








Appendix B
Table 1 Experimental framework and associated theoretized outcomes

Table 2 Descriptives for perception-checks and outcomes at each treatment
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Table 3 GLS regressions of controlled treatments and interactions on
circumvention forms

DV: short-term DV: long-term Test of coeff. diffs.
circumvention circumvention
B S.E. B S.E.
Controls
Constant 274" 0.10 268" 0.08 n.s.
Age 0.03" 0.01 0.01 0.02 p <005
Gender (male = 0, female = 1) —0.08 0.06 —0.09" 0.03 n.s.
Primary independents
Misfit (low = 0, high = 1) 041" 0.10 1.99"" 0.13 p <001
Ease-of-circumvention (low = 0, high = 1) 0.58™ 0.12 057" 0.11 n.s.
Interaction term
Misfit x ease-of-circumvention 1.05"" 0.19 0.04 1.63 p <001
AR? (on addition of interaction term) 0.0487" 0.004
Final R® 04537 0.644"

Note. Since no other preliminary controls are significant in the regressions, either w.r.t. total
model R? or factor coefficients, their numbers are excluded from this table. **p < 0.01, one-tailed,
*p < 0.05, one-tailed.

Table 4 GLS regressions of perceptual measures and interactions on
circumvention forms

DV: short-term DV: long-term Test of coeff. diffs.
circumvention circumvention
B S.E. B S.E.
Controls
Constant 244" 0.17 228" 0.19 ns.
Age 0.02" 0.01 0.00 0.04 ns.
Gender (male =0, female = 1) —0.02 0.08 -0.07" 0.03 n.s.
Primary independents
Perceived misfit (Likert-type 1-7) 0.06™ 0.01 0.26™ 0.02 p <001
Perceived ease-of-circumvention (Likert-type 1-7) 0.09™" 0.02 0.08"" 0.01 n.s.
Interaction term
Perceived misfit x ease-of-circumvention 0.022”" 0.006 0.00 0.63 p <001
AR? (on addition of interaction term) 00517 0.012
Final R* 0.5027" 0.675"

Note. Since no other preliminary controls are significant in the regressions, either w.r.t. total
model R? or factor coefficients, their numbers are excluded from this table. **p < 0.01, one-tailed,
*p < 0.05, one-tailed.
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Table 5 GLS regressions for relevance of past supervisory experience

DV: long-term circumvention

Binary treatment effects Perceived context effects
B SE. B S.E.
Controls
Constant 335" 0.21 318" 0.33
Age 0.00 0.02 -0.02 0.05
Gender (male = 0, female = 1) —-0.05" 0.02 —0.09" 0.04
Primary independents
Misfit (low =0, high = 1) 175" 0.32
Perceived misfit (Likert-type 1-7) 0.24™ 0.08
Ease-of-circumvention (low =0, high=1) 0.41" 0.15
Perceived ease-of-circumvention (Likert-type 1-7) 0.06™" 0.03
Interaction term
Misfit x ease-of-circumvention binaries 0.03 0.57
Perceived misfit x ease-of-circumvention 0.00 0.23
Post-hoc experiential control
Past supervisory experience (staff count) -0.04" 0.02 —0.05" 0.02
AR? (on addition of past supervisory term) 0.039" 0.031"
Final R* 0.6837 0.706""

Note. Since no other preliminary controls are significant in the regressions, either w.r.t. total
model R? or factor coefficients, their numbers are excluded from this table.**p < 0.01, one-tailed,
*p < 0.05, one-tailed.

Fig. 1. Relationship between discomfort with prescribed rules and variation
in processing.
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Fig. 2. Implication of strong-rule structures on the variation in processing

practices.
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Range of processing practices across 5 workers when strong rule-structures force compliance with prescribed
protocols; As long as such rule-structures continue to suppress alternatives the impact on practice may
be largelyindependent of the average level of discomfort with prescription.

Fig. 3. Contingent role of perceived misfit, ease of circumvention and time

on variation in practice.
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Fig. 4. Operational convergence trends after implementation at TECH.
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Fig. 5. Operational divergence trends after implementation at Tristen.
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Fig. 6. Simple effect comparisons for each combined treatment and
respondent reaction.
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Fig. 7. Simple effect comparisons for past supervisory experience on

long-term intentions given treatments.
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