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ABSTRACT 
Previous research in regulatory compliance has often sought to create typologies of 
businesses with different motivations for compliance and non-compliance: such as 
amoral calculators versus good organizational citizens. Researchers, however, 
increasingly recognize that both individuals and business firms typically hold a range 
of potentially inconsistent goals and motivations relevant to compliance at once. In 
this paper we seek to develop a stringent motivational typology to conceptualize and 
measure prior business motivations (economic, social and normative motives) 
relevant to compliance behavior. We expect that individual businesses will have 
multiple motivations, but will prioritize some motives more highly than others. 
Through data on the thousand biggest companies in Australia we examine whether 
economic, social and normative motivations can be identified as separate dimensions 
or not. We go on to identify three different clusters of businesses that prioritize 
economic, social and normative motives in different ways: ‘Optimizers’, ‘Non-
engagers’ and ‘Dissenters’. Finally, we show that the companies in the different 
motivational clusters are fairly even represented when it comes to industry and 
capacity, indicating that motivation and the combination of multiple motives in itself 
might contribute to explaining behavior – independently of other characteristics of the 
business.       
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INTRODUCTION 
In a seminal early paper on regulatory compliance, Kagan and Scholz (1984) noticed 
that legislators, regulators, academics and business people all tend to sort business 
firms into one or other of a few simple stereotypes in order to intuit  their dominant 
motivations, and therefore their likely response to regulation and enforcement. 
‘Amoral calculator’ firms are ‘motivated entirely by profit-seeking’. They will 
disobey ‘when the anticipated fine and probability of being caught are small in 
relation to the profits to be garnered’ (Kagan & Scholz 1984: 67). They will comply if 
the costs of non-compliance outweigh the gains. By contrast, ‘political citizen’ firms 
are ‘ordinarily inclined to comply with the law, partly because of belief in the rule of 
law, partly as a matter of long-term self-interest’ (Kagan & Scholz 1984: 67). They 
will generally respond well to education, persuasion and guidance towards 
compliance. Political citizen firms’ commitment to compliance can, however, be 
contingent: ‘At least some law-breaking stems from principled disagreement with 
regulations or orders they regard as arbitrary or unreasonable’ (Kagan & Scholz 1984: 
68). A third stereotype, businesses that might want to obey the law but are 
‘organizationally incompetent’ to do so, recognizes that it is not just motivations that 
are important for compliance but also capacities.1  ‘Folk’ conceptions of business 
responses to the law often make an even more simplistic distinction between ‘good 
apples’ and ‘bad apples’ (Bardach & Kagan 1982: 64-65; see also Hutter 1989, 
Hawkins 1989, Pearce & Tombs 1998).  

Does this sort of division between firms that are motivated by a sense of good 
citizenship and those that are motivated only by single-minded profit-maximization 
reflect reality? In their theory of ‘responsive regulation’, Ayres and Braithwaite (1992) 
influentially argued that it does not: According to them, both individuals and firms 
have ‘multiple selves’ with different motivations that operate both serially and, at 
times, simultaneously. The policy implication is that regulators should deploy plural 
regulatory strategies ‘responsively’ in order to activate plural motivations (see also 
Gunningham & Grabosky 1998; Gunningham & Johnstone 1999; Simpson 2002: 132-
138, 151-2). Similarly, Gunningham, Kagan and Thornton (2003) have shown how 
firms are simultaneously motivated by different drivers for compliant and ‘beyond 
compliance’ environmental behavior deriving from the competing demands of 
different stakeholders for business firms to satisfy legal, social and economic 
“licences to operate”. Perez et al (2009: 620) have also recently developed a model of 
the “polyphonic organization” which accommodates multiple logics and can have “an 
equilibrium trajectory that enmeshes together environmental and economic goals” 
through the adoption of voluntary self-regulatory initiatives such as ISO14001. These 
models tend to assume that firms have plural, potentially competing motivations for 
regulatory compliance.  

The purpose of this paper is to take one step behind these theoretical developments 
and seek to establish whether it is empirically possible to identify different main or 
‘master’ motivations relevant, but prior, to compliance among business firms? If so, 
do businesses neatly separate into stereotypical ‘good citizen’ and ‘profit-
maximizing’ apples prioritizing distinct, unitary motivations, or do they each hold 
constellations of plural motivations at the same time? Empirical research that 
establishes from the ground up which motivations, and constellations of motivations, 

                                                 
1 We explore this in another paper: details. 
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are held by different firms will help form reliable building blocks for theories that 
seek to understand and explain compliance and regulatory policy.  

In the first part of the paper we use the research literature on regulatory compliance to 
hypothesize that we should be able to identify three distinct types of motivations 
relevant to compliance among business firms: economic, social and normative 
motivations. We expect each business firm to hold a constellation of these three 
motivations, but the nature of the constellations can differ. We hypothesize that these 
constellations of motivation are fundamental characteristics of each firm that do not 
simply reflect other ‘demographic’ characteristics such as industry or resources.    

In the second part of the paper we describe our empirical study of large Australian 
businesses, and our research strategy in investigating their motivations in relation to 
competition and consumer protection law.  

The third part of the paper sets out our empirical findings, and discusses their 
significance. As expected, we find that economic, social and normative motivations 
are distinct, but that each business holds a combination of each of these motivations. 
We identify three different constellations of motivations held by three different 
groups of firms in our data. We label these firms “Optimizers”, “Non-engagers” and 
“Dissenters”, and briefly discuss the relevance of the identification of these groups for 
theory and policy. 

 

 

CONCEPTUAL FOUNDATIONS AND THEORETICAL EXPECTATIONS  

Economic, Social and Normative Motivations 
On the basis of previous empirical literature on regulatory compliance, particularly 
Winter and May (2001; see also May 2005), we expect to find three priorities or 
commitments that motivate business firms in relation to compliance and non-
compliance behaviors:  

Economic (material) motivations: the extent to which the firm is committed to 
maximizing it’s own economic or material utility. 

Social motivations: the extent to which the firm is committed to earning the approval 
and respect of others. 

Normative motivations: the extent to which the firm is committed to obeying the law 
(in general) for its own sake and the relevant regulatory regime (in particular) because 
it sees it as legitimate. 

The first category, economic or material motivations, relates broadly to the 
motivations of the stereotypical amoral calculator identified by Kagan and Scholz 
(1984). Indeed there is a long history of theorizing about the ways that calculative 
motivations drive compliance behavior (eg Becker 1968; Ehrlich 1972; Stigler 1970). 
This is based on an understanding of the business firm as an economic entity whose 
main focus and priority is to expand the business, make (and sell) more products and 
services, earn more money and return a greater profit to its owners. We include 
‘material’ with ‘economic’ motivations on the basis that the consequences of 
compliance or non-compliance may not be purely financial, but otherwise physical 
and material (eg imprisonment of an individual, closing down of a plant). 
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This is sometimes referred to as ‘calculative thinking’ or ‘rational choice’. Winter and 
May (2001) refer to ‘calculative motivations’ for compliance. We prefer to 
conceptualize this as firms being ‘economically’ (or materially) motivated. This is 
because our focus is on identifying the substantive goals or priorities that motivate 
firm behaviour. Talking about ‘calculative thinking’ or ‘rational choice’ in this 
context is a category mistake. The extent to which individuals and business engage in 
a logic or method of rational calculation as opposed to other logics of decision-
making – such as pre-rational cognitive thinking or a logic of appropriateness (March 
& Olsen 1989; Suchman 1997) – is a different issue to what substantive priorities and 
commitments they take into account (rationally or otherwise) in their decision-making 
(see Shover & Hochstetler 2006). Logics of decision-making are certainly relevant to 
understanding compliance behaviour. But here our focus is on substantive goals or 
motivations.  

Our second and third categories, social and normative motivations, pull apart different 
aspects of the stereotype of business as political citizen (Kagan & Scholz 1984). 
Clearly the political citizen can be motivated to comply (or not comply) by a 
normative commitment to compliance with the law. But when Kagan and Scholz 
discuss the ‘long-term self-interest’ of political citizens in compliance, they implicitly 
recognize that the political citizen can also be motivated by social, rather than purely 
normative, motives.  

Our conceptualization of social motivation therefore refers to the goal of earning the 
approval and respect of significant people with whom an actor interacts (Winter & 
May, 2001: 678; Grasmick & Bursik 1990). Potential sources of such social 
acceptance include other businesses, trading partners, employees, customers, local 
communities, the wider public, family and friends. The approval and respect of 
regulators might also be important since regulated businesses have a relationship with 
regulators with whom they interact on multiple occasions (Ayres & Braithwaite 1992; 
Scholz 1984).  

Some theorists seek to lump social motivations together with economic motivations 
since social stigma might lead to longer term economic and other losses, and might be 
regarded as being essentially self-interested thinking (eg Grasmick & Bursik 1990). 
Lumping social and economic motivations together however does not adequately 
recognize the distinctive power of the psychological motivation to be well-regarded 
by one’s peers, and to act even against one’s own immediate self-interest to accord 
with other’s perceptions of what is the right thing to do (Braithwaite 1989 69-83; 
Makkai & Braithwaite 1993; Nielsen & Parker 2008; Vogel 2005). It is important to 
make this distinction: Whether it is a social or economic motivation that is operating 
on a firm or individual’s behaviour could make quite a difference to regulatory policy. 
If a firm is primarily economically motivated, then large fines might be necessary to 
ensure compliance. Whereas if the firm is more socially motivated, then quite a small 
fine might be effective as long as firm leaders believe that a breach of the law will 
become known and lead to social opprobrium.   

It is equally unsatisfactory to put social and normative motivations together (as does 
Lindenberg’s notion of the ‘normative goal’ in goal framing theory for example: 
Lindenberg & Steg 2007). Lumping social and normative motivations together does 
not adequately recognize the distinction between those goals that are pursued because 
others see them as desirable (social motivation), and those that have been accepted or 
internalized as intrinsically desirable (normative motivation – see below). Any theory 
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for explaining regulatory compliance behavior – and especially for suggesting policy 
responses to non-compliance – should be able to distinguish between situations where 
an individual or firm is intrinsically and individually motivated to voluntary comply 
and situations where some sort of social pressure (whether from an official regulator 
or third parties) is necessary to motivate compliance. It is true that we might expect 
that, in general, the more social pressure there is to comply, the more likely it is that 
individuals and firms will also accept the normative desirability of compliance for 
themselves. But where new and potentially controversial regulatory goals are 
introduced, such as stringent measures to reduce global warming for example, it might 
be quite important to understand whether firms can be motivated by social pressure to 
comply (social motivation) or whether they need to affirmatively agree with the 
substantive goals underlying the regulation or at least trust in the legitimacy of the 
regulatory process in order to comply (normative motivation) (see Carbonara et al 
2008).    

Our conceptualization of normative motivations refers to an actor’s sense of moral 
agreement, or at least sense of duty to comply, with a given regulation (Winter & May, 
2001: 677). Normative commitment theories see compliance as a result of internalized 
moral judgments by people about the substance and procedures of the law and legal 
authorities. Many empirical studies of responses to regulation in the “compliance” (as 
opposed to the “deterrence”) tradition have focused on this category of motives (eg 
Burby & Patterson, 1993; Levi, 1988 & 1997; McGraw & Scholz, 1991; Scholz & 
Pinney, 1995; Tyler, 2006; 2008).   Normative motivation to comply can be based on 
people's belief that a law is just in the sense that obeying the law leads to an outcome 
that substantively fits with their moral or ideological values (Tyler & Darley 2000; 
Kuperan & Sutinen 1998). It can also refer to the situation where people are 
motivated to obey a law because they see that law, and its enforcement, as 
procedurally just (Tyler 2006) - they trust the legitimate authority of the law and of 
the regulatory agencies that administer the law, rather than evaluating the substance of 
the law.  As we shall discuss further in the results section below, this means that 
normative motivations actually encompass a range of sub-categories of normative 
motivation.     

 

Identifying Prior Organizational Motivations  
Many studies of business compliance and non-compliance focus specifically on 
motivations to comply with the particular regulatory regime under examination. We 
expect, however, that the motivations of individuals and businesses are prior to, and 
separate from, their awareness of, and interaction with, specific regulatory regimes.  
Our aim is therefore to identify broad, general commitments rather than specific 
motivations to comply with particular laws in particular circumstances.2 We see the 
specific commitment to comply or not with a specific law in a specific context as the 
outcome of an organizational decision-making process that is likely to take into 
account not only prior commitments or motivations (our concern here), but also 
capacities to comply, and a range of specific contextual factors. In order to 
theoretically understand and explain compliance behaviors – and therefore to predict 
the impact of regulatory interventions - it is necessary to conceptually separate prior 
motivations from organizational capacities and resources and the various contextual 
                                                 
2 Note however that, as we shall see, it is impossible to fully measure normative motivations without 
asking about agreement with the specific law and opinion of a specific regulator.   

 5



factors that will presumably affect compliance intentions and behaviors in any 
particular situation.    

We hypothesize that economic, social and normative motivations are distinct. In 
practice, however, it can be difficult for an observer to identify which of the three 
motivations is operating in any particular situation. For example, when a fine can be 
levied for breach, this might activate economic motivations to avoid financial loss, but 
there might also be a social stigma associated with being fined. Another example is 
that a firm that engages in various green initiatives in order to avoid loss of business 
from green-conscious consumers (economic motivation) and to be seen by others as a 
good citizen (social motivation) might in fact over time internalize the need to green 
business and take it on as its own normative goal. It is therefore important, as we do 
in this paper, to seek to identify and differentiate motivations for compliance prior to 
identifying the way they have been put into action in particular situations.   

This also means that we cannot necessarily observe or ‘read off’ from a situation or 
fact what any particular firm’s motivations ‘must have’ been: Observational studies of 
motivation are therefore inappropriate. Either self-report survey or interpretive, 
qualitative research is necessary. In this paper we use survey data from a 
questionnaire designed on the basis of our previous qualitative research in the same 
regulatory field, and previous theoretical and empirical research by others. We adopt 
the approach of Scott and Davis (2007:186) in seeing organizational goals as being set 
“by a negotiation process that occurs among members of the dominant coalition” in 
an organization.3 Therefore we ask about the motivations and opinions of the ‘senior 
management of the firm’ and attribute this to the firm. 

 

Constellations of Plural Motivations 
We see economic, social and normative motivations as the main substantive goods or 
goals to which business firms might commit themselves and that are relevant to 
compliance. There is no reason why a firm cannot be theoretically committed to all 
three, or any combination of all three. Ayres and Braithwaite’s (1992) responsive 
regulation theory and Gunningham et al’s (2003) conception of competing social, 
economic and legal licenses to operate both assume that most businesses are 
motivated by all three at once: They suggest that the actions of regulators and 
stakeholders can influence which motivation comes to the fore at any particular time. 
Etienne (2010) has used goal framing theory (Lindenberg & Steg 2007) to specify 
more clearly how this might work. He argues that although actors always have 
multiple goals or motivations that affect compliance, there must always be one 
motivation only that stands in the centre of an actor’s attention and frames their 
perceptions of the available courses of actions and the salience of their other 
background goals. Other theorists are more concerned with explaining how 
organizations cope with the impossibility of fulfilling all their goals in any particular 
real life situation (eg Brunsson 2002; Wilson 1989). Perez et al’s (2009) conception of 
the polyphonic organization, by contrast, seeks to explain how multiple logics and 
cultural themes can in fact be accommodated and intertwined within the dynamic, 
networks of decisions that occur inside organizations, with their exact relation 
differing from context to context.  

                                                 
3 Scott and Davis themselves cite March and Cyert (1963) for this point.  
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Each of these approaches assumes that motivations are plural and is concerned with 
how they are put into action in the world. In this paper, however, we seek to identify 
not only whether firms have prior motivations, but also how plural motivations relate 
to one another prior to them being put to the test in any particular action or interaction 
in the world. We seek to distinguish between motivations (and constellations of 
motivations) and actions. 

We know that all business firms are likely to be motivated by profit to at least some 
extent almost by definition. Therefore it is the relative priority of economic 
motivations versus more social and normative motivations that we expect to be 
relevant. We do not expect to find extreme – or caricatured – businesses with motives 
that are purely economic or social or normative. But at the same time, this does not 
mean that all individuals or firms end up with more or less the same sludgy grey mix 
of motives. We expect to see differences in the intensity and relative weight given to 
each motivation in different businesses. We expect to find clusters of businesses that 
in subtle, but identifiable, ways differ in the priority they give to different motivations 
when we measure them on all three dimensions at the same time.    

 

Summary into Hypotheses 
We can summarize the discussion above into two main hypotheses: 

We expect to find distinct fundamental business motivations for compliance along 
three dimensions: economic motivations, social motivations and normative 
motivations. [H1] 

We expect that business firms do not divide into types motivated exclusively by 
singular priorities. Rather, each business firms holds a constellation of these three 
(potentially contradictory) motivations. [H2] 

Finally, we need to test the independence of the clusters of motivational constellations 
that we identify to be sure that they really do relate to independent variables that 
might have explanatory value on their own account. This leads to a third hypothesis: 

We expect that constellations of motivations are independent variables that do not just 
mirror the characteristics of the business in terms of size, organizational resources and 
market position. [H3] 

 

RESEARCH METHOD 

Data 
In order to test our hypotheses we need a dataset that first and foremost includes 
information about businesses’ different kinds of motivations, and secondly, contains 
data from a broad variety of businesses. Furthermore, to measure the different 
motivations as validly and reliable as possible, the data should focus on a specific 
regulatory area rather than asking more abstract questions in general terms.     
Our data come from a quantitative survey of business experience of enforcement and 
compliance in relation to Australia’s national competition and consumer protection 
legislation, the Trade Practices Act 1974 (Cth) (TPA). The TPA applies to all 
Australian businesses and prohibits certain anti-competitive conduct (eg price-fixing, 
abuse of market power), unfair trading practices (especially misleading and deceptive 
advertising), non-compliance with legislated product safety standards, and 
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unconscionable conduct in business dealings. The largest4 2321 Australian businesses 
trading in 2004 and readily contactable were identified (through a publicly available 
commercial list, the Dun and Bradstreet list), with special efforts made to include all 
those large businesses that had been the target of ACCC enforcement activity in the 
previous seven years, as identified by ACCC Annual Reports.5  
The questionnaire was to be filled in by the most senior person in the organization 
responsible for trade practices compliance, with a focus on contacting first the 
compliance manager, then the in-house counsel, the company secretary, the chief 
financial officer and, finally, the chief executive officer, in that order. The businesses 
were surveyed with a mailed self-completion questionnaire, and repeated telephone 
follow-up yielding 999 responses – a response rate of 43%. 6  Our response rate 
compares well with the 35.5% average response rates for similar questionnaire 
research of top management of business.7 Forty-two percent of those who filled out a 
questionnaire were chief executive officers, company secretaries or chief financial 
officers, and a further twenty percent general counsel or compliance managers. The 
profile of our respondents compares well with the profile of the whole list of the 
largest Australian businesses in terms of size and industry (Nielsen & Parker 2005:12-
13). 
 

Research Strategy  
First, we asked our business respondents to respond to a series of survey items based 
on our conceptualizations of the economic, social and normative motivations in order 
to test [H1]. We use factor analysis (principal component analysis) to examine the 
structure and dimensionality of the 26 items that constitute our indicators of motives to 
comply (see below). This technique identifies underlying dimensions that explain variation 
among the 26 items, assuming that the dimensions are themselves uncorrelated (see 
Dunteman 1989). It requires decisions about the number of components to retain and about 
how to label the derived dimensions.   

Second, we use cluster analysis to seek to identify businesses with different 
constellations of motivations [H2]. Cluster analysis allows us to see which 
respondents are most alike on a range of predefined variables (in this case, our 
measures of economic, social and normative motivations) and therefore form a cluster 
- a segment. Cluster analysis is often used in market research to identify different 

                                                 
4 It might seem to be problematic – especially in relation to our hypothesis 3 – that the survey was 
answered by the largest Australian companies. However businesses in Australia are not that big, and 
therefore the sample still includes a broad variety of companies when it comes to size (median number 
of employees among the sample is 362) and industry. For further information on the nature of the 
sample see Nielsen and Parker (2005).     
5 273 of the 2321 businesses surveyed were identified in this way.  

6 This under-estimates the actual response rate because we cut 4.3% of the responses actually received 
from the study because those respondents were too small (less than 100 employees) for our sample of 
large businesses. If we, quite reasonably, assume that similarly 4.3% of the entire list of companies 
surveyed (including non-respondents) were “too small”, then we would have a response rate of 45%. 
For a full report of the survey, including the sample and methodology, see Nielsen & Parker (2005: 
287).  
7 Baruch (1999) reports that the average for this type of questionnaire in articles published in high 
quality management journals is 35.5%. 
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segments of customers (but for another use in regulatory theory see May & Winter, 
2000). One by one the statistical procedures calculate the distance between each 
respondent to each of the other respondents that already form a cluster (the first 
respondent forms the first cluster, and then the distance of the second is calculated) on 
the different predefined variables. When the distance is too big, a new cluster – a new 
segment – is formed. Therefore the analysis could, in theory, end up with only one 
cluster (if the companies are extremely alike) or 999 individual clusters (if they are 
extremely unalike). In other words cluster analysis is an exploratory data analysis tool 
which aims at sorting different objects into groups in a way that the degree of 
association between two objects is maximal if they belong to the same group and 
minimal otherwise.  

To find out what characterizes each of the identified clusters and how they are 
different from one another we compare each cluster’s score on each of the measures 
of motivations by using analysis of variance (ANOVA). ANOVA gives a statistical 
test of whether the means of several groups are all equal.   

Third, we identify whether there any differences among the clusters in relation to size, 
resources, industry and market position [H3]. This is to test these three clusters’ 
robustness as independent measures. 

 

Measures 
Each of our measures of motives is based on our respondents’ self-reported answers 
to questions in our surveys. Self-report measures are particularly useful where the 
object of interest is the respondent’s endorsement, and weighting, of a motivation or 
attitude such as the measures shown in Table 1 (discussed below).  

The wording of each question was based on our earlier qualitative and documentary 
research on the nature of ACCC enforcement activities and their impact on business 
compliance (Parker & Stepanenko 2003), as well as theoretical considerations and 
previous studies.  

In large business organizations it is always problematic to ask one person to report on 
behalf of the whole firm, as we have done here.  However, the high rank and position 
of those who actually filled out the questionnaire for each organization (see above) 
suggests that we may have succeeded in finding the person in the organization best 
informed about trade practices compliance attitudes and activities to respond on 
behalf of the organization. We asked this well-informed senior person to report on 
their observation of the attitudes and motivations of senior management generally in 
their own firm.8 This measure of the “dominant coalition’s” priorities and goals is a 
reasonable measure of each businesses’ constellations of motivations when we are 
interested in the business as a single unified and legal entity.  

A more fundamental problem with self-report measures is that respondents might 
show social desirability bias that make it difficult for them to answer questions 
truthfully. Like other researchers, we sought to overcome this set of potential 
reliability problems by making (and following through on) strict guarantees of 
confidentiality and anonymity in our handling of the data in order to ensure that 
respondents felt they could safely answer questions honestly. Moreover, the fact that 
we ask our respondent to report on the overall attitudes and motivations of the senior 
                                                 
8 Hofstede et al 2002:788 use a similar survey strategy to overcome social desirability bias. 
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management, rather than him or herself personally, should help eliminate social 
desirability bias.      

 

Measures of Motivations: 

Our survey included a number of items asking the respondents who filled out the 
questionnaire on behalf of the business to report on the extent to which various 
specific motivations were a ‘priority [to] your organization’s ‘senior management’ 
(shown in Technical Appendix, Table A1).   

Economic motivations are measured by two items on the extent to which senior 
management prioritize maximizing return to shareholders and expanding the business.  

Social motivations are measured by five items rating the extent to which senior 
management prioritize keeping good relations with the ACCC, having a good 
reputation in the community, maintaining jobs, being a responsible corporate citizen, 
and maintaining a good public image of the organization. 

Normative motivations are measured by several items that attempt to capture the 
different dimensions of normative motivations identified in other studies including 
general attitudes towards compliance with the law; a more specific sense of moral 
commitment to compliance with the Australian TPA9; and extent of agreement with 
the specific substantive goals behind the TPA (Winter & May 2001: 677-8; Tyler & 
Darley 2000; Sutinen & Kuperan 1999:182).  

 

Measures of Other Characteristics of Businesses: 

In order to test H3, we also collected data about our respondents’ size (measured by 
number of employees), industry (measured by Australian and New Zealand Standard 
Industrial Classification)10, organizational resources, and market position. The survey 
items measuring organizational resources and market position are shown in Table A1 
in the Technical Appendix. 

                                                 
9 This measure is based on Valerie Braithwaite’s motivational posture of ‘commitment’: V. Braithwaite 
2003: 18, 20. 
10 The 17 industrial groups in ANZSIC were collapsed into 7 categories to obtain appropriate numbers 
in each cell. See Table 4 for the categories.  
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FINDINGS 

Five Distinct Underlying Motivations 
The best statistical fit for the principal component analysis is obtained by a five-
dimensional solution summarized in Table 1 (full statistics are shown in Technical 
Appendix, Table A3). It explains sixty-two percent of the overall variation in the twenty-six 
items measuring motivation to comply. It is a good statistical fit that meets the conventional 
statistical criterion for retention of underlying components with eigenvalues greater than 
one. As explained below, the substantive interpretation of the five dimensions is consistent 
with our theorizing, and therefore justifies retaining five dimensions.  

Representations that involve fewer dimensions are problematic. A three-dimensional 
solution explains only fifty percent of the overall variation and fails to represent adequately 
items measuring both economic motives and substantial aspects of normative motivation, 
namely civic duty. A four-dimensional solution increases the explanatory power to fifty-
five percent, but still fails to represent items that measure a sense of general obligation to 
obey the law.  

 
Table 1: Results of Principal Components Analysis - Five Dimensions of Compliance Motivation  

Economic Motivations 
Maximizing return to shareholders 
Expanding the business 

Social Motivations 
Keeping good relations with the ACCC 
Having a good reputation in the community 
Maintaining jobs 
Being a responsible corporate citizen 
Maintaining a good public image of the organization 

Normative Motivations 1: Duty to obey law for its own sake 
People should obey the law even if it goes against what they think is right  
Our organization feels a moral obligation to observe the TPA 
Most managers in this organization would in general feel ashamed if the organization 
committed a breach of the TPA 

Normative Motivations 2: Agreement with substantive goals behind TPA 
Making untrue claims or giving wrong information about products or services  - Damaging for 
Australian economic well-being  
Creating a misleading impression about products or services - Damaging for Australian 
economic well-being 
Making inaccurate statements about the country of origin of products - Damaging for Australian 
economic well-being 
Supplying products that do not meet mandatory product safety or labeling standards – 
Damaging for Australian economic well-being 
Using a strong bargaining position to put harsh conditions in an agreement with a consumer or 
business that is in a weaker bargaining position - Damaging for Australian economic well-being 
Taking advantage of someone's vulnerable circumstances (eg poor English skills, illness, youth 
or age) to sell them a product - Damaging for Australian economic well-being 
Mergers or acquisitions of organizations that substantially lessen the amount of competition in 
the market place - Damaging for Australian economic well-being 
Agreements between competitors to raise prices - Damaging for Australian economic well-being 
Competitors agreeing to share a market - Damaging for Australian economic well-being 
Using a dominant position in the market to eliminate or damage competitors - Damaging for 
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Australian economic well-being 
Supplying goods or services only on condition that the buyer agrees to purchase goods or 
services from another organization as well - Damaging for Australian economic well-being 
Supplying goods only on condition that their price not to be discounted by retailers - Damaging 
for Australian economic well-being 
Group boycotts: Trading with someone only on condition that they limit their competitive 
activities (eg by not trading with a competitor) - Damaging for Australian economic well-being 

Normative Motivations 3: Non-contingent compliance 
It is appropriate to breach the TPA if the purpose is to protect Australian products from foreign 
competitors (reversed) 
It is appropriate to breach the TPA if the purpose is to save Australian jobs (reversed) 
It is appropriate to breach the TPA if others are contravening the law (reversed) 

 

 

These results are consistent with [H1]. Economic and social motivations fall into separate 
categories exactly as we expected, confirming that these are two separate motivations for 
our sample of businesses. The various items we proposed to measure normative 
motivations were also distinct from both economic and social motivations. But normative 
motivations fell into three quite distinct dimensions of their own. 

The first dimension of normative motivation relates to a general attitude that one should 
obey the law because it is the law regardless of whether one agrees with it or not. We label 
this “Duty to obey the law for its own sake”. 

The second dimension of normative motivation loads highly on items characterizing the 
degree to which the businesses support the substantive goals of the TPA. Therefore we 
label this dimension “Agreement with substantive goals behind TPA”.   

Our data therefore reflect two quite separate dimensions of theorising normative motivation 
that are already found in theoretical literature. One relates to the respondent’s sense of 
substantive justice, that is their substantive agreement with the goals of the specific law 
under consideration. The other relates to a more general sense that it is right to obey the law 
for its own sake, regardless of how one evaluates the substance of the particular law under 
consideration.  We might expect this sense of “duty to obey the law for its own sake” to 
incorporate a more general internalized belief or trust in the legitimacy of the law and 
authorities (see Tyler 2006) and concomitant sense of obligation to obey.  

Our analysis also suggests the existence of a third distinct way of theorizing normative 
motivations for compliance that is much more situational, and potentially self-serving, than 
the other two.  Senior management in some firms are willing to ask themselves, “Is there an 
overriding substantive goal that might justify (or rationalize) my non-compliance in in this 
situation?” Our label for this normative motivation, “non-contingent compliance”, focuses 
on those who never ask themselves this question. These firms see compliance as always 
appropriate no matter what: non-compliance cannot be justified or rationalized by particular 
contingencies. Those who are prepared to decide whether it is appropriate to breach the law 
on the basis of whether they agree with the actual application of the law in a particular 
situation are willing to normatively rationalize non-compliance.   

This adds an important dimension to theoretical understandings of normative motivations of 
compliance. This latter group are firms who do not necessarily disagree in principle with 
the normative goals of a particular law. Nor do they necessarily have a general mistrust of 
the law or lack of belief in its legitimacy. Nevertheless they do reserve the right to make 
their own judgment about whether the actual application of the law achieves appropriate 

 12



substantive goals in any particular situation, and to alter their motivation to comply 
accordingly. Tyler and others have persuasively shown that it is important that regulatory 
compliance theory distinguish between people’s normative evaluation of the law in terms of 
their sense of substantive justice (morality) and their sense of procedural justice 
(legitimacy). The emergence of “non-contingent compliance” as a separate dimension of 
normative motivation here indicates that we should also be careful to distinguish between 
people’s normative evaluations of the law (whether substantive or procedural) in general, 
and in specific applications. People may believe in the substantive and procedural justice of 
the law in general, but reserve the right to question its substantive (or procedural) justice in 
specific applications.    

 

 

Constellations of Plural Motivations 
Having identified the underlying components of motivations to comply, the next step is to 
identify whether businesses divide into types motivated exclusively by singular priorities or 
whether they hold constellations of the five identified motivations. In order to identify 
patterns in the motivations held by regulated businesses, we need to consider the similarities 
and differences among businesses for all twenty-six items used to measure compliance 
motivations (see Technical Appendix, Table A2). Our identification of constellations of 
motivations held by the businesses is therefore analytically distinct from the identification 
of the dimensions of motivation: We group businesses with respect to all twenty-six items, 
rather than with respect to the five underlying dimensions, We do this by employing 
iterative cluster analysis to identify groups of businesses that have similar motivations and 
priorities in relation to the TPA.11 This technique requires choices about the number of 
groupings or clusters to identify. 

Table 2 shows our identification of three clusters of businesses. (Full statistics, including 
individual motivation items, are shown in the Technical Appendix, Table A4). We also 
compared the results for three clusters with those we obtained when identifying between 
two and four clusters. The two-cluster solution did not catch the distinction between social 
motivations and normative non-contingent compliance motivations. A solution with four 
clusters resulted in a cluster with only three respondents. A three-cluster grouping therefore 
provides the most reasonable representation of constellations of motivations to comply 
amongst this sample.     

                                                 
11 See Aldendefer and Blashfeld (1984) for an overview of cluster analysis. The K-means statistical 
routine of the SPSS for Windows statistical package was employed. The clustering is based on the 
Euclidean distance between the unstandardized measures (five-point scales) for each of the 26 items 
that enter into our analysis of compliance motivation (see Table 1).    
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Table 2: Three Clusters of Businesses: Optimizers, Disengagers and Dissenters 

 Cluster 1: 
Optimizers 

Cluster 2: 
Non-

engagers 

Cluster 3: 
Dissenters 

Sig. 
difference 

Cluster information 
Number of businesses12 447 413 81  
Percent of Total 48 43 9  
Dimensions of compliance motivation 
Economic motivations:  4.34 

(0.69) 
4.21 

(0.70) 
4.29 

(0.64) 
* 

Social motivations:  4.35 
(0.45) 

3.74 
(0.54) 

3.97 
(0.56) 

*** 

Normative motivations 1: Duty to obey 
law for its own sake 

4.11 
(0.50) 

3.85 
(0.50) 

3.81 
(0.56) 

*** 

Normative motivation 3: Agreement 
with substantive goals behind TPA 

4.50 
(0.27) 

3.93 
(0.32) 

1.93 
(0.40) 

*** 

Normative motivations 1: Non-
contingent compliance 

4.14 
(0.59) 

3.73 
(0.65) 

4.00 
(0.48) 

*** 

Cell entries are the mean values of designated items for businesses comprising the designated cluster of 
compliance motivation calculated using K-means  clustering for the items that comprise compliance 
motivation. For each comparison the difference of means F-test is *** = p< .005 ** = p< .01 * = p< .05 
(two-tailed). 

 

Consistent with [H2], the findings show that businesses have plural motivations. All three 
groups rate all the motivations fairly highly, with one exception. A small group (Cluster 3, 
Dissenters) rate themselves very low on agreement with the substantive goals behind the 
TPA, while a large group (Cluster 1, Optimizers) rate themselves extremely high on this 
motivation (see discussion below). As a general rule all five types of motivation — 
economic, social and the three types of normative motivation — are important for all 
businesses. Economic motivations generally have the highest priority, as expected. We can 
therefore conclude that economic motivation is a shared fundamental for all our business 
respondents. Social motivations are also rated fairly highly by all businesses. There are 
however a large group of respondents (413) who rate social motivations significantly lower 
than the other respondents.  

We label the first cluster, “Optimizers” since they want to optimize all their priorities. They 
are characterized by their significantly higher rating of all five categories of motivation 
compared with the other groups. Compared with the other groups, they are particularly high 
on the priority they give to social motivations and on their normative agreement with the 
substantive goals behind the TPA. They want to do everything right, please everybody, and 
pursue their own economic interest as well.  

The existence of this cluster (at nearly half our sample) lends support to the idea that many 
businesses are inherently motivated not only to comply but also to go ‘beyond compliance’ 

                                                 
12 65 businesses could not be classified due to missing data  
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(eg Gunningham et al 2003; Coglianese & Nash 2006). But it also raises the question of 
whether it is actually possible in real life for this group to optimize all their goals in action 
(see Perez et al 2009). What happens when they are faced with a specific regulatory 
compliance dilemma where different priorities conflict? Will one priority move into a 
dominant position and crowd out the other goals (Etienne 2010)? Is “lip service” paid to 
one while another is achieved (Brunsson 2002)? Or are they able to find alliances between 
different goals (Perez et al 2009)? We would need to know something about what external 
and internal resources they had available to them in any particular situation to be able to 
hypothesize as to how the optimizers would actually fare in real life at seeking to achieve 
all their goals (Pfeffer & Salancik 2003/1978).  

We label the second cluster, “Non-engagers”. This group aspire generally to the 
fundamental economic and normative values of business, but do so relatively 
unenthusiastically. Indeed they downplay the priority of social stakeholders and the 
regulatory regime, as compared with the other two groups. They still rate all the 
motivations quite highly; they do not, however, prioritize social motivations or non-
contingent compliance as much as the other two groups. They are also significantly lower 
than the optimizers on agreement with the substantive goals behind the TPA - but nowhere 
near the depth of disagreement of the dissenters (see below). They are not as ambitious as 
the optimizers to ‘have it all’ and keep everyone happy. Finally, they are also the lowest 
group on non-contingent compliance. This then is the group who might be most likely to 
normatively rationalize non-compliance. That is, they might feel that they generally believe 
in the morality of compliance with the law, but also be quite willing to ask themselves 
whether compliance is normatively justified by the substantive application of the law in 
particular situations. It may be that non-engagers use this sense of contingent compliance to 
“balance” economic motivations with normative and social motivations and ensure that 
economic self-interest prevails in circumstances where there is a conflict. Thus, a senior 
manager who says “I believe in complying with the prohibition on price-fixing; but, I think 
it is a more important justice issue to save Australian jobs” (see Parker 2010) can justify 
non-compliance in order to raise prices, keep his or her factory open, and hence save jobs 
when economic times are tough.    

The existence of this group supports the notion that many firms are primarily economically 
motivated, and might be relatively disengaged from social and normative motivations. 
However it is important to observe that social and normative motivations are still quite 
important for this group (even if less so than economic motivation), and might still be quite 
powerful. There is no sense here that these firms are purely profit-driven. Indeed our data 
give us just one snapshot in time. We cannot say whether firms’ clusters of motivations 
change so that the non-engager of today becomes the optimizer of tomorrow.  

The third cluster are the smallest group (only 9% of the businesses). They are characterized 
by their dramatically lower level of agreement with the substantive goals of the TPA. 
Therefore we call this group “Dissenters”. Yet they rate themselves fairly high on all the 
other motivations, (but not as highly as the optimizers). They rate themselves especially 
highly on economic motivations, and, to a lesser extent, social motivations and non-
contingent compliance. They see themselves as otherwise agreeing with the law, the duty to 
comply, and the need to please various social stakeholders. Therefore, despite the fact that 
they give economic motivations their highest rating, it is by no means true to say that they 
are purely amoral profit-maximizers or ‘bad apples’. They see a variety of social and 
normative motivations that would tend to support compliance as important. Yet they have a 
principled disagreement with the very goals of the TPA. 
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In measuring “Agreement with substantive goals” we had to specifically ask about the TPA. 
So we cannot know how common disagreement with other types of business regulation 
might be among our sample. But clearly there are a substantial minority of firms that do not 
agree with the TPA. This raises the question of whether this group might actively resist 
compliance with this law. This seems unlikely given that other social and normative 
motivations held by these firms would generally support compliance. Substantive 
normative disagreement with the law does not “spill over” into other motivations that 
suggest a lack of motivation to comply. However leaders of these firms might be motivated 
to be among those Australian business leaders who have actively politically lobbied against 
the further strengthening of the enforcement regime for the TPA (see Parker & Nielsen 
2007: 188-9). In the long-term, this type of lobbying can certainly have a significant effect 
on the efficacy and authority of the regulatory framework, and therefore on the nature and 
degree of compliance by the firms doing the lobbying and others. It is useful to be able to 
conceptually separate and individually measure different dimensions of motivation that 
might be relevant to compliance behaviour in different ways in order to explore further their 
relationship with each other and with compliance behaviour. 

Finally, the differences in actual scores on each of the individual motivation items are 
significant, but they are not – except for those on agreement with the substantive goals 
behind the TPA – huge.  Hypothesis 1, which expects us to find that the regulated 
businesses have different combinations of priorities of motivations, but that the 
differences are small, is thus supported by our data. In general business firms in the 
same country operating under the same regulatory regime have to juggle broadly the 
same priorities, with small gradations of difference as to how they do so. The most 
interesting finding is the huge difference on normative agreement with the very 
substance of the law between the majority and a minority.  

 

Characteristics of Clusters 

Finally, to test these three clusters’ independence, and that they do not just mirror 
differences between industries and capacities, we examine how the clusters are 
characterized in terms of  size, organizational resources, market position and industry. 
The results are shown in Tables 3 and 4.  

 
Table 3: Differences Between Clusters on Size, Organizational Resources and Market 
Position 

 Cluster 1: 
Optimizers 

 (N= 445) 

Cluster 2: 

Disengagers 

(N = 409) 

Cluster 3: 

Dissenters 

(N =81) 

Sig. difference 

Fundamental Organizational Characteristics 

Size  2.74 

(1.00) 

2.62 

(1.00) 

2.64 

(0.99) 

 

Organizational 
resources  

3.68 

(0.72) 

3.42 

(0.73) 

3.46 

(0.81) 

*** 

Market position  3.68 3.66 3.66  
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(1.23) (1.14) (1.26) 

 Statistics: One-Way ANOVA. Two-tailed sig. *** = p< .005 ** = p< .01 * = p< .05 (two-tailed) 

 
 
Table 4: Differences Between Clusters on Industry 
 

 Cluster 1: 
Optimizers 

 (N= 445) 

Cluster 2: 

Disengagers 

(N = 409) 

Cluster 3: 

Dissenters 

(N =81) 

Primary Industries 1.4 % 2.0 % 2.6 % 

Manufacturing and Construction 14.3 % 20.7 % 15.8 % 

Wholesale Trade   15.5 %  11.8 % 13.2 % 

Retail Trade and Hospitality 20.0 % 20.7 % 22.4 % 

Financial and Insurance 16.0 % 16.9 % 15.8 % 

Government 9.4 % 9.1 % 10.5 % 

Other services and education 23.5 % 18.9 %  19.7 % 

 100 % 100 % 100% 

 

 

The tests show that the motivational clusters are fairly evenly represented when it 
comes to both industry (Table 4) and capacities (Table 3). This indicates that 
motivations, and combinations of multiple motivations, might in themselves 
contribute to explaining behavior – independently of other characteristics of business 
firms.  However, as shown in Table 3, the optimizers are significantly better resourced 
compared to the other two clusters of businesses. This indicates that there might be 
causality between organizational resources and motivations. The more resources for 
research and development and the more legal, economic and technical knowledge a 
business has, the more capacity it also has to strive to fulfill a multiplicity of 
motivations at a fairly high level.         
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CONCLUSION 
Intuitions and earlier research might have suggested that a cluster analysis like this would 
identify a group of businesses that see themselves as prioritizing behaving as amoral 
economic calculators versus a group who see themselves as normatively and socially 
motivated corporate citizens.  We find that it is not so simple. Certainly business firms have 
distinct economic, social and normative motivations. There is, however, no cleavage 
between those who are economically oriented and those who are more normatively or 
socially oriented. All are oriented towards all three priorities - social, economic and 
normative. Hence our data supports the theory that all firms (through their senior 
management) hold a mix multiple motivations relevant to compliance.  

Nevertheless, we can identify different types of businesses based on their combination of 
weightings of motivations. Three groups emerged from our data who we label: ‘optimizers’, 
‘non-engagers’ and ‘dissenters’. The difference between the motivational types of 
businesses is primarily shown as a large cleavage between most of the businesses in our 
sample who agree with the substantive goals of the specific law we examined (optimizers 
and non-engagers), and a small group (the dissenters) who do not. We also find significant 
differences in the weighting of social motivation between the groups. It is not, however, the 
dissenters who report themselves to be less socially motivated, but the non-engagers. The 
optimizers distinguish themselves as being high on every motivation, and in particular 
higher than both other groups on both social and normative motivations.  

It seems that just about every business firm holds the ‘right’ social and normative 
motivations to potentially support compliance - even if these motivations are also held 
in tension with economic self-interest that might detract from compliance. Wanting to 
comply, however, is not the same as actually complying. The way that firms with 
mixed motives balance or reconcile potentially conflicting motivations in action in 
particular situations is all-important. The personal characteristics of firm decision-
makers and decision-implementers, and organizational resources, capacities, power 
structures and informal cultures undoubtedly affect the internal relationship and 
relative priority of the three different kinds of motivations (Howard-Grenville et al 
2008). Moreover, different motivations likely come to the fore at particular times and 
in response to different external threats and opportunities to motivate different 
behaviors and actions (Oliver 1991). A range of internal and external factors therefore 
influence whether and how motivations are translated into compliance action.  

Understanding and explaining firm’s different combinations of motivations and 
compliance behaviors is a crucial, complex, and ongoing research question for 
empirical and theoretical scholarship on regulation, and indeed for those charged with 
developing and implementing regulatory enforcement and compliance policies.  

Our paper contributes to this research endeavour by inquiring into the very 
conceptualization of motivations (and combinations of motivations) relevant to 
compliance separate from compliance behaviour and the host of other organizational 
factors (such as personal and professional characteristics of firm leaders, the nature of 
formal and informal organizational power structures, informal subcultures and so on)  
that influence behaviour. This provides a basis to build more stringent theoretical 
models that can explain how different motivations, behaviours, and other factors 
relate to one another.  

This paper, therefore, uses empirical data to open up the assumptions researchers and 
policy-makers often make about the variety and combination of motivations firms in 
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fact hold in relation to compliance. We have already seen that this inquiry confirmed 
our hypotheses, on the basis of existing literature, that firms have multiple social, 
economic and normative motivations, and that they hold all three types of motivations 
in constellations, rather than polarizing towards one of the other. Our finding also 
develop and extend understandings of motivations for compliance in the existing 
literature in two ways.  

First, we find that “normative” motivations split into at least three different varieties, 
not just the procedural justice and substantive justice (or legitimacy and morality) 
distinction with which regulation scholars are already familiar. The motivation of 
non-contingent compliance that we identified suggests that some firms will inquire 
into the substantive justice of a specific law (like the TPA) in its application to 
particular circumstances, as distinct from the substantive justice of that same law as a 
more general matter. That is some firms might believe in the morality of the TPA (or 
any other law), but still, separately, make a moral judgment about whether it applies 
in a substantively just way in particular circumstances or whether it interferes too 
much with other justice goals (such as saving jobs, or being environmentally friendly) 
in that situation. These are quite separate dimensions of motivation according to our 
data. We expect that the same distinction could probably be made in relation to 
Tyler’s conception of procedural justice, although our data were not apt to capture this. 
That is, firms and individuals might make a global assessment of the procedural 
justice or legitimacy of a particular regulatory authority separate to their evaluation of 
a specific decision by that authority in specific circumstances. Both could affect 
behaviour in different ways. This suggests that regulatory compliance researchers 
need to do more work on untangling the dimensions of normative motivation. In 
particular, we need to be careful to distinguish people’s normative evaluations of the law 
(whether substantive or procedural) in general, and in specific applications in addition to 
distinguishing their evaluations of procedural vis a vis substantive justice.  

The second way in which our findings might extend the current literature builds on this 
finding. Among our three clusters of businesses with different combinations of motivations, 
we find a clear group of “dissenters” who strongly disagree with the substantive justice of 
the TPA, but are relatively high on the other dimensions of normative and social motivation. 
Another group, “non-engagers” are lower than the other groups on non-contingent 
compliance: they are more willing to question the specific application of the TPA in 
particular circumstances, although they generally agree with the law. The distinction 
between these groups raises interesting questions about what effect on behaviour these 
differences in motivational emphasis might have. We wonder, for example, whether 
“dissenters” might be motivated to comply (or ‘creatively comply’: McBarnet 2003) with 
the law at least to the minimal extent necessary - but at the same time to lobby against the 
law and generally seek to minimize compliance requirements. “Non-engagers” on the other 
hand might be more motivated to simply rationalize away non-compliance and normatively 
‘block out’ the need to comply at all in particular circumstances. These are questions for 
further research, but show how clarifying and making small distinctions between different 
fundamental motivations might have quite profound implications for understanding why 
firms behave the way they do.  

Further research using other data sets with different regulatory regimes and a broader 
range of businesses will develop our understanding and clarity around these 
motivations. Our data are from a sample of 1000 of the 3000 biggest companies in 
Australia in relation to competition and consumer protection. Even though our data 
included a broad representation of industries and fair variety of firm size, research on 
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a broader spectrum of respondents is likely to find greater variation in motivations – 
at least in social and normative motivations – and a broader variety of types of 
business with different combinations of motivation. Research on firms in different 
countries mgith also find quite different results: Hofstede et al’s (2002) research on 
perceived goals of “tycoons” in fifteen countries found five businesses types with 
different clusters of goals. Australian tycoons grouped with the Latin countries and 
Hungary in lacking long term goals of continuity and profits and prioritizing family 
interests, personal wealth, power, short-term profits and a game and gambling spirit 
(unlike other Anglo countries!). This might suggest that Australian firms give a 
greater degree of priority to economic motivation than firms in some other countries. 
Perhaps replication of our research in other countries would find some ‘good apple’ 
firms who weighted social and normative motivations more highly than economic 
motivations. 

 

 20



REFERENCES 

Aldendefer, Marks and Roger K. Blashfield (1984). Cluster Analysis. Beverly 
Hills, California: Sage Publications. 

Ayres, Ian, and John Braithwaite (1992) Responsive Regulation: Transcending the 
Deregulation Debate. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Bardach, Eugene, and Robert Kagan (1982) Going by the Book: The Problem of 
Regulatory Unreasonableness. Philadelphia: Temple University Press. 

Baruch, Yehuda (1999) “Response Rate in Academic Studies – A Comparative 
Analysis”, Human Relations 52: 421-??. 

Becker, Gary S. (1968) “Crime and Punishment: An Economic Approach”, 
Journal of Political Economy 76: 169-217. 

Braithwaite, John (1989) Crime, Shame and Reintegration. New York: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Braithwaite Valerie (2003) “Dancing with Tax Authorities: Motivational Postures 
and Non-Compliant Actions.” In Taxing Democracy: Understanding Tax 
Avoidance and Evasion, edited by Valerie Braithwaite. Aldershot, UK: 
Ashgate. 

Brunsson, Nils (2002) The Organization of Hypocrisy: Talk, Decisions and 
Actions in Organizations. Oslo: Abstrakt forlag. 

Burby, Raymond J., and Robert G. Paterson (1993) "Improving Compliance with 
State Environmental Regulations." Journal of Policy Analysis and 
Management 12:753-772. 

Carbonara, Emanuela, Francesco Parisi, and Georg Von Wangenheim (2008) 
"Lawmakers as Norm Entrepreneurs." Review of Law and Economics 4: 779-
799 

Coglianese, Cary, and Jennifer Nash (2006) Beyond Compliance: Business 
Decision Making and the US EPA's Performance Track Program, Regulatory 
Policy Program Report RPP-10. Cambridge, MA: Mossavar-Rahmani Center 
for Business and Government, John F. Kennedy School of Government, 
Harvard University. 

Cyert, Richard M. and James G. March (1963) A Behavioral Theory of the Firm. 
Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Dunteman, George H. (1989). Principal Component Analysis. Newbury Park, 
California: Sage Publications. 
Ehrlich, Isaac (1972) “The Deterrent Effect of Criminal Law Enforcement”, 

Journal of Legal Studies 1: 259-276.  
Etienne, J. (2010) “The Impact of Public Policy on Private Behaviour: A Goal 

Framing Theory Approach” CARR Discussion Paper Series… 
Grasmick, Harold G, and Robert J Bursik (1990) ”Conscience, Significant Others, 

and Rational Choice: Extending the Deterrence Model”, Law & Society 

 21



Review 24:837-861. 
Gunningham, Neil and Peter Grabosky (1998) Smart Regulation: Designing 

Environmental Policy. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 
Gunningham, Neil, and Richard Johnstone (1999) Regulating Workplace Safety: 

Systems and Sanctions. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Gunningham, Neil, Robert A. Kagan, and Dorothy Thornton (2003) Shades of 

Green: Business, Regulation and Environment. Stanford, California: Stanford 
University Press. 

Hawkins, Keith (1989) Environment and Enforcement: Regulation and the Social 
Definition of Pollution. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 

Howard-Grenville, Jennifer A., Jennifer Nash, and Cary Coglianese. 
"Constructing the License to Operate: Internal Factors and their Influence on 

Corporate Environmental Decisions." Law & Policy 30 (2008): 73-107. 
 
Hutter, Bridget M. (1989) “Variations in Regulatory Enforcement Styles”, Law & 

Policy 11: 153-174 
Hofstede, G., C. Van Deusen, C. Mueller, T. Charles and The Business Goals 

Network (2002) “What Goals do Business Leaders Pursue? A Study in Fifteen 
Countries”, Journal of International Business Studies 33:785-803.  

Kagan, R, and J Scholz (1984) “The "Criminology of the Corporation" and 
Regulatory Enforcement Strategies.” In Enforcing Regulation, edited by K 
Hawkins and J Thomas. Boston: Kluwer Nijhoff Publishing. 

Kuperan, K., and Jon G. Sutinen (1998) "Blue Water Crime: Deterrence, 
Legitimacy, and Compliance in Fisheries", Law & Society Review 32: 309-
337. 

Levi, Margaret (1988): Of Rule and Revenue. Berkeley: University of California 
Press. 

Levi, Margaret (1997) Consent, Dissent, and Patriotism. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Lindenberg, S. and L. Steg (2007) “Normative, Gain and Hedonic Goal Frames 
Guiding Environmental Behavior”, Journal of Social Issues 63:117-137. 

Makkai, Toni, and John Braithwaite (1993) “The Limits of the Economic Analysis 
of Regulation: An Empirical Case and Case for Empiricism”, Law & Policy 
15: 271-291. 

March, J.G., and J.P. Olsen (1989) Rediscovering Institutions: The Organizational 
Basis of Politics. New York: The Free Press. 

May, Peter J. (2005) ”Compliance Motivations: Perspectives of Farmers, 
Homebuilders, and Marine Facilities", Law & Policy 27:317-347. 

May, Peter J, and Soren Winter (2000) ”Reconsidering Styles of Regulatory 
Enforcement: Patterns in Danish Agro-environmental Inspection“, Law & 

 22



Policy 22:143-173. 
McGraw, Kathleen M. & John T. Scholz (1991) “Appeals to Civic Virtue versus 

Attention to Self-Interest: Effects on Tax Compliance”, Law and Society 
Review 25: 471-493.  

McBarnet, Doreen. "When Compliance is not the Solution but the Problem: From 
Changes in Law to Changes in Attitude." In Taxing Democracy, edited by 
Valerie Braithwaite, 229-243: Ashgate, 2003. 

 
Nielsen, Vibeke Lehmann, and Christine Parker (2008) "To What Extent do Third 

Parties Influence Business Compliance?" Journal of Law and Society 35: 309-
340 

Nielsen, Vibeke Lehmann, and Christine Parker (2005) The ACCC Enforcement 
and Compliance Survey: Report of Preliminary Findings. Canberra: Centre for 
Competition and Consumer Policy, Australian National University. 

Oliver, Christine (1991) “Strategic Responses to Institutional Processes” Academy 
of Management Review 16:145-179.  

Parker, Christine (2010) “Criminalisation and Compliance: The Gap Between 
Rhetoric and Reality” forthcoming in Caron Beaton-Wells & Ariel Ezrachi 
(eds) Criminalising Cartels A Critical Interdisciplinary Study of an 
International Regulatory Movement. Oxford, Hart Publications, forthcoming. 

Parker, Christine, and Vibeke Lehmann Nielsen (2007) "What do Australian 
Businesses Think of the ACCC and Does it Matter?" Federal Law Review 35: 
187-239 

Parker, Christine, and Vibeke Lehmann Nielsen (2008) "How much does it hurt? 
How Australian businesses think about the costs and gains of compliance with 
the Trade Practices Act." Melbourne University Law Review 32: 554-608. 

Parker, Christine and Natalie Stepanenko (2003) Compliance and Enforcement 
Project: Preliminary Research Report. Canberra: Centre for Competition and 
Consumer Policy, Australian National University 

Pearce, F, and S Tombs (2008) Toxic Capitalism: Corporate Crime and the 
Chemical Industry. Dartmouth, Aldershot, England: Ashgate, 

Perez, O., Y. Amichai-Hamburger and T. Shterental (2009) “The dynamic of 
corporate self-regulation: ISO14001, environmental commitment, and 
organizational citizenship behavior.” Law and Society Review 43:593-629. 

Pfeffer and Salancik 2003/1978 
Scholz, John T. (1984) “Cooperation, Deterrence, and the Ecology of Regulatory 

Enforcement", Law & Society Review 18: 179-224 
Scholz, John T., and Neil Pinney (1995) ”Duty, Fear, and Tax Compliance", 

American Journal of Political Science 39:490-512. 
Scott, W. Richard, and Gerald F. Davis. 2007. Organizations and Organizing: 

Rational, Natural and Open System Perspectives. New Jersey: Pearson 
Prentice Hall, 2003. 

 23



Shover, Neal, and Andy Hochstetler (2006) Choosing White-Collar Crime. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Simpson, Sally. 2002. Corporate Crime, Law and Social Control. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Stigler, George J. (1970): ”The Optimum Enforcement of Laws”, Journal of 
Political Economy, 70: 526-536. 

Suchman, Mark C. (1997) "On Beyond Interest: Rational, Normative and 
Cognitive Perspectives in the Social Scientific Study of Law",  Wisconsin Law 
Review 475-501 

Sutinen, Jon G., and K. Kuperan (1999) "A Socio-economic Theory of Regulatory 
Compliance", International Journal of Social Economics 26:174-193. 

Tyler, Tom R. (2008). “Psychology and Institutional Design”, Review of Law and 
Economics (symposium issue on Law and Social Norms) 4:801-887 

Tyler, Tom R. 2006 (2nd edition). Why People Obey the Law. Princeton and 
Oxford: Princeton University Press. 

Tyler, T.R., and Darley, J. (2000).  Building a law-abiding society:  Taking public 
views about morality and the legitimacy of legal authorities into account when 
formulating substantive law.  Hofstra Law Review, 28, 707-739. 

Vogel, David (2005) The Market for Virtue: The Potential and Limits of 
Corporate Social Responsibility. Washington D.C.: Brookings Institution 
Press. 

Wilson, James Q. (1989) Bureaucracy: What Government Agencies Do and Why 
They Do It. New York, Basic Books.

Winter, Soeren, and Peter J May. 2001. "Motivation for compliance with 
environmental regulations." Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 
20:675-698. 

 

 

 24



TECHNICAL APPENDIX: 
 
Table A1: Measures of Organizational Resources and Market Position  

 
Mean Responses 1-5 
(Standard Deviation) 

 

Whole 
Measure 

Organisational Resources:  
How “well-resourced” – either by contracting out by using in-house expertise – do you think your 
organisation is in the following respects? (n = 961, 968 and 980) (‘Very badly resourced’ to ‘Very well 
resourced’) 
Research and development 3.20 (1.11) 
Legal knowledge 3.66 (0.96) 
Economic knowledge 3.69 (0.86) 

Technical knowledge relevant to compliance 3.60 (0.97) 

Mean = 3.54 
Cronbach 

Alpha = 0.78 
n = 970 
Min. = 1 
Max = 5 
Std. dev. 

0.75 
 

Market Position 
Our customers can easily switch to substitute 
products or services (n=964) 3.65 (1.2) NA 
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Table A2: Items Measuring Economic, Social and Normative Motivations 

 

Economic Motives  

Maximizing return to shareholders 
Expanding the business 

Social Motives 

Keeping good relations with the ACCC 
Having a good reputation in the community 
Maintaining jobs 
Being a responsible corporate citizen 
Maintaining a good public image of the organization 

Normative Motives  

People should obey the law even if it goes against what they think is right  
Our organization feels a moral obligation to observe the TPA 
Most managers in this organization would in general feel ashamed if the organization committed a 

breach of the TPA 
It is appropriate to breach the TPA if the purpose is to protect Australian products from foreign 

competitors (reversed) 
It is appropriate to breach the TPA if the purpose is to save Australian jobs (reversed) 
It is appropriate to breach the TPA if others are contravening the law (reversed) 
Making untrue claims or giving wrong information about products or services  - Damaging for 

Australian economic well-being  
Creating a misleading impression about products or services - Damaging for Australian economic 

well-being 
Making inaccurate statements about the country of origin of products - Damaging for Australian 

economic well-being 
Supplying products that do not meet mandatory product safety or labeling standards - Damaging for 

Australian economic well-being 
Using a strong bargaining position to put harsh conditions in an agreement with a consumer or 

business that is in a weaker bargaining position - Damaging for Australian economic well-being 
Taking advantage of someone's vulnerable circumstances (eg poor English skills, illness, youth or 

age) to sell them a product - Damaging for Australian economic well-being 
Mergers or acquisitions of organizations that substantially lessen the amount of competition in the 

market place - Damaging for Australian economic well-being 
Agreements between competitors to raise prices - Damaging for Australian economic well-being 
Competitors agreeing to share a market - Damaging for Australian economic well-being 
Using a dominant position in the market to eliminate or damage competitors - Damaging for Australian 

economic well-being 
Supplying goods or services only on condition that the buyer agrees to purchase goods or services 

from another organization as well - Damaging for Australian economic well-being 
Supplying goods only on condition that their price not to be discounted by retailers - Damaging for 

Australian economic well-being 
Group boycotts: Trading with someone only on condition that they limit their competitive activities (eg 

by not trading with a competitor) - Damaging for Australian economic well-being 
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Table A3: Results of Principal Components Analysis for Dimensions of Compliance 
Motivation  

 Loadings for Compliance Motive Dimensions 

 

Items Measuring Motives 

Normative 
Motives: 

Support for 
Policy Goals 

Social 
Motives 

Normative 
Motives: 

Contingent/Social 
Non-Compliance 

Economic 
Motives 

Normative 
Motives: 

Civic Duty 

Maximizing return to shareholders -.00 .06 .05 .85 .01 

Expanding the business .03 .23 .06 .76 .06 

Keeping good relations with the 
ACCC .12 .70 .13 .21 .18 

Having a good reputation in the 
community .14 .76 .13 .10 .26 

Maintaining jobs .06 .64 -.00 .00 .11 

Being a responsible corporate 
citizen .11 .79 .19 .15 .33 

Maintaining a good public image 
of the organization .12 .77 .11 .11 .24 

People should obey the law even 
if it goes against what they think is 
right  

.07 .12 .15 .02 .67 

Our organization feels a moral 
obligation to observe the TPA .06 .26 .25 .04 .69 

Most managers in this 
organization would in general feel 
ashamed if the organization 
committed a breach of the TPA 

.12 .25 .22 .03 .69 

It is appropriate to breach the TPA 
if the purpose is to protect 
Australian products from foreign 
competitors (reversed) 

.08 .13 .91 .05 .23 

It is appropriate to breach the TPA 
if the purpose is to save Australian 
jobs (reversed) 

.07 .12 .90 .08 .25 

It is appropriate to breach the TPA 
if others are contravening the law 
(reversed) 

.07 .14 .80 .04 .31 

Making untrue claims or giving 
wrong information about products 
or services  - Damaging for 
Australian economic well-being  

.84 .11 .00 .03 .11 

Creating a misleading impression 
about products or services - 
Damaging for Australian economic 
well-being 

.85 .15 -.02 .03 .09 

Making inaccurate statements 
about the country of origin of 
products - Damaging for 
Australian economic well-being 

.78 .17 .00 .00 .11 

Supplying products that do not 
meet mandatory product safety or 
labeling standards - Damaging for 
Australian economic well-being 

.83 .12 .03 .00 .11 

Using a strong bargaining position 
to put harsh conditions in an .77 .11 .07 .02 .08 
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agreement with a consumer or 
business that is in a weaker 
bargaining position - Damaging for 
Australian economic well-being 
Taking advantage of someone's 
vulnerable circumstances (eg poor 
English skills, illness, youth or 
age) to sell them a product - 
Damaging for Australian economic 
well-being 

.81 .13 .06 .01 .09 

Mergers or acquisitions of 
organizations that substantially 
lessen the amount of competition 
in the market place - Damaging for 
Australian economic well-being 

.73 .10 .09 .01 .05 

Agreements between competitors 
to raise prices - Damaging for 
Australian economic well-being 

.87 .11 .07 .01 .13 

Competitors agreeing to share a 
market - Damaging for Australian 
economic well-being 

.77 .06 .11 .05 .11 

Using a dominant position in the 
market to eliminate or damage 
competitors - Damaging for 
Australian economic well-being 

.79 .14 .07 .01 .11 

Supplying goods or services only 
on condition that the buyer agrees 
to purchase goods or services 
from another organization as well - 
Damaging for Australian economic 
well-being 

.74 .11 .12 .01 .10 

Supplying goods only on condition 
that their price not to be 
discounted by retailers - 
Damaging for Australian economic 
well-being 

.70 .11 .15 .02 .09 

Group boycotts: Trading with 
someone only on condition that 
they limit their competitive 
activities (eg by not trading with a 
competitor) - Damaging for 
Australian economic well-being 

.78 .13 .12 .04 .10 

Model Statistics  
Eigenvalue 
Variance Explained  

8.13 

31 % 

2,79 

11 % 

2.43 

9 % 

1.56 

6 % 

1.35 

5 % 

 

NB Cell entries are Pearson correlations between items measuring individual motives and the 
dimensions of compliance motivation derived from a principal component analysis using varimax 
rotation of axes. Items shown in bold are those used to label each motivational dimension. Each item is 
measured on a five point scale with the endpoints consisting of the indicated item labels.    
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Table A4: Results of Cluster Analysis: Three Clusters of Businesses 

 Cluster 1: 
(N =445) 

Cluster 2: 
(N=409 ) 

Cluster 3: 
(N = 81) 

Sig. 
difference 

Economic motives:  4.34 
(0.69) 

4.21 
(0.70) 

4.29 
(0.64) 

* 

Maximizing return to shareholders  4.32 
(0.98) 

4.23 
(0.96) 

4.32 
(0.85) 

 

Expanding the business 4.36 
(0.75) 

4.19 
(0.74) 

4.26 
(0.86) 

*** 

Social motives:  4.35 
(0.45) 

3.74 
(0.54) 

3.97 
(0.56) 

*** 

Keeping good relations with the ACCC  
 

3.83 
(0.94) 

2.97 
(0.96) 

3.28 
(1.02) 

*** 

Having good reputation in the community 4.68 
(0.50) 

4.16 
(0.74) 

4.32 
(0.69) 

*** 

Maintaining jobs 4.05 
(0.81) 

3.51 
(0.88) 

3.80 
(0.98) 

*** 

Being a responsible corporate citizen  4.54 
(0.58) 

3.90 
(0.78) 

4.12 
(0.71) 

*** 

Maintaining a good public image of the organization 4.67 
(0.53) 

4.17 
(0.69) 

4.30 
(0.66) 

*** 

Normative motives 1: 4.14 
(0.59) 

3.73 
(0.65) 

4.00 
(0.48) 

*** 

It is appropriate to breach the TPA if the purpose is to 
protect Australian products from foreign competitors 
(reversed) 

4.07 
(0.68) 

3.65 
(0.80) 

3.90 
(0.62) 

*** 

It is appropriate to breach the TPA if the purpose is to 
save Australian jobs (reversed) 

4.09 
(0.66) 

3.67 
(0.79) 

3.99 
(0.51) 

*** 

It is appropriate to breach the TPA if others are 
contravening the law (reversed) 

4.28 
(0.63) 

3.89 
(0.74) 

4.11 
(0.57) 

*** 

Normative motives 2: 4.11 
(0.50) 

3.85 
(0.50) 

3.81 
(0.56) 

*** 

People should obey the law even if it goes against 
what they think is right  

3.78 
(0.86) 

3.61 
(0.80) 

3.46 
(0.96) 

** 

Our organization feels a moral obligation to observe 
the TPA 

4.28 
(0.69) 

4.04 
(0.68) 

4.05 
(0.85) 

*** 

Most managers in this organization would in general 
feel ashamed if the organization committed a breach of 
the TPA 

4.26 
(0.64) 

3.91 
(0.76) 

3.93 
(0.76) 

*** 

Normative motives 3: 4.49 
(0.27) 

3.93 
(0.32) 

1.93 
(0.40) 

*** 

Making untrue claims or giving wrong information 
about products or services  - Damaging for Australian 
economic well-being  

4.67 
(0.51) 

4.35 
(0.58) 

1.60 
(0.54) 

*** 

Creating a misleading impression about products or 
services - Damaging for Australian economic well-
being 

4.56 
(0.52) 

4.21 
(0.56) 

1.67 
(0.50) 

*** 

Making inaccurate statements about the country of 
origin of products - Damaging for Australian economic 
well-being 

4.35 
(0.59) 

3.99 
(0.62) 

1.91 
(0.66) 

*** 

Supplying products that do not meet mandatory 
product safety or labeling standards - Damaging for 
Australian economic well-being 

4.76 
(0.47) 

4.44 
(0.66) 

1.63 
(0.62) 

*** 
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Using a strong bargaining position to put harsh 
conditions in an agreement with a consumer or 
business that is in a weaker bargaining position - 
Damaging for Australian economic well-being 

4.36 
(0.62) 

3.78 
(0.70) 

2.22 
(0.84) 

*** 

Taking advantage of someone's vulnerable 
circumstances (eg poor English skills, illness, youth or 
age) to sell them a product - Damaging for Australian 
economic well-being 

4.62 
(0.54) 

4.09 
(0.67) 

2.01 
(0.80) 

*** 

Mergers or acquisitions of organizations that 
substantially lessen the amount of competition in the 
market place - Damaging for Australian economic well-
being 

4.33 
(0.64) 

3.69 
(0.73) 

2.19 
(0.98) 

*** 

Agreements between competitors to raise prices - 
Damaging for Australian economic well-being 

4.79 
(0.43) 

4.19 
(0.65) 

1.54 
(0.61) 

*** 

Competitors agreeing to share a market - Damaging 
for Australian economic well-being 

4.44 
(0.72) 

3.76 
(0.83) 

1.63 
(0.66) 

*** 

Using a dominant position in the market to eliminate or 
damage competitors - Damaging for Australian 
economic well-being 

4.58 
(0.56) 

3.77 
(0.77) 

2.00 
(0.81) 

*** 

Supplying goods or services only on condition that the 
buyer agrees to purchase goods or services from 
another organization as well - Damaging for Australian 
economic well-being 

4.32 
(0.66) 

3.63 
(0.68) 

2.20 
(0.81) 

*** 

Supplying goods only on condition that their price not 
to be discounted by retailers - Damaging for Australian 
economic well-being 

4.13 
(0.70) 

3.43 
(0.69) 

2.27 
(0.89) 

*** 

Group boycotts: Trading with someone only on 
condition that they limit their competitive activities (eg 
by not trading with a competitor) - Damaging for 
Australian economic well-being 

4.55 
(0.58) 

3.74 
(0.68) 

2.20 
(0.87) 

*** 

Cell entries are the mean values of designated items for businesses comprising the designated cluster of 
compliance motivation calculated using K-means clustering for the items that comprise compliance motivation. 
For each comparison the difference of means F-test is *** = p< .005 ** = p< .01 * = p< .05 (two-tailed). 
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