will be more 

willing to “go above and beyond” to “pay back” their supervisors. Meaning that, in this 

context, pro-social rule breaking, such as breaking rules to help a coworker or better assist a 

client, is evidence of extra-role job performance primarily intended to achieve an outcome 

desired by the supervisor and the organization. Pro-social rule breaking attitudes are also 

influenced by variables long associated with classic deterrence theory (Loughran, 

Paternoster, & Weiss, 2016). Consistent with this study’s predictions, the favorability of 

respondents’ attitudes toward breaking workplace rules for pro-social motives diminish as 

their perceptions of the certainty of detection and severity of punishment for such deviant 

acts intensify. Overall, findings suggest that relationships with direct supervisors and the 

perceptions of sanctions—that is, supervisory influences and organizational factors—are the 

determinants of pro-social rule breaking attitudes among these street-level bureaucrats.  

 The findings of this study present a different story for employees’ attitudes toward 

destructive rule breaking in the workplace (See Tables 4.54 and 4.55). Perceptions of the 

certainty of detection and severity of punishment do not likewise exert significant deterrent 

effects on attitudes toward self-interested deviance. Yet, as hypothesized, employees’ 

relationships with their direct supervisors do influence these attitudes. Results suggest that as 

employees’ feedback-seeking efforts targeting direct supervisors increase, the favorability of 

their attitudes toward destructive rule breaking declines. This finding is consistent with the 

default position of Sekerka and Zolin (2007) and this study which contends that direct 

supervisors want their subordinates to follow the rules all of the time. 
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Coworkers, too, significantly influence these attitudes in interesting ways. As 

expected, perceptions of coworkers’ rule breaking developed through indirect knowledge 

(i.e. “the grapevine”) are positively related to favorable destructive attitudes.61 Further, the 

interaction between feedback-seeking efforts targeting coworkers and indirectly developed 

perceptions of coworker rule breaking is a significant predictor of destructive attitudes, but in 

an unexpected manner. The influence of intensifying perceptions of coworker rule breaking 

appear to minimally and negatively influence the attitudes of high feedback seekers, yet more 

strongly and positively increase the favorability of attitudes toward destructive rule breaking 

held by low feedback seekers (See Figure 4.2 for an illustration of the interaction effect). 

This finding suggests that more frequent exposure to coworker feedback within work 

environments that increasingly tolerate deviant behaviors may have a desensitizing or 

numbing effect on destructive attitudes. Overall, these findings suggest that feedback-seeking 

targeting both direct supervisors and coworkers as well as employees’ perceptions of their 

coworkers’ noncompliance—that is, coworker and supervisory influences—are the 

determinants of the destructive rule breaking attitudes among these street-level bureaucrats. 

5.2.2 Research Question 2 

 This study’s second research question, like the first, reflects the proposed conceptual 

framework of pro-social and destructive rule breaking. However, rather than examining the 

nature of respondents’ attitudes, the focus here shifts to their actual self-reported rule 

breaking behaviors in the workplace. This research question asks: What (a) individual 

                                                 
61 Feedback-seeking targeting coworkers is also positively related to the favorability of attitudes toward 

destructive rule breaking; however, direct effects of this variable are not hypothesized in this study.  
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factors; (b) coworker influences; (c) supervisory influences; and (d) organizational factors 

are associated with street-level bureaucrats’ (i) pro-social  and (ii) destructive rule breaking 

behaviors? In order to assess these relationships, survey participants are directly asked to 

indicate how often (“Never” to “Always”) a series of pro-social and destructive motivations 

have spurred them to break formal written rules during their daily work. 

 In comparison with the attitudes models, the rule breaking behavior models result in 

findings of fewer significant predictors (See Tables 4.54 and 4.55). Pro-social rule breaking 

is suppressed by employees’ perceived severity of punishment, a finding consistent with the 

pro-social attitudes model, this study’s expectations, and classic deterrence theory (Loughran 

et al., 2016; Hollinger & Clark, 1983a). Individual differences as well as coworker and 

supervisory influences appear to exhibit no significant effects on pro-social rule breaking. 

Thus, the results suggest that only organizational factors exert influence on the pro-social 

rule breaking of these public employees.  

 Destructive rule breaking among this sample of street-level bureaucrats is stifled by 

higher levels of the personality dimension conscientiousness. This relationship is consistent 

with Hypothesis 1b and previous studies of counterproductive work behaviors (Dalal, 2005; 

Jensen & Patal, 2011) and organizational deviance (O’Neill et al., 2011; Ferris et al., 2009). 

Oddly, however, employees’ reporting higher quality relationships with their direct 

supervisor (LMX) also self-report more frequent destructive rule breaking. Higher quality 

LMX relationships are theorized to involve subordinates more willing to “go above and 

beyond” to “pay back” their supervisors for the greater trust, resources, and opportunities 

they enjoy (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). Yet, among this group of public employees, higher 
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quality LMX may be an indication of workplace relationships in which subordinates feel 

more comfortable breaking rules in the name of self-interest, perhaps signaling their 

confidence in their supervisors’ willingness to “bail out” or “cover for” offenders. 

Surprisingly, coworker influences and organizational factors do not significantly affect 

destructive rule breaking among these public employees. 

5.2.3 Research Question 3 

 The third research question lies at the intersection of the first two questions. It seeks 

to compare the conceptual framework’s capacities for predicting both the favorability of rule 

breaking attitudes and self-reported rule breaking behaviors. The question asks: Do (a) 

individual factors; (b) coworker influences; (c) supervisory influences; and (d) organizational 

factors differentially influence pro-social and destructive rule breaking attitudes and 

behaviors? Meaning, do these predictors model rule breaking attitudes and behaviors in 

similar or dissimilar ways? This study forwards no presupposed position that the predictors 

of the framework will estimate rule breaking attitudes and behaviors in comparable fashions, 

an approach consistent with theories of reasoned action and planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991; 

Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) and the work of Fazio (1986; 1990). 

 The results of this study indicate that the framework’s predictors model rule breaking 

attitudes and behaviors—whether pro-social or destructive—quite dissimilarly among this 

sample of street-level bureaucrats. In Chapter 4, Tables 4.54 and 4.55 show that destructive 

attitudes and behaviors share no significant predictors while pro-social attitudes and 

behaviors have only one predictor in common (perceived severity of punishment). These 

findings suggest that rule breaking attitudes and behaviors may likely have different sets of 
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antecedents, which is generally consistent with previous studies of the relationships between 

attitudes and behaviors (Ajzen & Fishbein, 2005). Relatedly, the direct and indirect roles of 

attitudes in the subsequent commission of rule breaking behaviors represent opportunities for 

future research discussed in later sections.  

5.3 Discussion of Overall Findings 

 This dissertation’s primary mission is to investigate the individual, relational, and 

organizational factors influencing the pro-social and destructive rule breaking attitudes and 

behaviors among a sample of street-level bureaucrats. Like DeHart-Davis (2007), this study 

does not begin its analysis or discussion by forwarding any a priori assumptions or normative 

stances on the general “goodness or badness” of rule breaking in terms of efficiency and 

related losses or gains, ethics or morality, or the notions of democratic theory and 

accountability. However, the challenges for these concerns created by rule breaking by line-

level workers within public organizations are discussed as well as the applicable contentions 

of scholars within the literature. Similarly, this study discusses the possible implications of 

pro-social and destructive rule breaking for public managers; the latter hints at oversight 

issues of monitoring, control, and direct supervision (Hollinger & Clark, 1983b) while the 

former suggests the presence of excessively burdensome rules (e.g., red tape; See Bozeman, 

1993; Feeney, 2012), employee training deficiencies (O’Leary, 2010), or problematic 

workplace environments (Dahling et al., 2012). This dissertation brings to bear empirical 

evidence in its investigation of the determinants of the rule breaking attitudes and behaviors 

of public employees, organizational phenomena receiving relatively little quantitative 

attention in the public administration literature (Sekerka & Zolin, 2007).  
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 The hypotheses proposed in this dissertation reflect the expectation that some 

predictor variables will influence pro-social and destructive rule breaking in the same 

direction, some in opposite directions, and still another in differing magnitudes. Table 4.57 in 

Chapter 4 summarizes the study’s hypotheses and associated findings of support (or not). 

Table 5.1 highlights the framework’s significant predictors of pro-social and destructive rule 

breaking. Overall, results suggest that pro-social rule breaking—i.e. breaking rules for the 

primary purpose of benefiting the organization, its members, or its stakeholders—is affected 

by supervisory influences and organizational factors. In a likewise general view but with 

divergent substantive conclusions, results indicate that destructive rule breaking—i.e. 

breaking rules to serve self-interest or to harm the organization or its stakeholders—is 

affected by individual differences and coworker and supervisory influences. 

Table 5.1: Significant Predictors of Pro-Social and Destructive Rule Breaking* 

Pro-Social Rule Breaking Destructive Rule Breaking 

Predictor Category Predictor Category 

LMX (+) Supervisory Influences Conscientiousness (-) Individual Factors 

Severity of 

Punishment (-) 
Organizational Factors 

Feedback-Seeking 

Targeting Coworkers (+) 
Coworker Influences 

Certainty of 

Detection (-) 
Organizational Factors 

Coworker Rule 

Breaking, Indirect 

Knowledge (+) 

Coworker Influences 

  

Feedback-Seeking 

Targeting Direct 

Supervisor (-) 

Supervisory Influences 

  LMX (+) Supervisory Influences 

*Sig., p<.05 (Direction of relationship in parentheses) 
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The findings of this dissertation should be framed against contemporary discussions 

of public management, particularly those around bureaucrats and their use of the 

considerable discretion necessarily built into their positions and functions within public 

organizations. Here, it is argued that a street-level bureaucrat’s decision to follow or not 

follow a formal workplace rule is an exercise of such discretion. Reform movements of 

recent decades and the reinventing government literature paint images of the deft and flexible 

entrepreneurial public manager, a creative problem-solver who leverages discretion to meet 

governmental objectives (Osborne & Gaebler, 1992; Cohen & Eimicke, 1995). Elsewhere, 

Diver (1982) describes the “entrepreneurial model” of public management as juxtaposed 

against the less realistic, yet more ethically palatable “engineering model:”  

[It] conjures up a kind of frontier image of the public manager alone in the political 

wilds, surrounded by concealed pitfalls… [The] entrepreneurial public manager 

defines rather than accepts goals…and if you want to explain what they do, look for 

personal preferences, not institutional goals… [We] see increasing evidence of 

massive rule bending and even rule breaking” (p.403).  

O’Leary’s (2006, 2014) government guerrilla—“career public servants who work against the 

wishes, either implicitly or explicitly communicated, of their superiors”—shares theoretical 

common ground with the pro-social and destructive rule breaker. She observes that: 

[T]he motivations driving guerrillas are diverse. Their reasons for acting range from 

the altruistic (doing the right thing) to the seemingly petty (I was passed over for that 

promotion). Taken as a whole, their acts are as awe inspiring as saving human lives 

out of a love of humanity and as trifling as slowing the issuance of a report out of 
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spite or anger. Guerrillas run the spectrum from constructive contributors to deviant 

destroyers (O’Leary, 2010, p.8). 

In all, O’Leary (2010) considers the benefits of guerrilla government, contends it is here to 

stay, and argues that public organizations should “learn how to tap into the potentially 

insightful, creative ideas and energy of dissenters in order to make constructive changes in 

the system when appropriate” (p.15). Portillo (2012) notes that rule bending—an inevitable 

organizational phenomena—is committed for selfish and altruistic reasons, while DeHart-

Davis (2007, p.901) acknowledges the “inherent paradox of [this] behavior that individually 

admired but collectively feared.62 Who among us does not like the rules to be bent in our 

favor?” 

 Given the discussions of O’Leary (2006, 2010, 2014), DeHart-Davis (2007), and 

Portillo (2012) in the public administration literature, dismissing out of hand the potential 

value added brought to the table by the pro-social rule breaker in public organizations—e.g., 

news of rules that are contradictory in practice or that unnecessarily thwart the mission of the 

agency—may be short-sighted and ultimately self-defeating. If the pro-social rule breaker is 

viewed through a more favorable lens, that is, as a public servant exercising discretion to 

achieve governmental objectives, then this dissertation’s findings suggest that higher quality 

work relationships between direct supervisors and their subordinates (LMX) can significantly 

increase employees’ favorable attitudes toward such behaviors. However, an equally 

persuasive argument can be mounted that holds workplace rule breaking, pro-socially 

motivated or otherwise, committed by street-level bureaucrats is an affront to American 

                                                 
62 Collectively feared due to its incompatibility with bureaucracy as a system of organization and with our 

notions of democratic theory.  
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ideals of democratic theory and political accountability (Brehm & Gates, 1997; Meier & 

O’Toole, 2006; Hupe & Hill, 2007; Bryer, 2007; Lipsky, 2010). Thus, if pro-social rule 

breaking is viewed in such a light, as a wholly unacceptable practice, then this study’s 

findings that deterrence mechanisms—perceptions of the certainty of detection and severity 

of subsequent punishment—suppress both pro-social rule breaking attitudes and behaviors 

may be encouraging (See Tables 4.54 and 5.1).  

 Perhaps one of the more interesting results of this dissertation is the non-significant 

effect those same deterrence mechanisms of detection and punishment on employees’ 

destructive rule breaking attitudes and behaviors (See Table 4.55). This null finding may be 

attributable to Fox and Spector’s (1999, p.926) observation related to counterproductive 

work behavior: “[the] belief in no punishment may be a result of having performed harmful 

behavior and not having been caught.” Alternatively, the destructive rule breaker may be a 

categorically different profile of individual than the pro-social rule breaker; for instance, 

those willing to break work rules for self-interested motives may possess greater confidence 

in their abilities to “get away with” or otherwise conceal their noncompliance. This possible 

explanation is an opportunity for future research discussed later in the chapter. 

 Destructive rule breaking, with its harmful intent, is unlikely to ever be viewed in the 

same favorable light as its more altruistic, pro-social counterpart. Given this position, this 

study’s findings that higher levels of the individual factors variable conscientiousness 

suppresses destructive rule breaking behaviors is useful for human resource management 

practices, despite the challenges associated with incorporating personality testing within 

screening instruments (Stabile, 2002). Further, results of this study find that employees who 
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more regularly seek information from their direct supervisor self-report lower frequencies of 

destructive rule breaking (See Table 4.55). The implications for public managers likely 

include facilitating work environments, relationships, and systems of communication capable 

of spurring increased levels of this type of social interaction. More, this study finds that 

employees who report greater indirect knowledge of rule breaking committed by their 

coworkers have more favorable attitudes toward destructive rule breaking. This result implies 

that workplaces with cultures more tolerant or accepting of noncompliance will be more 

likely to suppress aversion for destructive behaviors among their members, which is 

consistent with social information processing theory (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978) and social 

learning theory (Bandura, 1977). Findings also suggest that for employees who seek 

feedback from their coworkers most frequently, the effects of intensifying perceptions of 

coworker rule breaking on destructive rule breaking attitudes are negative and relatively 

small. But, for those who seldom engage their peers to gain such information about their 

workplaces, the effects of this perceived culture of rule breaking are positive and stronger.  

 Lastly, the findings related to leader-member exchange (LMX) deserve some 

attention here. As noted earlier, the quality of LMX relationships is significantly related to 

pro-social rule breaking in a positive direction; however, results indicate LMX exerts this 

same positive influence on destructive rule breaking as well. This unexpected yet interesting 

finding of the role of supervisor-subordinate relationships in both pro-social and destructive 

rule breaking may be the result of contextual factors, the workplace environment or 

occupational milieu of social services. Although LMX theory contends the construct taps into 

the professional rather than the personal relationship, it might be that strong work affiliations 
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often bleed into strong social bonds among welfare social workers. One participant in this 

dissertation’s pilot study, a licensed clinical social worker and 13-year veteran of child 

welfare social services in state government, writes: 

I think that the “brotherhood” is more important in social services jobs than in others. 

It’s similar to nursing and teaching—no one understands your work like your 

coworkers. I also think that [tolerating] some “rule breaking” is a way for supervisors 

to make workers feel understood, like “I know where you’re at.” Instead of being 

“administrators,” we are “peers with a different role.” The hierarchy has more 

squiggly lines because of the “nature” of people in helping professions. 

Thus, the possibilities that the occupation of social work and the workplace environment of 

welfare services are likely considerations of merit for future research that examines the role 

of the relationship between supervisors and line-level personnel in organizational behavior 

such as rule breaking.  

5.4 Contributions of the Research 

This dissertation contributes to the study of public administration, human resource 

management, and organizational behavior in that it investigates the “uncooperative 

behavioral responses” (DeHart-Davis, 2009b) to the development and implementation of 

formal organizational rules: the rule breaking attitudes and behaviors of frontline public 

servants. A deeper understanding of the relationship between individual, relational, and 

organizational factors, particularly within the context of a street-level bureaucracy, benefits 

the growing body of knowledge around bureaucratic control in the face of a democratic 

public and the crafting of more effective rules.  
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This dissertation adds to the public administration rules literature in several directions 

not yet undertaken in large measure within the organizational research community. First, this 

study proposes and tests a multi-level theoretical framework that incorporates individual-, 

meso-, and organizational-level predictor variables and bridges the micro-macro theoretical 

gap, an avenue consistent with emerging expectations of organizational research (Vardi & 

Weiner, 1996; Klein et al., 1999; MacLean, 2001; Vardi & Weitz, 2004; Kish-Gephart et al., 

2010; O’Boyle et al., 2011). This approach allows for a more complete picture of rule 

breaking, an opportunity to test the framework’s independent variables—all deemed 

theoretically important based upon the literature—as a set of predictors and isolate the 

sources of most influence, be it the individual, coworkers, direct supervisors, the 

organization, or the likely combination thereof.  

Second, this dissertation does not rely on universal conceptions of formal “rules” and 

“rule breaking,” but rather the survey instrument specifies particular written workplace rules 

germane to the study subjects’ occupation and institutional setting. Recent survey studies of 

rule bending in the public administration literature fail to explicitly define rules for 

respondents (DeHart-Davis, 2007; Portillo & DeHart-Davis, 2009), allowing for the 

possibility of conflating or confounding informal and formal rules. The appropriateness of 

the rules selected for inclusion was determined through a review of the focal agency’s policy 

and procedure manual, key informant interviews, a quasi-Delphi method with subject matter 

experts to reach a consensus, and a pilot study. 

Third, this study makes key distinctions between the pro-social and destructive 

motives associated with employees’ attitudes and behaviors around rule breaking at work 
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rather than relying on a unidimensional phenomenon of “rule breaking” or “rule bending,” an 

approach only recently and predominantly developing within the pro-social rule breaking 

literature (Morrison, 2006; Dahling et al., 2012). It should be noted that DeHart-Davis (2007) 

and Portillo and DeHart-Davis (2009) use survey items implying altruistic, selfish, and 

neutral motivations in constructing general rule bending and rule abidance measures.  

Fourth, this dissertation explores the influences of individual, relational, and 

organizational factors on both the favorability of attitudes toward rule breaking and the 

frequencies of self-reported rule breaking behaviors, an approach not found in a recent 

review of the related organizational behavior and public administration literatures. Recent 

studies of rule bending in the public administration literature focus exclusively on attitudes 

and intentions (DeHart-Davis, 2007; Portillo & DeHart-Davis, 2009). Further, the theories of 

reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Ajzen & Fishbein 1980) and planned behavior 

(Ajzen, 1991) hold that attitudes toward a behavior and the behavior itself are conceptually 

distinct and likely influenced by different sets of antecedents. Interestingly, this study’s 

results offer strong support for this proposition (See Tables 4.54 and 4.55).  

Lastly, this study employs situational-specific measures of rule breaking and has a 

context intentionally bounded to a particular public sector institutional setting, a state 

government social services agency, and a single occupation, child welfare social workers. 

This approach is consistent with the recent position forwarded by Bowling and Gruys (2010).  

5.5 Study Limitations 

 This section reviews the limitations of the study. First, the generalizability of the 

results of this study is quite limited given the focus on a single occupation and institutional 
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setting. Greater knowledge of a particular occupation and work context obtained in this 

fashion, an approach supported in recent literature (Bowling & Gruys, 2010) and arguably 

akin to the calls for middle-range theories of public administration (Perry, 1991), must 

certainly come with the risk or cost of limiting the generalizability of findings to other 

organizational settings and occupations. It is a strategy of both strength and limitation. 

Similarly, the inclusion of respondents from a single state also limits generalization. Second, 

the study’s response rate of 45.35 percent limits confidence in the results, despite a recent 

meta-analysis finding the average response rate for email surveys is approximately 33 

percent (Shih & Fan, 2009). A higher response rate would increase confidence in the results.  

 A third limitation of this study is the threat of social desirability bias. Due to the 

sensitive nature or taboo status of workplace rule breaking, it is possible that respondents 

underreported their supportive attitudes toward and behaviors related to noncompliance. This 

limitation is a common concern of deviance studies. Veiga and his colleagues (2004) admit 

that “it probably goes without saying that the actual extent of rule bending may never be fully 

known, since we assume that many of the more egregious cases are likely to be well 

concealed” (p.85). Despite concerns for social desirability bias in deviance research, a recent 

meta-analysis finds support for the use of self-reports as suitable alternatives to other-reports 

in the study of counterproductive work behavior (Berry, Carpenter, & Barratt, 2012). 

 A fourth limitation of this study is the potential problem with common method 

variance, as all data were collected in a cross-sectional, self-report survey design. Podsakoff 

and Organ (1986) write that “because [all] measures come from the same source, any defect 
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in that source contaminates [all] measures, presumably in the same fashion and in the same 

direction” (p.533). Thus, correlations between measures may be inflated.  

 A fifth limitation of this study involves the clarity and structure of the survey itself. 

Despite piloting the survey instrument and incorporating feedback, qualitative data provided 

by sample respondents indicate some possible confusion about the conceptualization of rule 

breaking in this study. For example, a number of respondents who failed to endorse any level 

of noncompliance with documentation and information management rules—which were 

explicitly described in the section instructions to involve case management documentation 

time frames and formats—also reported in open-ended text fields their decisions to prioritize 

other tasks over those of case documentation (i.e. breaking documentation and information 

management rules).  

5.6 Directions for Future Research 

 Several directions for future research arise from this dissertation. First, this study 

consistently finds differences between rule breaking attitudes and behaviors, irrespective of 

underlying motivations. Previous studies of the effects of attitudes on behaviors (Fishbein & 

Ajzen, 1975; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Ajzen, 1991) contend that attitudes toward a behavior 

precede actual behavior in a causal chain, but not directly so, as intentions mediate the 

relationship (See Figure 5.2). Moving forward, studies of pro-social and destructive rule 

breaking attitudes and behaviors will likely benefit from a perspective grounded in the 

theories of reasoned action and planned behavior that considers the roles of beliefs, attitudes, 

and intentions in predicting behavior.  

 



 

231 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.2: Theories of Reasoned Action & Planned Behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 2005) 

 

 Second, the significant interaction effect between feedback-seeking targeting 

coworkers and indirect knowledge of coworker rule breaking suggests that the influence of 

social information is in some measure contingent on one’s frequency of feedback-seeking 

efforts. In settings of more intense perception of coworker rule breaking, low feedback 

seekers—i.e. those who seldom consult their coworkers regarding workplace information—

report significantly more favorable attitudes toward destructive rule breaking than do high 

feedback seekers. Future studies investigating this workplace dynamic might help answer 

some interesting research questions: Are low feedback seekers and high feedback seekers 

categorically different types of individuals? What roles do organizational socialization or 

embeddedness serve in developing attitudes toward rule breaking in the workplace? Do 

“loners” break rules more or less than “social butterflies” in public organizations?  
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 Third, direct supervisors, like coworkers, are generally recognized in the literature as 

important sources of influence in organizations. This study’s results strongly support this 

contention, in that the frequency of social interactions and quality of relationships between 

supervisor and subordinate affect rule breaking attitudes and behaviors. The unexpected 

findings that LMX quality is positively associated with both pro-social and destructive rule 

breaking offers an opportunity for future studies to more closely examine leaders’ roles in 

subordinates’ rule breaking. Are those employees in higher quality LMX relationships more 

willing to “do anything at any cost” (meaning destructive as well as pro-social rule breaking) 

to satisfy, impress, or otherwise “pay back” their direct supervisors? To what extent does a 

supervisor’s tolerance—or perhaps encouragement—of rule breaking affect the pro-social or 

destructive rule breaking of subordinates? What happens when supervisors are rule breakers?  

 Fourth, the study’s focus on child welfare social workers of state government is 

consistent with recent calls in organizational deviance research. However, this approach 

limits the generalizability of the study’s findings, perhaps to a great level due to concerns that 

this particular occupation and/or institutional setting may create especially unique workplace 

cultures. Thus, future studies can contribute to our understanding of pro-social and 

destructive rule breaking by testing the multi-level theoretical framework of this dissertation 

in other public sector settings or populations.  

 Fifth, future studies of rule breaking will likely benefit from the use of diverse 

research methodologies. As noted in the limitation sections, survey items may not clearly 

convey the nature of the phenomenon under investigation to the respondent. Thus, qualitative 

or mixed method designs, such as interviews or vignette studies, might allow for improved 
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clarity of purpose and a richness of data that may allude self-administered surveys. Further, 

cluster analysis within quantitative designs may give an interesting look into group structures 

or profiles (e.g., “rule breakers” and “rule followers”).  

 Finally, this study highlights opportunities to explore the relationship of alternative 

predictors as well as possible consequences of pro-social and destructive rule breaking that 

are emerging in the public administration literature. For example, does emotional labor or 

burnout (Hsieh, 2014; Guy & Lee, 2015; Mastracci, Guy, & Newman, 2012) contribute to 

street-level bureaucrats’ willingness to break the rules? Alternately, does rule breaking 

contribute to emotional labor and burnout among public servants? Future studies framing 

pro-social and destructive rule breaking as independent variables can investigate their 

potential consequences, including performance. Do rule breakers perform (or believe they 

perform) at higher or lower levels than do rule followers? Do work units with greater 

numbers of rule breakers collectively experience performance gains or losses? 

 In all, the relatively understudied nature of rule breaking in the public administration 

literature (DeHart-Davis, 2007) affords future researchers opportunities to exercise 

considerable creativity in the development of theoretical frameworks and research designs. 

This dissertation presents findings that suggest individual, relational, and organizational 

factors are important in predicting pro-social and destructive rule breaking and thus provide 

support for scholars’ calls for the inclusion of micro-, meso-, and macro-level variables 

(O’Boyle et al., 2011; Klein, Tosi, & Cannella, 1999; Vardi & Weitz, 2004; Kish-Gephart, 

Harrison, & Trevino, 2010). 
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Appendix A: Descriptive Statistics for Survey Items 

Table A-1: Descriptive Statistics of Survey Items 

Variable/Item Item Description Range Mean Std. 

Dev. 

Pro-Social Rule 

Breaking Attitudes 

 

psrbatt1 

psrbatt2 

psrbatt3 

 

psrbatt4 

 

psrbatt5 

psrbatt6 

psrbatt_total 

 

 

 

Do my job more efficiently. 

Save my agency time and/or money. 

“Cut the red tape” and be more 

effective. 

When agency rules interfere with my 

job duties. 

Help my coworkers with their duties. 

Better serve my clients. 

psrbatt1+psrbatt2+psrbatt3+psrbatt4+ 

psrbatt5+psrbatt6 

 

 

 

1-7 

1-7 

 

1-7 

 

1-7 

1-7 

1-7 

 

6-42 

 

 

 

3.00 

2.56 

 

2.28 

 

2.19 

2.89 

3.06 

 

15.93 

 

 

 

1.81 

1.79 

 

1.60 

 

1.39 

1.90 

1.93 

 

8.45 

Destructive Rule 

Breaking Attitudes 

 

drbatt1 

 

drbatt2 

 

drbatt3 

 

drbatt4 

 

drbatt5 

 

drbatt6 

 

drbatt_total 

 

 

 

Work less than my agency expects 

(fewer hours and/or less effort) 

Frustrate my supervisor and/or other 

managers. 

Encourage my coworkers to also work 

around the rule. 

Resist an agency mission I do not 

agree with. 

Lower the performance of my unit or 

agency. 

Create more work or bad outcomes for 

my coworkers or supervisor. 

drbatt1+drbatt2+drbatt3+drbatt4+ 

drbatt5+drbatt6 

 

 

 

 

1-7 

 

1-7 

 

1-7 

 

1-7 

 

1-7 

 

1-7 

 

6-42 

 

 

 

 

1.44 

 

1.46 

 

1.82 

 

1.73 

 

1.61 

 

1.42 

 

9.47 

 

 

 

 

.94 

 

.99 

 

1.34 

 

1.18 

 

1.14 

 

1.00 

 

4.85 
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Table A-1 Continued     

Pro-Social Rule 

Breaking Behavior, 

Documentation & 

Information 

Management Rules 

 

psrb1a 

psrb2a 

psrb3a 

 

psrb4a 

 

psrb5a 

psrb6a 

psrb_total_rule1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Do my job more efficiently. 

Save my agency time and/or money. 

“Cut the red tape” and be more 

effective. 

When agency rules interfere with my 

job duties. 

Help my coworkers with their duties. 

Better serve my clients. 

psrb1a+psrb2a+psrb3a+psrb4a+ 

psrb5a+psrb6a 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1-5 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

1-5 

1-5 

 

6-30 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.95 

1.58 

 

1.48 

 

1.54 

1.75 

1.97 

 

10.25 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.01 

.897 

 

.810 

 

.810 

1.02 

1.08 

 

4.53 

Destructive Rule 

Breaking Behavior, 

Documentation & 

Information 

Management Rules 

 

drb1a 

 

drb2a 

 

drb3a 

 

drb4a 

 

drb5a 

 

drb6a 

 

drb_total_rule1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Work less than my agency expects 

(fewer hours and/or less effort) 

Frustrate my supervisor and/or other 

managers. 

Encourage my coworkers to also work 

around the rule. 

Resist an agency mission I do not 

agree with. 

Lower the performance of my unit or 

agency. 

Create more work or bad outcomes for 

my coworkers or supervisor. 

drb1a+drb2a+drb3a+drb4a+ 

drb5a+drb6a 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

6-30 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.28 

 

1.15 

 

1.29 

 

1.23 

 

1.15 

 

1.10 

 

7.16 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

.568 

 

.447 

 

.634 

 

.568 

 

.465 

 

.406 

 

2.29 
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Table A-1 Continued     

Pro-Social Rule 

Breaking Behavior, 

Case Management 

Rules 

 

psrb1b 

psrb2b 

psrb3b 

 

psrb4b 

 

psrb5b 

psrb6b 

psrb_total_rule2 

 

 

 

 

 

Do my job more efficiently. 

Save my agency time and/or money. 

“Cut the red tape” and be more 

effective. 

When agency rules interfere with my 

job duties. 

Help my coworkers with their duties. 

Better serve my clients. 

psrb1b+psrb2b+psrb3b+psrb4b+ 

psrb5b+psrb6b 

 

 

 

 

 

1-5 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

1-5 

1-5 

 

6-30 

 

 

 

 

 

1.81 

1.42 

 

1.41 

 

1.47 

1.70 

1.82 

 

9.61 

 

 

 

 

 

.995 

.798 

 

.806 

 

.775 

1.03 

1.03 

 

4.47 

Destructive Rule 

Breaking Behavior, 

Case Management 

Rules 

 

drb1b 

 

drb2b 

 

drb3b 

 

drb4b 

 

drb5b 

 

drb6b 

 

drb_total_rule2 

 

 

 

 

 

Work less than my agency expects 

(fewer hours and/or less effort) 

Frustrate my supervisor and/or other 

managers. 

Encourage my coworkers to also work 

around the rule. 

Resist an agency mission I do not 

agree with. 

Lower the performance of my unit or 

agency. 

Create more work or bad outcomes for 

my coworkers or supervisor. 

drb1b+drb2b+drb3b+drb4b+ 

drb5b+drb6b 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

6-30 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.19 

 

1.07 

 

1.26 

 

1.21 

 

1.10 

 

1.08 

 

6.90 

 

 

 

 

 

 

.463 

 

.310 

 

.618 

 

.539 

 

.394 

 

.347 

 

2.09 
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Table A-1 Continued     

Pro-Social Rule 

Breaking Behavior, 

Service Selection & 

Eligibility Rules 

 

psrb1c 

psrb2c 

psrb3c 

 

psrb4c 

 

psrb5c 

psrb6c 

psrb_total_rule3 

 

 

 

 

 

Do my job more efficiently. 

Save my agency time and/or money. 

“Cut the red tape” and be more 

effective. 

When agency rules interfere with my 

job duties. 

Help my coworkers with their duties. 

Better serve my clients. 

psrb1c+psrb2c+psrb3c+psrb4c+ 

psrb5c+psrb6c 

 

 

 

 

 

1-5 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

1-5 

1-5 

 

6-30 

 

 

 

 

 

1.45 

1.31 

 

1.27 

 

1.27 

1.37 

1.57 

 

8.28 

 

 

 

 

 

.815 

.704 

 

.647 

 

.588 

.758 

.939 

 

3.81 

Destructive Rule 

Breaking Behavior, 

Service Selection & 

Eligibility Rules 

 

drb1c 

 

drb2c 

 

drb3c 

 

drb4c 

 

drb5c 

 

drb6c 

 

drb_total_rule3 

 

 

 

 

 

Work less than my agency expects 

(fewer hours and/or less effort) 

Frustrate my supervisor and/or other 

managers. 

Encourage my coworkers to also work 

around the rule. 

Resist an agency mission I do not 

agree with. 

Lower the performance of my unit or 

agency. 

Create more work or bad outcomes for 

my coworkers or supervisor. 

drb1a+drb2a+drb3a+drb4a+ 

drb5a+drb6a 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

6-30 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.14 

 

1.07 

 

1.18 

 

1.12 

 

1.09 

 

1.07 

 

6.65 

 

 

 

 

 

 

.443 

 

.277 

 

.490 

 

.376 

 

.360 

 

.290 

 

1.91 

Pro-Social Rule 

Breaking Behavior, 

Composite Index 
 

psrb_total_3rules 

 

 

 

 

psrb_total_rule1+psrb_total_rule2+ 

psrb_total_rule3 

 

 

 

 

 

18-90 

 

 

 

 

 

28.21 

 

 

 

 

 

11.95 
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Table A-1 Continued     

Destructive Rule 

Breaking Behavior, 

Composite Index 

 

drb_total_3rules 

 

 

 

 

drb_total_rule1+drb_total_rule2+ 

drb_total_rule3 

 

 

 

 

 

18-90 

 

 

 

 

 

20.62 

 

 

 

 

 

5.88 

Conscientiousness 

 

consc1 

consc2 

 

consc3 

consc4 

consci 

 

 

I get chores done right away. 

I often forget to put things back in 

their proper place (reversed). 

I like order. 

I make a mess of things (reversed) 

(consc1+consc2+consc3+consci4)/4 

 

 

1-7 

 

1-7 

1-7 

1-7 

1-7 

 

 

5.22 

 

5.20 

5.88 

5.78 

5.52 

 

 

1.36 

 

1.74 

1.27 

1.49 

1.01 

Affective 

Organizational 

Commitment 

 

aoc1 

 

aoc2 

 

aoc3 

 

aoc4 

 

 

aoc5 

 

aoc6 

 

aoc7 

 

aoc8 

 

 

AOC_5 

 

 

 

 

I would be happy to spend the rest of 

my career with this organization. 

I enjoy discussing my organization 

with people outside of it. 

I really feel as if this organization’s 

problems are my own. 

I think that I could easily become as 

attached to another organization as I 

am to this one (reversed). 

I do not feel like “part of the family” 

at my organization (reversed). 

I do not feel “emotionally attached” to 

this organization (reversed). 

This organization has a great deal of 

personal meaning to me.  

I do not feel a strong sense of 

belonging to my organization 

(reversed). 

(aoc1+aoc5+aoc6+aoc7+aoc8)5 

 

 

 

 

 

1-7 

 

1-7 

 

1-7 

 

 

1-7 

 

1-7 

 

1-7 

 

1-7 

 

 

1-7 

1-7 

 

 

 

 

 

4.41 

 

4.24 

 

3.16 

 

 

3.76 

 

4.69 

 

4.93 

 

4.98 

 

 

4.83 

4.76 

 

 

 

 

 

2.06 

 

1.89 

 

1.70 

 

 

1.76 

 

1.83 

 

1.76 

 

1.56 

 

 

1.70 

1.37 
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Table A-1 Continued     

Intent to Leave 

 

intent1 

 

 

 

intent2 

 

intent3 

 

 

intent4 

 

intent_leave 

 

 

 

In the past year, I have thought about 

looking for a job with a different 

employer.  

In the past year, I have applied for a 

job at a different employer. 

I plan to seek employment with a 

different employer during the next 

year. 

I plan to be working for this 

organization in two years (reversed). 

(intent1+intent2+intent3+intent4)/4 

 

 

 

 

 

1-7 

 

1-7 

 

 

1-7 

 

1-7 

1-7 

 

 

 

 

 

4.61 

 

3.00 

 

 

3.29 

 

2.94 

3.46 

 

 

 

 

 

2.30 

 

2.48 

 

 

2.24 

 

1.89 

1.91 

Perceived Coworker 

Rule Breaking, 

Indirect Knowledge 

 

indcrb1 

 

 

 

indcrb2 

 

 

indcrb3 

 

 

indcrb 

 

 

 

 

I have heard through the grapevine 

that my coworkers have bent 

Documentation and Information 

Management rules. 

I have heard through the grapevine 

that my coworkers have bent Case 

Management rules. 

I have heard through the grapevine 

that my coworkers have bent Service 

Selection and Eligibility rules. 

(indcrb1+indcrb2+indcrb3)/3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1-5 

 

 

1-5 

 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.53 

 

 

2.54 

 

 

2.05 

 

2.37 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.10 

 

 

1.08 

 

 

1.04 

 

.96 

Perceived Coworker 

Rule Breaking, Direct 

Observation 

 

dircrb1 

 

 

dircrb2 

 

dircrb3 

 

 

dircrb 

 

 

 

 

I have witnessed coworkers bending 

Documentation and Information 

Management rules. 

I have witnessed coworkers bending 

Case Management rules. 

I have witnessed coworkers bending 

Service Selection and Eligibility rules. 

 

(dircrb1+dircrb2+dircrb3)/3 

 

 

 

 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

 

 

 

 

1.93 

 

1.99 

 

 

1.64 

 

1.86 

 

 

 

 

 

1.09 

 

1.11 

 

 

.95 

 

.96 
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Table A-1 Continued      

Feedback-Seeking 

Targeting Coworkers 

 

fbscw1 

 

 

fbscw2 

 

 

fbscw3 

 

 

fbscw4 

 

fbscw 

 

 

 

When something happens to you on 

the job that is unexpected, how often 

do you ask your coworkers about it? 

How often to you talk with your 

coworkers about the duties of your 

job? 

How often to you talk with your 

coworkers about your job 

performance? 

How often to you talk with your 

coworkers about organizational rules? 

(fbscw1+fbscw2+fbscw3+fbscw4)/4 

 

 

 

 

 

1-5 

 

 

1-5 

 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

1-5 

 

 

 

 

 

3.97 

 

 

3.78 

 

 

3.14 

 

3.55 

3.61 

 

 

 

 

 

.96 

 

 

1.01 

 

 

1.25 

 

1.08 

.93 
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Table A-1 Continued     

Leader-Member 

Exchange (LMX) 

 

lmx1 

 

 

 

lmx2 

 

 

lmx3 

 

lmx4 

 

 

 

 

lmx5 

 

 

 

 

lmx6 

 

 

 

lmx7 

 

 

LMX 

 

 

 

Do you know where you stand with 

your supervisor; meaning, do you 

usually know how satisfied your 

leader is with what you do? 

How well does your supervisor 

understand your job problems and 

needs? 

How well does your supervisor 

recognize your potential? 

Regardless of how much formal 

authority is built into his/her position, 

what are the chances that your 

supervisor would use his/her power to 

help you solve problems in your work? 

Again, regardless of the amount of 

formal authority built into your 

supervisor’s position, what are the 

chances that he/she would “bail you 

out” at his/her expense?  

I have enough confidence in my 

supervisor that I would defend and 

justify his/her decision if he/she were 

not present to do so. 

How would you characterize your 

working relationship with your 

supervisor? 

(lmx1+lmx2+lmx3+lmx4+lmx5+ 

lmx6+lmx7)/7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1-5 

 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

 

 

 

1-5 

 

 

 

 

1-5 

 

 

 

1-5 

 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.02 

 

 

3.98 

 

3.87 

 

 

 

 

3.88 

 

 

 

 

2.69 

 

 

 

3.87 

 

 

3.87 

 

3.74 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.16 

 

 

1.14 

 

1.20 

 

 

 

 

1.08 

 

 

 

 

1.24 

 

 

 

1.02 

 

 

.99 

 

.94 
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Table A-1 Continued      

Feedback-Seeking 

Targeting Direct 

Supervisor 

 

fbsds1 

 

 

 

 

fbsds2 

 

 

fbsds3 

 

 

fbsds4 

fbsds 

 

 

 

 

When something happens to you on 

the job that is unexpected, how often 

do you ask your direct supervisor 

about it? 

How often to you talk with your direct 

supervisor about the duties of your 

job? 

How often to you talk with your direct 

supervisor about your job 

performance? 

How often to you talk with your direct 

supervisor about organizational rules? 

(fbsds1+fbsds2+fbsds3+fbsds4)/4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1-5 

 

 

1-5 

 

 

1-5 

 

1-5 

1-5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.02 

 

 

3.83 

 

 

3.60 

 

3.35 

3.70 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

.86 

 

 

.89 

 

 

.92 

 

.96 

.73 

Centralization 

 

cent1 

 

cent2 

 

 

 

cent3 

 

 

cent4 

 

central 

 

 

I must check with my supervisor 

before I do almost anything. 

In general, am employee wanting to 

make their own decisions in my 

workplace would be quickly 

discouraged. 

Even small matters have to be referred 

to someone higher up for a final 

answer. 

Only supervisors can decide how 

things are to be done. 

(cent1+cent2+cent3+cent4)/4 

 

 

 

1-7 

 

 

 

1-7 

 

 

1-7 

 

1-7 

1-7 

 

 

 

3.36 

 

 

 

3.27 

 

 

3.15 

 

3.32 

3.28 

 

 

 

1.9 

 

 

 

1.71 

 

 

1.87 

 

1.95 

1.57 

Formalization 

 

formal 

 

 

Whatever situation arises, my 

department has written policies and 

procedures to follow. 

 

 

 

 

1-7 

 

 

 

 

5.57 

 

 

 

 

1.53 
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Table A-1 Continued      

Rule Consistency 

 

rulcon1 

 

 

 

 

rulcon2 

 

 

 

rulcon3 

 

 

 

rulcon4 

 

 

rulcon 

 

 

Please rate the rules in your 

workplace—generally speaking—

between the following opposite 

characteristics: Inconsistently applied-

--Consistently Applied 

Policies and procedures around 

Documentation and Information 

Management are administered 

consistently in my workplace.  

Policies and procedures Case 

Management are administered 

consistently in my workplace.  

Policies and procedures around 

Service Selection and Eligibility are 

administered consistently in my 

workplace. 

(rulcon1+rulcon2+rulcon3+rulcon4)/4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1-7 

 

 

 

1-7 

 

 

1-7 

 

 

 

1-7 

1-7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.49 

 

 

 

3.61 

 

 

3.64 

 

 

 

3.57 

3.83 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.72 

 

 

 

1.09 

 

 

1.11 

 

 

 

1.08 

1.09 

Certainty of Detection 

 

cerdec1 

 

 

cerdec2 

 

 

cerdec3 

 

 

cerdec 

 

 

If I bent or broke Documentation and 

Information Management rules, the 

probability I would be caught is… 

If I bent or broke Case Management 

rules, the probability I would be 

caught is… 

If I bent or broke Service Selection 

and Eligibility rules, the probability I 

would be caught is… 

cerdec1+cerdec2+cerdec3 

 

 

 

 

1-5 

 

 

1-5 

 

 

1-5 

1-5 

 

 

 

 

3.89 

 

 

3.91 

 

 

3.78 

3.86 

 

 

 

 

.98 

 

 

.98 

 

 

1.09 

.94 
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Table A-1 Continued      

Severity of 

Punishment 

 

sevpun1 

 

 

 

sevpun2 

 

 

sevpun3 

 

 

sevpun 

 

 

 

If I were caught bending 

Documentation and Information 

Management rules, I think the 

punishment would be… 

If I were caught bending Case 

Management rules, I think the 

punishment would be… 

If I were caught bending Service 

Selection and Eligibility rules, I think 

the punishment would be… 

sevpun1+sevpun2+sevpun3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1-5 

 

 

1-5 

 

 

1-5 

1-5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.97 

 

 

4.06 

 

 

3.82 

3.95 

 

 

 

 

 

 

.96 

 

 

.89 

 

 

1.04 

.87 
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Appendix B: Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Procedures 

Table B-1: Pro-Social Rule-Breakers and Rule-Followers: Differences in Group Means 

ANOVA 

 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

female Between Groups .000 1 .000 .000 .987 

Within Groups 46.558 272 .171   

Total 46.558 273    

minority Between Groups .004 1 .004 .008 .930 

Within Groups 126.482 272 .465   

Total 126.485 273    

age Between Groups 27.617 1 27.617 .299 .585 

Within Groups 23549.853 255 92.352   

Total 23577.471 256    

conscientiousness Between Groups 3.158 1 3.158 3.119 .078 

Within Groups 275.387 272 1.012   

Total 278.545 273    

AOC Between Groups 7.052 1 7.052 3.788 .053 

Within Groups 502.637 270 1.862   

Total 509.688 271    

intent to leave Between Groups 9.457 1 9.457 2.613 .107 

Within Groups 977.234 270 3.619   

Total 986.691 271    

feedback-seeking, 

coworkers 

Between Groups .218 1 .218 .251 .617 

Within Groups 233.226 269 .867   

Total 233.444 270    

perceived coworker rule-

bending, indirect 

Between Groups 8.421 1 8.421 9.238 .003 

Within Groups 246.140 270 .912   

Total 254.562 271    

perceived coworker rule-

bending, direct 

Between Groups 13.666 1 13.666 15.506 .000 

Within Groups 237.964 270 .881   

Total 251.630 271    
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Table B-1 Continued 

ANOVA 

 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

LMX Between Groups .366 1 .366 .425 .515 

Within Groups 228.688 265 .863   

Total 229.054 266    

feedback-seeking, direct 

supervisor 

Between Groups 1.884 1 1.884 3.592 .059 

Within Groups 140.540 268 .524   

Total 142.423 269    

centralization Between Groups 10.634 1 10.634 4.402 .037 

Within Groups 654.683 271 2.416   

Total 665.316 272    

formalization Between Groups 12.953 1 12.953 5.637 .018 

Within Groups 625.022 272 2.298   

Total 637.974 273    

rule consistency Between Groups 10.042 1 10.042 8.981 .003 

Within Groups 288.476 258 1.118   

Total 298.518 259    

severity of punishment Between Groups 20.002 1 20.002 29.324 .000 

Within Groups 185.529 272 .682   

Total 205.531 273    

certainty of detection Between Groups 22.215 1 22.215 26.842 .000 

Within Groups 225.122 272 .828   

Total 247.337 273    
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Table B-2: Destructive Rule-Breakers and Rule-Followers: Differences in Group Means 

ANOVA 

 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

female Between Groups .509 1 .509 2.960 .086 

Within Groups 46.967 273 .172   

Total 47.476 274    

minority Between Groups .011 1 .011 .024 .876 

Within Groups 124.585 273 .456   

Total 124.596 274    

age Between Groups 143.493 1 143.493 1.613 .205 

Within Groups 23047.733 259 88.987   

Total 23191.226 260    

conscientiousness Between Groups 8.444 1 8.444 8.881 .003 

Within Groups 259.574 273 .951   

Total 268.017 274    

AOC_5 Between Groups 2.211 1 2.211 1.198 .275 

Within Groups 499.946 271 1.845   

Total 502.157 272    

intent to leave Between Groups 1.514 1 1.514 .416 .519 

Within Groups 981.563 270 3.635   

Total 983.077 271    

feedback-seeking, 

coworkers 

Between Groups 6.046 1 6.046 7.400 .007 

Within Groups 220.576 270 .817   

Total 226.621 271    

perceived coworker rule-

bending, indirect 

Between Groups 12.302 1 12.302 13.934 .000 

Within Groups 239.252 271 .883   

Total 251.554 272    

perceived coworker rule-

bending, direct 

Between Groups 14.229 1 14.229 15.893 .000 

Within Groups 242.625 271 .895   

Total 256.853 272    
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Table B-2 Continued 

ANOVA 

 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

LMX Between Groups .243 1 .243 .275 .600 

Within Groups 236.071 268 .881   

Total 236.314 269    

feedback-seeking, direct 

supervisor 

Between Groups 2.636 1 2.636 4.888 .028 

Within Groups 145.585 270 .539   

Total 148.221 271    

centralization Between Groups 5.354 1 5.354 2.213 .138 

Within Groups 658.143 272 2.420   

Total 663.496 273    

Whatever situation 

arises, my department 

has written policies and 

procedures to follow. 

Between Groups 19.114 1 19.114 8.382 .004 

Within Groups 622.523 273 2.280   

Total 
641.636 274    

rulcon_4item Between Groups 10.212 1 10.212 8.991 .003 

Within Groups 295.329 260 1.136   

Total 305.541 261    

severity of punishment Between Groups 20.917 1 20.917 30.215 .000 

Within Groups 188.298 272 .692   

Total 209.215 273    

certainty of detection Between Groups 17.536 1 17.536 21.056 .000 

Within Groups 227.373 273 .833   

Total 244.909 274    
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Appendix C: Multiple Regression Models 

Table C-1: Multiple Regression Model of Pro-Social Rule Breaking Attitudes 

Parameter Estimates 

Dependent Variable:   pro-social rule breaking attitudes   

Parameter B Std. Error t Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Intercept 13.623 8.465 1.609 .109 -3.062 30.308 

[female=0] -4.093 3.489 -1.173 .242 -10.969 2.783 

[female=1] -.903 1.810 -.499 .619 -4.471 2.666 

[female=2] 0a . . . . . 

[minority=0] 3.423 2.537 1.349 .179 -1.577 8.424 

[minority=1] .637 1.214 .525 .600 -1.755 3.029 

[minority=2] 0a . . . . . 

age .094 .060 1.570 .118 -.024 .212 

conscientious -.187 .543 -.344 .731 -1.256 .883 

AOC_5 -.063 .551 -.114 .909 -1.150 1.024 

intent_leave .369 .374 .988 .324 -.368 1.106 

fbscw 1.535 1.529 1.004 .317 -1.479 4.549 

indcrb 6.066 3.665 1.655 .099 -1.157 13.289 

dircrb -2.887 3.508 -.823 .411 -9.800 4.027 

fbscw * indcrb -1.621 .996 -1.627 .105 -3.584 .343 

fbscw * dircrb 1.111 .949 1.170 .243 -.760 2.982 

LMX 1.636 .796 2.055 .041 .067 3.204 

fbsds -1.056 .944 -1.118 .265 -2.916 .805 

central .678 .371 1.827 .069 -.053 1.410 

formal -.296 .365 -.809 .419 -1.016 .425 

rulcon_4item .338 .579 .584 .560 -.803 1.479 

cerdec -1.678 .707 -2.372 .019 -3.073 -.284 

sevpun -1.666 .812 -2.053 .041 -3.265 -.066 

a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. 
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Table C-2: Multiple Regression Model of Pro-Social Rule Breaking Behaviors 

Parameter Estimates 

Dependent Variable:   pro-social rule breaking total   

Parameter B Std. Error t Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Intercept 38.832 12.228 3.176 .002 14.725 62.939 

[female=0] -8.748 4.921 -1.778 .077 -18.450 .954 

[female=1] -4.742 2.594 -1.828 .069 -9.855 .371 

[female=2] 0a . . . . . 

[minority=0] 2.933 3.606 .813 .417 -4.176 10.041 

[minority=1] 1.810 1.783 1.015 .311 -1.706 5.325 

[minority=2] 0a . . . . . 

age .169 .087 1.934 .054 -.003 .341 

conscientious -.985 .774 -1.273 .204 -2.511 .541 

AOC_5 -1.109 .807 -1.374 .171 -2.699 .482 

intent_leave .277 .544 .509 .611 -.795 1.349 

fbscw -.298 2.221 -.134 .893 -4.677 4.081 

indcrb 6.100 5.439 1.122 .263 -4.623 16.822 

dircrb -2.412 5.150 -.468 .640 -12.566 7.742 

fbscw * indcrb -1.229 1.474 -.834 .405 -4.135 1.677 

fbscw * dircrb 1.191 1.385 .860 .391 -1.539 3.921 

LMX 1.640 1.195 1.373 .171 -.715 3.995 

fbsds -.697 1.383 -.504 .615 -3.424 2.030 

central .672 .538 1.250 .213 -.388 1.732 

formal -.559 .535 -1.045 .297 -1.613 .496 

rulcon_4item 1.555 .842 1.846 .066 -.106 3.215 

cerdec -.851 1.013 -.841 .402 -2.848 1.145 

sevpun -3.727 1.164 -3.202 .002 -6.023 -1.432 

a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. 
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Table C-3: Multiple Regression Model of Destructive Rule Breaking Attitudes 

Parameter Estimates 

Dependent Variable:   destructive rule breaking attitudes   

Parameter B Std. Error t Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Intercept 10.254 4.675 2.193 .029 1.039 19.468 

[female=0] -.391 1.892 -.207 .837 -4.120 3.338 

[female=1] -.436 .997 -.437 .663 -2.401 1.530 

[female=2] 0a . . . . . 

[minority=0] 2.686 1.390 1.932 .055 -.054 5.427 

[minority=1] 1.710 .669 2.554 .011 .390 3.030 

[minority=2] 0a . . . . . 

age .030 .033 .914 .362 -.035 .094 

conscientious -.469 .298 -1.575 .117 -1.057 .118 

AOC_5 .133 .305 .436 .664 -.468 .734 

intent_leave .180 .208 .865 .388 -.230 .589 

fbscw 2.059 .845 2.438 .016 .394 3.724 

indcrb 5.781 2.006 2.881 .004 1.827 9.735 

dircrb -2.831 1.921 -1.474 .142 -6.619 .956 

fbscw * indcrb -1.576 .545 -2.893 .004 -2.650 -.502 

fbscw * dircrb .975 .519 1.879 .062 -.048 1.998 

LMX .189 .438 .431 .667 -.675 1.053 

fbsds -1.265 .519 -2.437 .016 -2.289 -.242 

central .214 .203 1.051 .294 -.187 .615 

formal -.290 .200 -1.448 .149 -.684 .105 

rulcon_4item -.209 .316 -.662 .508 -.832 .413 

cerdec -.689 .390 -1.766 .079 -1.458 .080 

sevpun -.374 .447 -.838 .403 -1.255 .506 

a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

281 

Table C-4: Multiple Regression Model of Destructive Rule Breaking Behaviors 

Parameter Estimates 

Dependent Variable:   destructive rule breaking total   

Parameter B Std. Error t Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Intercept 25.415 6.397 3.973 .000 12.806 38.024 

[female=0] -3.126 2.522 -1.239 .217 -8.098 1.846 

[female=1] -.943 1.319 -.715 .476 -3.542 1.657 

[female=2] 0a . . . . . 

[minority=0] 2.864 1.923 1.489 .138 -.926 6.655 

[minority=1] 2.396 .883 2.713 .007 .655 4.138 

[minority=2] 0a . . . . . 

age .034 .045 .761 .447 -.055 .123 

conscientious -.868 .394 -2.201 .029 -1.646 -.091 

AOC_5 -.237 .401 -.591 .555 -1.028 .554 

intent_leave .269 .274 .983 .327 -.271 .809 

fbscw .441 1.133 .389 .698 -1.794 2.675 

indcrb .513 2.711 .189 .850 -4.831 5.857 

dircrb 2.972 2.520 1.179 .240 -1.995 7.939 

fbscw * indcrb -.099 .739 -.133 .894 -1.555 1.358 

fbscw * dircrb -.497 .686 -.724 .470 -1.848 .855 

LMX 1.254 .584 2.149 .033 .104 2.405 

fbsds -1.281 .686 -1.867 .063 -2.633 .072 

central .160 .278 .576 .565 -.388 .709 

formal -.220 .264 -.835 .405 -.740 .300 

rulcon_4item .254 .425 .599 .550 -.583 1.091 

cerdec -.774 .517 -1.499 .135 -1.793 .244 

sevpun -.542 .585 -.927 .355 -1.695 .611 

a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. 
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Appendix D: Generalized Linear Regression Models 

Table D-1: Generalized Regression Model of Pro-Social Rule Breaking Attitudes 
 

Parameter Estimates 

Parameter B Std. Error 

95% Wald Confidence 

Interval Hypothesis Test 

Lower Upper 

Wald Chi-

Square df Sig. 

(Intercept) 21.415 8.6233 4.513 38.316 6.167 1 .013 

[female=0] -1.344 3.5804 -8.362 5.673 .141 1 .707 

[female=1] -.899 2.4509 -5.703 3.905 .135 1 .714 

[female=2] 0a . . . . . . 

[minority=0] .686 2.3170 -3.855 5.227 .088 1 .767 

[minority=1] .351 1.1043 -1.814 2.515 .101 1 .751 

[minority=2] 0a . . . . . . 

age .096 .0655 -.032 .224 2.155 1 .142 

conscientious -.453 .5044 -1.441 .536 .805 1 .370 

AOC_5 .281 .5003 -.700 1.261 .315 1 .575 

intent_leave .100 .3636 -.613 .812 .075 1 .784 

fbscw 3.016 1.6089 -.137 6.170 3.514 1 .061 

indcrb 5.398 3.6723 -1.800 12.596 2.161 1 .142 

dircrb .853 3.8337 -6.661 8.366 .049 1 .824 

fbscw * 

indcrb 
-1.565 .9308 -3.389 .260 2.826 1 .093 

fbscw * dircrb .390 .9750 -1.521 2.301 .160 1 .689 

LMX .782 .8159 -.817 2.381 .919 1 .338 

fbsds -1.149 1.0158 -3.140 .842 1.279 1 .258 

central -.022 .3512 -.710 .667 .004 1 .951 

formal .039 .3746 -.695 .773 .011 1 .917 

rulcon_4item -1.556 .7103 -2.948 -.164 4.799 1 .028 

sevpun -2.060 1.0480 -4.114 -.006 3.864 1 .049 

cerdec -1.697 .8293 -3.323 -.072 4.190 1 .041 

(Scale) .019b .0018 .016 .023    

Dependent Variable: pro-social rule breaking attitudes (n=238) 

Model: Inverse Gaussian distribution, identity link 

Goodness of fit: deviance/df=.021; Likelihood ratio chi-square: sig.=.000 

a. Set to zero because this parameter is redundant. 



 

283 

Table D-2: Generalized Regression Model of Pro-Social Rule Breaking Behaviors 
 

Parameter Estimates 

Parameter B Std. Error 

95% Wald Confidence 

Interval Hypothesis Test 

Lower Upper 

Wald Chi-

Square df Sig. 

(Intercept) 38.585 9.6080 19.754 57.417 16.128 1 .000 

[female=0] -6.785 3.9376 -14.503 .932 2.970 1 .085 

[female=1] -3.585 2.9387 -9.344 2.175 1.488 1 .223 

[female=2] 0a . . . . . . 

[minority=0] 2.120 2.7166 -3.204 7.445 .609 1 .435 

[minority=1] .592 1.3814 -2.116 3.299 .183 1 .668 

[minority=2] 0a . . . . . . 

age .181 .0740 .036 .325 5.959 1 .015 

conscientious -.730 .6223 -1.949 .490 1.375 1 .241 

AOC_5 -.528 .5834 -1.671 .615 .819 1 .365 

intent_leave .274 .4278 -.564 1.113 .410 1 .522 

fbscw .255 1.7349 -3.145 3.656 .022 1 .883 

indcrb 3.283 4.2195 -4.987 11.553 .605 1 .437 

dircrb 1.389 4.6398 -7.705 10.483 .090 1 .765 

fbscw * 

indcrb 
-.487 1.1273 -2.696 1.723 .186 1 .666 

fbscw * dircrb .160 1.2046 -2.201 2.521 .018 1 .894 

LMX .745 .9703 -1.156 2.647 .590 1 .442 

fbsds -.572 1.1218 -2.770 1.627 .260 1 .610 

central .145 .3862 -.612 .902 .141 1 .707 

formal .065 .4623 -.841 .971 .020 1 .888 

rulcon_4item -.025 .6477 -1.295 1.244 .001 1 .969 

sevpun -3.936 1.0739 -6.040 -1.831 13.430 1 .000 

cerdec -.557 .8317 -2.187 1.073 .448 1 .503 

(Scale) .004b .0004 .003 .005    

Dependent Variable: pro-social rule breaking total (n=229) 

Model: Inverse Gaussian distribution, identity link 

Goodness of fit: deviance/df: .004; Likelihood ratio chi-square: sig.=.000 

a. Set to zero because this parameter is redundant. 
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Table D-3: Generalized Regression Model of Destructive Rule Breaking Attitudes 
 

Parameter Estimates 

Parameter B Std. Error 

95% Wald Confidence 

Interval Hypothesis Test 

Lower Upper 

Wald Chi-

Square df Sig. 

(Intercept) 12.242 3.7245 4.942 19.542 10.803 1 .001 

[female=0] .177 1.5251 -2.812 3.166 .013 1 .908 

[female=1] .482 .7740 -1.035 1.999 .387 1 .534 

[female=2] 0a . . . . . . 

[minority=0] 1.786 1.2375 -.639 4.212 2.084 1 .149 

[minority=1] 1.726 .5172 .712 2.739 11.131 1 .001 

[minority=2] 0a . . . . . . 

age .025 .0252 -.024 .075 1.012 1 .314 

conscientious -.355 .2156 -.777 .068 2.708 1 .100 

AOC_5 .076 .2310 -.377 .528 .107 1 .743 

intent_leave -.017 .1609 -.332 .298 .011 1 .916 

fbscw 1.541 .6027 .360 2.722 6.537 1 .011 

indcrb 4.441 1.3971 1.703 7.179 10.106 1 .001 

dircrb -2.421 1.4533 -5.269 .427 2.775 1 .096 

fbscw * 

indcrb 
-1.228 .3743 -1.962 -.495 10.771 1 .001 

fbscw * dircrb .831 .3758 .095 1.568 4.894 1 .027 

LMX -.193 .3672 -.912 .527 .275 1 .600 

fbsds -1.033 .3760 -1.770 -.296 7.545 1 .006 

central .174 .1435 -.107 .455 1.473 1 .225 

formal -.157 .1704 -.491 .177 .847 1 .357 

rulcon_4item -.217 .2409 -.689 .255 .810 1 .368 

sevpun -.335 .4089 -1.136 .466 .671 1 .413 

cerdec -.744 .3599 -1.449 -.038 4.270 1 .039 

(Scale) .014b .0013 .012 .017    

Dependent Variable: destructive rule breaking attitudes (n=237) 

Model: Inverse Gaussian distribution, identity link 

Goodness of fit: deviance/df: .016; Likelihood ratio chi-square: sig.=.000 

a. Set to zero because this parameter is redundant. 
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Table D-4: Generalized Regression Model of Destructive Rule Breaking Behaviors 
 

Parameter Estimates 

Parameter B Std. Error 

95% Wald Confidence 

Interval Hypothesis Test 

Lower Upper 

Wald Chi-

Square df Sig. 

(Intercept) 20.963 4.7068 11.738 30.188 19.836 1 .000 

[female=0] -1.854 1.5508 -4.893 1.186 1.429 1 .232 

[female=1] -.335 .9910 -2.278 1.607 .114 1 .735 

[female=2] 0a . . . . . . 

[minority=0] 1.729 1.2166 -.655 4.114 2.020 1 .155 

[minority=1] 1.827 .6223 .607 3.046 8.618 1 .003 

[minority=2] 0a . . . . . . 

age .041 .0314 -.021 .102 1.689 1 .194 

conscientious -.616 .2737 -1.153 -.080 5.068 1 .024 

AOC_5 -.140 .2687 -.667 .386 .273 1 .602 

intent_leave .186 .1849 -.177 .548 1.010 1 .315 

fbscw .809 .8128 -.784 2.402 .990 1 .320 

indcrb 1.196 1.8261 -2.383 4.775 .429 1 .512 

dircrb 2.953 1.7754 -.527 6.432 2.766 1 .096 

fbscw * 

indcrb 
-.260 .4870 -1.215 .694 .285 1 .593 

fbscw * dircrb -.512 .4621 -1.417 .394 1.226 1 .268 

LMX .855 .3799 .110 1.599 5.063 1 .024 

fbsds -.898 .4716 -1.823 .026 3.629 1 .057 

central .089 .1821 -.268 .446 .238 1 .626 

formal -.049 .1882 -.418 .320 .068 1 .795 

rulcon_4item .092 .2735 -.444 .628 .112 1 .738 

sevpun -.496 .4316 -1.342 .350 1.319 1 .251 

cerdec -.611 .3804 -1.356 .135 2.578 1 .108 

(Scale) .002b .0002 .001 .002    

Dependent Variable: destructive rule breaking total (n=233) 

Model: Inverse Gaussian distribution, identity link 

Goodness of fit: deviance/df: .002; Likelihood ratio chi-square: sig.=.000 

a. Set to zero because this parameter is redundant. 
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Appendix E: Survey 

 

North Carolina State University  

INFORMED CONSENT FORM for RESEARCH 
 

 

Principal Investigator: Casey J. Fleming, MA      Faculty Sponsor: Jerrell D. Coggburn, Ph.D. 

 

INFORMATION ABOUT THIS STUDY 

You are being asked to take part in a research study.  Your participation in this study is 

voluntary. You have the right to be a part of this study, to choose not to participate, or to stop 

participating at any time without penalty. If you agree to participate in this study, you will be 

asked to complete an online survey concerning your workplace relationships (i.e. with peers, 

supervisors, and the agency), your attitudes and behavioral responses related to particular 

organizational rules (e.g., rule-following, rule-bending), and your perceptions of agency 

operations. The survey should take approximately 20 minutes to complete.  

 

RISKS 

The survey will ask you questions about your attitudes toward particular organizational rules 

as well as the motivations you may have regarding any rule-bending behaviors. Further, you 

will be asked questions about your relationships with your supervisor and others. You may 

feel uncomfortable discussed these behaviors or evaluating these relationships. Thus, you 

can skip any questions you do not wish to answer. All identifying information will be 

deleted from the data at the end of the data collection to reduce the risk of identification for 

individuals who participate. No one will have access to data other than the researcher. All 

results of the analysis will be presented in the aggregate, meaning we will discuss groups and 

never an individual.  

 

BENEFITS 

Generally, this research is important to the study of public sector organizations and to the 

improvement of bureaucratic rules and human resource management functions.  This study 

hopes to increase our understanding of employees' rule-following and rule-bending attitudes 

and actual behaviors as well as the quality of the rules themselves in terms of effectively 

guiding employee action and allowing efficient work practices. Specifically, this research 

seeks to identify the characteristics of particularly effective or potentially problematic rules 

and their contexts as well as the factors associated with employee rule-bending and rule-

following. At the time of this study, only a very limited body of research has examined these 

questions in the public sector.  

 

CONFIDENTIALITY 

The information in the study records will be kept confidential to the full extent allowed by 

law. Data will be stored securely in password-protected Microsoft Excel files on an 
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encrypted, password-protected USB flash drive accessible only by the researcher. All 

identifying information will be deleted from the data at the end of the data collection. All 

data will be reported in the aggregate, meaning we will only make general statements about 

groups rather than individuals. No references will ever be made in oral or written reports that 

could link any single individual to the study. 

 

COMPENSATION  
Your participation in this study results in your eligibility to receive one of three $100 VISA® 

gift cards to be randomly drawn from those completing the survey. If you withdraw from the 

study prior to its completion, your data will be deleted and you will not be eligible to receive 

compensation. 

 

CONTACT 

If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you may contact the 

researcher, Casey Fleming, via email at North Carolina State University, Department of 

Public Administration, 212 Caldwell Hall, Campus Box 8102, Raleigh, NC 27695-8102, 

email at cflemin2@ncsu.edu, or telephone (404) 518-4084. If you feel you have not been 

treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your rights as a participant in research 

have been violated during the course of this project, you may contact Deb Paxton, Regulatory 

Compliance Administrator, at Campus Box 7514, Raleigh, NC 27695-7514 or (919) 515-

4514. 

 

PARTICIPATION 

Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate without penalty. 

If you decide to participate, you may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. If 

you withdraw from the study before data collection is completed, your data will be destroyed 

at your request. 

 

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE 

“I have read and understand the above information. I have received a copy of this form. I 

agree to participate in this study with the understanding that I may choose not to participate 

or to stop participating at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which I am 

otherwise entitled.” 

 

Subject's signature____________________________________  Date _________________ 

Investigator's signature_________________________________Date _________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:cflemin2@ncsu.edu
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SECTION ONE: PERCEPTIONS OF AGENCY RULES & DECISIONS 

In this section, items focus on your thoughts about your agency’s rules and how decision-making 

generally works in your workplace.   

  

Please indicate your level of agreement 

with the following statements. 

 

1—Strongly disagree 

2—Disagree 

3—Agree 

4—Strongly agree 

 

 

Q1. I must check with my supervisor before I do  

       almost anything. 

 

1 2 3 4 

 

Q2. In general, an employee wanting to make their   

       own decisions in my workplace would be quickly  

       discouraged. 

 

1 2 3 4 

 

Q3. Even small matters have to be referred to someone  

       higher up for a final answer. 

 

1 2 3 4 

 

Q4. Only supervisors can decide how things are to be  

       done. 

 

1 2 3 4 

 

Q5. Whatever situation arises, my department has  

       written policies and procedures to follow. 

 

1 2 3 4 
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SECTION TWO: GENERAL ATTITUDES OF RULE BENDING 

In this section, items focus on your general thoughts around rule-bending for various motivations 

identified in workplace research. 

 

Please indicate your level of agreement with the 

following statements: 

 

 

 

In general, it is OK to bend or break formal 

organizational rules in order to… 

 

1—Strongly disagree 

2—Moderately disagree 

3—Slightly disagree 

4—Neither disagree nor agree 

5—Slightly agree 

6—Moderately agree 

7—Strongly agree 

 

 

Q6. Do my job more efficiently 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Q7. Work less than my agency expects (less hours  

        and/or less effort) 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Q8. Save my agency time and/or money 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Q9. Frustrate my supervisor and/or other managers 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Q10. “Cut the red tape” and be more effective 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Q11. Encourage my coworkers to also work around  

         the rule 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Q12. When agency rules interfere with my job duties 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Q13. Resist an agency mission I do not agree with 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Q14. Help my coworkers with their duties 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Q15. Lower the performance of my unit or agency 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Q16. Better serve my clients 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Q17. Create more work or bad outcomes for my  

         coworkers or supervisor 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 
SECTION THREE: GENERAL BEHAVIORS 

Instructions: In this section, there are phrases describing people's behaviors. Please use the rating 

scale below to describe how accurately each statement describes you. Describe yourself as you 

generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe yourself as you honestly see yourself, 

in relation to other people you know of the same sex as you are, and roughly your same age. 

 

 

 

How accurately do the following statements 

describe you?  

 

1—Very Inaccurate 

2—Moderately Inaccurate 

3—Neither Inaccurate or Accurate 

4—Moderately Accurate 

5—Very Accurate  

 

 

Q18. I get chores done right away. 

 

1 

 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

Q19. I often forget to put things back in their  

         proper place. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Q20. I like order. 

 

1 

 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

Q21. I make a mess of things.  

 

1 

 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 
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SECTION FOUR: MOTIVATIONS FOR BENDING THE RULE 

In this section, items focus on three categories of your formal workplace rules and the reasons that 

might lead to bending or breaking those rules. Research suggests that rule-bending occurs for a 

variety of motivations. Please limit responses to experiences of the last six months. 

 
Q22. Please indicate how frequently—if at all—the 

reasons below have motivated you to bend or break 

rules related to: 

 
Documentation and Information Management 

 

This category includes, but is not limited to: 

+Case Record Maintenance; 

+Confidentiality and Safeguarding Information; 

+Case Management Documentation Time Frames & 

Formats; 

+Release of Information to Parents; and 

+Contact with County Officials 

 

 

1—Never 

2—Rarely 

3—Sometimes 

4—Often 

5—Always 

6—I never bend these rules 

 

To do my job more efficiently 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To work less than my agency expects (hours and/or 

effort) 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To save my agency time and/or money 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To frustrate my supervisor and/or other managers 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To “cut the red tape” and be more effective 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To encourage my coworkers to also work around 

the rule 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

When agency rules interfere with my job duties 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To resist an agency mission that I do not agree with 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To help my coworkers with their duties 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To lower the performance of my unit or agency 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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To better serve my clients 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To create more work or bad outcomes for my 

coworkers or supervisor 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

Other [Please type here any motivation not listed 

above] 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

 
SECTION FOUR: MOTIVATIONS FOR BENDING THE RULE 

In this section, items focus on three categories of your formal workplace rules and the reasons that 

might lead to bending or breaking those rules. Research suggests that rule-bending occurs for a 

variety of motivations. Please limit responses to experiences of the last six months. 
 

Q23. Please indicate how frequently—if at all—the 

reasons below have motivated you to bend or break 

rules related to: 
 

Case Management 
 

This category includes, but is not limited to: 

+Case Contacts: Face-to-Face and Collaterals 

+Case Planning: Initiation and Time Frames 
 

 

1—Never 

2—Rarely 

3—Sometimes 

4—Often 

5—Always 

6—I never bend these rules 

 

To do my job more efficiently 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To work less than my agency expects (hours and/or 

effort) 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To save my agency time and/or money 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To frustrate my supervisor and/or other 

management 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To “cut the red tape” and be more effective 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To encourage my coworkers to also work around 

the rule 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

When agency rules interfere with my job duties 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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To resist an agency mission that I do not agree 

with 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To help my coworkers with their duties 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To lower the performance of my unit or agency 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To better serve my clients 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To create more work or bad outcomes for my 

coworkers or supervisor 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

Other [Please type here any motivation not listed 

above] 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
 

SECTION FOUR: MOTIVATIONS FOR BENDING THE RULE 

In this section, items focus on three categories of your formal workplace rules and the reasons that 

might lead to bending or breaking those rules. Research suggests that rule-bending occurs for a 

variety of motivations. Please limit responses to experiences of the last six months. 
 

Q24. Please indicate how frequently—if at all—the 

reasons below have motivated you to bend rules 

related to: 
 

Service Selection and Eligibility 
 

This category includes, but is not limited to, referrals to: 

+Parent Aide Services 

+Homestead Services 

+Wrap-Around Services 

+Early Intervention/Preventative Services 

+Food Bank Program 

+Adoption Assistance 

+Title IV-E 
 

 

1—Never 

2—Rarely 

3—Sometimes 

4—Often 

5—Always 

6—I never bend these rules 

 

To do my job more efficiently 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To work less than my agency expects (hours and/or 

effort) 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To save my agency time and/or money 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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To frustrate my supervisor and/or other 

management 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To “cut the red tape” and be more effective 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To encourage my coworkers to also work around  

the rule 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

When agency rules interfere with my job duties 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To resist an agency mission that I do not agree with 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To help my coworkers with their duties 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To lower the performance of my unit or agency 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To better serve my clients 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

To create more work or bad outcomes for my 

coworkers or supervisor 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

Other [Please type here any motivation not listed 

above] 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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SECTION FIVE: YOU AND YOUR AGENCY 

In this section, items focus on your connections to your organization. Please indicate your level of 

agreement with the following statements. 

 

 
 
Please indicate your level of agreement 

with the following statements. 
 

1—Strongly disagree 

2—Moderately disagree 

3—Slightly disagree 

4—Neither disagree nor agree 

5—Slightly agree 

6—Moderately agree  

7—Strongly agree 

 
 

Q25. I would be happy to spend the rest of my career  

         with this organization. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Q26. I enjoy discussing my organization with people  

         outside it. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Q27. I really feel as if this organization’s problems are  

         my own. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Q28. I think that I could easily become as attached to  

         another organization as I am to this one. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Q29. I do not feel like “part of the family” at my  

         organization. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Q30. I do not feel “emotionally attached” to this  

         organization. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Q31. This organization has a great deal of personal  

         meaning to me. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Q32. I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my  

         organization. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Q33. In the past year, I have thought about looking for  

         a job with a different employer. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Q34. In the past year, I have applied for a job at a  

         different employer. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Q35. I plan to seek employment with a different  

         employer during the next year.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Q36. I plan to be working for this organization in two  

         years. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 
SECTION SIX: YOU AND YOUR DIRECT SUPERVISOR 

 In this section, items focus on the relationship you share with your direct supervisor. 

 
Q37. Do you know where you  

         stand with your   

         supervisor…do you usually  

         know how satisfied your  

         leader is with what you do? 

 

Rarely Occasionally Sometimes 
Fairly 

Often 

Very 

Often 

 

Q38. How well does your  

         supervisor understand your  

         job problems and needs? 

 

Not a Bit A Little 
A Fair 

Amount 

Quite a 

Bit 

A Great 

Deal 

 

Q39. How well does your  

         supervisor recognize your  

         potential? 

 

Not at All A Little Moderately Mostly Fully 
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Q40. Regardless of how much  

         formal authority he/she has  

         built into his/her position,  

         what are the chances that  

         your supervisor would use  

         his/her power to help you  

         solve problems in your  

         work? 

 

None Small Moderate High 
Very 

High 

 

Q41. Again, regardless of the  

         amount of formal authority  

         your supervisor has, what are  

         the chances that he/she  

         would “bail you out” at  

         his/her expense? 

 

None Small Moderate High 
Very 

High 

 

Q42. I have enough confidence in  

         my supervisor that I would  

         defend and justify his/her  

         decision if he/she were not  

         present to do so? 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

Disagree 

nor Agree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

 

Q43. How would you characterize  

         your working relationship  

         with your supervisor? 

 

Extremely 

Ineffective 

Worse than 

Average 
Average 

Better 

than 

Average 

Extremely 

Effective 

 

Q44. Approximately how many  

         employees report to your  

         direct supervisor? That is,  

         how many people does  

         he/she supervise? 

 

[Whole Number] or [Multiple Choice Range] 

 

Q45. What is your direct  

          supervisor’s sex? 

 

 

1. Female 

2. Male 

3. Don’t know 

4. Prefer not to say 
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SECTION SEVEN: WORKPLACE COMMUNICATION 

In this section, items focus on how communication works in your workplace. Please respond to 

questions thinking of your activities in the last six months, if possible. 

 

 

 

 

Please indicate the frequency related to the 

following statements. 

 

6—Very Frequently 

5—Frequently 

4—Occasionally 

3—Rarely 

2—Very Rarely 

1—Never 
 

 

Q46. When something happens to you on the job that  

          is unexpected, how often do you ask your  

          direct supervisor about it? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

Q47. How much have you talked with your direct    

         supervisor about the duties of your job? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

Q48. How much have you talked with your direct  

         supervisor about your performance? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

Q49. How much have you talked with your direct  

         supervisor about organizational rules? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

Q50. When something happens to you on the job that  

          is unexpected, how often do you ask your co- 

          workers about it? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

Q51. How much have you talked with your co- 

         workers about the duties of your job? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

Q52. How much have you talked with your co- 

         workers about your performance? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

Q53. How much have you talked with your co- 

         workers about organizational rules? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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SECTION NINE: RULES AND MANAGEMENT 

In this section, items focus on your perceptions of the consequences of bending or breaking rules of 

different categories in your workplace. 
  

Documentation and Information Management rules 

include those of Case Record Maintenance; 

Confidentiality & Safeguarding Information; Case 

Documentation Time Frames & Formats; Release of 

Information to Parents; and Contact with County 

Officials. 

 

Case Management rules include those of Case Contacts 

(Face-to-Face & Collaterals) and Case Planning 

(Initiation & Time Frames). 

 

Service Selection and Eligibility rules related to the 

referrals to services such as Parent Aide Services, 

Homestead Services, Wrap-Around Services, Early 

Intervention/Preventative Services, Food Banks, Adoption 

Assistance, and/or Title IV-E 

 

 

Please indicate your perceptions of the 

following statements. 

 

1—Very Low 

2—Low 

3—Moderate 

4—High 

5—Very High 

 

 

Q54. If I were caught breaking or bending  

         Documentation and Information  

        Management rules, I think the punishment  

        would be… 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Q55. If I were caught breaking or bending Case  

         Management rules, I think the punishment  

         would be… 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Q56. If I were caught breaking or bending Service  

         Selection and Eligibility rules, I think the  

         punishment would be… 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Q57. If I bent or broke Documentation and  

         Information Management rules, the  

         probability I would be caught is… 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Q58. If I bent or broke Case Management rules, the  

         probability I would be caught is… 

 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Q59. If I bent or broke Service Selection and  

         Eligibility rules, the probability I would be  

         caught is… 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
SECTION TEN: RULES AND CONSISTENCY 

In this section, items focus on your thoughts of your agency's consistency in applying workplace 

rules. Consistency refers to the application of the rules to all those subject to their authority.  

 
Documentation and Information Management rules include those of Case Record Maintenance; 

Confidentiality & Safeguarding Information; Case Documentation Time Frames & Formats; Release of 

Information to Parents; and Contact with County Officials. 

 

Case Management rules include those of Case Contacts (Face-to-Face & Collaterals) and Case Planning 

(Initiation & Time Frames). 

 

Service Selection and Eligibility rules related to the referrals to services such as Parent Aide Services, 

Homestead Services, Wrap-Around Services, Early Intervention/Preventative Services, Food Banks, Adoption 

Assistance, and/or Title IV-E 

 
 

Q60. Please rate the rules in your  

         workplace—generally speaking— 

         between the following opposite  

         characteristics: 

 

1 

Inconsistently 

Applied 

2 3 4 

5 

Consistently 

Applied 

 

Q61. Policies and procedures around  

         Documentation and Information  

         Management are administered  

         consistently in my work division. 

 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 

Disagree 

3 

Neutral 

4 

Agree 

5 

Strongly 

agree 

 

Q62. Policies and procedures around  

         Case Management are  

         administered consistently in my  

         work division. 

 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 

Disagree 

3 

Neutral 

4 

Agree 

5 

Strongly 

agree 

 

Q63. Policies and procedures around  

         Service Selection and Eligibility  
         are administered consistently in my  

         work division. 

 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 

Disagree 

3 

Neutral 

4 

Agree 

5 

Strongly 

agree 
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Q64. In general, to what extent are  

         inconsistently applied rules a  

         problem in your workplace? 

 

1 

Not a Problem 

2 

Somewhat of a 

Problem 

3 

A Major Problem 

 

 
SECTION ELEVEN: PERCEPTIONS OF COWORKER BEHAVIOR 

In this section, items focus on your general perceptions of rule breaking in your workplace, in 

particular your coworkers' behaviors around categories of formal rules (detailed below). Please 

respond to the questions in terms of experiences in the last six months, if possible. 

 
Documentation and Information Management rules include those of Case Record Maintenance; 

Confidentiality & Safeguarding Information; Case Documentation Time Frames & Formats; Release of 

Information to Parents; and Contact with County Officials. 

 

Case Management rules include those of Case Contacts (Face-to-Face & Collaterals) and Case Planning 

(Initiation & Time Frames). 

 

Service Selection and Eligibility rules related to the referrals to services such as Parent Aide Services, 

Homestead Services, Wrap-Around Services, Early Intervention/Preventative Services, Food Banks, Adoption 

Assistance, and/or Title IV-E 

 
 

 

 

Please indicate your perceptions of the 

frequency of the following statements. 

 

1—Never 

2—Rarely 

3—Sometimes 

4—Often 

5—A great deal 

 
 

Q65. I have heard through the grapevine that my  

         coworkers have broken/bent Documentation  

         and Information Management rules in the  

         past. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Q66. In the last 3 months, I have witnessed  

         coworkers breaking or bending     

         Documentation and Information  

         Management rules.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Q67. In the last 3 months, I have heard through the  

         grapevine that my coworkers have  

         broken/bent Case Management rules in the  

         past. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Q68. In the last 3 months, I have witnessed  

         coworkers breaking or bending Case  

        Management rules.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Q69. In the last 3 months, I have heard, through the  

         grapevine, that my coworkers have  

         broken/bent Service Selection and Eligibility  

         rules in the past. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Q70. In the last 3 months, I have witnessed  

         coworkers breaking or bending Service  

         Selection and Eligibility rules.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 
SECTION TWELVE: RESPONDENT BACKGROUND AND DEMOGRAPHICS 

Finally, it would be a great help to learn a little more about your background. Remember that all 

information is confidential and nothing is reported about any single individual or work unit.  

 

Q71. How long have you worked for your current  

         agency? 

 

[Number of years] 

 

Q72. How long have you worked in your current  

         position? 

 

[Number of years] 

 

Q73. What is your gender? 

 

 

1. Female 

2. Male 

3. Prefer not to say 
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Q74. How would you describe your racial/ethnic  

         background? 

 

 

1. White, non-Hispanic 

2. Black or African American 

3. Hispanic or Latino 

4. American Indian 

5. Asian 

6. Other 

7. Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 

Islander 

8. Multiracial 

9. Prefer not to say 

 

 

Q75. In what year were you born? 

 

[4-digit year] 

 

Q76. Are you currently a member of a  

         professional society (such as the National  

         Association of Social Workers or  

         the Clinical Social Work Association)? 

 

[Yes/No] 

 

 

THANK YOU! 
 

Thank you for completing this survey and participating in this project. Your honest input is 

extremely valuable and important to the findings of this study. The final drawings for the 

$100 VISA® gift cards will be completed on the survey's closing date and all winners will be 

notified via email. Remember, you may contact the researcher, Casey Fleming, at 

cflemin2@ncsu.edu with any questions or concerns about the study or your participation. 

Thank you again. 
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Appendix F: NC State University Institutional Review Board Approval 
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Appendix G: Email Messages Sent to Survey Participants 

 

Pre-Notification Email 

 

Greetings, [First Name, Last Name], 
  
My name is Casey Fleming and I am a Ph.D. student at North Carolina State University. I am 

currently completing my dissertation, which focuses on formal organizational rules and their 

use by public sector employees in their day-to-day work. I am especially interested in the 

effects of workplace rules on the actions and decisions of social workers and case managers 

working in public welfare agencies. 

  

I first became interested in these questions during my years as a juvenile probation officer 

with the Georgia Department of Juvenile Justice and later as a case manager with the 

Alabama Department of Youth Services. I found it important to better understand the ways in 

which we perceive our agencies’ formal rules and policies—be it helpful, clear, restrictive, 

etc.—and our applications of those rules in day-to-day work. This study aims to contribute to 

our understanding of crafting effective organizational rules. 

  

In emailing today, I hope you, as a case worker, will consider assisting me with this research 

by completing a brief, confidential web-based survey in the coming week. I have carefully 

chosen to survey a population of social/case workers working for social services agencies in 

select states. Thus, your thoughts and opinions are very important to my research. 

  

The survey should take no more than 15-20 minutes to complete. Also, your participation in 

this study will result in your eligibility to win one of three $100 VISA® gift cards to be 

randomly drawn from those case workers completing the survey. There will be two drawings, 

with one winner selected after the first two weeks and the final two winners selected after the 

survey closes. Early participants will be eligible to win both drawings. 

  

The survey is approved by the University’s Institutional Review Board and all information 

will remain confidential. Further, the survey has been vetted and approved by the 

administration of the Department of Children’s Services. 

  

Thank you for considering this request and please be on the lookout for an email containing 

the survey web link on Tuesday, August 4, 2015. And, please do not hesitate to contact me 

with any questions about this dissertation. 

  

Casey Fleming 

Ph.D. Student 

Department of Public Administration 

North Carolina State University 
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Invitation Email 

 

Greetings, [First Name, Last Name],  

 

My name is Casey Fleming and I am a Ph.D. student at North Carolina State University. I am 

currently completing my dissertation, which focuses on formal organizational rules and their 

use by public sector employees in their day-to-day work. I am especially interested in the 

effects of workplace rules on the actions and decisions of social workers and case managers 

working in public welfare agencies.  

 

I first became interested in these questions during my years as a juvenile probation officer 

with the Georgia Department of Juvenile Justice and later as a case manager with the 

Alabama Department of Youth Services. I found it important to better understand the ways in 

which we perceive our agencies’ formal rules and policies—be it helpful, clear, restrictive, 

etc.—and our applications of those rules in day-to-day work. This study aims to contribute to 

our understanding of crafting effective organizational rules.  

 

In emailing today, I hope you, as a case worker, will consider assisting me with this research 

by completing a brief, confidential web-based survey. You should have received an email 

from [the Director of Investigations] on July 30th stating that the Department’s 

administration has reviewed this project and supports your participation. I have carefully 

chosen to survey a population of social/case workers working for social services agencies in 

select states. Thus, your thoughts and opinions are very important to my research.  

 

The survey should take no more than 15-20 minutes to complete. Also, your participation in 

this study will result in your eligibility to win one of three $100 VISA® gift cards to be 

randomly drawn from those case workers completing the survey. There will be two drawings, 

with one winner selected from those completing the survey before August 18th at 11:59PM 

and the final two winners selected after the survey closes on September 1st. Early 

participants will be eligible to win both drawings. 

 

Follow this link to the Survey:  

 

<<Take the Survey>> 

 

<<Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser:>> 

 

Thank you for considering this request. And, please do not hesitate to contact me with any 

questions about this dissertation.  

 

Casey Fleming, Ph.D. Student  

Department of Public Administration  

North Carolina State University  
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Reminder Email 1 

 

Greetings, [First Name, Last Name],  

 

Last week, you were invited to participate in my dissertation research by completing a brief 

survey concerning your agency’s organizational rules and their effectiveness and application 

in day-to-day work. I very much hope you will still consider helping me with this project.  

 

The survey should take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. The survey is confidential 

and data will not include any personally-identifying information (e.g. your name, email 

address).  You should have received an email from [the Director of Investigations] on August 

11th stating that the Department's administration has reviewed this project and supports your 

participation. I have carefully chosen to survey a population of social/case workers working 

for social services agencies in select states, so your thoughts and opinions are very important 

to my research!  

 

The unique weblink below allows you to enter the survey as well as exit the survey and 

return later if you are unable to complete it all at once. Also, your participation in this study 

will result in your eligibility to win one of three $100 VISA® gift cards to be randomly 

drawn from those case workers completing the survey. There will be two drawings, with one 

winner selected from those completing the survey before August 18th at 11:59PM and the 

final two winners selected after the survey closes on September 1st.  Early participants will 

be eligible to win both drawings.  

 

Follow this link to the Survey:  

 

<<Take the Survey>> 

 

<<Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser:>> 

 

Thank you for your consideration and I look forward to your valuable input. And, please do 

not hesitate to contact me with any questions about this dissertation. 

 

Casey Fleming, Ph.D. Student 

Department of Public Administration 

North Carolina State University 
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Reminder Email 2 

 

Greetings, [First Name, Last Name],  

 

Recently, I invited you to participate in my dissertation project by completing a brief survey 

focusing on the Department's workplace rules and their effectiveness and application in day-

to-day work. The idea for this project was born during my years working with state 

government social services agencies, so I very much hope that you—as a case worker—will 

still consider helping me with this study!  

 

The 15-20 minute survey is confidential and data will not include any personally-identifying 

information, including your name or email address.  You should have received emails from 

[the Director of Investigations] on July 30th and August 11th stating that the Department's 

administration has reviewed this project and supports your participation.  

 

The unique weblink below allows you to enter the survey as well as exit and return later if 

you are unable to complete it all at once. Also, your participation in this study will result in 

your eligibility to  win one of the remaining two $100 VISA® gift cards to be randomly 

drawn from those case workers completing the survey (The winner of the early drawing has 

already been named!). The final two winners will be selected among those completing the 

survey before September 1st at 11:59PM.  

 

Follow this link to the Survey:  

 

<<Take the Survey>> 

 

<<Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser:>> 

 

Thank you for your consideration and I look forward to your valuable input. And, please do 

not hesitate to contact me with any questions about this dissertation. 

 

Casey Fleming, Ph.D. Student 

Department of Public Administration 

North Carolina State University 
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Final Email 

 

Greetings, [First Name, Last Name],  

 

Recently, I invited you to participate in my dissertation project by completing a brief survey 

focusing on the Department's workplace rules and their effectiveness and application in day-

to-day work. The idea for this project was born during my years working with state 

government social services agencies, so I very much hope that you--as a case worker--will 

still consider helping me with this study!  

 

The 15-20 minute survey is confidential and data will not include any personally-identifying 

information, including your name or email address.  You should have received emails from 

[the Director of Investigations] on July 30th and August 11th stating that the Department's 

administration has reviewed this project and supports your participation.  

 

The weblink below allows you to enter the survey as well as exit and return later if you are 

unable to complete it all at once. So, if you previously started the survey, but did not finish, 

you can click the link below to resume your survey in progress.   

 

Also, your participation in this study will result in your eligibility to  win one of the 

remaining two $100 VISA® gift cards to be randomly drawn from those case workers 

completing the survey (The winner of the early drawing has already been named!). The final 

two winners will be selected among those completing the survey before tonight, September 

1st at 11:59PM.  

 

Follow this link to the Survey:  

 

<<Take the Survey>> 

 

<<Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser:>> 

 

Thank you for your consideration and I look forward to your valuable input. And, please do 

not hesitate to contact me with any questions about this dissertation. 

 

Casey Fleming, Ph.D. Student 

Department of Public Administration 

North Carolina State University 


