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Objectives: To determine whether prosocial rule-breaking exists as a separate construct from antisocial rule-
breaking and to develop a valid rule-breaking scale with prosocial and antisocial subscales. Hypotheses: We
hypothesized that (a) rule-breaking would have prosocial and antisocial subfactors; (b) the prosocial rule-
breaking subscale would positively associate with prosocial intentions, empathy, moral identity, and guilt
proneness, whereas the antisocial rule-breaking subscale would negatively associate with these same factors;
and(c) thetwo subscales would predict prosocial and antisocial cheating behaviors, respectively. Method: We
developed the Prosocial and Antisocial Rule-Breaking (PARB) scale using a sample of 497 undergraduates
(Study 1) and 257 Amazon Mechanical Turk workers (Study 2). Participants completed all surveys (Studies 1
and 2) and took part in a between-subjects experiment (Study 2) in which cheating behavior was measured in
two conditions—when cheating helps others (prosocial) or oneself (antisocial). Results: The final PARB scale
demonstrated the expected factor structure (comparative fit index = .96, Tucker—Lewis index = .93, root-
mean-square error of approximation = .064; x> = 177, df = 88, p < .001), with the prosocial (a = .81) and
antisocial (a0 =.93) subscales showing good reliability. Prosocial rule-breaking was positively associated with
prosocial intentions, empathy, and guilt proneness, whereas antisocial rule-breaking was negatively associated
with these same factors. Each additional point in prosocial rule-breaking PARB score predicted a 37%
increased likelihood of participating in protest behavior in an exploratory investigation ( p = .025) and
predicted a 268% increase in actual prosocial cheating behavior ( p < .001) but did not predict antisocial
cheatingbehavior (p=.293). Conversely, eachadditional pointinantisocial rule-breaking PARB score did not
predict protest participation (p = .410) but did predict a 69% increase in actual antisocial cheating behavior
(p =.025). Conclusions: These findings suggest that our current understanding of rule-breaking is limited, as
many types of rule-breaking are prosocially motivated and are not necessarily antisocial.

Public Significance Statement

Defining rule-breaking as antisocial behavior fails to explain rule-breaking that is motivated by prosocial
intentions (e.g., clashing with police over racial injustice, whistleblowing, hiding Jewish families during
the Holocaust). The PARB scale shows that prosocial rule-breaking differs from antisocial rule-breaking
across a variety of moral dimensions. The PARB scale calls into question the idea that all rule breakers
are antisocial, giving researchers, forensic investigators, judges, and juries greater clarity in assessing the
different motivations underlying rule-breaking.
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Following the death of George Floyd at the hands of law
enforcement on May 25, 2020, the United States erupted into a
series of protests that spanned more than 140 cities (Taylor, 2021).
Protesters of all racial identities banded together in support of the

Black Lives Matter (BLM) movement, with many clashing with the
police and engaging in a variety of'illegal behaviors. Although some
of these crimes were motivated by self-interest (e.g., looting),
thousands of peaceful protesters were arrested for nonviolent
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offenses such as refusing to follow curfews and disobeying orders to
disperse (Snow, 2020).

Researchers typically conceptualize rule-breaking as a subset of
antisocial behavior (e.g., Maneiro et al., 2017; Raine & Yang, 2006),
but this classification fails to explain acts such as those carried out in
the pursuit of human rights and racial justice. Rule-breaking in-
tended to benefit others appears to be a separate category from
purely antisocial rule-breaking but has been largely overlooked by
psychologists, criminologists, and legal scholars. This is surprising,
considering that history is replete with important examples of
prosocially motivated rule-breaking. For example, abolitionists
smuggled escaped slaves through the Underground Railroad in
violation of the Fugitive Slave Act (Bial, 1999), civil rights activists
were frequently arrested in defiance of racial segregation laws (Parks
& Haskins, 1992; Theoharis, 2015), and modern whistleblowers risk
termination or imprisonment for revealing the questionable practices
of their institutions (Touchton et al., 2020). Despite the historical
importance and societal impact of such behavior, prosocial rule-
breaking remains virtually unstudied.

Breaking rules with an intent to help others also seems to occur on
smaller, everyday scales. People lie to their bosses to cover for
coworkers, steal to feed their families, illegally share medication
with friends who need it, and lie to insurance companies to ensure
their children get coverage. These acts seem to contrast with purely
antisocial behaviors such as lying to cover for oneself, stealing items
for one’s own use, or committing tax fraud for personal gain. In light
of such observations, a new conceptual framework that distin-
guishes prosocial rule-breaking from antisocial rule-breaking may
prove useful for researchers. Legal scholars, researchers, forensic
investigators, judges, and juries who wish to understand the motiva-
tions and causes of crime may be making an error by failing to
distinguish between breaking rules to help others and breaking rules
for personal gain.

Two Types of Rule-Breaking

Antisocial behavior is defined as any hostile or aggressive act that
harms others (Coie & Dodge, 1998; Walker et al., 2004), whereas
prosocial behavior is defined as any helpful act intended to benefit
others (Batson & Powell, 2003; Dovidio et al., 2017). Researchers
regularly operate under the assumption that rule-breaking falls under
antisocial behavior (e.g., Hardy et al., 2015; Niv et al., 2013). Rule-
breaking, in this sense, is considered to be hostile and harmful to
others—such as authority figures and those whom the rules are
designed to protect. However, cases in which people break rules to
help others seem to defy such categorization. Because these acts
simultaneously help others and cause institutional harm, it is unclear
whether they are truly prosocially motivated.

Much like typical antisocial behavior, prosocial rule-breaking
appears to involve taking personal risks to achieve a desired goal.
Unlike antisocial behavior, however, the desired goal is not to
benefit oneself, but to help others. During the Nazi occupation of
Europe, for example, many non-Jewish individuals directly dis-
obeyed the law and put their lives at risk to hide and protect Jewish
families during the Holocaust (Oliner, 1992). When later asked in
interviews why they took these risks, these rule breakers responded
that they were motivated by their moral values and feelings of
empathy (Fogelman & Wiener, 1985).

These statements are supported by research showing that proso-
ciality is associated with a strong moral identity (Aquino & Reed,
2002; Aquino et al., 2011; Hertz & Krettenauer, 2016), high levels
of empathy (Batson, 2011; Batson et al., 1981; Morelli et al., 2015),
and proneness to feel moral emotions such as guilt (Caprara et al.,
2001; Malti & Krettenauer, 2013; Quiles & Bybee, 1997). Those
with a strong moral identity have internalized their moral values to
the point where it has become an important part of their self-concept
(Aquino & Reed, 2002). Empathy allows one to feel what others are
feeling, and highly empathic individuals engage in prosocial behav-
ior to reduce shared distress and promote shared positive affect
(Morelli etal., 2015). Guilt-prone individuals are likely to anticipate
the aversive feelings of guilt associated with antisocial behavior, so
they avoid acting antisocially and engage in prosocial behavior to
avoid feeling this way (Cole et al., 2021; Tangney et al., 2007b).
Although these traits have been shown to positively predict a wide
variety of prosocial behaviors, it is currently unknown if they also
predict prosocial rule-breaking in the same way. Most researchers
have instead focused exclusively on antisocial rule-breaking and
have found that these traits negatively predictrule-violating behav-
ior. For example, higher levels of delinquency and typical criminal
behavior are associated with a weaker moral identity (Glenn et al.,
2010; Hardy et al., 2015), lower levels of empathy (Jolliffe &
Farrington, 2004; Miller & Eisenberg, 1988), and lowerfeelings of
guilt (Cole et al., 2014; Stuewig et al., 2015).

Because these moral traits are associated with prosocial and
antisocial behaviors in opposite directions, it may seem as though
prosocial and antisocial behaviors are opposite ends of the same
dimension. However, recent research indicates that this is likely
untrue. For example, rather than demonstrating differences in
activation of the same neural markers, prosocial and antisocial
behaviors activate very different neural markers, indicating that
prosocial and antisocial behaviors are driven by unrelated neural
processes (Wang et al., 2022). Furthermore, recent studies investi-
gating real-world behavior have shown that prosocial and antisocial
behaviors often coexist in the same individual and sometimes work
in tandem to achieve a singular goal (Basurto et al., 2016; Bodinet
al., 2020). Furthermore, laboratory studies have revealed a coexis-
tence of cooperative and competitive behaviors (Prediger et al.,
2014; Savikhin & Sheremeta, 2013). For example, Prediger et al.
(2014) showed that 30% of individuals engaged in both prosocial
cooperation and antisocial spite rather than one or the other. These
studies imply that someone could have high rates of both prosocial
and antisocial behaviors, low rates of both, or a mismatch between
the two. This suggests that prosocial and antisocial behaviors exist
on separate dimensions rather than a singular dimension.

It remains unclear if prosocial rule-breaking should follow a
profile more consistent with prosocial behavior, such that it is
positively associated with moral traits, or if it should instead
resemble antisocial behavior, such that it is negatively associated
with these same characteristics. If we find a positive association
between prosocial rule-breaking and these moral traits, then this
would strengthen the argument that prosocial rule-breaking is
morally motivated and perhaps better understood as a subset of
prosocial behavior. Conversely, if we find a negative association,
then the current assumption that all rule-breaking is best understood
strictly as antisocial behavior would be supported.

To test this, it is first necessary to adopt operational definitions
that clearly distinguish prosocial rule-breaking from antisocial
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rule-breaking. Although both involve breaking an institutional rule,
we propose that the primary difference is that the intended goal of
prosocial rule-breaking is to help others without regard to oneself.
Conversely, the intended goal of antisocial rule-breaking is to
benefit oneself without regard for others. This perspective is
consistent with research showing that self-serving cognition is a
significant component of antisocial behavior (Barriga & Gibbs,
1996; van Leeuwen et al., 2014; Wallinius et al., 2011).

We chose goal-oriented definitions to address the long-standing
philosophical debate that all behaviors (including prosocial acts) are
ultimately driven by self-interest, even when one’s conscious desire is
to help others (Batson, 1987; Wallach & Wallach, 1983). For
example, prosocial behavior does come with its own personal re-
wards, such as reduced empathic distress, improved social standing,
feeling good about one’s self via moral pride, and receiving future
reciprocation (Tangney et al., 2007a). However, we adopt the view
proposed by Batson (2018) that true prosocial behavior is motivated
by the end goal of increasing another’s welfare, with any potential
self-benefits (whether they are anticipated or not) being unintended
consequences of this first-order goal (Batson et al., 1988).

In this view, unintended self-benefits may still implicitly drive
prosocial behavior but are not at the forefront of deliberate conscious
motivation (Batson, 2018; Batson et al., 1981). Instead, prosocial
behavior is largely driven by automatic moral intuitions whereby
people feel compelled to help others for its own sake (Greene, 2013;
Greene et al., 2001). This idea has support from research showing
that prosocial concern is a first-order automatic process that is
diminished in people who rely on more deliberative cognitive
processes when making moral judgments (Bartels & Pizarro, 2011;
Rand, 2016). In situations where institutional rules conflict with
these first-order prosocial intuitions, impulsive risk-taking may
allow prosocial concern to manifest as prosocial rule-breaking.

Self-Control and Impulsive Risk-Taking

Impulsive risk-taking can be conceived as existing on the opposite
end ofthe same dimension as self-control (Baumeister & Vohs, 2003;
Tangney etal.,2004). Conversely, self-control canbe operationalized
as two separate but opposing factors of impulsivity and restraint
(Maloney et al., 2012). In this view, someone can have very high
impulsivity, but this will not result in impulsive action if that person
also has very high restraint to match. Scales attempting to measure
self-control often target impulsivity and restraint under the assump-
tion that they are a single factor (e.g., Tangney et al., 2004). This has
led to some factor analytic studies of the widely popular Brief Self-
Control Scale seeking to determine if self-control is unidimensional
ormultidimensional (e.g., Lindner etal.,2015; Tangney et al., 2004).
In general, there is some support for a two-factor model of impulsivity
and restraint, but it is weak. Researchers generally disagree on
whether to implement aunidimensional or two-factor model because
the results are often too close to call (Lindner et al., 2015; Manapat
etal.,2021). Regardless, the ability to suppress one’s own impulsive
risk-taking via self-control is integral to understanding rule-breaking
(Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990).

The idea that prosocial concern is the default thought process and
is reduced through deliberate reasoning seems to conflict with
classical theories in criminology and psychology, which claim that
people are innately self-serving and require self-control and a
capacity for moral reasoning to suppress these natural antisocial

impulses (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Kohlberg, 1971). Indeed, a
history of research shows that self-control is negatively associated
with antisocial rule-breaking in both legal and nonlegal contexts
(Vazsonyi et al., 2017), including juvenile delinquency (Fine,
Steinberg, et al., 2016; Rebellon et al., 2008), adult criminal
tendencies (Gibbs & Giever, 1995), and aggression toward both
strangers and intimate partners (Cauffman et al., 2017; De Wall et
al., 2011; Finkel et al., 2009).

These findings appear to conflict with many other studies showing
the opposite effect: Thatimpulsivity and lower self-control positively
predict prosocial behavior. For example, in a trust game where
participants were given the opportunity to return money to a highly
trusting investor, those who had their cognitive-control sources
depleted offered back more money than those who maintained high
self-control (Halali et al., 2014). Similarly, people inrelation- ships
are more likely to suffer a personal cost to benefit their partners ifthey
have low self-control compared to high self-control (Righetti et al.,
2013). Another study showed that impulsive risk-taking is
associated with a willingness to incur personal costs to deter non-
cooperators (Crockett et al.,2010). Furthermore, applying strict time
constraints to force impulsive choices and prevent deliberate reason-
ing causes people to cooperate more in a variety of economic games
(Rand et al., 2012). Adding to this, a meta-analysis of 67 further
studies indicated that promoting impulsive choice over deliberate
reasoning increases prosocial cooperation by 17.3% (Rand,2016).

When considered together, these findings show that self-control
cansuppressboth antisocial andprosocial behavior. It seems that self-
control restricts potentially costly behavior in general, regardless of
whether that behavior is intended to benefit others or oneself. It is
possible that a lack of self-control may simply allow one’s uncon-
strained nature to manifestas actual behavior. Ifthat nature consists of
strong moral characteristics, prosocial rule-breaking should manifest
when self-control is low. Similarly, those lacking in these moral
characteristics should engage in antisocial rule-breaking when self-
control is low. To investigate the plausibility of the low self-control/
prosocial rule-breaking hypothesis, asecondary goal ofthe present set
of studies was to determine if self-control negatively predicts pro-
social rule-breaking in addition to antisocial rule-breaking.

Obligation to Obey the Law

Another common factor that should be shared between prosocial
and antisocial rule-breaking is the felt obligation to obey the law
(Tyler, 2006; van Rooij & Fine, 2021). Tyler (2006) argued that this
felt obligation depends on an individual’s personal morality and the
perception that the law is just. In this sense, if an individual
perceives the law to be unjust, then they perceive the authorities
that enforce that law to be less legitimate and become less likely to
follow the rules of authority as a result (Trinkner & Cohn, 2014;
Tyler & Trinkner, 2017). This would appear to be a likely avenue
toward prosocial rule-breaking when one’s personal morality is at
odds with the law. If people feel that laws are out of step with their
moral beliefs, then they should not feel obligated to obey these laws
and should be willing to break them to help others.

Importantly, one does not necessarily need to perceive an author-
ity as illegitimate to feel less obligated to obey (Fine & van Rooij,
2021). This becomes apparent when obligation to obey is recog-
nized as a separate and distinct factor from perceived legitimacy of
authority (Tyler, 2006). In this sense, an individual can perceive an
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authority to be legitimate, with the right to enforce the laws, but still
choose to ignore the law if it does not represent their self-interests
(Fine, van Rooij, et al., 2016; Tyler, 2006). This would provide a
likely avenue toward antisocial rule-breaking.

As expected, studies have shown that obligation to obey is
negatively associated with rule-breaking (Fine, van Rooij, et al.,
2016; Tyler, 2006). Interestingly, the obligation to obey the law is
negatively associated with breaking formal legal and nonformal
rules. For example, the felt obligation to obey the law isassociated
with following COVID-19 guidelines (Kooistra et al., 2020; van
Rooij et al., 2020) and with cheating behavior (Fine & van Rooij,
2017). In addition to self-control, the felt obligation to obey the law
should negatively predict prosocial and antisocial rule-breaking in a
variety of legal and nonlegal contexts.

Measuring Prosocial Rule-Breaking

To study prosocial rule-breaking as outlined above, researchers
need a way to measure it. The most accessible option would be
utilizing a self-report scale that distinguishes between other-serving
prosocial rule-breaking and self-serving antisocial rule-breaking
across a range of rule-violating behaviors. Unfortunately, such a
scale does not currently exist. Although there are numerous mea-
sures of general prosociality (e.g., Baumsteiger & Siegel, 2019;
Carlo & Randall, 2002), none capture the construct of prosocial rule-
breaking as we have described above.

Some organizational researchers have attempted to develop mea-
sures of prosocial rule-breaking, but their interpretation of the
construct is limited to workplace violations that benefit one’s profes-
sional organization (Dahling et al., 2012; Morrison, 2006). Such a
definition does not account for rule-breaking that is intended to help
those outside of the professional organization or that intentionally
undermines the professional organization (e.g., whistleblowing), and
it fails to account for rules that exist outside of a professional
organization, such as legal rules. Another issue with these measures
is that they fail to clearly distinguish between rule-breaking that
exclusively helps the organization and rule-breaking that exclusively
helps oneself. For example, an employee who breaks a rule to boost
sales could be motivated to help the company, to use these sales for
the self-serving goal of receiving a promotion, or both. In such mixed-
motive scenarios, it is difficult to determine if one is entirely
motivated by self-serving reasons, even if such a behavior coinci-
dentally benefits others (Feltz, 2007; Knobe, 2003), orifthey are truly
motivated to help others. Further doubt is cast on the validity of these
mixed-motivemeasures whenconsidering researchshowing thatself-
serving goals are the primary motivation of employee behavior
(Kovach, 1987; Wiley, 1997). Researchers need anew scale in which
the motivations for both types of behavior are clearly demarcated.

As an alternative to self-report measures, actual prosocial rule-
breaking behavior can be measured and compared to antisocial rule-
breaking using experimental designs. In one experimental study,
Ginoetal. (2013) clearly distinguished mixed-motive scenarios from
purely other-serving and purely self-serving scenarios using a behav-
ioral cheating task. In two conditions, they investigated whether
participants would be more likely to cheat when it exclusively
benefited oneself or when it exclusively helped others. In a third
condition, cheating simultaneously benefited both oneself and others
(a mixed-motive scenario). They found that people cheated more in
the mixed-motive scenario thaninthe othertwo conditions. However,

there was no difference in the amount of cheating between partici-
pants exclusively helping others and those exclusively helping
themselves. At first glance, this suggests that there is no difference
between prosocial and antisocial rule-breaking. However, this study
focused only on differences in the amount of cheating and did not
considerdifferences inthe moral motivations thatmightunderlieeach
behavior. Even if the frequency of prosocial rule-breaking is similar
to that of antisocial rule-breaking, these two constructs may still be
drivenby completely differentinternal processes (Wangetal.,2022).

The Present Studies

The primary goals of the two studies presented in this article were
to determine if prosocial and antisocial rule-breaking exist as
separate subfactors under the overall general rule-breaking factor
and to develop a self-report scale capable of measuring and distin-
guishing between these two subfactors. Study 1 involved the initial
development of the Prosocial and Antisocial Rule-Breaking (PARB)
scale; tested the hypothesized hierarchical structure (Figure 1) using
exploratory factor analyses and structural equation modeling
(SEM); and examined each construct’s relationship with a variety
of scales measuring prosocial intentions, moral identity, empathy,
guilt proneness, self-control, and rule orientation. Study 2 aimed to
replicate the construct validity and factor structure established in
Study 1 in a different population and show that the prosocial rule-
breaking construct predicts actual prosocial (but not antisocial) rule-
breaking behavior, adapting an experimental paradigm designed to
elicit cheating from previous studies (e.g., Fine & van Rooij, 2017
Gino et al., 2013). In short, we took an exploratory approach in
Study 1 (using both exploratory factor analysis [EFA] and SEM) for
model identification and then confirmed these SEM models using a
second sample (Study 2).

Study 1

The primary purpose of Study 1 was to develop and then examine
thepsychometricproperties ofthe PARBscale—anewscaledesigned
to capture the two constructs of self-reported prosocial rule-breaking
likelihood and antisocial rule-breaking likelihood. This study details
our development of items designed to capture the two rule-breaking
constructs and selection of items for removal based on EFA and SEM.
We expected these analyses to support a hierarchical model in which
the prosocial and antisocial rule-breaking factors were separate sub-
sets of the general rule-breaking factor (Figure 1).

The main goals of Study 1 were to identity the underlying factor
structure of the prosocial and antisocial rule-breaking items, retain
items that strongly loaded onto their intended construct, show that
prosocial rule-breaking is a separate construct from antisocial rule-
breaking, and establish convergent and discriminant validity
between each rule-breaking construct and other theoretically related
constructs. The hypotheses were as follows:

1. The general rule-breaking factor would have separateand
identifiable prosocial and antisocial subfactors (Figure 1).

2. The prosocial rule-breaking subscale would positively
associate with prosocial intentions, empathy, guilt prone-
ness, and moral identity, whereas the antisocial rule-
breaking subscale would significantly differ by negatively
associating with these same factors.
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Figure 1
Hypothesized Factor Structure of Rule-Breaking With Prosocial
and Antisocial Subtypes

Prosocial

General
Rule-Breaking

Note. We expected factor analyses of PARB items to demonstrate a
hierarchical factor structure where the general rule-breaking factor is better
explained as having prosocial and antisocial subfactors. PARB = Prosocial
and Antisocial Rule-Breaking. See the online article for the color version of
this figure.

3. Prosocial and antisocial rule-breaking would both be nega-
tively associated with self-control and felt obligation to
obey the law.

4.  (Exploratory) Prosocial rule-breaking would predict an
increased likelihood of participating in actual protests, but
antisocial rule-breaking would not.

Method
Participants

We recruited 515 college undergraduates through the University
of New Hampshire's online subject pool (SONA). We removed 18
individuals who completed the entire study in < 10 min. Of the 497
remaining participants, 397 identified as female (79.9%), 95 as male
(19.1%), and five as other (1%); 459 primarily identified as White
(92.4%), 15 as Asian (3%), seven as Black (1.4%), 11 as Hispanic
(2.2%), and five as other (1%). The average age was 19.1 (SD = 1.63),
with ages ranging from 18 to 31. Each participant received one credit
toward course completion for participating.

Materials

Scale Development Items. The initial 38 items developed for
the PARB scale targeted the two factors of perceived prosocial and
antisocial rule-breaking likelihood. The 20 items targeting the
prosocial rule-breaking construct each described a hypothetical

HENNIGAN AND COHN

scenario in which an opportunity arises to help another person by
breaking a rule. Each item asked the participant how likely they
would be to break that rule on a scale from 1 (very unlikely) to 7
(very likely). For example, one item reads:

You are running late driving your friend to their job interview when you
miss your turn. You realize you can still get them there on time if you
pull an illegal U-turn at the next light. How likely are you to take the
illegal U-turn so your friend can get to their interview on time?

The 18 items targeting the antisocial rule-breaking construct were
similar except that the reason for breaking the rule was entirely self-
serving. For example, one antisocial item reads:

You are working alone as a cashier and realize that your cash drawer is
over after counting it at the end of the night. You could easily pocket the
extra money and no one would ever know, but company policy says this
is stealing. How likely are you to take the money for yourself?

We chose to measure perceived likelihood to engage in rule-
breaking rather than measuring number of past incidences of rule-
breaking for several reasons. First, a scale measuring past incidences
of rule-breaking is subject to confounding variables, such as each
participant having a different number of opportunities to break rules
in the past. Furthermore, reporting past incidences of rule-breaking
would result in a nonnormally distributed count variable. Models
predicting such a skewed count measure would require compatibil-
ity with Poisson or negative binomial distributions. Such distribu-
tions are incompatible with the most popular analyses, such as
Pearson’s correlations, ordinary least squares regressions, and max-
imum likelihood estimation often used in SEM. Fewer researchers
are familiar with or have access to software capable of conducting
negative binomial and Poisson analyses compared to those which
require normal distributions. Because our goal is to create a measure
that is accessible to researchers and easy to use, a scale measuring
perceived likelihood should result in scores that conform to a more
accessible normal distribution.

Before developing items for this scale, we consulted a variety of
scale reviews and factor analytic studies to best capture the overall
rule-breaking construct (e.g., Burt & Donnellan, 2009; Sweeten,
2012). Antisocial behavior typically falls into either an “overt” or
“covert” factor (Frick et al., 1993; Loeber & Schmaling, 1985).
Overt behaviors are openly confrontational and physically aggres-
sive, whereas covert behaviors involve obscured and less aggressive
rule-breaking. Because the target construct is rule-breaking rather
than direct aggression, we wrote each hypothetical scenario to be
“covert,” such that no one but the subject would be aware of their
behavior. Previous research into the factor structure of rule-breaking
indicates that stealing, vandalism, and work violations typically load
together on a single factor (Burt & Donnellan, 2009). In light of this,
we chose to include this variety of behaviors into our items to better
capture the overall rule-breaking construct. To ensure that the scale
would have broad applications, we chose to create items that focused
on more everyday examples of rule violations instead of rare or
severe legal violations. These items comprised legal rules, work
rules, and informal rules.

Last, we used our proposed theoretical framework that prosocial
rule-breaking is other-serving whereas antisocial rule-breaking is
strictly self-serving when creating these items. To avoid the
potential confounds of mixed-motive scenarios, we ensured that
there were no direct gains for the subject in each of the prosocial
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rule-breaking scenarios. In contrast, we made sure that the only
person who benefited from each antisocial rule-breaking scenario
was the subject. Using the above framework, the first author
developed 20 items to capture the prosocial rule-breaking construct
and another 18 items to capture the antisocial rule-breaking
construct, for a total of 38 items (see the Supplemental Material, for
full descriptions of the initial items). During the item- development
process, these items were regularly reviewed by members of the
Legal Socialization Lab, which included a team of three
psychology PhD students, four justice studies master’s students,
and three undergraduate psychology honors students. These review
sessions were overseen by the second author, who has decades of
experience with scale development relating to legal attitudes, legal
reasoning, and rule-breaking (e.g., Cohnetal., 2012; Martin & Cohn,
2004). These sessions involved identifying potential problem items,
such as items that might reflect mixed motives, items that greatly
differed from others in terms of rule severity or likeli- hood, and
items with confusing or poor wording. Items were continually
refined by the first author until there was agreement between lab
members that these items represented everyday rule violations,
were absent of mixed-motives, and had clear wording. Although
this process did not utilize standardized ratings, the first and second
authors ultimately decided which revisions to keep based on the
original vision of the scale and the second author’s expertise. These
decisions were explained to the team and were reevaluated if
disagreement persisted until all members agreed that the criteria had
been met. The order of the finalized 38 items was randomized for
each participant to control for ordering effects.

Prosocial Intentions. We measured prosocial intentions using
the Prosocial Behavioral Intentions Scale (Baumsteiger & Siegel,
2019). Subjects responded to items on a 7-point Likert scale ranging
from definitely would not do to definitely would do. Example items
include “Help a stranger find something they lost, like their key or a
pet” and “Help care for a sick friend or relative.” Prosocial intention
was calculated as the mean score of these four items (M = 6.05, SD
= 0.81; a = .79), with higher scores indicating greater prosocial
intentions.

Empathy. We measured trait empathy using the Basic Empa-
thy Scale in Adults; the Basic Empathy Scale was originally
developed to measure empathy in young people (Jolliffe &
Farrington, 2006) and later adapted to measure empathy in adults
(Carré et al., 2013). Subjects responded to 20 items on a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree.
Example items included “After being with a friend who is sad about
something, I usually feel sad” and “Other people’s feelings don'’t
bother me at all” (reverse coded). Empathy was calculated as the
mean score of these 20 items after reverse-coding relevant items (M
=3.90,SD =0.46; a =.87), with higher scores indicating higher trait
empathy.

Guilt Proneness. We measured emotional guilt proneness
using the short-form Test of Self-Conscious Affect-3 scale
(Tangney et al., 2000). This scale measures the factors of guilt
proneness, shame proneness, detachment/unconcern, and externali-
zation of blame. It consists of 16 scenarios, all of which have four or
five responses, each designed to measure one of the above factors.
For example, one scenario states, “You break something at work and
then hide it.” It is then followed up with the items, “You would
think: ‘This is making me anxious. I need to either fix it or get
someone else to”” (guilt proneness), “You would think about

quitting” (shame proneness), “You would think: ‘A lot of things
aren’'t made very well these days™ (externalization), and “You
would think: ‘Tt was only an accident” (detachment/unconcern).
Responses were reported on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from not
likely to very likely. Guilt proneness was calculated as the mean
score of the 16 items targeting this construct from each scenario (M
=3.99,8D =0.45; a=.83), with higher scores indicating higher guilt
proneness.

Moral Identity. We assessed moral identity using the Self-
Importance of Moral Identity Measure (Aquino & Reed, 2002). The
scale begins by listing nine moral characteristics (caring, compas-
sionate, fair, friendly, generous, helpful, hardworking, honest, and
kind) and then has subjects respond to 10 items on a 5-point Likert
scale (from strongly disagree to strongly agree). Example items
include, “It would make me feel good to be a person who has these
characteristics” and “The types of things I do in my spare time (e.g.,
hobbies) clearly identify me as having these characteristics.” Moral
identity was calculated as the mean score of these 10 items after
reverse-coding relevant items (M = 3.95, SD = 0.44; a = .75),with
higher scores indicating a stronger moral identity. We also assessed
the two subfactors of the Self-Importance of Moral Identity Mea-
sure: internalization (internal morality as integral to one’s personal
identity; M =4.56, SD = 0.46; a =.75) and symbolization (symbolic
morality as integral to one’s public identity; M = 3.38, SD = 0.63;
a=.74).

Self-Control. We measured self-control using the Brief Self-
Control Scale (Tangney et al., 2004). Subjects responded to items on
a 5-point Likert scale ranging from not at all to very much. Example
items include “I am good at resisting temptation” and “I often act
without thinking through all the alternatives” (reverse coded). Self-
control was calculated as the mean score of these 13 items after
reverse-coding relevant items (M = 2.85, SD = 0.55; a = .76), with
higher scores indicating higher self-control. We also investigated the
two subfactors of impulsivity (M = 2.71, SD = 0.81; a = .67) and
restraint (M = 2.69, SD = 0.74; a = .62) based on factor analytic
studies suggesting that the Brief Self-Control Scale consists of these
two subfactors (Maloney et al., 2012). We reverse-coded impulsiv-
ity so that higher scores would indicate higher impulsivity.

Obligation to Obey the Law. We measured felt obligation to
obey the law using the Rule Orientation Scale (Fine & van Rooij,
2021; Fine, van Rooij, et al., 2016). Subjects responded to items on a
7-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly
agree. Example items include “It is acceptable to break a legal rule if
this legal rule makes unreasonable demands of you” and “It is
acceptable to break a legal rule if you do not understand this legal
rule.” Obligation to obey the law was calculated by reverse-coding
all 12 items and taking the mean score (M = 3.96, SD = 0.92; a =
.87), with higher scores indicating higher felt obligation to obey.

Protest Participation. As the summer protests of 2020 broke
out across the country, we took this opportunity to measure partici-
pant protest participation in an exploratory investigation of conver-
gent and discriminant validity with the proposed prosocial and
antisocial rule-breaking constructs. Protest participation was mea-
sured by asking “Have you attended any protests in the last year?
Please select all protests that you have attended,” with the options
“Protest to lift COVID restrictions” (n = 2), “Protest against racial
inequality” (n = 115), “Protest to reform police” (n = 58), “Another
type of protest” (n = 8), and “T did not attend any protests in the last
year” (n = 255). We created a dummy-coded variable indicating
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whether a participant had participated in any type of protest (31.5%
of respondents) or not (68.5% of respondents).

Procedure

This study took place entirely online. After being contacted
through the University of New Hampshire’'s SONA system, parti-
cipants followed a link to a Qualtrics web-based survey. The first
page consisted of an informed consent form where participants had
to check “agree” before being allowed to continue. Those who
checked “disagree” were instead presented with a note thanking
them for their time, and they still received class credit without
participating. Participants who agreed completed all survey mate-
rial, including demographic information (gender, age, and race/
ethnicity). They were given 1 hr to complete the survey material, and
everyone finished within the allotted time. This study was approved
by the University of New Hampshire’s institutional review board
(IRB No. EFEB32020).

Results
Analytic Strategy

To best identify the underlying factor structure of the prosocial
and antisocial rule-breaking items, we employed a variety of
analysis techniques, beginning with the elimination of poorly
loading items (< .40 on the main factor and > .30 on the secondary
factor) using a principal axis EFA with a two-factor solution.
Because we expected a degree of cross-loadings between factors
due to both being subsets of the overall rule-breaking construct, we
chose an oblimin rotation rather than an orthogonal rotation (Brown,
2015). Items were removed one at a time (eliminating items with the
highest cross-loadings first and then the lowest-loading item on its
main factor second) until the scale stabilized, with all items meeting
these criteria.

To eliminate item imbalance (Gustafsson & Aberg-Bengtsson,
2010) and to reduce the scale to a practical size for easier imple-
mentation, we chose to remove items from the subscale with the
most items until both subscales had an equal number of items by
eliminating items with the highest cross-loadings. This was done
because of the proposed hierarchical nature of the items. Because the
scale can be used as a single general rule-breaking scale or as two
separate scales for prosocial and antisocial rule-breaking, items
should be balanced so that the general rule-breaking scale is not
weighted more toward either prosocial rule-breaking or antisocial
rule-breaking.

To test the hypothesized hierarchical structure of the remaining
items, we followed guidelines outlined by Awang (2012) to com-
pare four SEM models using confirmatory factor analysis: a single-
factor model, a correlated-factors model, a second-order hierarchical
model (Chen et al., 2012; Hull et al., 1991), and a bifactor
hierarchical model (Chen & Zhang, 2018; Morin et al., 2016; Reise,
2012; see the Supplemental Material, for detailed figures ofeach
of these models). Correlated-factors models typically used in
confirmatory factor analyses assume no relation between subfactors
(i.e., cross-loadings = 0) and are thus inappropriate for testing
hierarchical models in which subfactors are partially explained by
an overall general factor (Chen et al., 2006). Given the need of
fixing both paths from the general factor to the two subfactors
(Awang, 2012), the second-order model would be equivalent to the
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correlated-factors model and is included only to provide coefficients
for these paths. The bifactor model does not suffer from these
limitations, provides fit statistics and loadings for the hypothesized
hierarchical structure (see Table 3 in Chen et al., 2006, for an
explanation of the equivalence between a bifactor and a hierarchical
model), and allows us to determine the degree to which a construct is
explained by the general factor versus its respective subfactor
(Giordano & Waller, 2020; Reise et al., 2010). For a detailed
explanation of the advantages of the bifactor model over the
second-order model, see Chen et al. (2006). Consistent with re-
commendations to avoid correlating residual errors (Brown, 2015;
Hermida, 2015; Landis et al., 2009), we took a conservative
approach and chose not to correlate any error terms to avoid
artificially inflating SEM fit statistics. Because of the nested nature
of these models, we employed chi-square difference tests to deter-
mine if prosocial and antisocial rule-breaking are best described as a
unidimensional, two-factor, or hierarchical construct.

McDonald’s omega (w) is reported as a reliability coefficient
alongside Cronbach’s alpha when assessing full scale reliability,
given that alphas are inappropriate for assessing reliability in
multidimensional models (McDonald, 1999; Rodriguez et al.,
2016). The degree of model unidimensionality is reported with
omega hierarchical (wx); values greater than .80 indicate a unidi-
mensional model (Rodriguez et al., 2016). Final factor loadings for
the general factor and subfactors were extracted from the final
bifactor model by applying a Schmid—Leiman transformation
(Ebesutani et al., 2012; Schmid & Leiman, 1957).

Convergent validity with scale measures was established using
bivariate correlations. Differences between prosocial and antisocial
rule-breaking in correlations with other scale measures were as-
sessed using Dunn and Clark’s z (1969) and Zou’s (2007) confi-
dence interval. See Diedenhofen and Musch (2015) and Hittner et al.
(2003) for a detailed discussion of why these tests are most
appropriate for testing differences between dependent correlations
with a shared overlapping variable. To control for potential sup-
pression effects and to accurately disentangle prosocial rule-
breaking from antisocial rule-breaking, we also investigated con-
vergent validity using semipartial correlations controlling for the
opposite rule-breaking factor (Friedman & Wall, 2005; Paulhus et
al., 2004). By holding the opposite rule-breaking score constant, this
avoids suppression effects due to individuals who are simulta-
neously prosocial and antisocial, for example.

We employed a binary logistic regression to predict 2020 protest
participation (dummy coded as 1 = protested, 0 = did not protest)
from prosocial and antisocial rule-breaking, controlling for gender
(1 = male), age, and race (1 = White). Odds ratios and their confidence
intervals are reported as effect-size estimates (Warner, 2020). All
SEM model fit statistics were calculated using AMOS 26 statistical
software, and all other analyses were conducted using the psych
(Revelle, 2019), jmv (Selker et al., 2021), and cocur (Diedenhofen
& Musch, 2015) packages in R (R Core Team, 2021). Graphs were
produced using the GAML;j (Gallucci, 2019) R package. All data, R
code, and original materials are publicly available at https://osf.io/
hkfds/?view_only=400627a674634c1397dc70a6d84765¢8.

Hypothesis 1: 1dentifying prosocial and antisocial subfactors.

The EFA on the initial 38 items showed that they generally loaded
onto their intended subfactor (Table 1). The Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin
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Table 1
Factor Loadings and Communalities for Initial 38 Items
Factor
Item Prosocial Antisocial Communalities
Prol—How likely are you to break company policy and give free food to the homeless family? 426 186
Pro2—How likely are you to ignore your boss and help the person who passed out in the street? .430 -0.365 271
Pro3—How likely are you to ignore the sign and enter the city to help others? 361 147
Pro4—How likely are you to excessively speed so your friend can get help? .400 157
Pro5—How likely are you to take the illegal U-turn so your friend can get to their interview on time? .448 205
Pro6—How likely are you to break curfew to pick up your friend? .469 235
Pro7—How likely are you to lie to your company so they donate money to abused children? .346 207
Pro8—How likely are you to lie to cover for a friend who is late for work? 470 217
Pro9—How likely are you to illegally buy marijuana to help with your family member’s pain? .522 278
B Prol0—How likely are you to give your friend your old pills to help with their painful migraines? .347 152
4 3 Prol1—How likely are you to cheat so the cancer charity gets more money? .594 371
= é Prol12—How likely are you to turn in the lost ID even though it will make you late for work? .075
§ 3 Prol13—How likely are you to steal the bike back for your friend? 1491 262
—,i = Prol4—How likely are you to steal food in order to feed your family? .480 336
3 ; Prol5—How likely are you to break a law that takes away the rights of others? .532 296
= 3 Prol6—How likely are you to help this stranger by only pretending to shock them in an experiment? 365 144
2 4 Prol7—How likely are you to lie to your insurance company so a family member gets coverage? 472 249
= 8 Prol18—How likely are you to lie to your boss and use fresh food instead? .105
) Pro19—How likely are you to lie so the medical patient can get the free procedure? 457 221
g = Pro20—How likely are you to break the car window to save the abandoned dog? 325 104
5 7 Antil—How likely are you to take the money from the cash drawer for yourself? 632 398
g é Anti2—How likely are you to call in sick and go to the lake despite your work being shorthanded? 165
= s Anti3—How likely are you to vandalize your old supervisor’s car to teach him a lesson? 418 272
g 3 Anti4d—How likely are you to sell these drugs to make a lot of easy money for yourself? 396 195
f ; Anti5—How likely are you to lie about the amount of books you read so you can get a larger bonus? 422 259
? 2 Anti6—How likely are you to cheat on the exam by using the answer key? 416 272
B Anti7—How likely are you to take your company’s money for yourself? .549 312
22 Anti8—How likely are you to scratch the truck of the driver who almost hit you with your keys? 318 350 256
< ; Anti9—How likely are you to steal the medication from the pharmacy for yourself? 345 399 .320
A Antil0—How likely are you ignore the contact information and take the cash for yourself? .667 440
r:‘: o Antil l—How likely are you to endanger your coworker’s job to save your own? .613 .368
S Zz Antil2—How likely are you to lie and say you worked 30 hr so you can get free meals? 303 194
8 s Antil3—How likely are you to lie in your application so you can win free groceries for a year? 614 368
Z3 Antil4—How likely are you to continue letting the previous tenant unknowingly pay your bills? .615 .370
o 3 Antil5—How likely are you to cheat your friends in order to win a good amount of money? 431 191
f o Antil6—How likely are you to go to the event despite the stay-at-home order for the pandemic? 371 142
o ¥ Antil7—How likely are you to come back at night and throw a rock through the store window? 332 .196
::3 & Antil8—How likely are you to steal items from your work? .398 188
o5 Eigenvalues 5.65 3.25
;%‘ é Note. The principal axis factoring extraction method was used in combination with an oblimin rotation with a two-factor solution. Loading values greater than
z "§ .30 are shown, with values greater than .40 highlighted in bold. Item descriptions are abbreviated here for brevity. See the Supplemental Material for full item
g g descriptions.
Q.=
3 4
3 é measure of sampling adequacy (.866) and Bartlett’s test of spheric- with this, loadings indicated that the hypothesized subset factor
2 f ity (X* = 4,678, df = 703, p < .001) indicated that the data were structure was retained after controlling for the overall general factor,
- E suitable for factor analysis. We progressively removed items until with all items loading more strongly on the subset factors than the

loadings stabilized, with 12 prosocial rule-breaking items and eight
antisocial rule-breaking items remaining. We selected four addi-
tional prosocial items for removal to achieve item balance. The
remaining eight prosocial items (0 = .72) and eight antisocial items
(a =.79) were combined to create the 16-item PARB scale (a = .75,
w =.76; see Appendix A, for the final PARB scale).

Of all the models tested, the hierarchical bifactor model demon-
strated the best fit (comparative fit index [CFI] = .94, Tucker—Lewis
index [TLI] = .91, root-mean-square error of approximation
[RMSEA] =.045; x> =176, df =88, p <.001; Table 2), with
chi-square difference tests showing a large significant improvement
over the unidimensional single-factor model (X = 555, df= 16, p
< .001) and a smaller but significant improvement over the
correlated-factors model (x> = 90, df = 15, p < .001). Consistent

general rule-breaking factor (Table 3). As expected, the scale was
not unidimensional (wx = .21), falling well below the omega-
hierarchical threshold of .80 (Rodriguez et al., 2016). This provides
support for the existence of prosocial rule-breaking as a separate
construct from antisocial rule-breaking and indicates that rule-
breaking is not a single antisocial factor.

Hypothesis 2: Associations with morally salient scales.

Zero-order bivariate correlations demonstrated expected conver-
gent validity with all other constructs, with the exception of moral
identity (Table 4). As hypothesized, prosocial rule-breaking was
positively associated with prosocial intentions (r = .10, p =.02, 1% =
.01), empathy ( = .12, p = .006, r> = .02), and guilt proneness
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Table 2
SEM Model Fit Measures for Studies 1 and 2
RMSEA 90% CI Model test
Model RMSEA Lower Upper CFI TLI Ve df P
Study 1 (College sample)
Single-factor model 11 .10 12 .58 45 731 104 <.001
Correlated-factors model .06 .05 .07 .89 .86 266 103 <.001
Hierarchical bifactor model .05 .04 .05 94 91 176 88 <.001
Study 2 (MTurk sample)
Single-factor model 15 .14 .16 72 .63 693 104 <.001
Correlated-factors model .10 .09 A1 .88 .84 349 103 <.001
Hierarchical bifactor model .06 .05 .08 .96 .93 177 88 <.001

Note. The fit statistics for the second-order model are identical to those for the correlated-factors model because both paths to subfactors are fixed; those
statistics are thus not reported (see Awang, 2012; Chen et al., 2012). Bifactor fit statistics are reported for the hierarchical bifactor model. Bold values represent
the best fitting model for each study. SEM = structural equation modeling; CI = confidence interval; RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation;
CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker—Lewis index; MTurk = Amazon’s Mechanical Turk.

(r = .11, p = .01, > = .01), although these relations were small,
ranging from 1.04% to 1.54% variance explained. Unexpectedly,
prosocial rule-breaking was not associated with moral identity as
hypothesized (r = -.06, p = .174, ¥ < .01). This could be due to
moral identity having two subfactors of internalization (morality as
integral to one’s personal identity) and symbolization (morality as
integral to one’s public identity). We tested this is in anexploratory
analysis and found that prosocial rule-breaking was positively asso-
ciated with internalization (= .09, p =.048, 7> = .01) and negatively
associated with symbolization (» = -.15, p < .001, > = .02).
Contrary to our findings for prosocial rule-breaking and consis-
tent with our hypotheses, antisocial rule-breaking was negatively
associated with prosocial intentions (» = -.32, p < .001, 72 = .10),
empathy (» = -.28, p < .001, #*> = .08), guilt proneness (+ = -.44, p
<.001, 2 = .19), and moral identity (+ = -.22, p < .001, 2 = .05),
with stronger relations ranging from 4.75% to 19.34% variance

Table 3

PARB Scale General and Subset Factor Loadings for Studies 1 and 2

explained. Antisocial rule-breaking also negatively correlated with
moral identity’s internalization subfactor (» = -.26, p < .001, ? =
.07) and symbolization subfactor (+ = -.12, p = .009, 2 = .01).

Importantly, correlations with prosocial rule-breaking differed
from correlations with antisocial rule-breaking for prosocial inten-
tions (7difference = .42, 95% CI [.32,.53],z=7.50, p < .001), empathy
(rdifference = .41,95% CI [.30, .51],z=7.19, p <.001), guilt proneness
(Vdifference = .55, 95% CI [45, 65], z= 1016,p < 001),
and moral identity (rdifference = .16, 95% CI [.04, .27],z=2.73, p
= .006), suggesting a difference in the moral motivations under-
lying each type of rule-breaking.

Furthermore, prosocial and antisocial rule-breaking correlated
positively (= .16, p < .001, 7 = .02), indicating the presence of a
suppression effect. Because prosocial and antisocial rule-breaking
were positively correlated but differed in the direction of their
correlations with moral traits, this indicated the presence of a

Study 1 (college sample)

Study 2 (MTurk sample)

Item General Prosocial Antisocial General Prosocial Antisocial

Pro4 41 22 .48

Pro5 43 32 42

Pro8 .45 35 .64

Pro9 21 .52 30 .56

Prol1 25 .58 20 .52

Prol3 21 .46 24 .48

Prol7 22 43 41 42 30
Pro19 .40 .42 .52 23
Antil 27 62 .40 67
Anti3 24 38 .39 63
Anti7 .26 56 41 70
Antil0 27 63 .39 74
Antill 21 57 .39 75
Antil3 21 56 .43 68
Antil4 22 51 38 70
Antil5 .38 .39 .66
Eigenvalues 0.74 1.77 231 2.1 2.1 4.0

Note. Loading values greater than or equal to .20 are shown, with values greater than or equal to .40 highlighted in bold. Subset factor structure was retained
after controlling for the overall general factor with all items loading more strongly on their subset factor than the overall general rule-breaking factor. Displayed
values are drawn from each study’s respective hierarchical bifactor model using a Schmid-Leiman transformation. PARB = Prosocial and Antisocial Rule-

Breaking; MTurk = Amazon’s Mechanical Turk.
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“cooperative” suppression effect (Conger, 1974; Paulhus et al.,
2004). Cooperative suppression obscures the true effect of both
rule-breaking factors on each trait due to criterion-irrelevant vari-
ance (Friedman & Wall, 2005; Paulhus et al., 2004). Thus, semi-
partial correlations controlling for the opposite rule-breaking factor
were necessary and revealed the larger true effect between prosocial
rule-breaking and prosocial intentions (s = .15, p <.001, s7? = .02),
empathy (sr = .17, p < .001, sr2 = .03), and guilt proneness (sr =
.19, p <.001, s72 = .04), with variance explained now ranging from
2.25% to 3.61%. However, this did not improve the correlation
between prosocial rule-breaking and moral identity (sr = -.03, p =
.541, 5% < .01) because the direction of their zero-order correlation
did not meet the criteria for suppression. However, the correlation
with the internalization moral identity subfactor did meet the criteria
for suppression. Because of this, semipartial correlations revealed a
stronger effect between prosocial rule-breaking and internalization
(s7= .13, p = .003, 512 = .02), as expected, and did not improve the
correlation with symbolization (s» = -.14, p = .003, s72 = .02).
Furthermore, semipartial correlations revealed larger negative
correlations between antisocial rule-breaking and prosocial inten-
tions (s = -.34, p < .001, s72 = .12), empathy (sr = -.31, p < .001,
sr2 = .09), and guilt proneness (sr = -.46, p < .001, s#2 = .21),with
unique variance explained ranging from 9.42% to 21.34%. As
expected, semipartial correlations did not improve the correlation

Table 4
Study 1 (College Sample) Correlations
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between antisocial rule-breaking and moral identity (sr = -.21, p <
.001, s72 = .04) or its internalization subfactor (s» = -.28, p < .001,
sr2 = .08) or symbolization subfactor (sr = -.10, p = .03, s7> = .01).
Zero-order and semipartial correlations relevant to our hypotheses
can be found in Table 4, and zero-order bivariate correlations for all
variables can be found in the Supplemental Table S1.

Hypothesis 3: Associations with self-control and obligation
to obey.

As hypothesized, self-control was negatively related to prosocial
rule-breaking ( = -.24, p < .001, 7> = .06) and antisocial rule-
breaking (r = -.24, p < .001, 7> = .06). The self-control impulsivity
subfactor was associated with prosocial rule-breaking (» = .25, p <
.001, 72 = .06) and antisocial rule-breaking (» = .24, p < .001, /> =
.06). Similarly, the self-control restraint subfactor was negatively
associated with prosocial rule-breaking (» = -.15, p < .001, 7> = .02)
and antisocial rule-breaking (» = -.12, p = .007, > = .01).
Consistent with our hypotheses, felt obligation to obey the law was
negatively associated with prosocial rule-breaking (r = -.40,p
<.001, #* = .16) and antisocial rule-breaking (+ = -.30, p < .001, 72
= .09). Furthermore, correlations with prosocial rule-breaking did
not differ from correlations with antisocial rule-breaking for self-
control (rdifference = =003, 95% CI [-.11, .11], z = -.06, p = .95) or

Zero-order correlations

Semipartial correlations

Variable Prosocial rule-breaking Antisocial rule-breaking T difference Prosocial rule-breaking Antisocial rule-breaking

Prosocial intentions .10 -.32 42 .15 -.34
(1.04%) (10.30%) z="17.50 (2.25%) (11.62%)
p=.02 p <.001 p <.001 p <.001 p <.001

Empathy 12 -.28 41 17 -.31
(1.54%) (8.07%) z=17.19 (2.89%) (9.42%)
p = .006 p <.001 p <.001 p <.001 p <.001

Guilt proneness 11 -.44 .55 .19 -.46
(1.30%) (19.36%) z=10.16 (3.61%) (21.34%)
p=.01 p <.001 p <.001 p <.001 p <.001

Moral identity -.06 -.22 .16 -.03 -.21
(0.36%) (4.75%) z=2.73 (<.01%) (4.45%)
p=.17 p <.001 p =.006 p=.54 p <.001

Internalization .09 -.26 .35 .13 -.28
(0.79%) (6.97%) z=6.18 (1.72%) (7.95%)
p =.048 p <.001 p <.001 p =.003 p <.001

Symbolization -.15 -.12 .03 -.14 -.10
(2.31%) (1.39%) z=0.59 (1.82%) (0.94%)
p <.001 p =.009 p=.56 p =.003 p=.03

Self-control -.24 -.24 < .01 -.21 -.21
(5.71%) (5.52%) z=.06 (4.20%) (4.28%)
p <.001 p <.001 p=.95 p <.001 p <.001

Impulsivity .25 .24 <.01 21 21
(6.10%) (5.95%) z=.06 (4.49%) (4.58%)
p <.001 p <.001 p=.95 p <.001 p <.001

Restraint -.15 -.12 .03 -.13 -.10
(2.13%) (1.46%) z= .44 (1.66%) (1.00%)
p =.001 p =.007 p = .66 p =.004 p=.03

Obligation to obey -.40 -.30 .10 -.35 -.26
(15.60%) (8.94%) z=1.80 (12.46%) (6.86%)
p <.001 p <.001 p=.07 p <.001 p <.001

Note. Values in bold are consistent with hypotheses. Variance explained is reported in parentheses. Semipartial correlations are controlled for the opposite
rule-breaking subfactor. Impulsivity scores are reverse coded for easier interpretation. Differences between prosocial and antisocial rule-breaking correlations

were calculated using Dunn and Clark’s z procedure.
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for obligation to obey the law (7difference = —.10, 95% CI [-.20, .01],
z = -1.80, p = .07), suggesting that self-control and felt obligation
to obey the law are linked to general rule-breaking and not neces-
sarily to antisocial rule-breaking. Because these relations do not
meet the criteria for suppression, we did not expect any suppression
effects, which was supported by semipartial correlations (see Table
4).

Hypothesis 4: Predicting protest behavior.

Finally, our exploratory investigation of how well each construct
predicts actual protest participation revealed expected predictive
validity. The prosocial rule-breaking PARB score predicted likeli-
hood to engage in actual protest behavior (b =0.313,SE=0.14,p =
.025; OR = 1.37,95% CI [1.05, 1.81]), whereas the antisocial rule-
breaking score did not (b =-0.104, SE = 0.13, p = .410; OR = 0.90,
95% CI [0.70, 1.15]). Each additional point in the prosocial rule-
breaking PARB score predicted a 37% increase in protest likelihood
during the summer protests of 2020, demonstrating convergent
validity (Figure 2). Importantly, the antisocial rule-breaking PARB
score did not predict protest likelihood, indicating discrimi- nant
validity.

Discussion

The PARB scale shows promise as a measure of both antisocial
and prosocial rule-breaking. Overall, both rule-breaking subscales
scales displayed good convergent and discriminant validity, with
their theoretically related constructs suggesting that internal moral
motivations differ between prosocial and antisocial rule-breaking.
Prosocial rule-breaking appears to be positively linked with proso-
cial intentions, empathy, and guilt proneness, whereas antisocial
rule-breaking is negatively linked with these same factors. Further-
more, these results suggest that overall, general rule-breaking is
associated with lower self-control and lower obligation to obey the
law—and is not necessarily defined by antisociality. Finally, pro-
social rule-breaking successfully predicted likelihood to participate
in protests. Although this last result did not distinguish between
illegal and legal protest behavior, it does offer some evidence that

HENNIGAN AND COHN

prosocial rule-breaking can be used to successfully predict actual
prosocially motivated antiauthority behavior such as protesting
against police (legally or illegally) during the BLM movement.

Interestingly, the lack of a relation between prosocial rule-
breaking and moral identity was explained by a positive association
with the internalization moral identity subfactor and a negative
association with the symbolization moral identity subfactor. This
suggests that prosocial rule-breaking may be driven by internal
moral values and lessened by a desire to publicly appear moral. This
makes sense, in that moral rebels and prosocial rule breakers such as
whistleblowers are often the target of public ire (Hennigan, 2015;
Minson & Monin, 2012; Touchton et al., 2020). Those concerned
with maintaining public approval should be less likely to engage in
prosocial rule-breaking because of the fallout that comes with
violating social norms. Conversely, those with strong internal moral
values who are less concerned about how they appear to others
should be more likely to engage in prosocial rule-breaking. These
findings are consistent with these ideas.

Study 2

The main purpose of Study 2 was to take a confirmatory approach
and determine if the factor structure of the PARB scale and its
relation to theoretically related constructs remained consistent in the
general population in comparison to the predominantly college-aged
sample of Study 1. The secondary purpose was to further establish
construct validity between the PARB Scale and a between-subjects
experimental cheating task in which the motivation to cheat was to
either help others or to help oneself. This cheating task was adapted
from similar paradigms (e.g., Teper et al., 2011; von Hippel et al.,
2005). The hypotheses for Study 2 were as follows:

1. The factor structure of the PARB scale and its relation
with other measures would be consistent with Study 1.

2. The PARB scale subfactors would demonstrate conver-
gent and discriminant validity with actual prosocial and
antisocial cheating behavior in the experimental cheat- ing
task.

100% A
75% 4

50%

25%

Figure 2
Binary Logistic Regression Predicting Protest Likelihood From PARB Scores
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Note. Each additional point in prosocial rule-breaking score predicted a 37% increase in protest likelihood during the summer protests of 2020.
Importantly, antisocial rule-breaking score did not predict protest likelihood, indicating discriminant validity. Error bars represent standard error.
PARB = Prosocial and Antisocial Rule-Breaking. See the online article for the color version of this figure.
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Method
Participants

We recruited a sample of 289 participants from Amazon Mechan-
ical Turk (MTurk). We removed two participants for not completing
the survey material, 13 more for completing all study materials in
less than 10 min, and another 22 who gave nonsense responses to an
open-ended question (see the Supplemental Material, for a list of
these responses). Of the remaining 252 participants included in this
study, 141 identified as males (56%) and 111 as females (44%); 176
primarily identified as White (70.1%), 32 as Asian (12.7%), 19 as
Black (7.6%), 13 as Hispanic (5.2%), six as Native American
(2.4%), five as other (2%), and one did not identify as any race. The
average age was 38.4 (SD =11.1), with ages ranging from 18 to
73. All participants were paid $3 for participating.

Materials

We included all scales from the previous study, including the
Prosocial Behavioral Intentions Scale (M =5.82,SD=0.94; a=.79);
the Basic Empathy Scale in Adults (M = 3.74, SD = 0.62; a = .91);
the Test of Self-Conscious Affect-3 scale’s short-form measure of
guilt proneness (M = 4.18, SD = 0.59; a = .85); the Self-Importance
of Moral Identity Measure (M = 3.67, SD = 0.60; a = .76), withits
internalization (M = 4.23, SD = 0.72; a = .80) and symbolization
(M =3.11, SD = 0.97; a = .89) subfactors; the Brief Self-Control
Scale (M =3.52,SD = 0.82; a = .89), with its impulsivity (M = 3.49,
SD = 1.06; a = .86) and restraint (M = 3.20, SD = 1.01; a = .82)
subfactors; and the Rule Orientation Scale (M =4.33,SD=1.25;a=
.93), which we used as a measure of felt obligation to obey the law
(Fine & van Rooij, 2021). We alsoused the PARB scale developed in
Study 1 (M =3.63,SD=1.11; a= .88, w = .89), including its eight
prosocial rule-breaking items (M = 4.77, SD = 1.22; a = .81) and
eight antisocial rule-breaking items (M = 2.50, SD = 1.52; a = .93).

Cheating Score

To measure actual rule-breaking behavior, we developed an exper-
iment designed to elicit cheating behavior, which we adapted from
similar designs used by Fine and van Rooij (2017), Gino etal. (2013),
von Hippel et al. (2005), and Teper et al. (2011). We provided
participants with a link to a separate website unaffiliated with the
presentresearchers or their university (https://testmoz.com/). On this
website, participants were given an easy opportunity to cheat on a
math test consisting of 10 problems drawn from the quantitative
sections of Graduate Record Examinations (GRE) practice exams
(Princeton Review, 2016). Upon returning to the main study website,
participants were informed that the experimenters did nothave access
to their true scores and were asked to report their scores honestly. In
reality, we did have accessto their true scores. We calculated cheating
scores for each participant by subtracting their true score (M =2.37,
SD=2.10, range = 0—10) from their reported score (M =3.63,SD=2
.91, range = 0—10) to retrieve their total cheating amount (M = 1.28,
SD = 2.68, range = 0—10).

Procedure

We advertised the study on Amazon MTurk as “Chance to receive
an additional 300 dollars,” with an accompanying description that

stated, “We are testing to see if different kinds of rewards improve
cognitive performance.” Recruited participants followed a link to a
Qualtrics survey that contained all study materials except for the test
portion of the cheating task (see below). After consenting to the
study, participants read instructions informing them that they were
about to take a 10-question math test with a 10-min time limit.
Qualtrics randomly assigned participants to either the prosocial
condition or the antisocial condition. Those in the antisocial condi-
tion read that they would receive a raffle ticket for a $300 prize for
every answer they got correct (an exclusively self-serving scenario).
Those in the prosocial condition read that for every answer they got
correct, a struggling cancer charity would receive a raffle ticket for
$300 (an exclusively other-helping scenario). Those in the prosocial
condition were led to believe that the charity was real when it was, in
fact, fictional. We included a manipulation check to ensure data
quality.

Participants followed instructions informing them that they had to
visit an outside external website to complete the math test and had to
return to Qualtrics after receiving their test score. Qualtrics provided
each participant with a randomly generated “passcode” and
informed participants that they would need this to access the test.
The test opened in a new window at https://testmoz.com/, whereas
Qualtrics remained open in the background. On https://testmoz.com/,
participants entered their “passcode” into a text field and then the test
began. The “passcode” was actually arandomly generated ID number
that we later used to link each participant’s Testmoz data to their
survey data collected on Qualtrics. We timed the math test to end
automatically at 10 min. After completing the test or running out of
time, participants received their true score (how many math problems
out of 10 they got correct).

Upon returning to the Qualtrics questionnaire as previously
instructed, participants were informed that the experimenters did
not have access to the Testmoz data and were asked to report their
scores honestly (how many items they got correct out of 10). In
reality, we did have access to their test scores, which were saved on
our anonymous Testmoz account and were later used to calculate
cheating scores by subtracting each participant’s true score from
their reported score. Participants completed the remaining survey
material entirely on Qualtrics. We randomized the scale order for
each participant to control for ordering effects. Finally, each partic-
ipant received a debriefing form that explained the true nature of the
study. This study was approved by the University of New Hamp-
shire’s institutional review board (IRB No. 8294).

Results
Analytic Strategy

Using a confirmatory approach, we tested the same SEM models
and bivariate correlations from Study 1. To test if the prosocial rule-
breaking PARB score demonstrated convergent validity with pro-
social cheating and discriminant validity with antisocial cheating,
we examined simple slopes from a negative binomial regression
testing for an interaction between the prosocial rule-breaking PARB
score and the dummy-coded experimental condition variable while
predicting cheating amount. The second regression conducted the
same analysis but with the antisocial rule-breaking PARB score as
the moderated predictor. Investigating simple slopes allowed us to
determine whether PARB subfactor scores directly predicted
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cheating in each of the cheating conditions (simple-slope signifi-
cance indicating convergent validity and nonsignificance indicating
discriminant validity). Rather than filtering the data by condition and
examining regression coefficients while excluding the interaction
term, we took a conservative approach and examined simple-slope
coefficients while controlling for any possible interaction effects (no
matter how small or insignificant). A significant interaction term
indicates a clear difference in how a PARB score predicts prosocial
cheating compared to antisocial cheating.

In all regression analyses, we controlled for the demographic
variables of age, gender (dummy coded as 1 = male), and race
(dummy coded as 1 = White), as well as the other unmoderated
PARB subfactor score. We employed negative binomial regressions
because cheating amount was a count variable that was not normally
distributed (Cameron & Trivedi, 2013). Incidence rate ratios (IRR)
and their confidence intervals are reported as effect-size estimates.
All data, R code, and original materials used in Study 2 are publicly
available athttps://osf.io/hkfds/?view only=400627a674634c1397
dc70a6d84765c8.

Hypothesis 1: Consistency with Study 1.

All confirmatory factor analyses from the previous study were
replicated in Study 2 (see Table 2), with the final hierarchical
bifactor model once again demonstrating the best fit (CFI = .96,
TLI = .93, RMSEA = .064; x*>= 177, df = 88, p < .001). The factor
loadings from the final model were consistent with Study 1 except
that the general rule-breaking factor demonstrated somewhat stron-
ger loadings. Despite the increased influence of the general rule-
breaking factor, subset factors still loaded more strongly and were
replicated across studies (Table 3). Both the prosocial rule-breaking
(a = .81) and antisocial rule-breaking (a = .93) subscales showed
good reliability.

Zero-order bivariate correlations were also consistent with Study
1, with prosocial rule-breaking positively associating with prosocial
intentions (» = .20, p < .001, 7> = .04), empathy (» = .15, p = .017,
7 = .02), and guilt proneness ( = .18, p < .004, > = .07) but not
with moral identity (+ = .01, p = .882, 7> < .01). When considering
the two subfactors of moral identity, prosocial rule-breaking was
not associated with the internalization subfactor (» = .04, p = .53, 72
<.01) or the symbolization subfactor (+=-.02, p = .76, %> < .01), but
this inconsistency with Study 1 could have been due to the larger
sample size in Study 1 and expected suppression effects (see below
for semipartial correlations).

Contrary to prosocial rule-breaking and also consistent with
Study 1, antisocial rule-breaking was negatively associated with
prosocial intentions (» = -.37, p < .001, 7> = .14), empathy (v =
-.43, p <.001, 2 = .18), guilt proneness (» = -.52, p < .001, 12 =
.27), and moral identity (» = -.13, p = .04, > = .02). Interestingly,
antisocial rule-breaking was negatively associated with the inter-
nalization moral identity subfactor (» = -.60, p < .001, * = .36) but
positively correlated with the symbolization moral identity subfactor
(r=.29, p <.001, 2 =.08).

As hypothesized, correlations with prosocial rule-breaking once
again differed from correlations with antisocial rule-breaking for
prosocial intentions (rditference = .57, 95% CI [.43, .69], z= 7.90,
p <.001), empathy (rdiference = .58,95% CI [45,.71], z=8.69,
p <.001), and guilt proneness (rdifference = .70, 95% CI [.57, .82],

z=10.27, p < .001) but did not differ for moral identity (difference =
.14,95% CI [-.01, .28],z=1.81,p = .07).

As in Study 1, prosocial and antisocial rule-breaking correlated
positively (r = .28, p <.001, > = .08). In conjunction with the rule-
breaking factors associating with moral traits in different directions,
the positive relation between prosocial and antisocial rule-breaking
once again indicated the presence of a suppression effect (Conger,
1974; Paulhus et al., 2004). Therefore, semipartial correlations
controlling for the opposite rule-breaking factor were necessary and
revealed the true effect between prosocial rule-breaking and
prosocial intentions (sr =.31, p <.001, sr> = .10), empathy (sr = .28,
p <.001, s72 = .08), and guilt proneness (sr = .34, p < .001, s> =
.12), with unique variance explained ranging from 8.06% to 11.56%.
Consistent with Study 1, semipartial correlations did not improve the
relation between prosocial rule-breaking and moral identity (s» = .05,
p = .45, sr* < .01). When considering the two subfactors of moral
identity, however, prosocial rule-breaking was positively associated
with the internalization subfactor (s7 = .22, p < .001, s7*> = .05) but
not the symbolization subfactor (sr = -.11, p = .10, 57> = .01).

Consistent with our hypotheses and with Study 1, semipartial
correlations revealed the true negative relations between antisocial
rule-breaking and prosocial intentions (s7 = -.45, p < .001, 512 =
.20), empathy (sr = -.50, p < .001, s*> = .25), and guilt proneness
(sr = -.61, p < .001, s72 = .37), with variance explained ranging
from 20.43% to 36.72%. As expected, semipartial correlations did
not improve the relation between antisocial rule-breaking and moral
identity (sr = -.14, p = .03, s = .02).

Once again, self-control was negatively related to prosocial rule-
breaking (+ = -.28, p < .001, 2 = .08) and antisocial rule-breaking
(r=-.42, p <.001, 2 = .17). The self-control impulsivity subfactor
was associated with prosocial rule-breaking (r = .23, p < .001, /2=
.05) and antisocial rule-breaking (r = .53, p < .001, > = .28).
Similarly, the self-control restraint subfactor was negatively associ-
ated with prosocial rule-breaking (+ = -.27, p < .001, > = .07) and
antisocial rule-breaking (» = -.13, p = .04, > = .02). Consistent with
Study 1, the felt obligation to obey the law was negatively
associated with prosocial rule-breaking (» = -.35, p < .001, 7> = .12)
and antisocial rule-breaking (r = -.68, p < .001, 7> = .46). Although
these correlations were all negative as hypothesized, correlations
with antisocial rule-breaking were slightly stronger than correlations
with prosocial rule-breaking for self-control (rdifference = .14, 95%
CI [.00, .27], z = 1.97, p = .049) and moderately stronger for rule
orientation (7difference = .33, 95% CI [.21, .45], z = 5.62, p < .001),
suggesting that self-control and obligation to obey the law are both
linked to general rule-breaking in the same hypothesized direction
but have a stronger negative association with antisocialrule-break-
ing. With the exception of these differences, all bivariate correla-
tions from Study 1’s undergraduate sample were replicated in Study
2’s Amazon MTurk sample, as hypothesized (Table 5).

However, while controlling for the opposite rule-breaking factor,
semipartial correlations revealed that the self-control impulsivity
subfactor was not associated with prosocial rule-breaking (sr = .08,
p = .19, s> = .01) but was still associated with antisocial rule-
breaking (sr = .49, p < .001, sr? = .24). Conversely, the self-control
restraint subfactor was negatively associated with prosocial rule-
breaking (» = -.25, p < .001, 2 = .06) but was not associated with
antisocial rule-breaking (sr = -.13, p = 40, sr* = .02). If self-
control is better understood as having two subfactors, this suggests
that prosocial rule-breaking is not necessarily driven by impulsivity
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Table 5
Study 2 (MTurk Sample) Correlations

Zero-order correlations

Semipartial correlations

Variable Prosocial rule-breaking Antisocial rule-breaking F difference Prosocial rule-breaking Antisocial rule-breaking

Prosocial intentions .20 -.37 57 .31 -.45
(3.84%) (13.62%) z="17.90 (9.86%) (20.43%)
p =.002 p <.001 p <.001 p <.001 p <.001

Empathy .15 -.43 .58 .28 -.50
(2.28%) (18.49%) z=28.22 (8.06%) (24.80%)
p=.02 p <.001 p <.001 p <.001 p <.001

Guilt proneness .18 -.52 .70 .34 -.61
(7.78%) (27.14%) z=10.27 (11.56%) (36.72%)
p =.004 p <.001 p <.001 p <.001 p <.001

Moral identity .01 -.13 .14 .05 -.14
(<.01%) (1.61%) z=1381 (<.01%) (1.84%)
p=.88 p=.04 p=.07 p=.45 p=.03

Internalization .04 -.60 .64 .22 -.63
(<.01%) (36.00%) z=9.94 4.71%) (40.07%)
p=.53 p <.001 p <.001 p <.001 p <.001

Symbolization -.02 29 .30 -.11 .30
(<.01%) (8.12%) z=4.13 (1.10%) (9.18%)
p=.76 p <.001 p <.001 p=.10 p <.001

Self-control -.28 -.42 .14 -.17 -.35
(7.78%) (17.22%) z=1.97 (2.82%) (12.25%)
p <.001 p <.001 p = .049 p =.007 p <.001

Impulsivity .23 .63 .30 .08 .49
(5.29%) (28.30%) z =455 (0.67%) (23.72%)
p <.001 p <.001 p <.001 p=.194 p <.001

Restraint =27 -.13 15 -.25 -.05
(7.45%) (1.64%) z=1.97 (6.10%) (<.01%)
p <.001 p =.042 p =.049 p <.001 p=.40

Obligation to obey -.35 -.68 .33 =17 -.60
(12.25%) (46.10%) z=5.62 (2.72%) (36.48%)
p <.001 p <.001 p <.001 p =.009 p <.001

Note. Values in bold are consistent with hypotheses. Variance explained is reported in parentheses. Semipartial correlations are controlled for the opposite
rule-breaking subfactor. Impulsivity scores are reverse coded for easier interpretation. Differences between prosocial and antisocial rule-breaking correlations
were calculated using Dunn and Clark’s z procedure. MTurk = Amazon’s Mechanical Turk.

but is restrained by self-control. Conversely, antisocial rule-
breaking is unrelated to restraint but is driven by impulsivity.
However, this particular finding was not fully consistent with Study
1 and thus is notconclusive.

Hypothesis 2: Predicting cheating behavior.

Before conducting any analyses involving the experimental cheat-
ing task, we eliminated 43 participants who failed the manipulation
check, leaving 209 participants for the following analyses. As
hypothesized, the simple slope predicting prosocial cheating from
the prosocial rule-breaking PARB score was significant (b =1.302,SE
=0.38, p <.001; IRR = 3.68, 95% CI [1.68, 9.82]), showing expected
convergent validity between the prosocial rule-breaking PARB score
and actual prosocial cheating behavior. For every 1-point increase in
participants’ prosocial rule-breaking scores, their actual prosocial
cheating amount increased by 268%. Also as hypothesized, the
prosocial rule-breaking simple slope predicting antisocial cheating was
not significant (b = 0.262, SE = 0.25, p = .293; IRR = 1.30, 95% CI
[0.73, 2.32]), suggesting discriminant validity. Importantly, the
interaction between prosocial rule-breaking PARB score and cheat-
ing condition was significant (b = 1.040, SE = 0.45, p =.020; IRR =
2.83,95% CI [1.07, 8.76]), meaning the relation between prosocial
rule-breaking PARB score and cheating differed depending on

whether it was predicting prosocial cheating or antisocial cheating
(Figure 3).

The second negative binomial regression with antisocial rule-
breaking PARB score as the moderated predictor showed a signifi-
cant simple slope predicting antisocial cheating, showing conver-
gent validity between the antisocial rule-breaking PARB construct
and actual antisocial cheating behavior (b = 0.527, SE=0.24,p =
.025; IRR = 1.69, 95% CI [1.01, 3.06]). For every 1-point increase
in participants’ antisocial rule-breaking scores, their actual antiso-
cial cheating amount increased by 69%. The simple slope predicting
prosocial cheating was also significant (b = 0.611, SE = 0.21, p <
.004; IRR = 1.84, 95% CI [1.21, 3.08]), indicating a lack of
discriminant validity. Consistent with this, the interaction between
antisocial rule-breaking and cheating condition was not significant
(b=-0.084, SE=0.30, p =.781; IRR = 1.09, 95% CI [0.55, 2.11]),
meaning the two simple slopes did not significantly differ between
experimental conditions (Figure 3).

Discussion

Study 2 provides further evidence that the PARB Scale is a valid
measure that captures the same construct as actual prosocial and
antisocial rule-breaking behavior, with some caveats. First, the
hierarchical factor structure established in Study 1 and each
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Figure 3

Simple Slopes Testing Validity Between the PARB Scale Constructs and Actual Cheating Behavior
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Note. Each additional point in prosocial rule-breaking PARB score (left figure) predicted a 268% increase in
actual prosocial cheating behavior (blue line) and did not predict antisocial cheating (orange line). These two
slopes significantly differed. Conversely, each additional point in antisocial rule-breaking PARB score (right
figure) predicted a 69% increase in actual antisocial cheating behavior (orange line) but also predicted prosocial
cheating behavior (blue line). PARB = Prosocial and Antisocial Rule-Breaking. See the online article for the

color version of this figure.

subscale’s relations to theoretically relevant survey measures were
consistent across both studies. Furthermore, prosocial rule-breaking
scores from the PARB scale were positively associated with actual
prosocial cheating but not antisocial cheating behavior, showing
expected convergent and discriminant validity. However, antisocial
rule-breaking scores from the scale were positively associated with
both prosocial cheating and antisocial cheating, showing convergent
but not discriminant validity.

Consistent with Study 1, semipartial correlations revealed that
prosocial rule-breaking was positively associated with moral iden-
tity’s internalization subfactor but not with the symbolization sub-
factor. This provides further evidence that prosocial rule-breaking is
driven by internal moral values and not by a desire to publicly
appear moral. Interestingly, the symbolization subfactor of moral
identity was positively associated with antisocial rule-breaking, a
finding that is inconsistent with Study 1. It is possible that antisocial
rule breakers are more concerned with appearing moral to hide their
antisociality, but further research is needed to explore this possibility
and to better understand this inconsistency.

General Discussion

The results of these two studies suggest that prosocial rule-
breaking is different from antisocial rule-breaking. Prosocial rule-
breaking appears to be motivated by prosocial intentions, empathy,
and proneness to emotional guilt. Antisocial rule-breaking, on the
other hand, is negatively predicted by these same constructs. This
shows a difference in motivations across these moral dimensions.
General rule-breaking as a whole seems to be facilitated by lower
self-control and less felt obligation to obey the law and appears to
exist on a separate “impulsive rule-breaking” dimension rather than
a moral one. In short, these results suggest that rule-breaking is less
related to the moral dimension than previously assumed and can be
carried out for either prosocial or antisocial reasons depending on
individual differences in each person’s moral characteristics.

Unlike antisocial rule-breaking, prosocial rule-breaking appears
to be driven, rather than suppressed, by prosocialinclinations. This
surprising reversal conflicts with classic theories suggesting that
people are innately selfish and require self-control and deliberate
moral reasoning to overcome their innate antisociality (Gottfredson
& Hirschi, 1990; Kohlberg, 1968, 1971). Instead, the present studies
provide further support for research showing a positive link between
impulsivity and many types of prosocial behavior (e.g., Rand et al.,
2012; Righetti etal., 2013) and provide a more nuanced explanation
for studies linking impulsivity to antisocial rule-breaking (e.g., Fine,
Steinberg, et al., 2016; Rebellon et al., 2008; Vazsonyi et al., 2017).
In short, it appears that impulsive risk-taking facilitates rule-breaking
to achieve one’s goals, whether these goals are selfishly antisocial or
altruistically prosocial. For people lacking in prosocial intent, empa-

thy, and emotional guilt, those goals are likely to be self-serving
without any regard for others. Such individuals are more likely to
engage in impulsive antisocial behavior as understood and studied by
criminologists, psychologists, and legal scholars. However, among
people with prosocial intentions, high empathy, and a proneness to
feel emotional guilt, impulsive risk-taking may instead facilitate
prosocial rule-breaking, as demonstrated by human rights activists,
protesters, and historical figures (e.g., civil rights activists, abolition-
ists on the Underground Railroad, and dissenters in Nazi Germany)
who have been willing to risk death or imprisonment to help others.
Impulsive risk-takers with strong moral characteristics may be the first
to challenge the established norms of their time and become the
impetus for social change. In light of modern issues such as limited
racial diversity in important sectors of society, threats to women'’s
reproductive freedom, and challenges to the LGBT+ community’s
right to marry, impulsive prosocial rule breakers may be the first to
tackle these challenges, despite established societal normsand laws.

Many of the peaceful protesters in support of the BLM movement
were arrested for nonviolent offenses (Hale et al., 2020; Snow,

2020). Much of this prosocial rule-breaking was punished for
violating the Civil Obedience Act” (1968), which was initially
passed in the 1960s to combat civil rights activists spurred by
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Martin Luther King, Jr. (Gerstein, 2021). This act was proposed and
championed by Senator Russell Long, who openly and publicly
supported racial segregation and expressed his disapproval of King.
Remarkably, this law, which was created to directly oppose the civil
rights movement, is now being applied to prosecute BLM activists
(Gerstein, 2021).

Legal rules that restrict peaceful protesting are not simply relics of
the past destined for prompt extinction but are presently on the rise.
In the wake of the BLM protests, 36 new laws restricting the right to
protest have since been enacted in the United States, with another 44
currently pending (International Center for Non-Profit Law [ICNL],
2022). Recently enacted laws include an act that makes the obstruc-
tion of a sidewalk or street punishable by a year in jail in Tennessee
and a new Florida law that can send someone to prison simply for
participating in a protest that becomes unruly, even if that person is
not unruly themselves (An Act to Amend Tennessee Code
Annotated, 2020; Combating Public Disorder, 2021). Furthermore,
anew law currently pending in New Hampshire would allow police
to use deadly force simply if they believe someone to be “likely” to
use any force at all during a vaguely defined “riot” (An Act Relative
to the Use of Deadly Force in Defense of Another, 2022).

This recent wave of legal restrictions on the right of peaceful
assembly has been decried by the United Nations Office of the High
Commissioner for Human Rights, with experts expressing concern
over vague definitions of offenses and “draconian” penalties (Day et
al., 2021). Despite the United Nations strongly urging all U.S. states
to stop antiprotest legislation and to implement reforms addressing
police brutality, these laws continue to pass, with many of these
legal initiatives still currently progressing through the legislative
process (Day et al., 2021; ICNL, 2022). With the recent rise in
sanctions and legal restrictions on activism, regular people may
become less willing to engage in activism as it becomes increasingly
illegal and risky in modern society. Instead, societies may have to
rely on prosocial rule breakers who are willing to break these new
laws to push for positive social change and advance human rights as
they have done throughout history.

Even though prosocial rule-breaking can play a role in positive
social change, it is important to note that prosocial rule-breaking is
not necessarily beneficial to society and also has the potential to
cause great harm, despite having prosocial intentions. Morality is
subjective, with different people having different beliefs about what
the greater good is and how to best achieve it. Some atrocities carried
out in the United States were committed by people who believed that
their destructive actions were morally justified by a perceived
benefit to society. For example, the terrorist Timothy McVeigh
believed that his bombing that killed 168 people in Oklahoma City
was a legitimate tactic in defense of Americans’ rights to personal
freedom (Herbeck & Michel, 2001). On a smaller scale, parents who
incorrectly believe that vaccines cause autism might think they are
helping their child by refusing mandatory vaccinations when, in
reality, they are putting their child at greater risk of serious illness
and disease (Plotkin et al., 2009). The potential harm of prosocial
rule-breaking also applies to the cases studied in the present
research, such as illegally taking a U-turn to get your friend to ajob
interview on time. Even if this act is done with the best intentions,
the risk to the lives of passengers and other drivers is a legitimate
concern. Deciding which acts of rule-breaking are morally justified
is a philosophical question and beyond the scope of this article, but
we hope that the PARB scale developed here can

provide researchers greater clarity in understanding the psychologi-
cal motivations behind such instances of rule-breaking.

Limitations and Future Directions

The current research is not without limitations. For instance,
significant positive correlations between the prosocial rule-breaking
construct and measures of prosociality were low (.10—.20). How-
ever, after identifying and controlling for suppression effects, the
true effects were revealed, with semipartial correlations between
prosocial rule-breaking and measures of prosociality ranging from
.15 to .34. Despite that improvement, the relations between proso-
cial rule-breaking and measures of prosociality in Study 1 (.15—.19)
were still lower than those in Study 2 (.28—.34). This is likely
because undergraduates scored much higher than MTurk workers on
measures of prosociality, creating a ceiling effect. Because under-
graduate means were closer to the maximum possible values, this
created less variance and weaker correlations. This was not an issue
in Study 2, in which a wider range of values allowed for richer
correlations. Although lower correlations are certainly a concern
when comparing these values to hypothesized null values, it is
important to note the differences when comparing these to the
negative correlations of antisocial rule-breaking. We posit that the
detection ofthese differences isimportant to answer many unexplored
research questions, and a valuable feature of the PARB scale.

Second, although the prosocial (a = .81) and antisocial (a = .93)
subscales showed good reliability in Study 2, they showed only
moderate reliability in Study 1 (as =.72 and .79, respectively). We
believe this was due to the sheer length of the initial scale, composed
of the 38 original items. This may have led the undergraduate
sample to lose focus and answer more erratically, impacting the
reliability of the final 16 items extracted from the original 38. Study
2 utilized only the final 16 items, which may have been easier for
participants to follow and allowed them to report their scores more
reliably. Because of this, we are more confident in the reliability
scores from Study 2. Moreover, whereas the prosocial rule-breaking
construct showed convergent and discriminant validity in all tests,
the antisocial rule-breaking construct mostly displayed convergent
validity. Other measures may be required in future studies to
determine its degree of discriminant validity.

Another limitation that should be addressed is the samples used in
these studies. For example, the Amazon MTurk workers who
participated in Study 2 are likely experienced in taking research
studies and may have seen through the deception required for the
cheating paradigm. It may prove useful to replicate this study in a
variety of populations who may be more naive to research studies.
Furthermore, the samples used in these studies were primarily White
(92% in Study 1 and 70% in Study 2), and the sample used in Study
1 was primarily female (80%). This could have implications for the
generalizability of our results. For example, the higher scores on
prosociality measures from Study 1 could have been due to the effect
of gender. Our scale may also generate different results for members
of minority groups. For example, it is possible that Black Americans
could score higher on prosocial rule-breaking likelihood because of
a history of negative interactions with police and other authority
figures. Highly prosocial Black Americans could potentially view
these authority figures as less legitimate, which could result in
reduced felt obligation to obey, which could impact their prosocial
rule-breaking scores. Future research investigating questions such as
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these should aim to test our findings across a broad demo- graphic
range.

Another possible limitation is the lack of existing theory to
support the conceptualization of prosocial rule-breaking. To address
this, we drew from a variety of disciplines to support the conceptu-
alization of prosocial rule-breaking, such as research and theory
from the psychology of emotion (e.g., Batson et al., 1981; Tangney
et al., 2007a), criminology (e.g., Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990;
Rebellon et al., 2008), cognitive psychology (e.g., Barriga & Gibbs,
1996; Kohlberg, 1971), economic game theory (e.g., Randetal.,
2012; Savikhin & Sheremeta, 2013), and legal psychol- ogy (e.g.,
Cole et al.,, 2021; Fine & van Rooij, 2021). We believe that the
consilience between these disciplines offers support for our
conceptualization of prosocial rule-breaking, but we also respect
and understand the value of incremental theoretical developments
within disciplines, which is admittedly lacking here.

Despite our efforts, we recognize that this novel concept may
suffer from undertheorizing when compared to the robust develop-
ments surrounding most theories from legal psychology. As an
example, we defined a behavior to be prosocial by the prosocial
traits that underlie said behavior and the prosocial goals of hypo-
thetical behavior rather than measuring behavior directly. Despite
demonstrating that the prosocial rule-breaking construct as measured
by the PARB scale predicts actual prosocial cheating behavior, our
scale can claim to measure only a proclivity to engage in prosocial
rule-breaking, not the behavior itself. When considering this in
addition to the need to control for suppression effects, our measure
has greater utility as a predictive measure rather than an outcome
measure, unlike typical measures of criminality. Further theoretical
developments are certainly needed to best illuminate this construct.
Our hope is that the introduction of prosocial rule-breaking as anovel
concept will spur a new wave of robust theoretical development in
the realm of legal psychology and encourage other researchers to
build upon what we have presented here.

The PARB scale developed in this study provides a starting point
for further developments and opens up many avenues for future
research. For example, researchers investigating legal socialization
processes such as procedural justice and perceived legitimacy of
authority (as described by Trinkner & Cohn, 2014; Tyler & Lind,
2002; Tyler & Trinkner, 2017) can study the degree to which such
processes impact prosocial rule-breaking likelihood as opposed to
antisocial rule-breaking likelihood. Individuals who have strong
moral characteristics and perceiveauthorities asbehaving in anunfair
manner may be less likely to internalize the values exemplified by
those authorities, perceive those authorities to be less legitimate, and
subsequently engageinmore prosocial rule-breaking. Similarly, prior
research on the effect of moral and legal reasoning on rule-breaking
through the integrated cognitive legal socialization model (e.g., Cohn
etal.,2010,2012; Cole etal., 2021) can be expanded to determine if
reasoning capacity affects prosocial and antisocial rule-breaking
differently. In this sense, prosocial rule breakers would be expected
to have high moral reasoning but low legal reasoning. Furthermore,
the PARB scale may explain the surprising lack of antisocial
characteristics found in terrorists (Horgan, 2005) and could provide
further insight into the possible prosocial intentions behind their
misguided beliefs and subsequent crimes.

In short, the PARB scale can be utilized by legal researchers and
psychologists to understand the different motivations behind rule-
breaking rather than categorizing all rule-breaking as antisocial. This

will assist researchers in untangling the rule-breaking concept from
moral dimensions and could prove useful in informing interventions
addressing adolescent delinquency and recidivism. Understanding the
different reasons people break laws and other rules helps dispel the
myth that all rule breakers are antisocial, giving researchers, forensic
investigators, judges, and juries clearer insight when assessing the
different motivations for various types of rule-breaking.

Conclusion

Across two studies, we developed and assessed the validity of the
PARB scale. The scale distinguished between prosocial and antiso-
cial subfactors under the overall rule-breaking factor, with the
prosocial factor successfully predicting protest behavior and cheat-
ing to help others. Evidence from these studies suggests a difference
between the motivations underlying prosocial and antisocial rule-
breaking and indicates that not all rule-breaking is necessarily
antisocial. The PARB scale offers researchers a new tool capable
of testing a variety of unexplored research questions about rule-
breaking intended to help others and offers a conceptual framework
for understanding how it differs from antisocial rule-breaking.
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Appendix A
PARB Scale

Some people are more likely to break rules in certain situations.
What about you? As you read each scenario, think about your past
behavior and try to imagine how you would truly act in each of the
described situations.

On a scale from 1 (very unlikely) to 7 (very likely), please select
the number that best describes your view:

1. You are working alone as a cashier and realize that your
cash drawer is over after counting it at the end of the
night. You could easily pocket the extra money and no
one would ever know, but company policy says this is
stealing.

How likely are you to take the money for yourself?

2. You get a job at the front desk of a hospital. You are
signing in a poor patient for an expensive procedure
when you realize they do not have health insurance.
They would have qualified for a free procedure if only
they had made 500 less dollars last year.

How likely are you to lie about how much the patient
made last year so they can get the free procedure?

3. You work with a friend, but your boss is unfairly looking
for a reason to fire them. One day, your friend is late,
and your boss is asking if you have seen them.

How likely are you to lie to cover for a friend who is late
for work?

4. You move into a new apartment and soon realize the utility
billis still under the name of the previous tenant. It appears
to be set to automatic payment and if you do not say
anything, you might not have to pay your bill for some time.

How likely are you to continue letting the previous tenant
unknowingly pay your bills?

5. A close family member has been suffering from extreme
chronic chest pain for the last month but refuses to go to
the hospital because they do not have access to health
insurance. If they were on your plan, they would be
covered, but they do not qualify.

How likely are you to lie to your insurance company so
your family member gets medical coverage?

6. Your job is holding a fundraiser to raise money for corpo-
rate interests. They recently cut your health insurance
benefits, and you have an expensive doctor's appointment
coming up. You see that the collection box is unattended.

How likely are you to take the money for yourself?

7. You are running late driving your friend to their job interview
when you miss your turn. You realize you can still get them there
on time if you pull an illegal U-turn at the next light.

How likely are you to take the illegal U-turn so your friend can
get to their interview on time?

(Appendices continue)
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10.

11.

12.

HENNIGAN AND COHN

You did not do anything wrong, but your boss fires you
anyway and will not give you your final paycheck. You
want to teach him a lesson and remember that he
parks his car outside the view of any security cameras.

How likely are you to vandalize your old supervisor’s car
to teach him a lesson?

You are playing a card game with friends, and you stand
to win a good amount of money. Your friends are drunk
and not paying attention. You realize you could easily
cheat without anyone noticing.

How likely are you to cheat in order to win a good amount
of money?

Your friend is very upset about having their expensive
bike stolen. Later, you are walking home when you see
your friend's bike leaning against a bike rack. The thief is
not around, and you know you will not get this chance
again.

How likely are you to steal the bike back for your friend?

Your state decides to go against the trend of legalizing
marijuana and makes using or carrying it for any reason
illegal. A family member is diagnosed with cancer and
asks you to buy marijuana from one of your old friends
to help with their pain.

How likely are you to break the law and buy marijuana to
help with your family member’s pain?

You learn about a program that will select 1,000 people
and pay for all their groceries for a year, but you have
to live below the poverty line to apply. You realize
you would save thousands of dollars

Appendix B

13.

14.

15.

16.

if selected, but you make too much money.

How likely are you to lie in your application so you can
win free groceries for a year?

You find someone’s wallet on the ground. Inside, you find a
good amount of money and their contact information.You
have bills that need paying and could really use the money.

How likely are you to ignore the contact information and
take the cash for yourself?

You are driving to the hospital with your sick friend, who is
experiencing terrible stomach pain. You are tempted to
excessively speed because you want your friend to receive
relief as fast as possible, but you know this would be illegal.

How likely are you to excessively speed so your friend can
get help?

Employee evaluations are due the next day, and you find out
your supervisor is recommending to the department head
that you be fired. You stumble across your report and realize
you could easily swap yours with that of a hard-working
coworker.

How likely are you to endanger your coworker’s job to save
your own by swapping your evaluation reports?

You sign up for a study designed to test if helpingothers
improves performance on a math test. You are told for
every math problem you get correct, a cancer charity will
receive money, but you will not get anything. The test
is too hard, but you see an easy opportunity to cheat.

How likely are you to cheat so the cancer charity gets
more money?

PARB Scale—Instructions for Researchers

We recommend randomizing the order of items for each partici-
pant to control for ordering effects (see Loiacono & Wilson, 2020).
We also recommend presenting one item at a time as to not over-
whelm participants with too much text at once. Preserve the font
format for easier reading.

Item Coding:

L
2.

Antisocial
Prosocial
Prosocial
Antisocial
Prosocial

Antisocial

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

Prosocial
Antisocial
Antisocial
Prosocial
Prosocial
Antisocial
Antisocial
Prosocial
Antisocial

Prosocial



This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.

This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

PROSOCIAL RULE-BREAKING 311

and to address the shared variance due to the general
rule-breaking factor.

Items are scored from 1 (very unlikely) to 7 (very likely).

* Take the average of all Prosocial items to obtain the
Prosocial Rule-Breaking Score. * If measuring general rule-breaking, take the average of all

o . items to obtain the General Rule-Breaking Score.
* Take the average of all Antisocial items to obtain the

Antisocial Rule-Breaking Score. .
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