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Abstract
Workplace bureaucracies impact many areas of an employee’s working life. High levels of perceived bureaucracy can diminish
employees’ job motivation, satisfaction, and performance. During the COVID-19 pandemic, infection containment measures
contributed significantly to the ‘great resignation’ via the lack of self-efficacy from perceived bureaucracy. This study surveyed
240 full-time employees between late 2021 and early 2022 across organizations in both private and public sectors in
Singapore using the Work Extrinsic Intrinsic Motivation scale, the Workplace Bureaucracy questionnaire, and the General
Self-Efficacy scale alongside demographic data collection. Results showed that salary range, education levels, self-efficacy and
job motivation were negatively associated with perceived workplace bureaucracies but not gender, age, and length of employ-
ment. The study’s findings provide insight into the effect of increased perceived bureaucracy during the COVID-19 pandemic
on employee experience that would be relevant to the workplace environment even in regular times as a possible interven-
tion point for better employee experience.

Plain Language Summary

The Relationship between Perceived Workplace Bureaucracies, Self-Efficacy and Job Motivation over the
COVID-19 Pandemic

Workplace bureaucracies impact many areas of an employee’s working life. High levels of perceived bureaucracy can
diminish employees’ job motivation, satisfaction, and performance. During the COVID-19 pandemic, infection
containment measures contributed significantly to the ‘great resignation’ via the lack of self-efficacy from perceived
bureaucracy. This study surveyed 240 full-time employees between late 2021 to early 2022 across organizations in both
private and public sectors of Singapore. Results showed that salary range, education levels, self-efficacy and job
motivation were negatively associated with perceived workplace bureaucracies but not gender, age, and length of
employment. The study’s findings provide insight into the effect of increased perceived bureaucracy during the COVID-
19 pandemic on employee experience that would be relevant to the workplace environment even in regular times
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Introduction

An employee’s work environment is the sum of relation-
ships between an organization’s employees and infra-
structure conditions that affect an employee’s work life.
Apart from productivity (Alwi & Shaiq, 2019), organiza-
tional environments can positively or negatively impact
employee behaviours (Eldor, 2017), morale (Lambersky,
2016; McHugh, 2001), motivation (Lam & Lambermont-
Ford, 2010; Y. Zhang et al., 2019) and engagement
(Collini et al., 2015; Keulemans & Van de Walle, 2020).
Bureaucratic organizations (Abun, 2021; Keulemans,
2021; Langer et al., 2019) where routine operations
adhere to strict rules and procedures (Hodson et al.,
2006), were reported to have increased employee perfor-
mance (Abun, 2021), while other studies showed
decreased employee satisfaction (Langer et al., 2019),
productivity (Feeney & DeHart-Davis, 2009) and job
motivation (Lam & Lambermont-Ford, 2010).

Since Weber’s bureaucratic theory (Weber &
Andreski, 1983) aims to maximize employee efficiency
by discouraging creativity, collaboration, flexibility and
risk-taking within a strict hierarchy of authority, it was
criticized for being too rigid (Piore, 2002), with the rela-
tionships being highly impersonal and serving only the
purpose of meeting work-related goals. On the other
hand, the neoclassic theory, utilizing more of the human
relations approach (Bartell, 1976) and the antithesis of
Weber’s bureaucratic theory, rewards innovation and
encourages risk-taking (Cangemi et al., 2008). In the
neoclassic theory, managers should trust employees and
work collaboratively with them (Rocha & Miles, 2009),
allowing such organizations to have improved employee
performance, motivation (X. Yang et al., 2022) and satis-
faction (Daley, 1986).

While bureaucratic work organizations were previ-
ously reported to be slow and laborious (Mengistu &
Vogel, 2003), defeating the primary purpose of maximiz-
ing productivity, street-level bureaucrats (front liners of
government policies) were recently reported to have
increased confidence within such environments
(Keulemans, 2021). Bureaucratic work environments
reportedly strengthened work engagement and leader-
ship (Arfat et al., 2017) since strict rules were usually
applied equally to all employees. Perceived fairness con-
tributes to a positive organizational culture that pro-
motes better satisfaction and productivity while reducing
workplace bullying. (Hodson et al., 2006)

Through attempts to harmonize Weber’s and the neo-
classic theories, the contingency theory (Wadongo &

Abdel-Kader, 2014) posits that no appropriate organiza-
tional design is a ‘one-size-fits-all’. Instead, adaption to
the specific situation and employee needs is necessary.
Thus, much remains to be investigated within the dichot-
omy between humanistic and bureaucratic work environ-
ments. While there were reports that Filipino college
employees’ work performance and self-efficacy increased
in humanistic work environments (Abun, 2021), bureau-
cratic organizations did not negatively impact self-effi-
cacy. Both humanistic and bureaucratic work
environments improved employee work performance,
revealing bureaucracy as a double-edged sword where
the positive impact on employees (Arfat et al., 2017;
Hodson et al., 2006; Keulemans, 2021) can be contra-
dicted by causing lowered satisfaction (Gautam, 2020;
Langer et al., 2019), decreased motivation (Abun, 2021;
Prendergast, 2007), increased burnout (Gunderman &
Lynch, 2018) and reduced innovation (Langer et al.,
2019). Since bureaucratic work environments tend to be
coercive and highly formal, freedom, autonomy, and
flexibility (Adler & Borys, 1996) were generally restricted
by excessive or overly rigid red tapes (Kaufmann et al.,
2018) to impact decision-making (Bozeman & Pandey,
2004) and innovation (Moon & Bretschneiber, 2002) to
slow-down employee productivity negatively (Ciccone &
Papaioannou, 2007). Such a situation can lead to emo-
tional frustration and anger (Hattke et al., 2020).

Further comparing public sector employees in three
work environments: routine bureaucratic work, centra-
lized bureaucratic work, and entrepreneurial work envir-
onments, the high routine and centralized work
environments of coercive bureaucratic work environ-
ments negatively impacted employee job satisfaction
(Langer et al., 2019), whereas the entrepreneurial work
environment encouraged risk-taking and innovation,
positively contributed to employee job satisfaction.

Gender was reportedly a factor in perceiving work-
place stress (Gyllensten & Palmer, 2005; Hitlan et al.,
2006) and satisfaction (Mason, 1995), with many women
feeling greater pressure at work and infringements on
their personal time (Gardiner & Tiggemann, 1999). Lim
and Teo (1996) found that women in Singapore reported
greater stress from the organization’s structure and cli-
mate, and other studies reported women to be paid less
than men (Lee, 1998; Takenoshita, 2020). Together, such
factors can diminish job satisfaction (Sloane & Williams,
2000) aggravated by inequality (Blithe & Elliott, 2020)
and poor treatment by superiors (Acker & Feuerverger,
1996). With differences in working preferences where
women preferred collaborative working styles while men
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preferred independence (Peterson, 2004), bureaucracy
can affect the sexes differently. Thus, while women may
perceive fewer workplace bureaucracies (DeHart-Davis,
2009) than men, women generally prefer humanistic or
entrepreneurial work environments over bureaucratic
environments. Since there were generally no significant
differences between gender perceptions of red tape, the
representative bureaucracy theory (Turesky & Warner,
2020), where an organization considers the needs and
differences of the respective sexes, may show the out-
come of different perceptions.

According to the self-determination theory (Van
Lange et al., 2012), people are naturally motivated to
grow and adapt based on three innate needs: autonomy,
competence, and connection. This theory can underpin
employee-organization fit (Gagné & Deci, 2005) and
guide intervention strategies. Research on the relation-
ship between workplace bureaucracies across the
domains of motivation found that pressure in highly
bureaucratic organizations tends to demotivate employ-
ees (Sloane & Williams, 2000). Nonetheless, there were
also contradicting findings where intrinsic motivation
could arise from the satisfaction of overcoming chal-
lenges in their jobs, allowing bureaucratic organizations
to provide higher intrinsic motivation (Kim, 2018; Scott
& Pandey, 2005). Thus, highly intrinsically motivated
individuals may tolerate the controlling nature of
bureaucratic work environments (Scott & Pandey, 2005),
given the relationship between red tape and public ser-
vice motivation. This phenomenon was also found in
managers with greater public-service motivation, higher
intrinsic motivation, and a lowered perception of work-
place bureaucracies. However, upon crossing a thresh-
old, diminished intrinsic motivation (Adler & Borys,
1996; Feeney & DeHart-Davis, 2009) can result from the
high formalization and lack of autonomy (Lam &
Lambermont-Ford, 2010).

Where adopted work strategies aim for harmony with
an employee’s values and needs, how workplace bureau-
cracies impact integrated regulation remained enigmatic.
The goal setting in bureaucratic work organizations fol-
lowing one technique or format to align with the general
rule-following in bureaucratic work organizations may
not align with personal needs, compromising the inte-
grated regulation (Wriston, 1980). Nonetheless, there are
findings that suggest the impact to be limited (Wise,
2004).

Identified regulation, which involved recognizing and
appreciating work-related behaviour, was positively
associated with work performance (J. Zhang et al.,
2016). With introjected regulation regulated internally by
pressures in receiving reward or avoiding punishment,
external regulation surrounds reward. Since the reward
systems in bureaucratic work organizations generally

adopt a more position-related and performance-based
approach (Frenkel et al., 1998), the sufficiency felt by
those at the top of the hierarchy may contradict the per-
ception of employees lower in the hierarchy. Notably,
obedience to rule-following and authoritarian disciplines
is desired (Butterfield et al., 2005) within punishment-
centred bureaucratic organizations. This is often seen in
the more bureaucratic government sectors with greater
fear of rule-breaking (Jung et al., 2020). On the contrary,
enabling bureaucratic work environments fosters trust to
reduce the fear of punishment (Adler & Borys, 1996;
Hoy & Sweetland, 2000).

Self-efficacy reduces anxiety and coping with stressful
events (De Clercq et al., 2018) and is directly tied to the
quality of the work-life (Mensah & Asamani, 2013) and
performance (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998). While there
was no clear relationship between self-efficacy and
bureaucracy (Abun, 2021), rule-following identity (com-
mon in bureaucratic organizations) increased general self-
efficacy (Keulemans, 2021). However, high formalization
and centralization diminished self-efficacy (Mustafa
et al., 2019), with red tape lowering self-efficacy due to
emotional exhaustion in employees (Baker et al., 2007; Y.
Yang et al., 2019) and the lack of flexibility and stifling
of creativity and innovation (Jaussi et al., 2007).
Nonetheless, longer-serving employees in the company,
who were highly educated and better paid, and those of
older age may perceive less red tape (Feeney, 2012) given
that salary and education level were positively correlated
with job satisfaction (Langer et al., 2019).

Job motivation can mediate self-efficacy in the work-
place, which in turn can mediate person-organization fit
and job satisfaction (Y. Peng & Mao, 2015). A greater
sense of belonging can improve job satisfaction due to
greater self-efficacy, and the sense of belonging can affect
perceived bureaucracy. Generally, red tapes reduce the
importance of workplace belonging (Reeves, 2015), mak-
ing it important to design work where task delegation,
social characteristics, and physical characteristics help
mediate self-efficacy and job satisfaction (Bargsted et al.,
2019). This is especially so when considering that envir-
onments with more opportunities to socialize at work
and trust in task delegation would increase self-efficacy
and job satisfaction.

To better investigate the above relationships, the
COVID-19 pandemic provided a unique opportunity to
kickstart the ‘Great Resignation’, coined by Anthony
Klotz (Cohen, 2021; Kaplan, 2021) to describe the resig-
nation en masse due to job dissatisfaction and safety con-
cerns for investigation. Studies have investigated this
phenomenon cross-sectionally from the ethnic, cultural
and generational factors (Kuzior et al., 2022), as well as
psychological distress (Ksinan Jiskrova, 2022) and toxic
work cultures (Sull et al., 2022). However, to our
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knowledge, the increased bureaucracy during the pan-
demic has not yet been investigated during this extreme
period.

This study thus aims to investigate the relationship
between bureaucracies and self-efficacy, mainly because
bureaucracy affects an organization’s underlying social
and task characteristics (Bargsted et al., 2019). Given the
stated gaps in the literature regarding the impact of
bureaucracy on self-efficacy, understanding the relation-
ship and uncovering any possible mediation would allow
future development of interventions to improve the
employee experience that is desired in having better pro-
ductivity. Considering that intrinsic motivation partially
mediated self-efficacy and work performance relation-
ship (Cxetin & Asxkun, 2018), we specifically aimed to
investigate if there would be any relationship between
bureaucracies and self-efficacy via job motivation, which
is used here in place of job satisfaction given its inclusion
of workplace performance.

Hypothesis Development and Aims

The direct predictive relationship that perceived bureau-
cracy has on self-efficacy across various sectors (includ-
ing public and private sectors), considering gender,
length of service, salary range, age and education level,
was investigated. The impact of perceived bureaucracy
on job motivation (as per the self-determination theory)
was investigated as performed in Langer’s study to mea-
sure perceived bureaucracy across the same three con-
structs. Since many findings show a positive relationship
between job motivation and self-efficacy (Na-Nan et al.,
2019), job motivation was also explored to determine
how it can contribute to the predictive relationship as a
mediator and confounding variable between perceived
bureaucracy and self-efficacy.

Through the Workplace Bureaucracy Questionnaire
(WBQ), perceived bureaucracy was measured across both
public and private sectors alongside gender (hypothesis
1), salary range, education level (hypothesis 2a), and both
the length of service and age (hypothesis 2b). The impact
of perceived bureaucracy on job motivation, intrinsic
motivation, and regulation (introjected, identified, and
external) and amotivation was also investigated in
hypothesis 3a. Noting that bureaucracy led to decreased
job motivation that diminished self-efficacy, the impact
of bureaucracy on self-efficacy via job motivation
(Figure 1) was also studied (hypothesis 4).

Materials and Methods

Ethical Considerations

Ethics approval (H8589) was obtained from James Cook
University as a low-risk study. The information sheet

and informed consent were presented online to the parti-
cipants, informing them of the potential risks and their
rights to withdraw without prejudice.

Participants

Under a medium-sized effect (a=.05, 1-b = 0.95, effect
size = 0.15, number of predictors = 19), G*Power a-
priori analysis predicted the minimum number of partici-
pants needed to be 219.

To buffer for dropouts and missing data, two hundred
and forty participants were recruited from Nov 2021 to
April 2022 via convenience and network sampling on the
authors’ social media platforms (Facebook, Twitter, and
LinkedIn). The online study was open to anyone above
18 years old and in full-time employment (regardless of
industry), gender, nationality, or other demographic fac-
tors. Eleven entries had missing data and were discarded
upon data analysis and cleaning. The remaining 229
responses were analysed for this study.

Procedure

This cross-sectional study was administered online via
the Qualtrics� platform and PsychVey (Liew et al., 2020;
Nguyen et al., 2015). Upon consent, participants
answered a demographics form adapted from previous
studies (Cheok et al., 2020; S. K. Gan et al., 2003; Yew
et al., 2015) concerning their age, gender, highest educa-
tion qualification level, salary range, occupation anon-
ymously. The education levels were based on the
Singapore education system. Questions on organization
nature and length of service were added (see
Supplemental materials), followed by the Work Extrinsic
Intrinsic Motivation Scale (WEIMS), the Workplace
Bureaucracy Questionnaire (WBQ) and the General Self-
Efficacy Scale (GSES), respectively. The questionnaire
ended with a thank you note.

Figure 1. Conceptual model of hypothesis 4.
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Measures

Job-Motivation. The Work Extrinsic Intrinsic Motivation
Scale (WEIMS) by Tremblay et al. (Tremblay et al., 2009)
was based on the self-determination theory (Van Lange
et al., 2012) to measure the various work motivation
dimensions in organizational settings. The WEIMS is an
18-item Likert-scale questionnaire where 1-‘Does Not
Correspond at all’, 4-‘Corresponds Moderately’, 7-
‘Corresponds Exactly’. The WEIMS measured six con-
structs (3 items each): intrinsic motivation (items 4, 8 and
15), integrated regulation (items 5, 10 and 18), identified
regulation (items 1,7 and 14), introjected regulation (items
6, 11, and 13), external regulation (items 2, 9 and 16) and
amotivation (items 3,12 and 17). The formula for calculat-
ing the total score on the WEIMS is W-SDI =
(+3 3 Average of Intrinsic Motivation)+ (+2 3

Average of Integrated Regulation)+ (+1 3 Average of
Identified Regulation)+ (2 1 3 Average of Introjected
Rejection)+ (22 3 Average of External Regulation)
+ (23 3 Average of amotivation). Positive scores
reflected self-determination, whereas higher scores
reflected the extent of self-determination. The average
score of the construct was calculated to measure the rela-
tionship between WBQ and these six constructs.

The WEIMS showed good internal consistency in the
initial administration, with the Cronbach values ranging
from 0.64 to 0.83, within the recommended value of at
least 0.75 (Akram et al., 2018). The Cronbach alpha
score was deemed adequate since each construct had
only three items. Subsequent administration showed the
WEIMS to have good predictive validity with work
engagement, organizational commitment (Colaco & Loi,
2019), job performance (Tremblay et al., 2009) and
‘workaholism’ (Gupta, 2014). Reliability analysis on the
final sample size showed a Cronbach’s alpha for the 18-
item test to be .87, indicating good internal consistency.

Perceived Workplace Bureaucracies. The Workplace
Bureaucracy Questionnaire (WBQ) was adapted from
Langer et al. (2019) to investigate the relationship
between job satisfaction and the bureaucratic and entre-
preneurial work environments. It measured the nature of
the work environment: routine bureaucratic work, cen-
tralized bureaucratic work, and entrepreneurial work
environments. The original questionnaire was an 11-item
Likert-scale inventory where 1= ‘Strongly Disagree’,
3= ‘Neither Agree nor Disagree’, and 5= ‘Strongly
Agree’. In the present study, the item ‘Employees in this
organization are resistant to change related to technol-
ogy’ was excluded due to its irrelevance to this study.
Some items in the entrepreneurial work environment
(initially reverse-coded items) were reversed for ease of
calculation. The WBQ measures routines, centralization,
and entrepreneurship, with the maximum attainable

score on the WBQ being 50, where a higher score indi-
cates a more bureaucratic work environment.

This study examined the mean scores on the three
constructs: routine bureaucratic (maximum score of 15),
centralized bureaucratic (maximum score of 15), and
entrepreneurial work environment (maximum score of
20). The items on the entrepreneurial work environment
were reverse coded; thus, higher scores indicated lower
entrepreneurship. In the initial administration, the latent
constructs achieved good internal consistency (a=.746).
The Cronbach alpha in this study for the 10-item ques-
tionnaire was .94, higher than the Cronbach alpha value
in the initial administration, indicating very good inter-
nal consistency.

Employee Self-Efficacy. The General Self-Efficacy Scale
(GSES) by Schwarzer and Jerusalem (Schwarzer &
Jerusalem, 1995) measured employee self-efficacy and is
a 10-item 4-point Likert-scale inventory where 1= ‘Not
at all True’, 2 = ‘Hardly True’, 3 = ‘Moderately True’,
4= ‘Exactly True’. The scores range from 10 to 40, with
higher scores indicating greater self-efficacy. The internal
consistency of the original test ranged from 0.76 to 0.90,
indicative of excellent internal consistency. The GSES
had good test-retest reliability in several studies (Lazić
et al., 2021) and highly correlated with work satisfaction
(J. Peng et al., 2021), burnout (J. Peng et al., 2021), and
coping with a stressful event (Luszczynska et al., 2005).
In this study, the GSES had a Cronbach alpha of .95.

All data analyses were performed using IBM SPSS
Statistics version 22. Descriptive statistics were per-
formed from exploratory analyses. Hypotheses were
tested using correlational analysis and hierarchical
regression.

Results

Assumption Testing

Inspection of the skewness, kurtosis and Shapiro-Wilk
statistics indicated that the assumption of normality was
not met for the distribution for WBQ. Upon examination
of the stem-and-leaf plots, the WBQ displayed a negative
skew. Thus, Kruskal-Wallis was used to analyse WBQ.

Descriptive Statistics

Participants’ demographics exploratory analyses are
summarized in Table 1. The list of ‘other’ organization
natures is shown in Supplemental materials. Most of the
participants were from the education and healthcare sec-
tors. The mean distribution between WBQ scores and
organization is also reported in Table 1.

The results for the subscales of the WBQ and WEIMS
are shown in Table 2. For WBQ, the non-entrepreneurial
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environment had the highest score, while the routine
bureaucratic subscale had the lowest score. For the
WEIMS scores, external regulation was the highest while
amotivation was the lowest. Gender differences in WBQ,
job motivation and self-efficacy are shown in Table 3.
The total WBQ score in various industries and scores of
WBQ, WEIMS and GSES are shown in Figures 2 and 3,
respectively.

x2– analysis showed no significant differences between
the WEIMS (p=.148) and GSES (p=.406) scores
across the various industry sectors.

Hypothesis Testing. Hypothesis 1 - Females would per-
ceive greater workplace bureaucracies than males.

The first two assumptions of the Kruskal-Wallis One-
Way ANOVA were assumed to be met. Independence
was assumed met because the participants only answered
the survey once and had no influence on other entries. As
the WBQ adopts a scale measurement, the symmetry of
the distribution of difference scores and the similar distri-
bution among gender was met.

Since the Kruskal-Wallis analysis showed no signifi-
cant differences between females (M=29.43 + 10.77)
and males (M=29.50 + 9.77) with regards to WBQ
scores (x2=3.74, p=.83, df=2), hypothesis 1 was
rejected.

Hypothesis 2 - Education levels (hypothesis 2a), salary
range (hypothesis 2b), and age (hypothesis 2c) would
have a negative association with WBQ scores.

Spearman’s rho analysis for ordinal education level
and salary range indicated a moderate negative relation-
ship between WBQ scores and highest education level,
rs=20.37, p\ .001, and salary range, rs=20.31, p
\ .001. Thus, hypothesis 2a was accepted.

Linearity and homoscedasticity testing permitted
Pearson’s correlational analysis on the length of service
(2b) and age (2c). The bivariate Pearson’s product-
moment correlation coefficient (r) with WBQ showed a
non-significant, weak, and negative relationship between
WBQ and age, r (227)=2.046, p=.488, as well as with
WBQ and length of service, r (227)=2.03, p=.648,
thus rejecting hypothesis 2b.

Hypothesis 3 - Intrinsic motivation, integrated regula-
tion, introjected regulation, identified regulation and
external regulation (hypothesis 3a) would be negatively
associated with WBQ. In contrast, amotivation (hypoth-
esis 3b) would be positively associated with WBQ.

With all assumptions of the test met, hypothesis 3 was
tested with the bivariate Pearson’s product-moment cor-
relation coefficient (r) for the constructs of job motiva-
tion and WBQ (Table 4). A strong negative relationship
was found for WBQ and WEIMS at r (223)=20.66,
p\ .01.

Table 4 shows a strong negative relationship between
WBQ and intrinsic motivation, integrated regulation,
and identified regulation. A moderate negative relation-
ship was found between WBQ and both introjected and
external regulations. Thus, hypothesis 3a was accepted.
A moderate positive association between amotivation
and WBQ was found, and hypothesis 3b was also
accepted.

Hypothesis 4– Perceived workplace bureaucracies as
WBQ scores and employees’ reported self-efficacy in
GSES would be mediated by reported job motivation
WEIMS. Testing the hypothesis that workplace bureau-
cracy would decrease job motivation, which would, in
turn, diminish employee self-efficacy (as shown in Figure
1), we tested if the following criteria were first met:

Table 3. Summary of Raw Scores: Mean and Standard Deviation Differences Between the Gender.

Variables
Female Male Identify as

Mean 6 SD n Mean 6 SD n Mean 6 SD n

WBQ 29.43 6 10.77 123 29.50 6 9.77 101 32.00 6 6.00 3
WEIMS 2.33 6 9.08 121 4.013 6 8.05 100 2.00 6 10.13 3
GSES 30.15 6 6.23 124 30.81 6 5.46 99 27.33 6 6.43 3

Table 2. Summary of Raw Scores: Mean and Standard Deviation
of WBQ and WEIMS.

Variable Mean 6 SD

WBQ
Routine 8.68 6 3.41
Centralized 9.60 6 3.54
Non-entrepreneurial 11.22 6 4.61

Job motivation
Intrinsic motivation 5.07 6 1.41
Integrated regulation 5.16 6 1.41
Identified regulation 5.19 6 1.35
Introjected regulation 4.82 6 1.39
External regulation 5.51 6 1.13
Amotivation 3.03 6 1.52
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(1) Perceived workplace bureaucracies would have
to significantly predict self-efficacy whilst there is
a mediation effect (path c);

(2) Perceived workplace bureaucracies would have
to significantly predict the mediator, job motiva-
tion (path a);

(3) Job motivation would significantly predict self-
efficacy (path b);

(4) The association between perceived workplace
bureaucracies and self-efficacy becomes non-
significant (path c’) or reduced in size when the
mediator is controlled for;

The indirect effect of perceived workplace bureaucra-
cies through job motivation is more significant than zero.
Mediation analysis was conducted using the PROCESS
macro Model 4 (Hayes, 2018) with 5,000 Bootstrap
resamples. Age, gender, length of service, education level
and salary range have been included in this model as
covariates. For this analysis, the gender data excluded
the three non-binary participants, which were statisti-
cally insignificant and would not affect the power of the
study.

From Figure 4, WBQ scores negatively predicted
WEIMS, B=20.490, b=2.580, t=210.97, p\ .001.
The covariates’ salary range was the only positive significant
predictor of job motivation, B=1.37, b=.248, t=3.24,
p\ .001. The other covariates of age (B=20.090,
b=2.113, t=21.01, p=.186), gender (B=21.30,
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Figure 2. Mean distribution of Total WBQ across organization natures.
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Figure 3. Summary of raw scores of WBQ, job motivation
(WEIMS) and self-efficacy (GSES).

Table 4. Pearson Correlation (r) and Sample Size (N) between WBQ and WEIMS Constructs.

Inventory Statistics
Intrinsic

motivation
Integrated
regulation

Introjected
regulation

Identified
regulation

External
regulation Amotivation

WBQ r 20.63** 25.6** 20.43** 20.57** 20.42** 0.47**
N 226 225 227 227 226 227
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b=2.078, t=21.55, p=.123), education level
(B=0.293, b=.073, t=1.33, p=.186) and length of ser-
vice (B=20.054, b=2.055, t=20.557, p=.578), were
not statistically significant predictors of job motivation.

WBQ scores significantly predicted reported self-
efficacy in a negative relationship, B=20.275,
b=2.480, t=27.46, p\ .001. The mediator job moti-
vation was also seen to predict self-efficacy positively,
B=0.209, b=.309, t=4.62, p\ .001. The covariates
salary range predicted self-efficacy negatively
(B=20.684, b=2.183, t=22.40, p\ .05) while edu-
cation level predicted self-efficacy positively (B=0.339,
b=.124, t=2.33, p\ .05). The other covariates of age
(B=0.064, b=.119, t=1.09, p=.278), gender
(B=20.589, b=2.052, t=21.06, p=.290) and
length of service (B=20.032, b=2.047, t=20.490,
p=.625), were not significant predictors of GSES.

The indirect effect of perceived workplace bureaucra-
cies (WBQ) on self-efficacy (GSES) via job motivation
(WEIMS) did not include zero, B=20.102, b=.179,
95% [CI] [20.1564, 20.0540]. Mediation has occurred
since the indirect effect of perceived workplace bureau-
cracies via job motivation is greater than 0. Perceived
workplace bureaucracy was thereby found to signifi-
cantly predict self-efficacy (B=20.377, b=.659 t =
212.26, p\ .001). However, after controlling for job
motivation alongside other covariates, the direct effect of
perceived workplace bureaucracies on reported self-
efficacy decreased in effect size (B=20.275, b=2.480,
t=27.46, p\ .001), indicative of partial mediation.

With the significant indirect effect (IE), self-efficacy
would diminish if perceived workplace bureaucracy
increased because of decreased job motivation.

This mediation of job motivation on the relationship
between perceived workplace bureaucracy and self-
efficacy thus permits the acceptance of hypothesis 4.

To investigate the change in R2, a stepwise hierarchi-
cal multiple regression was performed. After controlling
for job motivation, gender, age, salary range, education
level and length of service, WBQ scores predicted GSES
scores that were, in turn, correlated with coping with
stress (De Clercq et al., 2018). Since previous findings
showed that women experienced more workplace stress
than men (Hitlan et al., 2006), gender was investigated in
predicting self-efficacy using one-way ANOVA with the
assumption of meeting normality and homogeneity of
variance requirements. The ANOVA results showed that
self-efficacy did not vary between the gender in our sam-
ple population, F (2,223)=1.41, p=.25.

To determine whether WBQ could predict GSES
scores after controlling for WEIMS, gender, age, salary
range, highest education level and length of service, a
stepwise hierarchical multiple regression was performed
after stem-and-leaf plots and boxplots showed that self-
efficacy was normally distributed. Seven outliers
occurred in the self-efficacy scores from participants who
rated all items as ‘Not at all True (1)’ or ‘Hardly True
(2)’. While this could be due to participants merely get-
ting through the survey without serious responses or
having extreme opinions, the outliers were retained since
no univariate outliers’ Z scores were beyond 23.29 to
3.29. The normal probability plots of standard residuals
and scatterplots of standard residuals against standar-
dized predicted values indicated that the assumption of
normality, homoscedasticity and linearity were not vio-
lated. The Mahalanobis distance did not exceed the criti-
cal x2 for df=5, a=.001 of 20.52 for cases in the data,
indicating no multivariate outliers. All predictors’ toler-
ances and VIFs were acceptable, showing that multicolli-
nearity would not interfere with the results.

In the hierarchical multiple regression, age, salary
range, and length of service were non-significant predic-
tors. Job motivation accounted for 35.9% of the var-
iance in self-efficacy, R2=0.36, F(1, 219)=122.91,
p\ .01 in step 1, while education level accounted for an
additional 1.4% of the variance in self-efficacy in step 2,
DR2=0.014, DF (1, 218) =4.76, p=.30. In step 3,
WBQ accounted for an additional 12.2% of the variance
in GSES, DR2=0.122, DF (1, 217) =52.57, p\ .01. In
combination, the three predictor variables explained
49.5% of the variance in GSES, adjusted R2=0.49, F
(3, 217)=71.03, p\ .01. Unstandardized (B) and stan-
dardized (b) regression coefficients and squared semi-
partial (sr2) correlations for each predictor on each step

Covariates:
Age (-.090)

Gender (-1.30)
Length of service (-.054)

Education level (.293)
Salary range (1.37)

Job Motivation
(M)

Perceived
Workplace

Bureaucracies
(X)

Self-Efficacy
(Y)

Covariates:
Age (.064)

Gender (-.589)
Length of service (-.032)

Education level (.339)

.490**

-.377**

-.275**

.209**

Figure 4. Statistical diagram of hypothesis 4.
Note. The figures represent B value, * signifies p\.05, ** signifies p\.01.
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of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis are
reported in Table 5.

As shown in Table 5, the only significant predictors of
self-efficacy in the final regression model were job moti-
vation (sr2=0.07) and WBQ (sr2=0.12). Therefore,
WEIMS positively predicted GSES scores. In contrast,
WBQ negatively predicted GSES, thus accepting hypoth-
esis 4.

As an extension investigating the effect of the sub-
scales in WBQ, we found routine bureaucratic environ-
ments (r=2.644, p\ .001) to have a negative
correlation with WEIMS than centralized bureaucratic
(r=2.538, p\ .001) and entrepreneurial work environ-
ments (r=2.572, p\ .001). On GSES, the routine
bureaucratic (r=.679, p\ .001) and centralized bureau-
cratic (r=.767, p\ .001) environments showed a posi-
tive correlation, but the entrepreneurial work
environment (r=2.628, p\ .001) was negatively corre-
lated (see Supplemental materials).

Discussion

In this study, we investigate the relationship between per-
ceived workplace bureaucracy, self-efficacy and job moti-
vation across various industry sectors and the effects of
gender, length of service, salary range, age, and educa-
tion level on this relationship.

The first hypothesis that women may experience
higher workplace bureaucracies was rejected because of
the lack of significant differences in the WBQ scores of
both self-reported gender. While this contradicted a pre-
vious finding (Lim & Teo, 1996) that Singaporean
women experienced greater stress in an organization
structure, the study was performed over 26 years ago.
However, the findings were consistent with a more recent
study (Ng et al., 2018) that found no significant differ-
ences in perceived stress by gender. One possible reason
for this lack of difference could be that the participants
accurately distinguished perceived bureaucracy from per-
ceived stress, that bureaucracy was perceived similarly
between the sexes as previously reported (DeHart-Davis,

2009), and that there may be good gender equality in the
workplaces of our participants. However, it may also
reflect the predominance of coercive bureaucratic work
environments imposed regardless of gender.

The accepted second hypothesis 2a was that the edu-
cation level and salary ranges would negatively correlate
with WBQ, where the findings could be explained by
Langer et al. (2019). Given the external demand for
rewards to increase an individual’s extrinsic motivation,
a higher salary likely leads to better job satisfaction and
motivation. Higher salaries were often given to employ-
ees with higher education levels or advanced knowledge
associated with higher job positions to yield better treat-
ment and assistance in the workplace, which can lower
perceived bureaucracies. Our findings here also con-
curred with (Feeney, 2012) that higher education and
better salaries (Feng & Straughan, 2016; Tan et al., 2006)
mitigated the unwanted effects of perceived bureaucracy.

While hypothesis 2a was accepted, hypothesis 2b,
which studied the negative impact of age and length of
service on WBQ, was rejected without significant associa-
tions. Our results did not agree with Feeney (2012) that
the idea that older employees and those who had served
in the organization longer perceived less red tape. Here,
we initially assumed that age correlated with seniority
and experience to translate to greater authority for dele-
gation or respect from colleagues, thus negatively
impacting perceived bureaucracy. The same underlying
assumption also underpinned the length of service, lead-
ing to reduced perceived bureaucracy. Nonetheless, we
did not find such significant relationships in our study
population, reflecting that the younger workforce, possi-
bly possessing higher education certifications, were
placed in higher positions or that the organizations did
not value experience and age seniority (and its associated
familiarity with work processes) as much as education
certifications alone. Another possible explanation was
that habituation and getting used to bureaucracy did not
occur since those older or having served longer did not
have lower WBQ scores. It should also be noted that the
recruitment method via social media and electronic

Table 5. Unstandardized (B) and Standardized (b) Regression Coefficients and Squared Semi-Partial (sr2) Correlations for Each Predictor
on Each Step of the Hierarchical Multiple Regression Predicting the GSES scores in Employees.

Regression Step Variable B [95% [CI]] B sr2

Step 1 Job motivation 0.41 [0.34, 0.48]** .60 0.36
Step 2 Job motivation 0.39 [0.31, 0.46]** .57 0.32

Highest education level 0.36 [0.03, 0.68]* .12 0.02
Step 3 Job motivation 0.18 [0.1, 0.27]** .27 0.07

Highest education level 0.26 [20.04, 0.55] .09 0.01
WBQ 20.27 [20.34, 20.2]** 2.47 0.12

Note. CI = confidence interval, *p\.05, **p\.01.
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methods may have created a bias towards the more IT-
savvy younger employees, which may affect the perceived
bureaucracy given that a lot of workplace bureaucracy
may be contributed by digitalization in workplaces.

The third hypothesis investigating the negative rela-
tionship of intrinsic motivation, integrated regulation,
introjected regulation, identified and external regulation
on WBQ (hypothesis 3a) was accepted. Our findings
agreed with the previous studies (Adler & Borys, 1996;
Feeney & DeHart-Davis, 2009; Rasul & Rogger, 2018)
that the likely reasons would be due to the high formali-
zation in bureaucratic work organizations. Within rou-
tine bureaucratic structures, employees at the lower end
of the hierarchy would feel more significant restrictions
on their autonomy and be deprived of their innate needs.
Nonetheless, this can also reflect the passing down of
bureaucratic processes in the hierarchy, thereby mitigat-
ing the influence of already reduced rewards compared to
those in higher positions in the organization hierarchy.

Consistent with previous findings (Wise, 2004) where
bureaucracy impacted one’s values, needs, and internal
and external rewards, amotivation was expectedly nega-
tively associated with WBQ scores in our study. Among
our participants, a bureaucratic organization’s structure
(high routines, high centralization, low entrepreneurship)
most likely did not align with employee’s values or goals,
as suggested by Wriston (Wriston, 1980).

The negative relations between WBQ and integrated
regulation may reflect the participants being employed in
bureaucratic organizations or that their autonomy was
overly restricted (possibly amplified by the COVID-19
measures experienced during the period of the survey),
leading to decreased flexibility in goal setting during the
enforcement of general rule-following during the pan-
demic. In high routine or centralized work environments,
participants would be pressured to avoid punishment or
receive rewards (internally or externally), as previously
reported (Jung et al., 2020; J. Zhang et al., 2016). Such
effects would likely be amplified during the COVID-19
pandemic, with varying infection control measures
melted out with notable general compliance (Badenes-
Plá, 2022). With rewards and low punishment increasing
identified regulation, introjected regulation and external
regulation, the reward systems in bureaucratic work
organizations were often more position-related and
performance-based (Frenkel et al., 1998); thus, the nega-
tive relationship between these variables and WBQ
implied that the reward system was deemed insufficient
for the employees in our study.

Looking at the direct effects of WBQ on reported self-
efficacy, we could draw a few conclusions from hypoth-
esis 4 on how WBQ would negatively predict self-effi-
cacy. Contrary to Keulemans’ study (2021), our findings
agreed with Morris and Farrell (Morris & Farrell, 2007)

in that the controlling nature of a bureaucratic environ-
ment decreased self-efficacy. This was reflected in the
WBQ scores of our participants, where the measured
employees’ perceptions of the environment routines, cen-
tralization, and entrepreneurship were reported. The per-
ceived red tape (in a more extreme manner during the
COVID-19 pandemic) could be coercive, leading to
diminished self-efficacy from emotional exhaustion (Y.
Yang et al., 2019). With the centralized bureaucratic
work environment based on reporting to a hierarchy of
leaders, the fear of rule-breaking (Jung et al., 2020) and
decreasing employee creativity and innovation (Jaussi
et al., 2007) could explain our findings. Since perceived
anxiety and stress were previously found to translate to
physiological parameters (Gan et al., 2016), the well-
being of the employees may be negatively impacted in
the long run.

Routine bureaucratic environments were more nega-
tively correlated (r=2.66) to work motivation than
centralized and entrepreneurial work environments in
our population (20.538 and 20.572, respectively), sug-
gesting that routine bureaucratic environments were the
least helpful for motivating employees. However, for
self-efficacy, it was interesting to note that the centra-
lized followed by routine bureaucratic environments
were positively correlated with self-efficacy. In contrast,
the entrepreneurial work environment was negatively
correlated. This finding suggested that our surveyed pop-
ulation may require structures set in place to attain spe-
cific outcomes, a finding in agreement with (Keulemans,
2021), rather than in a loose framework in entrepreneur-
ial environments.

We found job motivation to mediate the relationship
between workplace bureaucracy and reported self-
efficacy partially in the accepted hypothesis 4. This was
interesting given that, to our knowledge, no studies have
directly investigated the role of workplace bureaucracy
on both job motivation and self-efficacy. Our findings
agreed to an extent with a previous study (Y. Peng &
Mao, 2015) that job motivation acted as a mediator in
the self-efficacy and person-organization fit relationship,
whereby person-organization fit increased self-efficacy
because of motivation at how motivated they are by their
jobs. In a highly bureaucratic organization, the hierarch-
ical structure segregates employees by power, making it
difficult to establish a sense of belonging for the person-
organization fit. This, in turn, can negatively affect their
job motivation and self-efficacy. To mitigate such nega-
tive effects, Bargsted et al. (2019) highlighted the impor-
tance of task delegation, work design and socialization
as mediators in the relationship between self-efficacy and
job motivation.

While most of the previous studies on bureaucracy
focussed on street-level bureaucrats or one group of
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employees from the same organization, our study utilized
a more varied sampling of private and public sector parti-
cipants from various industries. Since the overall bureau-
cracy levels perceived between the various industries were
not statistically significantly different, we conclude that
the participants across the sectors felt high levels of per-
ceived bureaucracy. As the study was conducted over the
COVID-19 pandemic period when restriction measures
were in place, the WBQ scores of the various industry
sectors could be confounded by pandemic measures
directly and indirectly. The influence of the pandemic
measures was likely to be extreme. It provided us with a
rare opportunity to investigate the effects of extreme per-
ceived bureaucracy and how it affected the various para-
meters of job motivation, self-efficacy, motivation, and
the various types of regulation. It should be noted that
industries with innately high levels of perceived bureau-
cracy, such as those in regulation or about the safety of
products, were found to be not significantly different
from the rest, thereby suggesting increased perceived
bureaucracy across the sectors during our study period in
the pandemic.

The findings here show job motivation to mitigate
against perceived bureaucracy, which was most nega-
tively correlated in the routine bureaucratic environment.
Similarly, to improve motivation, reducing perceived
routine bureaucracy towards centralized can be an inter-
vention without significantly diminishing self-efficacy.
This can improve intrinsic motivation, integrated, intro-
jected, identified, and external regulations. Reducing per-
ceived bureaucracy by cutting red tape and restrictions
could be an alternative solution to increasing rewards/
salaries influenced by many confounding variables,
including the economy and the limitations of constantly
raising rewards. While the ideal solution would be to
align better the personal values and goals of employees
with those of the organization, this may not always be
possible. Considering our other study on improving gen-
eral mental well-being as a pull factor for the organiza-
tion despite the bureaucracy, good perceived social
support (Gan et al., 2023), especially within the organiza-
tion, maybe an added potential mitigation approach.

The findings showed that routine, centralization, and
entrepreneurship environments affected self-efficacy,
with entrepreneurship somewhat diminishing self-
efficacy compared to the other two environments. The
WBQ scores suggest that the organization structures of
our participants were mainly routine, centralization and
non-entrepreneurial, perhaps requiring a shift towards
more centralization than routine. Nonetheless, our sam-
pling here was one-sided in only investigating the
employees’ perspective without including the organiza-
tion/ higher management perspective. Irrespectively, the
perceived bureaucracy and its effects may underlie the

‘great resignation’ due to lowered job motivation during
the COVID-19 pandemic, especially given the low
rewards and high punishments.

Limitations and Future Work

Perceived increased bureaucracy during the pandemic
may not be reflective of the organization in itself but of
the control measures. This may have spurned the motiva-
tion to seek ‘meaningful work’ that underlaid the ‘great
resignation’ (Cech & Hiltner, 2022), especially when con-
sidering the psychological distress during the pandemic
(Cxetin & Asxkun, 2018). This needs to be further investi-
gated separately, perhaps by a comparison with normal-
ized periods. Nonetheless, the pandemic also provided a
unique period to examine the effects of perceived extreme
bureaucracy. This was especially so since any passed-on
restrictions from the pandemic measures to the employ-
ees via the organization were generally of low rewards
and severe punishment that would not increase in the reg-
ulation (identified, introjected and external). There was
also a lack of rewards during the pandemic, given that
not getting infected would not be perceived as a reward
in most cases and subject to personal intervention due to
how deadly the virus was. Since we found the perceived
bureaucracy across the various sectors to lack significant
differences, it may also be worth investigating whether
such an observation holds even in non-pandemic times
and comparisons with entrepreneurial environments.

Conclusion

In conclusion, we did not find age and length of service
to affect perceived bureaucracy and job motivation.
Higher education levels and higher salaries were protec-
tive factors against the negative effects of perceived
bureaucracy on self-efficacy and job motivation across
the private and public sectors of the various industries of
our study sample. Since the study here was carried out
during the COVID-19 pandemic, it may have provided
an understanding of the underlying contributing factors
of bureaucracy towards the ‘great resignation’ during
extreme times. In mitigating such effects, we found job
motivation and rewards to be potential interventions for
keeping employees in highly bureaucratic organizations.
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general self-efficacy scale: New evidence of structural valid-

ity, measurement invariance, and predictive properties in

relationship to subjective well-being in Serbian samples. Cur-

rent Psychology, 40(2), 699–710. https://doi.org/10.1007/

s12144-018-9992-6
Lee, W. K. M. (1998). Gender inequality and discrimination in

Singapore. Journal of Contemporary Asia, 28(4), 484–497.

https://doi.org/10.1080/00472339880000261
Liew, K.-C., Kui, K. W.-J., Wu, W., & Gan, S. K. E. (2020).

Application notes: PsychVey ver2 – improving online survey

data collection. Scientific Phone Apps and Mobile Devices,

6(5), 1–5. https://doi.org/10.30943/2020/16092020
Lim, V. K. G., & Teo, T. S. H. (1996). Gender differences in

occupational stress and coping strategies among IT

personnel. Women in Management Review, 11(1), 20–28.

https://doi.org/10.1108/09649429610109299
Luszczynska, A., Scholz, U., & Schwarzer, R. (2005). The gen-

eral self-efficacy scale: multicultural validation studies. The

Journal of Psychology, 139(5), 439–457.
Mason, E. S. (1995). Gender differences in job satisfaction. The

Journal of Social Psychology, 135(2), 143–151. https://doi.

org/10.1080/00224545.1995.9711417
McHugh, M. (2001). Employee absence: An impediment to

organisational health in local government. International

Journal of Public Sector Management, 14(1), 43–58. https://

doi.org/10.1108/09513550110387066
Mengistu, B., & Vogel, E. (2003). Theoretical underpinnings of

bureaucratic neutrality in an ethnic federalism. Northeast

African Studies, 10(1), 49–65. http://www.jstor.org/stable/

41931365
Mensah, A. O., & Asamani, L. (2013). The influence of employ-

ees’ self-efficacy on their quality of work life: The case of

Cape Coast, Ghana.
Moon, M. J., & Bretschneiber, S. (2002). Does the perception

of red tape constrain IT innovativeness in organizations?

Unexpected results from a simultaneous equation model and

implications. Journal of Public Administration Research and

Theory, 12(2), 273–292. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjour-

nals.jpart.a003532
Morris, J., & Farrell, C. (2007). The ‘post-bureaucratic’ public

sector organization. New organizational forms and HRM in

ten UK public sector organizations. The International Jour-

nal of Human Resource Management, 18(9), 1575–1588.

https://doi.org/10.1080/09585190701570544
Mustafa, G., Glavee-Geo, R., Gronhaug, K., & Saber Almaz-

rouei, H. (2019). Structural impacts on formation of self-

efficacy and its performance effects. Sustainability, 11(3),

860. https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/11/3/860
Na-Nan, K., Saribut, S., & Sanamthong, E. (2019). Mediating

effects of perceived environment support and knowledge

sharing between self-efficacy and job performance of SME

employees. Industrial and Commercial Training, 51(6),

342–359. https://doi.org/10.1108/ict-01-2019-0009
Ng, R. Y.-X., Wong, Y.-S., Yeo, J.-Y., Koh, C. L.-Z., Wilson,

C., & Ken-En Gan, S. (2018). The associations between

dietary practices and dietary quality, biological health indi-

cators, perceived stress, religiosity, culture, and gender in

multicultural Singapore. Journal of Ethnic Foods, 5(3),

220–227.
Nguyen, P.-V., Lim, J. P.-H., Budianto, I.-H., & Gan, S. K.-E.

(2015). PsychVeyApp: Research survey app. Scientific Phone

Apps and Mobile Devices, 1(1), 4.

Peng, J., Zhang, J., Zhou, X., Wan, Z., Yuan, W., Gui, J., &

Zhu, X. (2021). Validation of the occupational self-efficacy

scale in a sample of Chinese employees. Frontiers in Psychol-

ogy, 12. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.755134
Peng, Y., & Mao, C. (2015). The impact of person–job fit on

job satisfaction: The mediator role of self efficacy. Social

Indicators Research, 121(3), 805–813. https://doi.org/10.

1007/s11205-014-0659-x
Peterson, M. (2004). What men and women value at work:

Implications for workplace health. Gender Medicine: Offi-

cial Journal of the Partnership for Gender-Specific Medicine

Kang et al. 15

https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399718783647
https://www.businessinsider.com/why-everyone-is-quitting-great-resignation-psychologist-pandemic-rethink-life-2021-10
https://www.businessinsider.com/why-everyone-is-quitting-great-resignation-psychologist-pandemic-rethink-life-2021-10
https://www.businessinsider.com/why-everyone-is-quitting-great-resignation-psychologist-pandemic-rethink-life-2021-10
https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12721
https://doi.org/10.1177/0952076718789749
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijm-03-2017-0053
https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/14/11/6764
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673271011015561
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673271011015561
https://doi.org/10.1080/15700763.2016.1181188
https://doi.org/10.1080/15700763.2016.1181188
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371x17693056
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-018-9992-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-018-9992-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/00472339880000261
https://doi.org/10.30943/2020/16092020
https://doi.org/10.1108/09649429610109299
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1995.9711417
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1995.9711417
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513550110387066
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513550110387066
http://www.jstor.org/stable/41931365
http://www.jstor.org/stable/41931365
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.jpart.a003532
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.jpart.a003532
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585190701570544
https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/11/3/860
https://doi.org/10.1108/ict-01-2019-0009
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.755134
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-014-0659-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-014-0659-x


At Columbia University, 1(2), 106–124. https://doi.org/10.
1016/S1550-8579(04)80016-0

Piore, M. J. (2002). Thirty years later: Internal labor markets, flexi-
bility and the new economy. Journal of Management & Govern-

ance, 6(4), 271–279. https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1021212904674
Prendergast, C. (2007). The motivation and bias of bureaucrats.

The American Economic Review, 97(1), 180–196. https://doi.
org/10.1257/aer.97.1.180

Rasul, I., & Rogger, D. (2018). Management of bureaucrats
and public service delivery: Evidence from the Nigerian civil
service. The Economic Journal, 128(608), 413–446. https://
doi.org/10.1111/ecoj.12418

Reeves, S. L. (2015). Caught up in red tape: bureaucratic hassles

undermine sense of belonging in college among first generation

students

Rocha, H., & Miles, R. (2009). A model of collaborative entre-
preneurship for a more humanistic management. Journal of
Business Ethics: JBE, 88(3), 445–462. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10551-009-0127-8

Schwarzer, R., & Jerusalem, M. (1995). Generalized self-
efficacy scale. In Measures in health psychology: A user’s

portfolio. Causal and control beliefs (Vol. 35, p. 37).
NFER-NELSON

Scott, P. G., & Pandey, S. K. (2005). Red tape and public ser-
vice motivation: findings from a national survey of managers
in state health and human services agencies. Review of Public

Personnel Administration, 25(2), 155–180. https://doi.org/10.

1177/0734371x04271526
Sloane, P. J., & Williams, H. (2000). Job satisfaction, compari-

son earnings, and gender. Labour, 14(3), 473–502. https://
doi.org/10.1111/1467-9914.00142

Stajkovic, A. D., & Luthans, F. (1998). Self-efficacy and work-
related performance: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulle-
tin, 124(2), 240–261.

Sull, D., Sull, C., & Zweig, B. (2022). Toxic culture is driving
the great resignation. SSRN Electronic Journal, 63(2), 1–9.

Takenoshita, H. (2020). The gender wage gap in four Asian
countries: Japan, Singapore, South Korea, and Taiwan. In
S. Matsuda (Ed.), Low fertility in advanced Asian economies:

Focusing on families, education, and labor markets (pp. 41–
59). Springer Singapore.

Tan, S. J., Tambyah, S. K., & Kau, A. K. (2006). The influence
of value orientations and demographics on quality-of-life
perceptions: Evidence from a national survey of Singapor-
eans. Social Indicators Research, 78(1), 33–59. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11205-005-7158-z

Tremblay, M. A., Blanchard, C. M., Taylor, S., Pelletier, L.
G., & Villeneuve, M. (2009). Work extrinsic and intrinsic
motivation scale: Its value for organizational psychology

research. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science. Revue

Canadienne des Sciences Du Comportement, 41(4), 213–226.
Turesky, M., & Warner, M. E. (2020). Gender dynamics in the

planning workplace. Journal of the American Planning
Association. American Planning Association, 86(2), 157–170.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944363.2019.1691041

Van Lange, P., Kruglanski, A., & Higgins, E. (2012). Handbook

of theories of social psychology: Volume 1. Sage Publications
Inc.

Wadongo, B., & Abdel-Kader, M. (2014). Contingency theory,
performance management and organisational effectiveness
in the third sector: A theoretical framework. International
Journal of Productivity and Performance Management, 63(6),
680–703.

Weber, M., & Andreski, S. (1983). Max Weber on capitalism,

bureaucracy and religion : A selection of text. George Allen
& Unwin.

Wise, L. R. (2004). Bureaucratic posture: On the need for a
composite theory of bureaucratic behavior. Public Adminis-

tration Review, 64(6), 669–680. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1540-6210.2004.00414.x

Wriston, M. J. (1980). In defense of bureaucracy. Public Admin-

istration Review, 40(2), 179–183. https://doi.org/10.2307/
975629

Yang, X., Hussain Qureshi, A., Kuo, Y., Quynh, N. N.,
Kumar, T., & Wisetsri, W. (2022). Teachers’ value conso-
nance and employee-based brand equity: The mediating role

of belongingness and self-efficacy. Frontiers in Psychology,
13, 900972. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.900972

Yang, Y., Secchi, D., & Homberg, F.; Bournemouth Univer-
sity. University of Southern Denmark, & University of
Southampton. (2019). Triggers and damages of organiza-
tional defensive routines. Problemy Zarządzania-Manage-
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