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Abstract: Deviant workplace behaviour can be simply defined as intentional behaviour that breaks the norms of a workplace and threatens the health of 
the workplace and its employees. The objective of this paper, examine more effectible factors on deviant workplace behaviour in theoretical support. 
Therefore, this paper is focused on identifying the factors affecting deviant workplace behaviour with the support of the theoretical background. As per 
the nature of the paper; few theories were critically examining (the positivists‘ perspective of deviance, the constructionist perspective of deviance, an 
integrated view of deviance) to find out the independent variables (organizational justice, organizational ethical climate and demographic variables) 
which are affecting on deviant workplace behaviour. Based on the theoretical background, conceptualization & operationalization of dependent and 
independent variables were identified and the theoretical model was developed. Accordingly, the theoretical background composed of the theories and 
concepts in connection with deviant workplace behaviour. 
 
Index Terms: Deviant Workplace Behavior, Employees‘ Demographics, Organizational Justice, Organizational Ethical Climate, Moderate 
influence of Employees‘ Demographics.  

———————————————————— 

 

1 INTRODUCTION 

Scope of this paper is to critically reviewed the theoretical 

background of deviant workplace behavior while the 
independent variables of the research is employees‘ 
demographics, organizational justice and organizational 
ethical climate. Present research presumed that these three 
factors influence on deviant workplace behavior (DWB) 
considerably. Accordingly, theoretical background composed 
by the theories and concepts in connection with DWB.  

 
1. Deviant Behavior 
Sociologists (Goodwin 1991; Harman, 1985, cited in Thio 
Alex,2010), described the term ―deviance‖ as a violation of any 
social rule. However, there is another segment of perspectives 
saying, deviance includes more than rule violations on the fact 
that it represents some unethical behaviors such as 
annoyance, irritating disapproval and anger. Some 
Sociologists present a broader definition arguing that a person 
can be a deviant without violating any rule or doing something 
which affect others in wrong way, such as individuals with 
physical disabilities or mental disorders. In addition to these 
different perspectives, some sociologists emphasize that 
positive aspect of deviance, such as being a genius scientist; 
creative artist, singer and negative aspect of deviance, such 
as being a thief; series-killer; terrorist leader are should also 
be considered (Thio.Alex 2010). However, all these 
sociologists are agreed upon in a perspective that considering 
both positive & negative types of deviance there should be a 
certain characteristic or sign which is allied with deviance to 
distinguish it from ―non-deviance‖. The logic behind this 
assumption is that if it is not existing in the first place, then it 
the nature of deviance couldn‘t be determined as negative; 
positive or devalued. But some sociologists present an 
opposite perspective saying that there‘s no need of having 
such ―real‖ deviance in order for labeling such behaviors or 
situations as deviant. Because people may be accused in 
being deviant based on false, unfair or erroneous 
evidences/information. On the other hand, people may be 
escaped from being accused on deviant activities which are 
performed in secret manner. Therefore ―committing real 
deviant act‖ is not a sole fact for being labeled such behaviors 
as deviant (Thio.Alex 2010). Some sociologists have stepped 
up beyond the concept of labeling emphasizing the importance 
of power to mediate the deviant behaviors. Powerful people 

have ―informal power‖ to either categorize others‘ behavior as 
deviant or influence on public opinions to label people as 
deviant or both. Therefore, powerful people are capable 
enough to avoid possible circumstances which are to be 
occurred due to falsely; mistakenly or erroneously labeled 
them as deviant. Basically there are two distinct perspectives 
could be identified with regard to the deviance among 
sociologists, namely ―positivism‖ and ―Social Constructionism‖. 
Sciences such as physics, chemistry, biology etc are 
associated with positivist perspective while humanities such as 
art, languages, philosophy etc are related with constructionist 
perspective. These two perspectives are being ―poured into‖ to 
the sociology and therefore sociologists are influenced by both 
positivism and constructionism (Thio.Alex 2010). 

 
1.2. The Positivists’ Perspective of Deviance 
Positivists‘ perspective was the first sociological perspective 
emerged to explain deviance and it dominated the field till the 
introduction of constructionist‘s perspective in early 
1960s.Three assumptions namely absolutism, objectivism, 
and determinism are together construct the positivist 
perspective of deviance.  
 
Absolutism – Deviance as absolutely real 
This perspective represents that ―Deviance should be 
absolutely intrinsically real, in that it possesses some qualities 
that distinguish it from conventionality‖. Positivist sociologists 
are inclined to define deviant behavior as a ―trait‖ that 
―attached with‖ in the individual. Based on that perspective, 
they assume that certain characteristics which differentiate the 
deviant people from ordinary people could be identified 
amongst deviant people. Before 50-60 years back 
criminologists had identified a fact that people who frequently 
involved in criminal offences are having certain biological traits 
such as bumps on the head, long lower jaw, scanty beard etc 
which are not visible amongst normal people. Due to the 
reason that all these traits are combined with ―genetic‖ 
features of people, it was believed that criminal people are 
―born‖ to be committed crimes and even if they go anywhere in 
the world, they would still be criminals. But as a result of the 
development of modern science, the evidences to support the 
link between genetic traits and commitment of criminal acts 
were rapidly disappeared. Subsequently the interest of 
criminologists regarding the predictability of criminal acts was 
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shifted from biological base to psychological base, believing 
that certain ―inherent‖ mental conditions could be identified in 
criminal people those couldn‘t found in normal people. As 
highlighted by sociologists, criminal people are anxious & 
psychotic thus resulting feeble mindset and mental 
disturbance. Similar to the biological traits, negative 
psychological traits are also attached with criminal people and 
if they go anywhere in the world, whenever the terrain is they 
would still remain as criminals. However, predicting of 
criminals based on both biological and psychological traits are 
not practiced by positivist sociologists in modern world. 
Instead of that they looked into the effect of social, political and 
cultural factors in determining an individuals‘ status as a 
criminal. The status of ―criminal‖ is always subject to change in 
accordance with the different time periods and different social 
groups. A person may not have committed a ―deviant act‖, but 
he did do something. And it is just possible that what he did 
was a result of things that had happened to him in the past; it 
is also possible that the past in some inscrutable way remains 
with him and that if he were left alone he would do it again‖. 
Positivist sociologists used to focus their study on deviant 
behavior and deviant persons rather than non-deviants, based 
on their belief that deviance is real (Thio.Alex 2010). 
 
Objectivism – Deviance as an Observable Object 
According to the perspectives of positivist sociologists, deviant 
behavior is a visible object in which a deviant person is like an 
entity, a real something that can be studied objectively. Based 
on that, sociologists assume that they can be as objective in 
studying deviance just as natural scientists are studying 
physical phenomena. The logic behind this assumption is if 
you consider deviance as object then treat it as an object 
which are studied by natural scientists. Positivist sociologists 
should have certain thoughts about their subjects and should 
attempt to reduce their favoritism by forcing themselves not to 
pass moral judgment on deviant behavior or share the deviant 
persons‘ thoughts. Sociologists try to go behind the scientific 
rule that all their thoughts about deviant behavior should be 
subject to public test. This implies that those ideas should be 
thoroughly analyzed by other sociologists to see whether they 
are supported by facts. Today‘s positivist sociologists are more 
objective and therefore they produce works thus can 
demonstrate the nature of deviant behavior. Subjective notions 
such as, Immorality, moral failing and demoralization which 
were conventionally used in the past to explain essence of 
deviance is no longer in vogue today and those ―routine‖ 
notions are replaced with new concepts namely norm violation, 
ritualism, and conflict. Various types of literature including 
reports, statistics, surveys on self-reported behavior and 
surveys on victimization are used by the positivist sociologists 
to demonstrate the objective reality of new concepts. 
Furthermore, positivists have identified the inability of deviants 
who are selected by using objective methods, in correctly 
representing the entire population of deviants. However, 
positivists believe that the quality of the information which is 
received through these objective methods should be further 
refined and enhanced. Even though the available information 
is inadequate, positivist sociologists still consider such 
information, useful for explaining; understanding deviant 
behavior to some extent (Thio.Alex 2010). 
 

Determinism – Deviance as Determined Behavior 
This represents the perspective that deviance is determined; 
caused by the factors; conditions beyond the control of 
individuals. It‘s a fact that natural scientists hold the same 
deterministic view about physical phenomena. Accordingly, 
positivist sociologists too ―copy‖ the deterministic view and 
―paste‖ it on human behavior, when they follow the pathway of 
natural scientists. Early sociologists argued that humans don‘t 
have any free will and they are similar to animals, plants, 
materials and objects. However modern positivist sociologists 
now assume that humans do have free will. Human decisions 
and choices are highly influenced by various causes, despite 
the fact that how far an individual use free will by making 
choices and decisions. ―If a woman choices to kill her husband 
rather than continue to live with him, she certainly has free will 
or freedom of choice as long as no one forces her to do what 
she does. Yet some factor may determine or cause the 
woman‘s choice of one alternative over another, that is, 
determine the way she exercises her free will. One such 
casual factor may be a long history of abuse at the hands of 
her husband‖ (Thio.Alex 2010) p.07. There‘s no contradiction 
between freedom and causality according to the present 
positivist sociologists. However, they are still not using the 
human freedom & choices as facts to explain why people act 
in a certain way. If you take the example mentioned in 
previous paragraph, the answer of positivist sociologists for 
the question of ―why she killed her husband, may be ―because 
she chooses to kill‖. Nobody can accept such a ―silly‖ 
explanation on that type of a crime. As emphasizes by the 
positivists, deviant & ordinary behaviors can‘t be explained by 
using one unique factor such as choice. Furthermore, the idea 
of choice is unable to explain why an individual do something 
& why another one doesn‘t do that particular thing. Therefore, 
positivists try to explain deviance by means of various 
concepts such as lower class background; unhappy homes; 
social disorganization; economic deprivation; rapid social 
change and lack of social control etc (Thio.Alex 2010). 
 
1.3. The Constructionist Perspective of Deviance 
Positivists‘ perspective had been the dominant sociological 
perspective to explain deviance till the end of 1950s. In early 
1960s another major perspective was surfaced to describe the 
deviance and later it was called as constructionist perspective. 
Similar to the positivists‘ perspective, three assumptions 
namely Relativism, Subjectivism and Voluntarism are together 
construct the constructionist perspective of deviance. 
 
Relativism – Deviance as a label 
This refers to the relativists‘ perspective that deviant behavior 
is a ―mindset‖ in which people think or believe that deviance is 
a ―strange‖ behavior which has some inherent characteristics 
other than the ordinary behaviors. According to this 
perspective deviant characteristic do not come from the 
behavior itself but from the ―individuals‘ minds‖ and therefore 
an act will be a deviant, simply because of others‘ thoughts on 
it as deviant. As mentioned in Thio.Alex (2010), ―Deviant 
behavior is behaviors that people so label‖. That means unless 
there is a label as ―deviant‖, there‘s no such behavior called 
deviant behavior. So according to relativists‘ perspective, 
deviance could be defined as a socially made idea or thought 
defined by society as such (deviant) expressed in a form of a 
label. There is a question that why a particular act is been 
defined by the society as deviant and thus make people to 



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF SCIENTIFIC & TECHNOLOGY RESEARCH VO`LUME 10, ISSUE 04, APRIL 2021  ISSN 2277-8616 

93 
IJSTR©2021 
www.ijstr.org 

study on who name others as deviants such as the police and 
other law making parties. Constructionists are more interested 
and focused on the nature of labeling and its aftermaths rather 
than penetrated into the ―interior‖ of deviance. Relativity is a 
core principle in deviance and particular behavior been defined 
as deviant, relative to a given norm or rule in the particular 
society. For an example if you marry a 12 years old girl in Sri 
Lanka it‘s a deviant act due to the fact that it breaks the Sri 
Lankan marital law, while it becomes a normal act in an 
Arabian country where child marriage is allowed (Thio.Alex 
2010).  
 
Subjectivism – Deviance as a Subjective Experience 
This refers to the constructionists‘ perspective that explains 
deviant behavior as a subjective, personal experience and the 
allegedly deviant person is a conscious, feeling, thinking and 
reflective subject. As express by constructionists there is a 
huge difference between human beings; things and 
nonhumans. Humans are unique and distinguishable from 
animals on the facts such as feelings, attitudes and other 
various mentalities which couldn‘t be found among 
nonhumans. Apart from that as far as factors such as worth & 
dignity are concerned humans are having supreme value than 
things and objects. Therefore, it is useful for social scientists to 
have an assumption as humans are objects and subsequently 
study it. Though that is not accord with the constructionists‘ 
humanist values and sensibilities, it may still provide objective 
knowledge for controlling humans (Thio.Alex 2010). The 
control of humans is refused by the constructionists and they 
promote protection and expansion of human value, self-
respect and freedom. A proper understanding is required to 
attain constructionists‘ goal to protecting and developing of 
certain individuals‘ value, self-respect and freedom. To have a 
thorough understanding on humans, humanists have to have a 
proper system of appreciating and emphasizing each person 
and individuals, experiencing what individuals experience, and 
considering individuals‘ lives and environment as far as 
particular individuals‘ perspectives are concerned. Sociologists 
should get into the society and get the experience from the 
inside as participants rather than being outside as spectators 
(Thio.Alex 2010). Constructionists believe that they want to 
have a relatively subjective approach, which needs their 
appreciation for and understanding with the deviant. It is 
expected to understand the deviants‘ individual views; seeing 
the world from their point of views by the subjective approach. 
Furthermore, methods such as ethnography, participant 
observation, open ended; in depth interviews are frequently 
used by the constructionists to study about deviance. 
Constructionists often get and present the idea, image on 
deviance, which is similar to what normal people having on 
deviance. Actually this is a result of subjective and empathetic 
approach applied by the constructionists to study deviant 
behaviors. As mentioned by Thio.Alex (2010), “The deaf 
people are the same as the non-deaf in being able to 
communicate and live a normal life. They should therefore be 
respected rather than pitied. This implies that so-called deviant 
behavior, because it is like so-called conventional behavior, 
should not be controlled, cured, or eradicated by society 
(Thio.Alex 2010, p.09). 

 
Voluntarism - Deviance as a Voluntary Act 
This refers to the constructionists‘ perspective that deviant 
behavior is a voluntary act and it‘s a way of demonstration of 

human violation, determination or preferences. The positivists‘ 
view on human being is rather ―inhuman‖ due to the reason 
that they consider human as a senseless & aimless ―machine‖ 
responding to everything in its‘ surrounding. However, the 
constructionists‘ viewpoint on human is more ―progressive‖ 
due to the fact that they emphasize that human possess ability 
to make their own choices and determine their own behavior. 
Constructionists have inclined to study the way which social 
control agencies categorize people as deviant and implement 
the punishments against them, to support the volunteerism 
assumption. Certain facts such as, uncertainty of official 
actions, the unfairness in the applications of law & order and 
unjustness of controlling deviance are discovered frequently in 
such studies. Hence it is obviously understood that ―control 
agencies‖ are intentionally; deliberately practicing their own 
choices or selections in controlling the deviance. Analyzing the 
fact labeling of people as deviant, constructionists argued that 
if humans are senseless; aimless machines as defined by 
positivists, then there won‘t be any kind of deviances amongst 
people. Constructionists‘ view on people as ―seekers‖ who are 
actively seeking positive meanings; results in their deviant 
activities. As mentioned in Thio.Alex (2010), murderers see 
themselves as morally superior to their victims. The killing is 
said to give the murderers the self-rightness feeling of 
defending their dignity and respectability because their victims 
have unjustly humiliated them by taunting or insulting them. In 
the same analysis Katz further explains on robbery as 
―Robbers are feeling themselves as morally superior to their 
victims, regarding their victims as fools or ―suckers‖ who 
deserve to be robbed (Thio.Alex 2010, p.10) 
 
1.4. An integrated View of Deviance 
Thought there are huge contradictions between positivists‘ and 
constructionists‘ perspectives of deviance, their distinctions 
are largely in emphasis. Focusing their consideration on one 
thing should not discourage people to accept the reality of 
another thing and that theory should be adopted & practiced in 
constructing an integrated view on deviance. Both positivist 
and constructionist sociologists constantly struggle to 
consolidate that their perspectives are more correct and the 
importance of opponents‘ perspectives was ignored by both 
parties considering as less important. Though they merely 
agreed upon the constructionists‘ view on deviance as a label, 
Positivists considers their view of deviance ―as real behavior‖ 
is better than the constructionists‘ view of deviance ―as a 
label‖. Conversely constructionists slightly accept positivists‘ 
view on deviance ―as acts that really occurred‖ while strongly 
stick to their view of deviance ―as society‘s definition of the act 
as deviant‖ (Thio.Alex 2010). As mentioned in Thio.Alex 
(2010), ―We may see deviant behavior as being both a real act 
and a label. One cannot exist without the other. If there is no 
real act, there is no deviant behavior, if there is no label, there 
is no deviant behavior. In order for us to use the label ―deviant‖ 
the behavior must occur. Similarly, for us to understand that 
behavior, the label ―deviant‖ must be used. Deviance, then, is 
both behavior and label‖ (Thio.Alex 2010, p.11) Two 
incompatible perspectives are not necessarily evenly related to 
all types of deviant behavior in complementing each other. In 
analyzing the types of deviance, it may be observed that one 
perspective more applicable than the other, which is properly, 
fit its assumptions and the nature of the sociologists. Following 
summary would be used for easy and quick review of 
positivists‘ and constructionists‘ perspectives of deviance.  
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TABLE 1: SUMMARY OF THE TWO DEVIANCE PERSPECTIVES 
 

Positivist Perspective Constructionist Perspective 

Absolutism 
Deviance is absolutely, 
intrinsically real; hence; deviance 
or deviants can be subject of 
study. 

Relativism 
Deviance is a label, defined as such 
at a given time and place; hence, 
labelers, labeling, and impact of 
labeling can be subject of study. 

Objectivism 
Deviance is an observable 
object; hence, objective research 
methods can be used. 

Subjectivism 
Deviance is a subjective experience; 
hence, subjective research methods 
can be used. 

Determinism 
Deviance is determined 
behavior, a product of causation; 
hence. Casual, explanatory 
theory can be developed. 

Voluntarism 
Deviance is a voluntary act, an 
expression of free will; hence; non-
causal, descriptive theory can be 
developed. 

Source: Thio.Alex (2010) 
 
According to above summary, studies of comparatively severe 
types of deviant behaviors, such as assassinations, rape, and 
burglary are more relevant to the positivists‘ perspective of 
deviance and the positivist perspective is responded well by 
the studies on these types of severe deviances, by reason of 
the following three facts.  
1. Such serious deviances are entered into official statistics 

analyzed by positivists. 
2. People, who involved in serious offenses, normally come 

from the lower classes. 
3. It is quite familiar for positivists to explore ―passive‖ 

individuals with an eye looking for the causes of their 
deviances. 

 
Constructionists‘ perspective is more applicable to the non-
serious kind of deviances, mainly those that do not severely 
influence on other people. Acts of individuals such as 
prostitutes, drug users, and tax evaders are considered as 
non-serious kind of deviances. Following three reasons are 
―responsible‖ for the suitability of constructionists‘ perspective 
to study on the non-serious kind of deviances.  
1. Lack of agreement in society as to whether the non-

serious forms of deviant behaviors are really deviant. 
2. People in the society consider criminals which are 

normally studied by positivists, are more dangerous than 
non-serious deviances.  

3. As they can emphasize with these comparatively 
undisruptive deviants, it is usual for constructionists to 
consider them active subjects like themselves.  

 
Types of deviant behaviors derived through both positivists‘ 
and constructionists‘ perspectives, distinct in the amount of 
public agreement regarding their deviant nature. A given act 
may be ―intrinsically real‖ mainly from the positivists‘ view 
point, because there is a relatively immense public accord that 
it is actually deviant. On the other hand, constructionists define 
deviant acts as ―not real but merely a label‖, on the fact that of 
lack of public consensus to support the reality of deviance. 
Therefore, any behavior considered as ―deviant‖ by public 
consensus is called as deviant behavior and it may vary from 
the least to the most. Deviant behavior should not be identified 

as discrete entity which is obviously and completely 
distinguishable from compliant behavior. Instead of that 
deviant behavior should be considered as an act which 
extends over a long range from total adherence to total 
deviance. Most of the deviant behaviors fall into the range 
between total adherence and total deviance and therefore it is 
an obvious fact that deviant behavior stands for more or less 
deviant rather than totally deviant. In accordance with this 
observation we may come to a conclusion that deviant 
behavior is a matter of ―degree‖ rather than matter of ―kind‖. 
Deviant behavior could simply be divided into two segments as 
―higher-consensus deviance‖ and ―lower- consensus 
deviance‖ based on the observations made in previous 
paragraph. Higher-consensus deviance is frequently studied 
by positivist sociologists while constructionist more interested 
to study on lower-consensus deviance. However currently the 
sociologists are not confined to either end of deviance and 
instead they are much interested to study & investigate both 
type of deviances. This may be simply because both positivists 
and general public believe that ―lower‖ consensus deviant acts 
such as corporate frauds, governmental abuses are making 
―higher‖ level of financial & sociological setback in the modern 
world than the damage caused by ―higher‖ consensus 
deviances such as murders, homicide & robbery. At the same 
time constructionists extend great level of sympathy and 
compassion towards murderers, robbers and other higher-
consensus deviants (Thio.Alex 2010). 
 
1.5. Deviant Workplace Behavior (DWB) 
Deviant Workplace Behavior, which represents a large range 
of negative workplace behaviors/workplace deviances, has 
become a popular topic amongst lot of researchers around the 
world during last 3 decades. Various terminologies 
(Counterproductive Behavior; Organizational Rule Breaking; 
Organizational Deviance; Workplace Deviance; Organizational 
Misbehavior; Organizational Motivated Aggression; 
Organizational Retaliation Behavior; Workplace Counter 
Productivity; Counterproductive Behavior; Workplace 
Aggression; Deviant Employee Behavior; Counterproductive 
Deviant Behavior; Non Complaint Behavior; Organizational 
Delinquency) have been used to describe the employees 
deviant type of behaviors (Robinson & Bennette, 1995).  
 
1.5.1. Definitions and Related Concepts of DWB  
Mangoine and Quinn 1975 (cited in Robinson & Bennette, 
1995) could be considered as the first formal effort to introduce 
a kind of behavior which is closer to the nature of deviant 
workplace behavior. They used the term ―Counterproductive 
Behavior‖ to explain employees‘ negative activities towards the 
employer‘s property. However, what they intended by the term 
―counterproductive behavior‖ was not the meaning which is 
used in modern studies. Instead of that it merely covered very 
―narrow‖ area where only the property deviances are included. 
After that, Wheeler 1976 (cited in Robinson & Bennette, 1995) 
came out with a new terminology which is named as 
―Organizational Rule Breaking‖. Here they used that 
terminology to describe a workplace situation where 
employees breaking the rules of the organization committing 
unethical acts. Then after 6 years Hollinger & Clark 1982 (cited 
in Robinson & Bennette, 1995), have used another 
terminology as ―Organizational Deviance‖ to explain the 
employees‘ negative activities targeted at the organization. 
Later in 1986, Hollinger (cited in Robinson & Bennette, 1995) 



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF SCIENTIFIC & TECHNOLOGY RESEARCH VO`LUME 10, ISSUE 04, APRIL 2021  ISSN 2277-8616 

95 
IJSTR©2021 
www.ijstr.org 

have used the term ―Activities against Workplace‖ to explain 
the same behavior mentioned in Hollinger & Clark 1982 (cited 
in Robinson & Bennette, 1995). Subsequently Robinson & 
Bennett (1995) used the term ―Workplace Deviance‖ and 
defined it as ―Voluntary behavior of organizational members 
that violates significant norms and in doing so threatens the 
well-being of the organization‖. Apart from that Vardi & Wiener 
(1996) used the term ―Organizational Misbehavior‖ defining it 
as any deliberate activities made by organizational members, 
which violate the organizational/social norms. Meanwhile, 
O‘Leary-Kelly, Griffin & Glew 1996 (cited in Robinson & 
Benette, 2003) used the term ―Organizational Motivated 
Aggression‖ and has defined it as a destructive behavior 
initiated by inside/outside member of an organization. Skarlicki 
& Folger (1997) introduced another term as ―Organizational 
Retaliation Behavior‖ and described it as adverse reactions to 
the injustice working environment. Sackett & De Vore (2001) 
discussed about the ―Workplace Counter Productivity‖ which is 
defined as intentional behaviors which are pre-nominated by 
organizations as contrary for their organization. The concept of 
―Counterproductive Behavior‖ which is defined as any harmful 
act made by an organization member to employees or 
organization itself, was introduced by Marcus et al. 2002, 
(cited in Everton, Jolton & Mastrangelo ,2005). Furthermore, 
Gruys 1999 (cited in Robinson & Benette, 2003) has used 
another term ―Deviant Employee Behavior‖ to define 
intentional behaviors, which violates organizational norms in 
such a way which creates adverse effect to wellbeing of 
organizations. In addition to that Baron, Neuman & Geddes 
(1999) came out with the term ―Workplace Aggression‖ by 
defining it as defining individual behaviors, which cause 
damages on workers or the workplace. Puffer, 1987 (cited in 
Robinson & Bennette, 1995) introduced another terminology 
―Non complaint Behavior‖ and defined it as all type of 
behaviors that create negative workplace implications. A 
different terminology named ―Counterproductive Workplace 
Behavior‖ was introduced by Martinko et al. (2002) and 
defined it as behaviors disgraced for social rules, norms and 
values. Finally, Hogan & Hogan, 1989 (cited in Robinson & 
Bennette, 1995) has discussed about ―Organizational 
Delinquency‖ and defined it as a syndrome which is occurred 
as a result of workers‘ unreliability. 
 
1.5.2. Deviant Workplace Behavior and Unethical Behavior 
We should clearly identify the difference between unethical 
behavior and DWB. Unethical behavior refers to the incorrect 
behaviors or wrong doings which are against to the recognized 
laws, rules, and standards of a society. DWB refers to 
behavior which is not accord with the rules, ethics and norms 
of a particular organization (Robinson & Bennett (1995). 
According to the example pointed out in this study, dumping 
waste pipe lines to a river is an unethical behavior while it may 
not be a deviant behavior, if that organization‘s environment 
policy allows it. On the other hand, when the policies of that 
organization do not allow discharging waste to rivers, then it 
becomes a both unethical and deviant behavior. 
 
1.5.3. Positive Deviant Workplace Behavior 
Normally the term ―Deviant Workplace Behavior‖ represents 
the negative aspect of deviant behaviors which make 
damages/harms to the organizations. However, Appelbaum, 
Laconi & Matousek (2007) emphasized the positive aspect of 
the deviant behavior and labeled it as ―Positive Deviant 

Workplace Behavior. Further they described it as ―Intentional 
behavior that departs from the norms of a referent group in 
honorable ways‖. Positive DWB comprises with a set of 
behaviors which are not authorized in general organizational 
culture, but assist to reach organization‘s objectives and goals. 
Not obeying to the orders which make harm to the 
organization, criticizing incompetent supervisors/managers, 
deviate from existing rules to look into new avenues for 
searching innovations, are the examples for few positive 
deviant workplace behaviors, which may exist in an 
organization (Appelbaum, Laconi & Matousek 2007). This 
research has further identified that Positive DWB does not 
perform by each and every organizational member. 
Employees should be psychologically reinforced to perform 
positive DWB and working knowledge, tenure, group 
behaviors and personality traits, provide the ―reinforcement‖ 
for organizational members to engage in positive DWB. 
Appelbaum, Laconi & Matousek (2007) emphasized that 
Sticking into set of rules, ethics and norms of an organization 
does not always make successful results. There may be new 
paths, methods to reach organizational goals more effectively 
than the existing methods. Therefore, employees have to think 
out of the box to be innovative for searching creative ideas, 
where they are compelled to breach organizational rules, 
regulations and norms. Since innovations and creative ideas, 
always make the path towards organizational success, positive 
DWB is a phenomenon, which should be encourage in an 
organization. However current research does not focus on the 
positive aspect of DWB and it would be solely focused on the 
negative aspect of DWB instead.  
 
1.5.4. Economic and Social Cost of DWB  
The prevalence of Deviant Workplace Behavior which makes 
huge financial & social cost within organizations has become a 
burning global issue. According to Appelbaum, Deguire & Lay 
(2005) DWB has responsible for a huge profit loss and can be 
destructive to organization atmosphere. Deviant behaviors can 
be harmful to the smooth functioning of a workplace, while 
become as an economic threat to the workplace. Hence if 
DWB is not eradicated as soon, the usual work behavior will 
be interrupted by DWB, and It effects to the whole process of 
particular workplace including its‘ decision making process, 
efficiency, profitability and financial competence. Hence 
controlling DWB in an organization is must for reaching 
corporate prosperity (Robinson & Greenberg, 1998). As 
revealed in a survey conducted in 32 countries across Europe, 
Asia Pacific, and North America, one-third of all trade 
reductions were recognized as a result of employee theft. 
Further if we look into the financial effect of DWB on the US 
economy, it is found that 75% of employees have stolen at 
least once from their organizations. Almost 95% of companies 
in USA have reported that they are experiencing deviant 
activities within their organizations. According to Robinson & 
Greenberg (1998) the total ―annual bill‖ of DWB in USA 
economy estimated as $ 4.8 billion. Further in year 2004, the 
anticipated annual loss through employee theft has been 
estimated to be $50 billion on the US economy (Henle, 2005). 
According to Robinson & Bennett (1995) it is found that every 
three out of four employees have involved in either one or 
more deviant activities like theft, computer frauds, sabotage, 
misuse, and unwanted absenteeism. Apart from the financial 
and economic costs, social & cultural aspects are to be 
considered deeply in order to ascertain the total cost of DWB 
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(Robinson & Greenberg, 1998). Further Interpersonal 
deviance tend to create job stress, dissatisfaction of job and 
subsequently to decrease productivity (Appelbaum, Laconi & 
Matousek, 2007). As mentioned in Everton, Jolton & 
Mastrangelo (2005) 42% of women working in organizations 
have been experienced sexual harassments and violence in 
workplaces cost $ 4.2 billion per year. In this scenario, 
controlling of DWB is becoming most important concern 
among organizations in all over the world, as DWB directly hit 
on the financial stability of an any organization (Appelbaum, 
Laconi & Matousek, 2007). Considering the trend of growing 
dominance of DWB and the immense cost generating by 
DWB, necessary steps such as re-evaluating, restructuring 
and standardizing of organization‘s norms, rules, and 
regulations should be taken for surviving organizations in the 
threat of workplace deviance (Appelbaum, Laconi & Matousek 
,2007). 
 
1.6. Factors Contributing to DWB 
Since DWB causes huge financial cost, besides the 
psychological and social effects, most researchers have made 
numerous attempts to find possible causes for the creation & 
prevalence of DWB in organizations. Studies such as 
Appelbaum, Laconi & Matousek (2007), Colbert et al. (2004), 
Herschovis et al. 2007 (cited in Baron, Neuman & Geddes, 
1999), Martinko et al. (2002), Robinson & O‘Leary-Kelly (1998) 
are amongst the attempts made to examine the antecedents 
and predictors of deviant workplace behavior. Herschovis et al. 
2007 (cited in Baron, Neuman & Geddes, 1999) pointed out 
that the prime aspect represented by both individual and 
situational factors is aggression. Peterson (2002) stated that 
the combination of both personality characteristics and the 
nature of workplace environment is the best predictor for 
DWB. Meanwhile Vardi (2001) suggested that factors at the 
individual level and organizational level, promotes the 
organizational misbehavior. Robinson & Bennett (1995) who 
presented the four types of workplace deviances property; 
production; political and personal aggression, suggested that 
different types of workplace deviances are ―the results‖ of 
different types of causes. Robinson & Bennett (1995) further 
argued that organizational deviances namely property and 
production could be motivated by factors which are highly 
related to the working environment of an organization. In 
addition to these studies Colbert et al. (2004) revealed the 
decisive and determinant power of antecedents of DWB in 
promoting various types of workplace deviance types. Further, 
Peterson (2002), Skarlicki & Folger (1997) have also 
emphasized the fact that different kinds of causes create 
different kind of workplace deviances in organizations. 
Martinko et al. (2002) focused on the interaction of individual 
and situational level factors in studying on causes of DWB. 
They pointed out that a cognitive process which is created by 
the interaction among individual and situational variables, 
which are converted into behavior through some organization 
members, ―casual reasoning‖ about the working environment 
and the anticipated result, produces counterproductive 
behavior. Casual reasoning theory refers to a process where 
workplace members identify the nature of outcomes and 
behave based on the viewpoint regarding the causes of these 
outcomes. So, anchored in casual reasoning theory 
researchers such as Martinko et al. (2002) suggested the fact 
that two staged process that identify the outcomes and behave 
according to beliefs in causes of outcomes, produces the 

workplace deviance. For an example if two employees named 
―X‖ and ―Y‖ feel that they are not treated correctly by the 
organization in considering them for their promotions. That 
means both ―X‖ and ―Y‖ identifies the ―outcome‖ and bear the 
same belief that they are not treated correctly in their 
promotions. However, ―X‖ may think that the reason for this 
situation is his fate, while ―Y‖ identifys the reason as unfair 
treatment by the management. So, as a result of these 
different perceptions in identifying causes of outcomes, ―Y‖ 
may perform workplace deviance activities whereas ―X‖ will not 
involve in deviant activities. Analysis shows that the causes of 
DWB ―flows‖ in two main ―streams‖ namely personality related 
factors (individual factors) and organizational related factors 
(situational factors). However, that does not mean that these 
two set of factors cause DWB separately. As emphasized by 
various researchers (Colbert et al. (2004); Herschovis et al. 
2007 (cited in Baron, Neuman & Geddes, 1999); Peterson 
(2002); Robinson & Bennett (1995); Vardi (2001); Vardi & 
Wiener (1996). Herschovis et al. 2007 (cited in Baron, 
Neuman & Geddes, 1999) that DWB is an ―output‖ of 
combination of individual & situational factor ―inputs‖. The 
distinction between individual and situational factors 
represents the two main streams of factors causing DWB. 
Therefore, researcher will identify, describe and cluster all the 
antecedents or predictors responsible for DWB in two main 
streams namely ―individual factors‖ and ―situational factors‖ 
 
1.6.1. Individual Factors 
―Personal related factors‖ which are responsible for causing 
DWB in an organization are considered under the individual 
factors. Basically, Individual factors consist with personality 
characteristics & demographic factors which are more likely to 
create interpersonal types of workplace deviances namely 
political deviance and personal aggression. This perspective 
based on an assumption that the nature of employee 
personality would determine whether he/she will involve in 
deviant activities despite the work environment related factors. 
Hence researchers have made efforts to find out the certain 
types of personalities which are more effectively causing 
DWB. According to Henle (2005) personalities such as Type 
―A‖; sensation seeking; risk-taking and negative affectivity 
would increase the possibility of being deviant. In Some 
organizations the impact of situational factors is very high and 
in such situations, personality characteristics plays an 
important role in neutralizing the negative effects of situational 
factors. As stated by Colbert et al. (2004) employers‘ should 
select employees who are enriched with personality 
characteristics such as emotional stability, conscientiousness 
and agreeableness. The reason behind is these traits 
demoralize the chance of creating DWB in organizations. Apart 
from the personality characteristics, Vardi & Wiener (1996) 
pointed out some more personal based negative 
characteristics namely employee – organization dissimilarities, 
decreased value of loyalty & duty, dissatisfaction of personal 
needs provided by workplace and personal circumstances. 
They named all these characteristics as predictors of 
organizational misbehavior. Meanwhile Herschovis et al. 2007 
(cited in Baron, Neuman & Geddes, 1999) came up with new 
findings saying that personal factors such as anger and sex 
are also critical players in creating workplace deviance. In 
addition to above studies various scholars have studied on the 
stream of individual factors with regard to the DWB and found 
various factors which are responsible for DWB. The findings 
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and sub –streams of individual factors, identified during their 
studies on individual factors are as follows. 
 
1.6.1.1. Personality Characteristics 
The factor named ―Personality characteristics‖ is identified as 
a major factor in causing deviant behavior by the various 
researchers. As clearly emphasized in Ones et al. 1993 (cited 
in Uddin, Rahman & Howlader, 2014) majority of researchers 
have clustered around the opinion that personality traits factor 
is a good indicator to predict deviant workplace behaviors in 
organizations. In addition, it was revealed in this study that 
workplace absenteeism is strongly dominated by personality 
characteristics and therefore personality traits could be used in 
the selection process to select suitable applicants in order to 
minimize the absenteeism Ones et al. 1993 (cited in Uddin, 
Rahman & Howlader, 2014). Researchers have focused on 
―Big 5 personality dimensions‖ to find whether these 
personality dimensions predict the deviant behaviors. Findings 
revealed that ―conscientiousness‖ dimension highly effects on 
the deviant behaviors in workplace & turnover. However, all 
other dimensions namely extroversion, openness, 
agreeableness and emotional stability together are only 
responsible for turnover criterion. Relationship of Big 5 
personality traits with the ―Antisocial behavior‖ where 
conscientiousness has been identified as an indicator to cause 
antisocial behavior targeting the organization. Further 
agreeableness has been identified as responsible dimension 
to cause antisocial behavior towards individuals of the 
organization. According to Robinson & Greenberg (1998), it‘s a 
reputed fact that some employees are vulnerable to be 
deviant. In their study they emphasized that employees ―bring‖ 
some potential predispositions in to the organizations which 
―stimulate‖ the deviant acts. Further they added that ―greater 
the employees‘ predisposition, the greater the possibility of 
particular employee will perform deviant behaviors. As 
mentioned in Fleet and Griffin, 2006 (cited in Michelle,2017) 
Violent and aggressive behaviors show a close relationship 
with doctrine influences and brain structures. Violent behavior 
has various widely spread links towards the limbic system, 
biochemistry, and genetics, levels of dopamine & serotonin, 
and mental illness. Further people having certain personality 
types which are emotionally reactive; display under-controlled 
aggression and personality types in which people tend to have 
pleasure by hurting others & making discomforts to others, 
show more likelihood in performing deviant behaviors. 
Employees having ―Type A‖ personality and ―Hostile 
Attributional Bias‖ in which people stand with a mindset that 
other people treat them aggressively are easy victims of 
deviant behavior. With the influence of their impression, 
―Hostile Attributional Bias‖ people try to become more 
aggressive & violent to retaliate their ―Hypothetical‖ enemies in 
the organizations. ―Type A‖ people are impatient, excited, & 
predominant, loss their tempers more often showing 
aggressive behaviors (Fleet and Griffin 2006, cited in Michelle, 
2017). Few dimensions, which represent the various aspects 
of personality characteristics, could be identified as follows. 
 
I. Value Orientation 
Individual persons have different value priorities and the 
prevailing value emphases in organizations differ too. Hence, 
values have predictive and explanatory potential both at the 
individual and organizational levels. Moreover, values of 
employees can reflect working environment of organizations 

and values influence the behaviors of employees. Two main 
segments of value orientation philosophies are as follows.  
 
Idealism vs Relativism 
As per the Singhapakdi ,2004 (cited in Thio.Alex,2010), 
―idealism is the degree to which an individual adheres to moral 
absolutes when making moral judgment‖ idealism represents a 
mentality in which individuals having an opinion that harming 
others is always evitable. Further idealism positively 
associated with ethical decision making process. ―Relativism 
refers to the degree to which an individual rejects universal 
moral rules when making ethical judgment‖. Relativists prefer 
to experience circumstances regarding ethical issues, then 
strictly following moral principles in making ethical decisions. 
Idealistic individuals consider the ethical issues as more 
important while Relativists are paying less attention on it. 
(Singhapakdi 2004, cited in Thio.Alex,2010). Thus Relativism 
shows negative relationship with the ethical sensitivity and 
ethical decision making. Attitudes and behaviors of Idealistic 
employees are ethical whereas Relativists perform unethical 
attitudes and behaviors. As a result of this phenomenon, 
Idealistic employees are less likely to perform deviant 
behaviors while Relativists are always prepared to be deviant 
(Singhapakdi ,2004, cited in Thio.Alex,2010), 
 
Deontological vs Teleological Perspectives 
According to Shawver & Clements 2008 (cited in Farhadi et al, 
2015a), as per the deontological point of view, ―an action is 
right only if it is consistent within a set of moral rules and 
wrong only if it violates those rules‖. Deontology promote a 
―philosophy‖ among employees, that ―act according to a 
maxim that you can will to be a universal law‖ and ―do unto 
others as you would have them to unto you‖. On the other 
hand, Teleological perspective depends on the outcome of 
particular action in determining an action as good or bad. 
Deontology shows a positive relationship with ethical decision 
making while Teleology is negatively related to ethical decision 
making. Therefore, employees who are having teleological 
viewpoints are very vulnerable to be targeted by deviant 
behavior. 
 
II. Locus of Control 
 
a. Internal vs External Individuals 
This refers to the two different types of employees‘ mentalities 
pertaining to their vision towards the life & work environment. 
Internal employees simply think that every events, results & 
outcomes of day today life are under the fully control of 
themselves. They believe that it is only the human beings and 
human controlled situations could make things to be 
happened. However External employees believe that 
outcomes and events are primarily determined by the 
uncontrollable external forces such as luck, fate, social forces 
and external people (O‘Fallon, & Butterfield 2005, cited in 
Farhadi et al, 2015a). Ethical decision making process shows 
a positive relationship with the internal locus of control while 
external locus of control negatively linked to the ethical 
decision making process. Hence External employees are more 
likely to be performed deviant activities.  
 
III. Machiavellianism and Love of Money 
Machiavellianism is a kind of behavior in which individuals 
manipulate others to achieve their personal objectives, targets 
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& goals. Machiavellianism demonstrates significant 
association with the both interpersonal and organizational 
forms of deviant behavior (Appelbaum, Laconi & Matousek 
2007). This behavior may encourage employees to use 
aggressive, manipulative, and disingenuous strategies & 
policies to achieve goals. This type of employees deliberately 
disregards other workers‘ feelings, rights & needs and use 
aggressive practices to reach personal goals. They basically 
concerned about power, financial success & other extrinsic 
goals which are related to antisocial behavior. 
Machiavellianism shows negative correlation with the ethical 
decision making. High Machiavellianism individuals are less 
ethical while Low Machiavellianism employees are performing 
ethical behaviors more often. Therefore, employees having 
more Machiavellianism are probable victims of deviant 
workplace behavior (O‘Fallon, & Butterfield 2005, cited in 
Farhadi et al. 2015a). Lucrative rewards and high 
compensation act as ―motivators‖ to attract people to the 
business field. Almost all the employees in any organization 
are working with the intention of receiving financial rewards 
such as salary & allowances. Their key desire and aspiration is 
to earn money other than working to achieve organizational 
objectives. One‘s desire & aspiration regarding the money is 
called as ―Love of money‖. Whenever money becomes a 
major stimulator, employees tend to do anything for money. 
Hence we can observe that money has been a significant 
motivator in engage in deviant activities. This phenomenon 
becomes more common and relevant when it comes to the 
employees having medium or low income level. Love of 
money may mislead employees and positively associated to 
Machiavellianism which is related to deviant workplace 
behavior (O‘Fallon, & Butterfield 2005, cited in Farhadi et al, 
2015a).  
 
1.6.1.2. Personality Flaw 
Personality flaws or mental disorders could make individuals to 
commit deviant behaviors. Employees addicted to alcohol and 
various drugs have a tendency to behave aggressively in their 
organizations. Further the reason behind in some workplace 
thefts is the thrill and individuals make fun of conducting 
deviant activities and make thrill out of theft (Everton, Jolton & 
Mastrangelo 2005). Certain attitudes of employees are effect 
on employees‘ theft. Once an employee becomes a ―typical‖ 
habitual thief, he/she always think of theft- related activities 
and become more sympathetic towards other thieves. Further 
they are prone to steal caused by peer pressure. According to 
the findings of studies, most of the employees who involve in 
deviant behaviors have admitted their involvements of theft in 
recent past (Greenberg & Barling 1999).  
 
1.6.1.3. Employees’ Demographic Variables 
Employees‘ Demographic variables play an important role in 
generating deviant workplace behavior. Most of the 
demographic variables are consist with ―born‖ factors such as 
gender, age, religion while others are highly dominated by 
―personal‖ kind of variables namely marital status, education 
level, IQ level and values. Very few demographic variables like 
working experience, technical skills, salary scale and job 
position could be improved or changed by the managers. 
Therefore, unlike other factors such as stress, job satisfaction, 
org justice, org ethical climate, managers can‘t easily change 
or adjust demographic variables by using management 
practices; methods; tools; approaches etc. Hence managers 

find it very difficult to cope up with the demographic variables 
just because it‘s uniqueness. As strongly emphasized by 
Robinson & Greenberg (1998) personality variance is 
considered as less dominant factor in creating deviant 
workplace behavior. Demographic variables such as age, 
tenure, salary scale, marital status, gender, educational level 
and religion are affected substantially on deviant workplace 
behavior. According to the study done by Peterson (2002), 
young employees who have less experience & tenure are very 
much vulnerable to become deviant.  
 
1.6.2. Situational Factors 
An individual could not escape from the influence of 
organization. An employee can‘t work even a minute without 
being influenced by the organizational variables on their 
thinking pattern, attitudes, values, beliefs and aspirations etc. 
Individual variables explain a little part of workplace deviance 
and therefore situational factors are having great amount of 
―weight‖ in predicting deviant behavior. Summarizing this fact 
Robinson & Greenberg (1998) expressed that ―Neither apples 
(employees) nor barrels (organization environment) by 
themselves account for as much as variance in workplace 
deviance as both factors together‖. Further they added that 
situational factors are combination of social factors, 
interpersonal factors and organizational factors. As stated by 
(Henle, 2005) Situational factors are usually refers to some 
factors in organizational environment which encourage 
employees to perform deviant activities. Individual factors 
consist with personality characteristics & demographic 
variables, is assumed as less important when analyzing the 
situational fraction of deviant behavior. Various researchers 
such as Vardi (2001), Henle (2005), Vardi & Wiener (1996), 
Robinson & O‘Leary-Kelly (1998), Lee & Allen (2002) and 
Colbert et al. (2004) have contributed to the effort for 
searching the influence of situational factors on deviant 
workplace behavior. Researchers have identified various 
factors with regard to the situational aspect of workplace 
deviance. OJ, OEC, organizational frustration, Job stressors 
and lack of control over the working environment are 
prominent situational factors among them (Henle, 2005). 
Employees‘ behaviors are highly influenced by the situational 
factors like compensation, organizational goals, job design 
and socialization. Further norms, rules, regulations and 
standards imposed by organizations could act as stimulators 
to commit unethical & deviant behavior. Vardi (2001) have 
included factors namely Organization & group norms, 
organization values, organization culture, organization climate, 
OEC, reward and control systems to the situational dimension 
introducing another cluster of situational factors causing 
deviant behavior. Introducing a fresh thought about situational 
deviance, Vardi & Wiener (1996) stated that there are no 
―static‖ characteristics that caused deviant behavior. They 
emphasized that each organization has its‘ own ―personality‖ 
consists with unique inherent characteristics instead of static 
characteristics. Furthermore, they added that those ―inherent‖ 
characteristics are affected on employees‘ tendency in 
engaging deviant behavior. The prominent factor of 
determining employees‘ inclination towards deviant behavior is 
social background of the organization. The particular social 
context itself influences the individual‘s behavior by changing 
perceptions and viewpoint about organizational situations. 
Later Robinson & O‘Leary-Kelly (1998) pointed out that 
positive relationship could be found between an employee‘s 
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misconduct and his/her peers‘ misbehavior. Thereby this study 
further strengthened the perspective that antisocial behaviors 
at job were influenced by antisocial behaviors displayed at the 
general work environment. Meanwhile Lee & Allen (2002) 
stated that individual‘s thoughts & attitudes about work and 
their general feeling about work plays an important role in 
understanding the connection between situational factors and 
workplace deviance. They identified that employees‘ 
perception about the work situation is the best predictor of 
workplace deviance than job affection and thereby employees‘ 
negative perceptions on situational factors cause deviant 
workplace behavior than the employees‘ emotional feelings 
about the workplace (Colbert et al. 2004). The impact of 
situational factors on workplace deviance was further 
explained by means of Social exchange theory and the norm 
of reciprocity (Colbert et al. 2004). As explained in these 
theories, work relationships are considered as one of a social 
transaction by the employees and as a result of this 
perspective, employees on the basis of norm of reciprocity. In 
such situation it is expected that encouraging situational 
variables such as reward programs, fair treatments, and 
opportunities for advancement would direct employees to 
perform positively. Conversely unfavorable situational 
variables such as work load and job stress are expected to 
prompt deviant activities.  
 
1.6.2.1. Social and Interpersonal Factors 
As pointed out by Robinson & O‘Lerry-Kelly (1998) perception 
of social norms, influence of work groups, influence of 
supervisors, opportunity, need and dissimilarities influenced on 
deviant behaviors. According to the ―Social Information 
Processing Theory‖ individuals depend on their immediate 
social environment to collect information on which they 
interpret events, develop attitudes and understand 
expectations regarding their behavior & its‘ consequences. 
Employees ―consult‖ their social environment for collecting 
necessary information to identify the acceptable behavior 
within the organization while they are compelled to deprive the 
relationships with their managers due to lack of time. However, 
with the extension of service (tenure) employees understand 
much about the organization and refrain from performing 
deviances (Robinson & Greenburg, 1998). Some prominent 
social and interpersonal factors identified in the literature 
review are as follows.  
 
Influence of Work Groups  
According to Appelbaum, Deguire & Lay (2005), organization 
members and the organization itself have been highly 
influenced by the work groups. Employees closely analyze the 
working environment and adjust themselves to make sure that 
their actions are in compliance with their surroundings. 
Basically there are two work groups in most organizations 
namely ethical and unethical groups. Ethical groups are 
always standing for positive type of deviant behaviors while 
unethical groups try to spoil the workplace by promoting 
deviant behaviors. Once an individual enlisted to a workplace 
he attracts to a work group which represents his/her 
perspectives. Hence employees who already possess 
antisocial behavior are more likely attracted to and absorbed 
into a workgroup which consists of similar type of anti-social 
employees. Individuals have been making continuous 
adjustments of their behaviors, cognitions, and attitudes to 
adapt with their social environment at work. The employees, 

who successfully adapted to the working environment, are 
more likely to be in the organizations while employees who fail 
to adapt will more likely leave the organization very early. 
Hence it shows a positive association between the level of 
employees‘ anti-social behavior and the level of their co-
workers (Robinson & O‘Lerry-Kelly, 1998). Co-workers‘ 
influence on performing theft related activities is a common 
phenomenon in modern organizations. There may be work 
groups in which theft is considered as ―day today occurrence‖ 
and as a result of that mentality there may be ―systems of 
theft‖ & ―theft culture‖ within those groups for the betterment of 
group members. Members, whom are against with theft culture 
will be removed from groups and may be forced to leave the 
organization also by the ―theft groups‖.  Appelbaum, Deguire & 
Lay (2005) stated that there are some employees who emerge 
as leaders of work groups. Once such an employee become 
deviant; aggressive character he/she become a ―deviant role 
model‖ within particular work group. Those ―Deviant role 
models‖ have considerable influence on others within the work 
group to commit deviant acts. Even in deviant work groups, 
there may be less number of ethical employees whose 
mentality is not with the deviant behavior but with the ethical 
behavior. However, they still prefer to be in that particular 
group due to their prioritization of socialization factors 
dominates more than individual factors (Robinson & O‘Lerry-
Kelly,1998). Individuals are more likely commit deviant 
activities, if those activities are tolerated by their group 
members and they feel strong identification with their work 
groups. If that particular group strongly tied with organization 
environment and social environment, they are ―bonded‖ to the 
organization ethics & norms. Further when the responsibilities 
of particular task/area are distributed among each members of 
a certain group, then employees tend to think that they are 
partially responsible for that task individually and that attitude 
make them involved in deviant behaviors easily (Robinson & 
O‘Lerry Kelly ,1998).  
 
Influence of supervisors 
The behavior of managers, supervisory level executives and 
work environment; climate; culture established by the 
managers are largely influence on employees & the 
organization as a whole. Employees trust on managers & 
supervisors who have better behavioral integrity and credibility. 
Behavioral integrity means the managers‘ actions in 
consonance with psychological contracts which imply 
psychological agreement between employee & employer. 
Though it is not a verbal or written promise in a paper, 
psychological contracts are considered as ―promises‖ by the 
employees. Thereby violation of psychological contracts is a 
―slight mistake‖ from managers‘ point of view while it‘s been a 
―broken promise‖ from employee‘s point of view. There is a 
close positive relationship between breaching of psychological 
contracts and absenteeism & lack of performance. The 
relationship between behavioral integrity & employees‘ 
attitudes are found to be closely linked, when employees 
consider their managers as immediate supervisors. But when 
it comes to the distant managers such as top level managers, 
the link between above two factors found to be lower 
compared with the link regarding immediate supervisors. 
Hence middle level and operational managers have excessive 
ability & responsibility to retain the employees in the 
organization, with greater level of job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment which are directly linked with 
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organizational performance and discourage the deviant 
behaviors. Normally the unethical behaviors of employees are 
targeted at their co-workers who are equally been with them in 
organizational hierarchy. Consequently, employees try to avoid 
particular unethical employees as much as possible to prevent 
unwanted conflicts which result an adverse situation within a 
workplace. Furthermore, due to such situation employees 
become less motivated and try to quit the organization to avoid 
the unpleasant environment. Hence such unethical behaviors 
of individuals should be eradicated as early as possible by 
means of a combined effort of both subordinates and 
immediate supervisors to avoid interpersonal conflicts and 
thereby deviant behaviors. (Everton, Jolton & Mastrangelo 
2005). Reaching a production target or achievement of 
objectives alone does not determine the success of managers 
or organization. Some managers pressurize the employees to 
reach their targets & objectives by making miserable work 
environment for subordinates. Though that approach may 
benefit the organization for a shorter period, in the long run it 
may possibly make the organization collapsed. Because 
employees who suffered within such miserable working 
environment would have surely ―retaliate‖ against the 
prevailing situation. Employee retaliation may come out by 
various means such as frustration, sabotage organizational 
property, workplace aggression and deviant workplace 
behavior. Some people may think that such situations could be 
easily solved by removing the particular bad managers. 
However, that solution does not work till the removal of 
employees, who are enlisted by particular ―bad managers‖ as 
their wish. Hence it‘s an important point which has to be kept 
in mind by the top managers that they should be very vigilant 
in enlisting middle level and operational level managers, due 
to the fact that it is not easy to reorganize or reconstitute an 
organization once it was collapsed.  
 
Opportunity 
Most of individuals in the society are having some kind of 
involvements connected to the theft. Therefore, most of them 
are searching for an opportunity to steal from organizations. 
Thus we could say that opportunity is positively related to 
employee theft (Greenberg & Barling, 1999). Employees who 
have control over the procedures and access to the cash are 
more likely to commit fraudulent activities. Furthermore, they 
emphasized the requirement of ―opportunity minimizing 
techniques‖ such as surveillance systems, to hinder the theft. 
Work independently in a workplace is not a bad practice. But 
some ―employee thieves‖ exploit independence at workplace 
to commit thefts. Most of the employees may possess 
characteristics and attitudes which stimulate the theft. 
However, all employees would not perform fraudulent activities 
in the same way. Some of employees make use of the 
opportunities and steal while others remain uncorrupted 
(Greenberg & Barling, 1999). 
 
Need  
The Employees‘ need to steal from a workplace is to cover up 
the shortage of financial requirements which could not be 
solved by using conventional solutions. The pressure excreted 
by financial requirements, direct employees to perform 
unethical behaviors such as theft. Majority of these employees 
would not have committed fraudulent activities unless they 
have severe financial requirements. Social needs attempt to 
justify the employees‘ theft based on the financial need of 

employees. As far as employees‘ needs are concerned, 
stealing could be interpreted as a ―fair‖ way of finding shortage 
of money to fulfill the requirements. Some employees consider 
stealing as a test of courage. Therefore, Employees especially 
belongs to young generation, who are having higher 
expectations will easily select stealing with the assistance of 
peers (Greenberg & Barling 1999).  
 
Dissimilarity  
Integrating of diverse workforce that consists of employees 
with miscellaneous characteristics & perspectives and creating 
a work environment for such ―diverse‖ workforce to work 
effectively, is a big challenge for modern organizations (Liao, 
Joshi & Chuang, 2004). According to Liao, Joshi & Chuang 
(2004) overall diversity in work groups is positively related to 
workplace deviance level. The dissimilarity variable could be 
identified under two major streams as follows.  
 
Demographic Dissimilarity 
Employees with demographic dissimilarities in age; gender; 
religion; ethnic groups and tenure which are not fitted to their 
work groups & organizational requirements are more likely to 
violate the ethics & norms of organization. Thereby such 
individuals initiate deviant acts which are harmful to the 
organization & its‘ members. Employees tend to become less 
dedicated to the organization due to lack of ―compatibility‖ to 
the work groups & organization (Liao, Joshi & Chuang, 2004). 
This kind of employees are less supported and neglected by 
the peers and thereby they become isolated in their own 
workplace with less organizational support. Employees 
perform positive behaviors towards the organization based on 
the feeling that they are supported by the organization and 
such feelings which promote the positive behaviors are called 
as ―perceived organizational support‖. Perceived 
organizational support is related to positive effects such as 
desire to remain in the organization and organizational 
commitment. Perceived organizational support and 
organizational commitment, mediate relationship between 
demographic dissimilarity and organizational deviance (Liao, 
Joshi & Chuang, 2004). The relationship between 
demographic dissimilarity and interpersonal deviance is 
mediated by co-worker support and co-worker frustration. As 
highlighted in ―Social Identity Theory‖, Demographic similarity 
facilitates communication, trust and reciprocity amongst peers 
and creates positive attitudes towards peers. The degree of 
social integration and peer support is being weaken by the 
employees‘ demographic dissimilarities. Also negative & 
unethical feelings such as tension, animosity, and annoyance 
towards group members are encouraged by the employees‘ 
demographic dissimilarities. As mentioned earlier, 
demographically dissimilar employees are not supported by 
their colleagues and therefore personal relationships between 
dissimilar employees & other employees would not be 
developed. Hence interpersonal deviances such as 
aggression, verbal abuses, and stealing from co-workers are 
swiftly arisen (Liao, Joshi & Chuang 2004). Demographical 
dissimilarities pertaining to ethnics may encourage the 
diminishing of self-esteem which is responsible for altruistic 
behaviors towards co-workers. Furthermore, perceived 
organizational support and organizational commitment are 
negatively linked with ethnicity dissimilarities. Despite the fact 
that demographic dissimilarities are positively linked to 
interpersonal deviances, ethnicity dissimilarities show negative 
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relationship with the organizational deviances (Liao, Joshi & 
Chuang, 2004). Ethnicity dissimilar employees have to 
struggle to be conformed to organizational norms in order to 
avoid the negative exposure of ethnicity dissimilarities. As 
mentioned by Liao, Joshi & Chuang (2004) dissimilarities in 
terms of education and industry experience may cause 
reduction of output in top management teams. Apart from that 
gender dissimilarity has connected to interpersonal deviance 
while age dissimilarity shows no significant relationship with 
either interpersonal deviance or organizational deviance.  
 
Personality Dissimilarity 
Employees‘ behavior in an organization influenced by both 
demographic and personality dissimilarities. ―Social exchange‖ 
among work groups is highly influenced by personality 
dissimilarities and ultimately ―feeds‖ the deviant workplace 
behavior. Generally, communication and interpersonal 
attractions within employees are strengthened by the 
personality similarities. Dissimilarities between employees & 
organization or workgroups, pertaining to the personality traits, 
will make communication gaps/lapses, relationship issues, 
work group integration problems within organizations. This 
makes an unfavorable situation for dissimilar employees due 
to the fact that they are given very less organizational 
information, access to organizational resources and other 
workers‘ respect. Due to this reasons the level of perceived 
organizational support, organizational commitment, co-worker 
support and co-worker satisfaction are decreased (Liao, Joshi 
& Chuang, 2004). If a group or organization comprises too 
many extroverted personnel, conflicts which are weakening 
organizational performances, are arisen because of the fact 
that an organization needs more followers than leaders. 
Dissimilarities in extraversion reduce the interactions within 
work groups and organization. However, we should not 
consider it as a plus point of having personality dissimilar 
employees in organizations, because of the fact that 
workplace without sufficient extraverts will make a ―leadership 
less‖ workplace environment. However, with regard to the 
extraversion factor, diversity of employees‘ personality would 
help to minimize deviant behaviors (Liao, Joshi & Chuang, 
2004). Deviant behaviors are ―unethical responses‖ to 
unpleasant social exchange in organizations. Even if they 
make such unethical responses, employees could not identify 
exact point of the origin of social exchange or due to their 
misunderstanding that co-employees are the ―agents‖ of 
organization & organization is a ―collection‖ of such agents. 
Therefore, such interpersonal misunderstandings may 
encourage the organizational deviance without organizations‘ 
fault. Meanwhile studies have pointed out a ―strange finding‖ 
regarding co-workers support and deviant behavior, saying 
that too much of co-worker support causes both interpersonal 
& organizational deviance. As per the findings, the reason is 
the employees‘ wrong judgment that co-workers will protect 
them in any kind of circumstances including in punishments on 
their commitments of deviant acts (Liao, Joshi & Chuang, 
2004). 
 
1.6.2.2 Organizational Factors 
Lot of organizational factors (operational environment, 
organizational culture; justice; ethical climate; commitment, job 
satisfaction etc.) are found in the initial literature survey. Some 
prominent organizational identified in the literature review are 
as follows. 

Operational environment 
This refers to the nature of operations or business, doing by 
an organization. Organizations in the food industry; lumber, 
petroleum; automobile; are amongst the prominent industries 
from which employees‘ unethical & deviant behaviors are 
frequently reported. Members of such organizations dare to 
perform deviant activities because of the tolerance of deviant 
activities by the managers. Further as mentioned earlier, 
organizations have notable influence over their employees 
(Appelbaum, Laconi & Matousek 2007). Resources show an 
interesting relationship with organizational illegal behaviors. 
Resources create similar effect on illegal behaviors due to two 
distinct statuses of resources. When an organization has very 
limited amount of resources, it makes illegal behaviors while 
too much of resources in an organization also causes the 
same result. Therefore, by maintaining ―moderate amount of 
resources‖ managers can minimize the possibility of 
committing organizational illegal behaviors. Dynamic 
environment refers to a situation where conditions are 
changing rapidly and employees are unaware about behavior 
expected from them by the organization. In addition to that it‘s 
an inherent fact that larger scale organizations have more 
likelihood of commit deviant activities than smaller firms. 
Therefore, highly competitive business environment and high-
magnitude of organizations are stimulators for causing illegal 
behaviors which are gradually ―converted‖ in to deviant 
behaviors. As suggested by Greenberg & Barling (1999) 
employees‘ theft may be increased due to the reason of large 
scale & structure of organizations. When it comes to the large 
scale organizations, supervisors find it very difficult to conduct 
their supervisions over a large area of operations and as a 
result of broader scope assigned to them, the frequency & 
vigilance of supervision may become very less. Unethical 
employees will make use of such ―free‖ organization 
environments to steal from the organizations. Not only the size 
of organizations but also the ―impersonal situations‖ in 
organizations may encourage the theft.  
  
Organizational Culture 
As suggested by Fleet & Griffin, 2006 (cited in Michelle, 2017) 
the culture of an organization consists with managers‘ value; 
vision; experience; beliefs and ritual of employees, reward & 
incentive systems and organizational norms regarding 
performance & behavior. Hence organizational culture is a one 
of prominent significant organizational factor. An organization‘s 
culture ―evolves‖ gradually with the maturity of particular 
organization and both older employees & newly enlisted 
employees are equally influenced by organizations‘ culture. 
Apart from the individuals‘ distinction in their inclination to 
commit deviant behaviors, organizational cultures are also 
distinct in likelihood of being affected by deviant behaviors. 
Therefore, managers should try their best to construct a 
culture where the proneness to cause deviant behaviors are 
minimized. To achieve this, managers should make certain 
precautions by means of communicating their ―zero tolerance‖ 
on deviant behaviors to the employees and imposing strict 
penalties for disobeying of rules to hinder the deviant 
behaviors (Fleet & Griffin 2006, cited in Michelle, 2017). Being 
a one of prominent segment of organizational culture, Leaders 
are playing an important role in shaping up the organizational 
culture. The major elements of organizational culture are 
determined by the managers. The behaviors of managers are 
closely observed by majority of employees and they adjust 
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their behaviors themselves in accordance with leaders‘ 
behavior. For an example, if employees get to know that their 
leaders are corrupted, insincere and unrespectable they try to 
perform in similar ways. Eventually these types of behavior 
may be established as ―official‖ behaviors, which may easily 
―unlock the doors‖ for workplace deviance. Therefore, the 
managers‘ behavior in an organization is pretty much 
important to avoid deviant workplace behavior in the 
organizations (Fleet & Griffin 2006, cited in Michelle, 2017).  
As emphasized by Fleet & Griffin ,2006 (cited in Michelle, 
2017) in their study, ―The leader set the tone for his or her 
followers through his or her own visible behavior that 
communicate assumptions and values to others‖ According to 
their findings, having analyzed leaders‘ behaviors, employees 
―absorb‖ and apply them into their behaviors & future activities. 
Even though leaders involve much in making organizational 
culture, their behaviors are still being dominated by the 
organizational culture itself. When managers maintain poor 
relationship with employees under his command & perform 
misbehaviors, ―deviant organizational culture‖ may be arisen. 
Hence deviant workplace behavior will ―peacefully‖ dominates 
in organizations where management lapses & misbehaviors 
such as too much of priority on production; efficiency; & 
bottom line, weak interpersonal skills, bulling & blaming 
others, making mistakes frequently, focus on short term 
success, and performance of unethical & illegal behaviors are 
performed (Fleet & Griffin 2006, cited in Michelle, 2017).  
 
Job Characteristics 
The likelihood of employees‘ violence, aggression and deviant 
behavior are substantially influenced by job characteristics. As 
brought out by Appelbaum, Deguire & Lay (2005) employees 
who work in certain organizations which are related the areas 
of supervision of others, disciplining others are more possible 
―suspects‖ of performing aggressive & violent acts. 
Furthermore, employees who make decisions that may affect 
other persons‘ lives and employees performing duties related 
to providing security are more possibly involved in violent acts 
and thereby perform deviant behaviors. 
 
Company Task Structure and Involvements 
Deviant workplace behavior has links with company task 
structure. Deviant behaviors could be restricted by making well 
planned organizational activities. If the organizational activities 
which are assigned to employees are formulated scientifically 
in an organized manner, it makes employees feel both 
comfortable & responsible in performing their assigned tasks. 
Hence Deviant behaviors may be restricted by making well 
planned organizational activities. Appelbaum, Laconi & 
Matousek (2007) stated that ―keeping workers occupied with 
tasks that they take responsibility for‖ is a one of good way of 
reducing counterproductive behavior. By elaborating their 
findings, they further stated that if employees engage in their 
normal day today ―conventional‖ tasks continuously without 
being interrupted by their possible involvements in 
organizational task, they will not have enough time to perform 
deviant behaviors. In addition to that the time period (tenure) 
spent by the employees without committing deviant acts, is a 
good indicator to predict the likelihood of performing deviant 
workplace behavior.  
 
 
 

Counter Norms 
Counter norms mean a particular behavior in which 
leaders/managers promote unethical behaviors & unethical 
employees within the organizations against the ethical 
behaviors & employees (Appelbaum, Deguire & Lay, 2005). 
Normally in a workplace or society honest people are valued; 
respected, and widely accepted. But in a counter norm 
situation, managers discourage honest employees and they 
rely on corrupted, unethical employees instead in order to 
achieve short- term success. As a result of such situations 
organizations are filled with poor decision making, 
demoralization & dissatisfaction and employees‘ stress, where 
deviant behaviors are easily grown (Appelbaum, Laconi & 
Matousek, 2007). However as mentioned in the study 
conducted by Appelbaum, Deguire & Lay (2005), a survey 
conducted among managers of non- profit organizations, 
revealed that one third of the managers reported the 
requirement of having unethical behaviors & employees in 
their organizations, so as to be successful. Two major 
mentalities which cause counter norm behavior are as follows.  
 
Bottom Line Mentality 
This refers to a certain mentality where managers prioritize 
―financial success‖ other than the values; norms; ethics of the 
organization in decision making process. In such mentality, 
managers believe that the values & ethics as an obstacle on 
their way to achieve financial targets & success. Furthermore, 
the possible consequences of current operations on long-term 
success and the probable issues & threats to be arisen for 
both employees and organization in the long run are neglected 
(Appelbaum, Laconi & Matousek 2007). Following incident 
occurred during the introduction of a new car by the Ford 
Company to the US market could be taken as a good example 
for understand bottom line mentality. In 1970‘s Ford Company 
introduced the ―Ford Pinto‖ car to the US market. However, in 
the testing stage the company identified that the newly 
introduced car was ―prone to explosion following even modest 
impact‖. But surprisingly managers decided not to withdraw 
their production from the market based on their cost-benefit 
analysis. Because it was revealed in their cost- benefit 
analysis that paying compensations on the accidents occurred 
due to this production failure is more profitable than the 
modification of the vehicle (Zyglidopoulos & Fleming, 2008). 
60 innocent people lost their lives while 120 people critically 
injured due to this unethical decision made by Ford Company 
based on bottom line mentality.  
 
Madison Avenue Mentality 
This refers to the managers‘ mentality that ―anything is right if 
the public can be convinced that it‘s right‖ (Appelbaum, Laconi 
& Matousek, 2007). Following manipulation with regard to the 
financial statements, done by famous international company is 
a good example for explaining Madison Avenue Mentality. 
Enron Services company had been preparing their financial 
statements, for few years with hypothetical incomes. As a 
result of this ―fictional income‖ the net profit shown in their 
balance sheet went up rapidly, showing ―extra ordinary 
financial performances‖. Nobody knew the reality other than 
the top level managers of Enron Company. Therefore, huge 
profits shown in financial statements attracted so many 
investors towards the company resulting massive increment of 
their share price. So here in this example, what Enron 
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Services Company has done is they had successfully 
convinced the general public that they are making huge profits.  
 
Job Satisfaction 
Variables such as pay & allowances, promotions, co-workers 
and supervision & work could be used as indicators to 
measure job satisfaction. The employees‘ positive 
perspectives regarding the ethicalness of their organization 
would automatically convert into a perception that the 
organization is fair for them. Hence ethical organizations will 
always keep the employees‘ job satisfaction in high level. In 
most of the organizations, higher level of job satisfaction is a 
result of ―collective effort‖ of factors namely higher level of 
support from top level management for ethical behavior, a 
more favorable ethical climate in the organization, and a 
stronger association with ethical behavior & success (Koh Boo 
2001, cited in Mazni & Rasdi, 2015). Organizational 
performances, productivity, success and job satisfaction are 
constantly influenced by the dedicated top level managers, in 
a positive manner. Situations where employees‘ perception on 
managers‘ support for ethical behavior is poor, having an 
unpleasant ethical climate and weak relationship between 
ethical behavior and career success, make the low level of job 
satisfaction (Koh Boo 2001, cited in Mazni & Rasdi, 2015). 
According to the ―Cognitive Dissonance Theory‖ Employees 
make certain perceptions, considering the top level managers 
as their referent groups. Then distinctions are arisen between 
employees‘ perceptions on top level managers and their own 
ethical standards. Afterwards this situation leads to create 
moral conflicts thus subsequently reduces the job satisfaction. 
In addition to that distress and job dissatisfaction could be 
resulted due to the lack of compatibility between employees‘ 
ethics and organizations‘ ethics (Koh Boo 2001, cited in Mazni 
& Rasdi, 2015). Employees‘ ethical values would clash with 
the organization‘s ethical climate in a situation where norms of 
the organization direct employees to compromise their ethical 
values to reach organizational goals. In such a situation, 
clashes between OEC and employees‘ values cause low job 
satisfaction. Ethical behavior in organizations would not be 
established unless it properly associated with career success. 
Therefore, accreditation of ethical behavior in an organization 
is required to receive more job satisfaction for employees (Koh 
Boo 2001, cited in Mazni & Rasdi, 2015). Job satisfaction has 
positive relationship with organizational commitment. 
Organizational commitment of employees grows up with the 
employees‘ job satisfaction and it is also connected to the job 
attitudes and organizational performance. Top level managers 
can retain high level of job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment by maintaining an ethical organization. 
Absenteeism & turnover intention which cause high cost within 
the organization together, due to the low productivity & morale 
and high cost of hiring, retention & training, have close links 
with job satisfaction and organizational commitment (Koh Boo 
2001, cited in Mazni & Rasdi, 2015). Profitability and 
productivity are positively related to the job satisfaction & 
organizational commitment. Therefore, job satisfaction & 
organizational commitment are good indicators to predict 
financial performance and productivity status of organizations 
(Koh Boo 2001, cited in Mazni & Rasdi, 2015). Job satisfaction 
is related to illegal or deviant acts. As suggested by 
Appelbaum, Laconi & Matousek (2007) drug & alcohol usage, 
absenteeism, abuse of employees‘ human rights, employees‘ 
theft is among the negative consequences of employees‘ 

dissatisfaction on organization. Furthermore, employees, who 
are highly satisfied with their jobs & organizations and closely 
attached to their jobs & organization, won‘t be performed 
deviant behaviors. According to (Koh Boo 2001, cited in Mazni 
& Rasdi, 2015), there are four major ways of employees‘ 
responses for any problematic situation. Propose solution 
(Voice) Wait patiently till the conditions become normal or 
favorable (loyalty), Be absent(Neglect), Resign from the 
organization (exit). Out of these four employees‘ options, first 
two options (voice and loyalty) are beneficial to the 
organization while other options (neglect and exit) are harmful 
to the organization. Therefore, it‘s better for organizations to 
have more employees under the ―voice and loyalty‖ category. 
High level of job satisfaction can ―restrict‖ most of the 
employees to ―voice and loyalty‖ category, while diminishing 
―neglect and exit‖ category.  
 
Ethical Work Climate 
Deviant behaviors such as lateness, absenteeism, sabotaging, 
thefts & sexual harassments are promoted by unpleasant 
ethical climate and therefore it‘s very important to make strong 
ethical climate so as to avoid unethical acts and deviant 
workplace behavior. Employees‘ unethical behavior cause 
unethical behavior of their immediate peers of the work groups 
and it spreads unethical behaviors within the work groups. 
Work groups‘ unethical behavior disturb the both work group‘s 
ethical climate and organization‘s‘ ethical climate which may 
increase the rate of theft & other deviant behaviors. Therefore, 
work groups‘ ethical climate is the most influential factor to 
cause deviant behavior than the ethical climate of whole 
organization (Martin & Cullen, 2006). Organization policies; 
procedures; reward and control systems influence on OEC. In 
addition to those factors, personal self- interest; company 
profit; operating efficiency; team interest; friendships; social 
responsibility; personal morality; rules; regulations and top 
managers‘ behaviors are influenced on the way in which low-
level employees & organizations act in ethical dilemmas 
(Appelbaum, Deguire & Lay, 2005). Structural differences and 
differences with regard to the nature of organizations‘ 
operations (industrial, agricultural, service providing etc.) 
would cause distinct ethical climates. Entrepreneurial 
orientation and organizations‘ age has negative relationship 
with ethical climate. Mostly individual and independent 
entrepreneurial organizations have shown a likelihood of 
having high level of individual ethical climates and low levels 
of local & mixed ethical climates. New organizations affected 
with resource pressure and high risk, have issues with regard 
to the financing of capital requirements, recruiting & training of 
employees and occurring higher rates and handling charges. 
Entrepreneurs‘ find it very difficult to impose their values more 
strongly due to the lack of formal organizational structures and 
―freshness‖ of the company. Lack of well-established 
professional codes in organizational activities of newly 
commenced organizations, makes a situation where managers 
have to rely on their individual ethical reasoning. Empirical 
studies have revealed that new organizations may have 
weaker levels of caring, rules and law & codes climate while 
they demonstrate a significant relationship with independence 
climates. Ethical work climate mediates the relationship 
between ethical judgments & behavioral intentions while 
supposed to effect on employees‘ stated intention to commit 
deviant acts. Since there‘s no reasonable evident found with 
regard to the effect of ethical climate on behavioral intention, 
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individuals‘ stated behavioral intention regarding deviant or 
unethical behaviors will not be affected by their perception on 
organization‘s ethical work climate. Employees‘ connections 
between ethical judgment and behavioral intention are directly 
influenced by ethical climate (Martin & Cullen, 2006). The 
relationship between employees‘ ethical judgment and 
behavioral intention is weakened by the employees‘ perception 
on higher level of ethical climate. That means that employees 
are less interested in performing behaviors which are not 
considered by them as ―unethical. The association between 
ethical judgment and behavioral intention is decreased due to 
the higher level of employees‘ perception on egoistic climate. 
Therefore, either behavioral intention or the relationship 
between ethical judgment & behavioral intention is not 
influenced by egoistic climate (Martin & Cullen, 2006). 
Instrumental ethical climates increase the likelihood of 
occurring deviant workplace behavior and employees‘ affective 
responses towards the organization such as job commitment 
and job involvement, discourage the employees‘ perceptions 
on instrumental climate (Martin & Cullen, 2006). Furthermore, 
Peterson (2002) has also identified production deviance as a 
prominent ―product‖ of instrumental climates. The existence of 
higher level of ethical reasoning and ethical decision making is 
required to create ―caring‖ climates. As mentioned earlier, 
employees‘ affective responses ―discourage‖ the employees‘ 
perceptions on instrumental climate. However, in the case of 
caring climates, employees‘ affective responses ―encourage‖ 
the employees‘ perceptions on caring climate (Martin & Cullen, 
2006). Hence, as Peterson (2002) stated, caring climates 
reduce the chance of occurring deviant workplace behavior.  
Higher levels of ethical decision making and ethical reasoning 
are prevailed in ―principle‖ climate. Production deviances and 
property deviances are negatively related to the principle 
climate and thereby lack of principle climate in an organization 
is a clear indicator to increase the deviant workplace behavior 
(Peterson, 2002). Production deviances such as theft and 
sabotage are occurred due to lack of adherence to the internal 
rules, policies and standards. Hence rules climate of an 
organization is closely connected with ―production‖ type of 
deviant behavior.  
 
Organizational Commitments 
Organizational commitment refers to ―the relative strength on 
identification of individuals‘ identification and involvement‖ in 
their organization. The major components of organizational 
commitment are comprised with ―a strong belief and 
acceptance of the organizations‘ goals & values, willingness to 
exercise considerable effort for the organization and a strong 
desire to remain a member of the organization‖ (Cullen, 
Parboteeah & Victor, 2003). Employees‘ commitment towards 
the organization is a most important precious asset for any 
kind of organization. Employees‘ Loyalty, affection, dedication, 
and emotionality towards organization are up lifted as a result 
of organizational commitment. Once employees are committed 
to their workplace, the chance of occurring negative & 
unethical behaviors such as absenteeism and tardiness, is 
reduced drastically and therefore employees are reluctant to 
perform deviant acts and quit the organization (Cullen, 
Parboteeah & Victor, 2003). As mentioned in Appelbaum, 
Laconi & Matousek (2007), both organization & interpersonal 
deviances are negatively correlated with organizational 
commitment. In addition to that tenure and job satisfaction are 
positively related with organizational commitment. Employees‘ 

perceptions of benevolent & principled ethical climates are 
positively linked to organizational commitment and perceptions 
on egoistic ethical climate are negatively associated with 
organizational commitment. Employees in an egoistic climate 
are well aware about the organizations‘ support of the self-
interested behaviors at the possible detriment of others. 
Because of the egoistic ethical climate, predictors of 
organizational climate namely cooperation & cohesiveness will 
not be emerged in such ethical climates. Employees‘ 
identification on the organization values may be reduced by 
the signalization of self-value (Cullen, Parboteeah & Victor, 
2003). Values and behaviors related with high level of 
organizational commitment are been against with egoistic 
decisive factor. 
 
Organizational Frustration 
Interpersonal deviances such as aggression towards co-
workers & spreading gossip and organizational deviances 
namely destruction, theft & sabotage are positively associated 
with organizational frustration (Appelbaum, Laconi & Matousek 
2007). It is revealed in the studies that unwanted sick 
reporting, taking of unnecessary excessive breaks and other 
similar kind of unethical behaviors are some consequences, 
resulted due to employees‘ perceptions in their organization as 
a ―frustrating place‖. Furthermore, those types of deviant 
behaviors would make a room for organizational members to 
slip off from physical & emotional ―contract‖ of the organization 
(Everton, Jolton & Mastrangelo 2005). Furthermore, Everton, 
Jolton & Mastrangelo (2005) emphasized that employees‘ 
affection or disgust towards their organization is a much 
crucial factor than the employees‘ affection or disgust towards 
their jobs. In addition to that occurrence of unexplained 
absences and tardiness could be inhibited by reducing 
frustration. 
  
Organizational Justice 
Organizational justice is extremely significant for employees. 
Employees‘ response to ethical issues is affected by 
organizational authority. Today‘s organizations have 
introduced reward schemes for positive behaviors and 
strengthen their rules & regulations against possible violations 
of organizational ―law code‖ and commitments of negative 
behaviors. Leaders of organizations are to be responsible for 
designing and launching reward systems to appreciate ethical 
behaviors, and implementing sanctions to discourage 
unethical behaviors. Convincing indications about values and 
norms of the organizations are conveyed to the employees 
when violations are sanctioned inside the organization. If 
unethical employees escape from the sanctions, ethical 
employees get disappointed about the OJ (Appelbaum, Laconi 
& Matousek 2007).  As per the findings of (Koh Boo 2001, 
cited in Mazni & Rasdi, 2015) employees tend to perform 
lesser number of deviant acts provided that their perceptions 
on organization & managers are fair and helpful. Individual and 
organizational variables together with self-confidence, 
motivation, performance, job satisfaction and OCB are being 
affected by employees‘ perception on OJ. Greenberg & Barling 
(1999) expressed that organization‘s injustice results unethical 
responses or retaliations from employees‘ end, such as 
workplace deviant behavior. Employees are always thinking of 
what they have been received from the organization. They 
consider the ―whole package‖ offered from the organization 
consists with salaries, allowances, increments, rewards and 
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promotions and compare those with their contribution (skills, 
education, labor, effort etc.) towards the organization. 
Subsequently if employees realize that what they get from the 
organization is reasonable compared to their contribution and 
job positions, employees feel ―justice‖ within the organization 
(Appelbaum, Laconi & Matousek 2007). However, if 
employees feel that the rewards they have been given is not 
quall to the works they have done, payment inequality will be 
arisen. Furthermore, employees may feel that they are being 
―misused‖ by the organization thus makes dissatisfaction 
among employees. In such situations employees either 
decrease their performance (working slowly) or increase their 
receipts (by stealing) to balance their perceptions on inequity 
of ―inputs‖ and ―outputs‖. In addition to that they tend to 
perform deviant behaviors in order to re-establish their sense 
of equality (Greenberg & Barling 1999). According to Everton, 
Jolton & Mastrangelo (2005), managers should be very careful 
in introducing pay cuts, OT cuts and extension of working 
hours to deal with financial difficulties. Unless employees are 
not communicated and educated properly on the reasons for 
those actions, they might reduce the production. Hence 
managers should furnish enough clarifications & explanations 
to the employees on the necessity and background situation of 
introducing such reductions. If employees are successfully 
convinced on the requirements of such decisions and 
apologized over the circumstances & hardships occurred due 
to new decisions, the ―damage‖ of such decisions could be 
minimized (Everton, Jolton & Mastrangelo 2005). Supervisors‘ 
discriminations; unwanted inquiries; harassments & unfair 
treatments against the employees, would make them 
aggressive at supervisors. Employees‘ aggression towards 
both organization & co-workers has a positive relationship with 
deviant behavior. Furthermore, operational level employees in 
manufacturing organizations where ―fairness is rare‖ are more 
likely to commit negative behaviors. Employees‘ negative 
perceptions regarding the fairness of organizations would 
―produce‖ circumstances such as low productivity; tardiness 
and absenteeism thus generate extra costs on overtime 
payments, replacement of workers and training expenses for 
new employees (Everton, Jolton & Mastrangelo 2005). Job 
satisfaction, turnover intention and organizational performance 
are affected by perception on justice. Employees‘ ―area of 
consideration‖ in perceiving justice is not confined to the fields 
of employees‘ particular task, section or department. Their 
areas of consideration extend to the whole environment of 
organization, exceeding the section limits and sub department 
limits. Therefore, managers also have to have a proper master 
plan to improve OJ considering the organization as a one unit 
(Koh Boo 2001, cited in Mazni & Rasdi, 2015). The 
employees‘ reactions on the similar kind of perceptions on OJ 
may be varied due to the various reasons. Two major types of 
variations causing distinctions in employees‘ reactions are 
described below. 
 
Inequity Sensitivity 
This refers to the individuals‘ sensitivity towards the 
organizational injustice. Although set of employees‘ might have 
similar level of perceptions on organizational unfairness, the 
reactions of each employee are not in a similar nature. Some 
employees may have less sensitivity to the injustice work 
environment while others are more sensitive towards the 
workplace injustice. High sensitivity towards the injustice 
makes less stress and low sensitivity to the injustice generate 

more stress. Therefore, inequity sensitivity moderates the 
relationship between the perceptions of organizational 
injustice and engagements of deviant behaviors including theft 
(Mazni & Rasdi, 2015). 
  
Equity and Choice of Referent 
Employees tend to compare co-workers who possess similar 
level of abilities & duties with themselves. Although they 
consider employees in ―similar‖ positions, large amount of 
dissimilarities in other variables which create vast distinctions 
within co-workers may be revealed. Thereby perceptions in 
inequity are created amongst employees due to such 
comparisons with close referents. If the members of close 
referent groups consist with very similar individuals in terms of 
proximity, job and hierarchy, the employees‘ inequity feeling 
becomes more distressed than in the comparisons with distant 
referent groups. If we take an example, perceptions in low 
salaries compared to the supervisors, would create more 
deviant activities than the perceptions of low salaries 
compared to the top level managers. Hence it‘s a clear fact 
that the employees compare themselves with their immediate 
co-workers engaged in more work place deviance (Mazni & 
Rasdi, 2015). 
 
Sanctions 
In some situations, it‘s very hard for managers to monitor and 
evaluate employees‘ activities directly and thereby employees 
will not have to answer or experience the consequences due 
to the ―invisibility‖ of activities. Consequently, employees make 
use of this ―invisible‖ organization environment to perform 
deviant workplace behavior. When the ―thief employees‖ are 
frequently caught & punished by the managers, the rate of 
thefts in organizations may be decreased drastically. Both 
severe sanctions and ―conventional‖ informative programs are 
negatively associated with theft. Organizations should 
maintain ―zero tolerance‖ policy with regard to the theft, in 
order to discourage stealing among its‘ employees. Thefts 
might not be attempted by the employees, if the employees‘ 
perception on ―consequences of theft‖ (Getting caught, 
punishments etc) is greater than the perception on ―benefits of 
stealing ―(acquisition of money & property). Apart from that 
sexual harassments in organizations could also be reduced 
once the employees are perceived that the organization will 
take rigid actions and punishments on sexual harassments. In 
imposing sanctions within some organization managers should 
follow certain concepts such as similarity of punishments for 
the similar type of violations, no preference over employees, 
severity of punishments in terms of severity of violation (Mazni 
& Rasdi, 2015). 
 
Intention to Quit 
Employees have to leave the organization due to the transfers; 
dismissals; retirements etc. Apart from them there are set of 
employees in organizations who are waiting to leave the 
organization due to various reasons. This intention is 
developed among employees who are having job 
dissatisfaction, job stress, and negative perceptions on ethical 
climate; OJ and frustration. Since their less attachment with 
the organization and its‘ rules & regulations, they are ―ever 
ready‖ to involved in deviant behaviors. Furthermore, they are 
likely to engage in negative behaviors such as substance 
abuse, misuse of privileges of the appointments, theft and 
absenteeism (Appelbaum, Laconi & Matousek 2007). 
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Ethical Distance 
This refers to the gap between employees‘ activities and their 
ethical consequences. Employees‘ perceptions on their 
activities and employees‘ ethical decision making process is 
influenced by the distance between employees and the ethical 
results of their acts. As per the findings of Zyglidopoulos & 
Fleming (2008), ―Temporal distance‖ explains the fact that 
―how far into the future the consequences of one‘s act are 
extended‖. The affective period of consequences of 
employees‘ activities, is positively related to the workplace 
deviance. Therefore, if the affective period of their acts is 
extended, employees are easily engaged in deviant behaviors. 
In analyzing the world famous ―Enron Fraud‖ it could be 
observed that it is easy for traders to forge projections for long 
term contracts than for short term contracts. When the 
individuals are taken away from the final outcome of their 
deeds, ―structural distance‖ which is taken place due to the 
organizations‘ specialism, is established in the organization. 
Zyglidopoulos & Fleming (2008). 
 
Codes and Ethics 
Various vocabularies such as codes of conduct; business 
principles; corporate philosophy; cooperate ethics statement; 
codes of practice have been used to refer codes of ethics. 
According to Kaptein & Schwartz 2008 (cited in Mazni & 
Rasdi, 2015) code of ethics is described as ―a distinct and 
formal document containing a set of prescriptions developed 
by and for the company to guide present and future behavior 
on multiple issues of at least its‘ managers and employees 
forward one another, the company, external stakeholders, 
and/or society in general‖. Codes of ethics, which directs the 
employees‘ proper behavior in organizations, could be 
considered as the most common ―tool‖ of influencing ethical 
behaviors in organizations. Ethical behaviors in organizations 
are strongly encouraged by the codes of ethics and it supports 
to improve organizational culture and management. Apart from 
that it assures the organization‘s conformity to the external 
rules & guidelines and focusing the organizational functions 
towards the social responsibility concept. The principles of the 
organization which are to be included into the organization‘s 
culture should be reflected by the codes of ethics (Koh Boo 
2001, cited in Mazni & Rasdi, 2015).  As mentioned in Kaptein 
& Schwartz 2008 (cited in Mazni & Rasdi, 2015), out of 79 
empirical studies carried out to investigate the effectiveness of 
codes and ethics, revealed that 35% of them have validated 
that business codes are effective, while 16% of them shows 
weak association, 33% of them found no significant 
relationship and rest stand for mixed results. Organizations 
with benevolent or principled climates may be a prime 
outcome of organizations‘ codes of ethics. Codes and ethics 
are considered as the one of most important component in 
modern organizations. According to the findings of Kaptein & 
Schwartz 2008 (cited in Mazni & Rasdi, 2015), 52.5% of most 
leading companies in the world have properly designed codes 
and ethics. Enhancement of organizational efficiency and 
restructuring of organization climates may be done by means 
of codes & ethics. Furthermore, codes are may considered as 
a mere ―guideline to refer‖ to get the answer for the question 
―how to promote ethical behavior in the corporate life‖.  
 
Workplace Stress 
Most of modern organizations are affected by stress, and it 
makes huge impact on workplace deviances such as working 

slow, taking excessive breaks, pretending to be sick when well 
and absenteeism. Unlike other factors which are affected on 
either organization or co-workers, stress is a worst 
phenomenon. Because it‘s influences stretch towards 
organization, co-workers, employees‘ family & social life and 
even beyond towards the committing of suicide. As described 
in Cornor & Worley ,1991 (cited in Mardiana, Ahmed & Omar, 
2013). Stress is generated among employees as a response 
to a demand caused by external factor and could be 
categorized in to two main dimensions as ―eustress‖ (positive 
nature of stress) and distress (negative nature of stress). 
Workplace stress bay be occurred due to the various reasons 
& conditions related to the Organizational change, job itself, 
interpersonal relationships and workplace environment. 
People‘s reactions/responses to a same situation or condition 
are varied due to the uniqueness of people. Therefore, same 
work conditions would have to ―responsible‖ for both high 
motivated employees and distresses employees; whose are 
very distinct to each other (Cornor & Worley 1991, cited in 
Mardiana, Ahmed & Omar, 2013). Certain stimulators which 
are playing key roles in predicting workplace stress is as 
follows.  
 
Change 
When managers make changes in procedures, management 
approaches, organizational structure; environment etc, 
employees may feel uncomfortable and uncertain about their 
future in the organization and thereby may become ―victims‖ of 
workplace stress. In addition to above variables, workplace 
stress is initiated due to the organizational changes which 
could be experienced in more other areas like work groups, 
responsibilities, production process, production techniques 
and technology. Furthermore, some variables such as 
workplace change, cost cutting, organizational change and job 
insecurity may have positive associations with workplace 
deviance (Cornor & Worley 1991, cited in Mardiana, Ahmed & 
Omar 2013). Reduction of organizations‘ operational expenses 
is called as cost cutting. Workplace aggression & obstruction 
are positively correlated with cost cutting (Appelbaum, Laconi 
& Matousek 2007). Significant changes in organizations‘ 
operation procedures, organizational structures and changes 
in management come under the organizational change. 
Furthermore dislikes on new managers and shift changes may 
cause anxiety among employees (Appelbaum,Deguire & Lay 
2005). In addition to that changes in social environment may 
cause workplace aggression. Situations where enlistments of 
casual workers are high, permanent workers may feel job 
insecurity. Thereby job insecurity causes positive impact on 
workplace aggression. Managers can diminish the employees‘ 
uncertainty by implementing organizational changes gradually 
and communicating employees on the indispensability of 
making such changes, convincing the positive aspects of such 
changes (Cornor & Worley 1991, cited in Mardiana, Ahmed & 
Omar 2013). 
 
Job Stressors 
Stress may be generated as a result of the job itself. 
Unfavorable situations in organizations, such as the disparity 
between job requirements and employees‘ needs; goals & 
objectives, employees‘ unreached expectations on their job 
roles and contradictory requests may cause job stress. 
Furthermore, role ambiguity, overload or under load of work 
and lack of information about job duties & responsibilities, may 
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increase the job stress. In addition to the above situations, 
employees‘ time pressure & unfair deadlines, engagement of 
repetitive works and responsibility for others may experience 
stress (Cornor & Worley 1991, cited in Mardiana, Ahmed & 
Omar 2013). Employees‘ uncertainty; role ambiguity; work 
overload and work under load may be reduced by informative 
work roles, setting fair performance standards and proper 
communication with employees while stress occurred due to 
time pressure & deadlines could be cured by personal goal 
setting. Short breaks/intervals (in addition to the ―conventional‖ 
tea & lunch breaks) which include meditation, relaxation, and 
power napping may heel the stress arise on repetitive work, 
dealing with public & excessive work load. Apart from that 
performance evaluation, job restructuring, job rotation and time 
management may be good ―medicines‖ for stress (Cornor & 
Worley 1991, cited in Mardiana, Ahmed & Omar 2013). 
 
Group Stressors 
The nature of the environment within a work group may be a 
stimulator to raise employees‘ stress. Once 
conflicts/arguments occurred within a work group, cohesive & 
necessitate balanced employees may be affected and suffered 
with stress. Group stressors could be controlled by promoting 
team building and tem works in the organizations (Cornor & 
Worley 1991, cited in Mardiana, Ahmed & Omar 2013).  
 
Organizational Stressors 
Employees‘ clarity in identifying roles and requirements may 
be reasonably reduced by poor communication between 
management and employees which initiates uncertainty and 
thereby creates workplace stress among employees. 
Furthermore, once organizations make high psychological 
burden on employees and allow less chances for them to get 
involved in decision making process, such situations may 
―sponsor‖ for stress in organizations. Apart from those 
reasons, erroneous/partial performance evaluations done by 
the managers and supervisors may responsible for employees‘ 
stress (Cornor & Worley 1991, cited in Mardiana, Ahmed & 
Omar 2013). Furthermore, stress may be reduced by Setting 
up ―attainable‖ organizational goals & communication of such 
goals in descriptive manner, increasing the employees‘ 
involvements in decision making process and improving the 
employees‘ sense of belonging & recognition (Cornor & 
Worley 1991, cited in Mardiana, Ahmed & Omar 2013). 
 
Environmental Stressors 
Stress may be developed due to the physical environmental 
factors such as crowding, noise; air pollution, high 
temperature, extreme weather conditions, poor illumination; 
office design etc. in addition to that location of the 
organization, employees‘ safety at work place, traffic jams may 
cause employees‘ stress (Cornor & Worley 1991, cited in 
Mardiana, Ahmed & Omar 2013). 
 
Career Stressors 
The gap between employees‘ expectations and their 
achievements would make the consequences for origin of 
stress. Incapability to move higher positions, expectations on 
―over promotions‖ would also make stress. As a matter of fact, 
it may be the huge gap between the ―dreams‖ and reality 
matters the stress. Furthermore, stress may have a negative 
relationship with the remaining period to retirement. When 
retirement dates of employees get closer, the stress level of 

particular employees goes high (Cornor & Worley 1991, cited 
in Mardiana, Ahmed & Omar 2013). 
 
Extra Organizational Stressors 
This refers to the stress which is initiated due to the personal 
relationships and economic & financial needs, such as 
employees‘ safety at home, tax rates, public transportation, 
road networks & other infrastructure facilities etc. (Cornor & 
Worley 1991, cited in Mardiana, Ahmed & Omar 2013). 
 
Perceived Organizational Support (POS) 
This variable is related to the fairness of organizations. 
Employees perform ―organization friendly‖ behaviors against 
the fair treatments which they receive from organizations. 
Organizational commitments, positive behaviors and 
conformance to the organizations are positively associated 
with perceived organizational support. Employees are more 
likely to refrain from stealing & other deviant behaviors if they 
feel that are supported and looked after by the organization 
(Mazni & Rasdi, 2015). 
 
Technology 
Organizational performance has been hoisted with the 
introduction of internet facility to the world. According to his 
study, employees‘ in modern organizations are reluctant to act 
deviant with the introduction of modern technology including 
internet to the organizations. However, according to the 
Everton, Jolton & Mastrangelo (2005), logging into the internet 
during working hours, and downloading videos, pictures etc 
may cause production and property deviances causing drastic 
damage on organizations‘ productivity.  
 
2.3 Theoretical Framework 
Theoretical framework includes the measurement dimensions 
of deviant workplace behavior. DWB refers to the employees‘ 
intentional behaviors which break the rules/norms of a 
workplace disturbing the smooth functioning of workplace and 
wellbeing of its employees. Deviant workplace behavior 
therefore is measured by assessing the ―damage‖ occurred for 
both organizations and employees. Since there are cluster of 
behaviors, which are considered as deviant behaviors, it is 
necessary to have a simple and classified dimensions to study 
the DWB. Once we look into the previous literature on DWB, a 
range of attempts have been made by researchers (Mangoine 
and Quinn 1975 (cited in Robinson & Bennette, 1995); 
Wheeler 1976 (cited in Robinson & Bennette, 1995); Hollinger 
& Clark 1982 (cited in Robinson & Bennette, 1995); Hollinger 
1986 (cited in Robinson & Bennette, 1995); Robinson & 
Bennett (1995) during last few decades to classify & introduce 
new typologies and various types of dimensions of DWB, 
could be identified. According to the available literature, the 
first attempt to categorize deviant behaviors was made by the 
Mangoine and Quinn 1975 (cited in Robinson & Bennette, 
1995). They have basically identified two segments of deviant 
behavior based on the ―organizational aspect‖ of deviant 
behavior. They categorized the deviant behaviors into two 
components, namely ―counterproductive behavior‖ (Property 
deviance) and ―doing little‖ (Production deviance). As per their 
research, counterproductive behavior covers the purposely 
done damages to employer‘s property such as sabotage of 
equipments, theft, lying about worked hours and doing little 
describes the process of producing less quantity and low 
quality by taking excessive breaks, leaving early and 
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intentionally working slow etc. After Mangoine and Quinn 1975 
(cited in Robinson & Bennette, 1995), Wheeler 1976 (cited in 
Robinson & Bennette, 1995) introduced the concept of 
organizational rule breaking which explains the nature of 
employees‘ unethical activities towards the organization. In his 
study he identified such rule breaking behaviors under 
―serious‖ and ―non- serious‖ categories. He included rule 
breaking behaviors such as employees hiding in workplace 
without working, in the ―serious‖ end and gossiping within the 
workplace, in the ―non-serious‖ end. Meanwhile, Hollinger & 
Clark 1982 (cited in Robinson & Bennette, 1995) came up with 
a new typology which is based on their studies on employee 
theft. In this research, they identified two types of deviant 
behaviors, namely ―property deviance‖ and ―production 
deviance‖. Under property deviance; they focused on the 
unauthorized acquisitions & damages conducted by 
employees to the organizational assets. Furthermore, they‘ve 
identified production deviance as ―formally proscribed norms 
delineating the minimal quality and quantity of work to be 
accomplished‖ (Hollinger and Clark 1982, (cited in Robinson & 
Bennette, 1995). Meanwhile Hollinger 1986 (cited in Robinson 
& Bennette, 1995), illustrated about the employees‘ activities 
against the workplace categorizing them as ―Severe‖ and 
―Minor‖ The ―universal fact‖ of these three typologies identified 
in Mangoine and Quinn 1975 (cited in Robinson & Bennette, 
1995) , Hollinger & Clark 1982 (cited in Robinson & Bennette, 
1995) and Hollinger 1986 (cited in Robinson & Bennette, 
1995) was the ―similarity of the target‖ of the employees‘ 
behavior. In other words, in each typology, deviant activities 
are directed towards the organization and not towards the 
organizational members. However, Robinson & Bennett (1995) 
broke out this similarity, introducing new aspect as 
―interpersonal‖. They emphasized the fact that not only the 
behaviors directed towards organization (organizational 
deviance), but also the behaviors directed towards 
organizational members (Interpersonal deviance) should be 
considered in making accurate typology of DWB. A list of 
typologies introduced in last few decades could be 
summarized as follows. 

 
TABLE 2: EVOLUTION OF THE DWB TYPOLOGIES 

 

S.No Author Year Typology 

1 
Mangoine 
and Quinn  

1975 
1. Counterproductive behavior 2. 
Doing little 

 

2 Wheeler  1976 
1. Serious rule breaking 

2. Non-serious rule breaking 

3 
Hollinger and 
Clark 

1982 
1. Production deviance 2. Property 
deviance 

 

4 Hollinger 1986 

1. Severe activities against 
workplace 
2. Minor activities against 
workplace 

5 
Robinson & 
Bennett 

1995 

Typology I 

1. Organizational deviance 2. 
Interpersonal deviance 

Typology II – Four quadrant 

1. Property deviance 3. Political 
deviance 

2. Production deviance 4. Personal 
aggression 

Source: Developed by the Researcher 

Robinson & Bennett (1995) have concentrated on both 
organizational and interpersonal aspects of DWB. Hence, as 
far as typologies are concerned, Robinson & Bennett (1995) 
could be identified as a turning point in existing literature of 
typology of deviant workplace behavior. They empirically 
developed typology of deviant behaviors which includes all 
possible deviant behaviors by using multi-dimensional scaling 
procedure by means of which validated possible methods for 
ascertaining workplace deviant behavior. In the end they 
introduced following two dimensions in DWB. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FIGURE 1: DEVIANT BEHAVIOR TYPOLOGY, ROBINSON & BENNETT (1995) 

 
The vertical blocks of this figure represent the target of deviant 
behavior, ranging from organizational to interpersonal, which 
denotes deviant behaviors targeted at organization and 
deviant behaviors targeted at organization members. The 
Horizontal blocks represent the magnitude or seriousness of 
the harm/damage made to the organization as a result of DWB 
ranging from serious to minor. We can have identified following 
four blocks/segments, which are made as these vertical line 
and horizontal line crossed each other.  
 
Organizational –Minor (Production deviance) 
Organizational - Serious (Property deviance) 
Interpersonal – Minor (Political deviance) 
Interpersonal – Serious (Personal aggression) 
 
According to this typology, property deviance segment 
represents the most serious organizational deviance while 
personal aggression segment represents the most serious 
interpersonal deviance. Four types of deviant behaviors 
described in Robinson & Bennett (1995) are as follows. 
 
Production Deviance 
Production deviance occurs when members of organizations 
violate the norms/standards of quality and quantity of the 
outcome of an organization. This can be simply described as 
less severe deviant activities targeted the organization. 
Though this is defined as ―less severe‖ type deviance, it plays 
an important role in determining the productivity and 
profitability of an organization. Eg: wasting materials, leaving 
the workplace early, taking breaks unnecessarily, working 
slower intentionally, and doing any other thing during working 
hours etc (Robinson & Bennett 1995). 
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Political Deviance 
Political deviance occurs due to the reason of employees‘ 
favoritisms towards some customers, co-workers and 
supervisors etc, causing disadvantages on others. Even 
though these activities are considered as less severe deviant 
behaviors targeted at co-workers of the organizations, some 
kind of political deviant activities like leaking company secrets, 
recopies to the competitors may cause enormous cost for 
organizations. This covers the activities directly responsible for 
loss of working hours and loss of working mentality of 
employees. Deviant activities such as showing favoritism to 
some employees, blaming/criticizing co-workers and gossiping 
with co-workers are included in this category (Robinson & 
Bennett 1995). 
 
Property Deviance 
Property Deviance involves misuse or destruction of company 
properties without the approval of managers. Harmful deviant 
activities targeted at organizations have been enclosed in 
property deviance. This can be described as a scenario where 
employer loss his wealth invested into particular organization 
as a result of deviant activities such as destroying/misusing 
organization‘s property, sabotaging machineries, lying about 
hours worked, get reimbursed excessive amounts than 
expended and stealing from workplace (Robinson & Bennett 
1995). 
 
Personal Aggression 
Personal aggression is considered as a more destructive 
behavior as it includes deviant activities like sexual 
harassments, endangering co-workers purposely, theft among 
co-workers and physical/verbal abuses towards co-workers. 
This type of activities causes serious issues among the 
workforce of an organization. In addition, this may cause 
serious damages for company reputation as well. Hence 
personal aggression mentioned as the most serious type of 
deviant behavior, in Robinson & Bennett (1995). As a whole, 
it‘s a clear fact that Robinson & Bennett (1995) have proved 
the validity of early theories, introduced by Wheeler 1976 
(cited in Robinson & Bennette, 1995) and production & 
property deviance typology introduced by Hollinger & Clark 
1982 (cited in Robinson & Bennette, 1995). Following table 
which includes the list of previous researches that used the 
Robinson & Bennett (1995) typology would prove the 
reputation of their typology in measuring DWB amongst 
researchers. 
 

TABLE 3: DIMENSIONALITY OF DEVIANT WORKPLACE BEHAVIOR 

Dimension Research/Empirical Study used particular dimension 

Property 
Deviance 

1. Robinson & Bennett 
(1995) 

7.Farhadi et al.(2015a) 

2. Robinson & Bennett 
(2000) 

8.Rashid et al.(2014) 

3. Mohsen, Reza & 
Rajacipoor (2015) 

9. Mardiana, Ahmed & 
Omar (2013) 

4.Michelle (2017) 11. Bamikol et al.(2012) 

5.Faheem &.Mahumud 
(2015) 

12.Appelbaum, Laconi & 
Matousek (2007) 

6.Nasir & Bashir (2012)   

Production 
Deviance 

1. Robinson & Bennett 
(1995) 

7.Farhadi et al.(2015a) 

2. Robinson & Bennett 
(2000) 

8.Rashid et al.(2014) 

3. Mohsen, Reza & 
Rajacipoor (2015) 

9.Akikibofori & Magdalene 
(2014) 

4.Michelle (2017) 
10. . Mardiana, Ahmed & 
Omar (2013) 

5. Faheem & Mahumud 
(2015) 

11. Bamikol et al.(2012) 

6. Nasir & Bashir 
(2012) 

12.Appelbaum, Laconi & 
Matousek (2007) 

Political 
Deviance 

1. Robinson & Bennett 
(1995) 

7.Farhadi et al.(2015a) 

2. Robinson & Bennett 
(2000) 

8.Rashid et al.(2014) 

3. Mohsen, Reza & 
Rajacipoor (2015) 

9. Mardiana, Ahmed & 
Omar (2013) 

4.Michelle (2017) 10.Bamikol et al.(2012) 

5. Faheem & Mahumud 
(2015) 

11.Appelbaum, Laconi & 
Matousek (2007) 

6.Nasir & Bashir (2012)   

Personal 
Aggression 

1. Robinson & Bennett 
(1995) 

7.Farhadi et al.(2015a) 

2. Robinson & Bennett 
(2000) 

8.Rashid et al.(2014) 

3. Mohsen, Reza & 
Rajacipoor (2015) 

9.Mardiana, Ahmed & 
Omar (2013) 

4.Michelle (2017) 10.Bamikol et al. (2012) 

5. Faheem & Mahumud 
(2015) 

11.Appelbaum, Laconi & 
Matousek (2007) 

6.Nasir & Bashir, 
(2012) 

  

Source: Developed by the Researcher 
 
According to this Table it is observed that four 
dimensions/quadrants described in Robinson & Bennett 
(1995); property deviance, production deviance, political 
deviance and personal aggression have been used throughout 
the last two decades by the most of scholars. Meanwhile 
Gruys 1999 (cited in Robinson & Benette, 2003) gave his 
contribution towards DWB literature by developing new model 
for DWB. He introduced two dimensions as, 
 
1. Personal vs Interpersonal dimension 
Task related vs not task related dimension 
 
As per the definitions included in their research, personal vs 
interpersonal dimension is similar to the organizational-
interpersonal dimension described by Robinson & Bennett 
(1995). However, this research provided a dimension to find 
the relevancy of task towards DWB by deeply measuring the 
counterproductive work behaviors. The task relevance 
dimension analysis the behaviors relevant to performing 
duties/task within the organization. It ranges from closely 
relevant behaviors like quality of work to less relevant 
behaviors like theft. As Gruys 1999 (cited in Robinson & 
Benette, 2003) introduced a new concept namely task related 
vs not task related, it became a significant research among 
DWB literature. According to Gruys 1999 (cited in Robinson & 
Benette, 2003), he proposed following 10 categories of deviant 
behaviors, which could be observed in an organization. 
Theft and related behavior 6. Poor attendance  

1. Destruction of property 7. Alcohol use 
2. Misuse of information 8. Drug use 
3. Misuse of time and resources 9. Inappropriate verbal 

actions 
4. Unsafe behavior 10. Inappropriate physical actions 

 
Unlike Robinson & Bennett (1995) who depended on self-
reported answers to search different typologies of DWB, Gruys 
1999 (cited in Robinson & Benette, 2003) was able to 
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overcome the problem by further investigating that how 
employees react if they have given enough 
chances/opportunities and likelihood of those behaviors and 
found a general positive relationship among deferent types of 
deviant behaviors. The findings, further illustrated that if an 
employee engaged in one type of deviant behavior, the 
possibility of performing another type of DWB is very high. In 
general findings of this research have strengthened the fact 
that employees always prefer the least costly and most 
feasible behavior in a given working environment. 
Subsequently, Robinson & Bennett (2000) came up with a new 
argument saying that all the deviant behaviors, whether they 
are serious or not, effect on members of workplace or 
organization. Further the attention on seriousness of behaviors 
has been decreased in this research due to the fact that 
Robinson & Bennett (2000) have paid more concern on 
quantitative aspects than qualitative aspects of DWB. They 
developed a framework, clearly demarcating two types of 
deviant behaviors namely ―Organizational‖ and ―Interpersonal‖. 
They described organizational deviance as deviant activities, 
primarily directed at organization while interpersonal deviance 
was identified as deviant activities performed against co-
workers of an organization. Marcus et al.2002 (cited in 
Robinson & Benette, 2003) added new typology under the 
topic, ―counter productivity‖ which has been defined as ―any 
act by a member of an organization that is obviously likely to 
do harm but no benefit to other members of the organization 
or the organization as a whole‖ Marcus et al.2002 (cited in 
Robinson & Benette, 2003). When we make a close look into 
this definition, a close similarity to the definition made by 
Robinson & Bennett (1995) could be identified. Apart from the 
fact that exclusion of ―norm violation‖, this definition is 
compatible to the definition of Robinson & Bennett (1995). In 
addition, Marcus et.al.(2002) suggested their development as 
an alternative to the highly recognized scale of Robinson & 
Bennett (2000) pointing out the failure of latter in applying on 
large variety of settings. The segmentation of deviant 
behaviors into two categories as ―interpersonal in their study, 
Marcus et al.2002 (cited in Robinson & Benette, 2003) have 
selected the aspects of ―target‖ and ―form‖ of 
counterproductive behavior to develop two typologies of 
counterproductive behavior. A scale consist with 74 items was 
clustered around two main counterproductive behaviors as 
organizational & interpersonal just as done by Robinson & 
Bennett (2000) and differentiate into four categories namely 
theft, absenteeism, aggression and sabotage. Finally they 
identified counterproductive behavior as―higher order 
behavioral construct loading on sub-dimensions carrying 
unique variance‖ Marcus et.al.(2002) p.18. In an another 
attempt made by Sackett & De Vore (2001), they identified 
―counter productivity‖ as a consequence of a particular type of 
behavior and used the term ―counterproductive behavior‖ to 
define it. In this study, workplaces counter -productivity has 
been defined as deliberate behavior which is contrary to the 
organizational interest. They used following example to 
differentiate deviant behavior with counter-productive behavior. 
If an employee leaves an organization with the aim of having a 
sound career development, it won‘t be considered as deviant 
but considered as counter-productive behavior. Warren 
2003(cited in Nasir & Bashir, 2012) made a controversial effort 
by developing a typology which combines positive & negative 
deviant behaviors. The content of this study shows rather 
opposing facts compared to the previous studies on this 

theory. He pointed out that the deviance from ―organizational 
norms‖ may create some ―workplace friendly‖ behaviors such 
as ―organizational citizenship behavior‖ and ―pro-social 
behavior‖ while causing negative behaviors. The classification 
of deviant behaviors of this study has strongly based on the 
act, which shows the conformance or deviation from reference 
group norms/normative standards. In this study, reference 
group norms refer to the norms which are developed by social 
groups while normative standards cover the globally 
recognized norms and values. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 

FIGURE 2: TYPOLOGY OF EMPLOYEE DEVIANCE, WARREN (2003) 

 
According to the above typology, ―constructive conformity 
behavior‖ is a result of conformance to reference group norms 
and hyper–norms while ―destructive conformity‖ is created as 
a result of the behavior which is paralleled to the reference 
group norms but deviate from the hyper- norms. ―Constructive 
deviance‖ is a result of a behavior in which workplace 
members conform to normative standards while deviate from 
reference group norms. Further deviance from both group 
norms and normative standards makes ―Destructive deviant 
behaviors‖ in an organization. Meanwhile Spector & Fox 
(2006) classified deviant workplace behavior into few 
categories, introducing an instrument consist with 45 item 
―Counterproductive Work Behavior checklist (CWBC)‖. This 
checklist enclosed organizational & interpersonal dimensions 
which were introduced by Robinson & Bennett (1995) together 
with following five categories.  
 
Abuse  
This refers to activities consists with threats, unnecessary 
comments, neglecting or weakening employees‘ ability to work 
efficiently, directed towards the co-workers, with the intention 
of making physical or psychological harm. 
 
Production Deviance 
Deviant activities which are significantly effect on the efficiency 
of the organizations‘ production are covered under this 
category. Eg: not doing tasks intentionally as per the expected 
efficiency level. 
  
Sabotage 
Activities which make harm to the organizations‘ 
property/assets are belongs to this category. Especially, 
behaviors focused on destruction of machineries, equipment 
which make the production process ―disabled‖ are identified 
under this category. 
 
Theft 
This behavior covers the acts of stealing properties from both 
employer (organization) and co-workers. This includes stealing 
of tangible properties such as money, goods, and intangible 
properties like production methods, technical details, formulas, 
recipes etc.  
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Withdrawal 
This category represents the deviant activities which are 
significantly effect on the quality and quantity of the 
organizations‘ production. Eg: Working slow, leaving the 
workplace early, taking excessive breaks etc. 
 
2.3.1 Interpersonal and Organizational Dimensionality of 
DWB 
Various researchers, such as Appelbaum, Laconi & Matousek 
(2007), Henle (2005) have driven them researches, studies 
towards the interpersonal and organizational forms of deviant 
behaviors based on the Robinson & Bennett (2000). The 
results derived from these researches, which suggested two 
forms of deviant behaviors directed towards both 
organizational members and organization itself are paralleled 
to the findings of prior researches, Baron, Neuman & Geddes 
(1999); Robinson & Bennett (1995); Robinson & Greenberg 
(1998); Skarlicki & Folger (1997) etc. The typology of 
―Interpersonal‖ and ―Organizational‖ is based on the target of 
deviant behaviors. Robinson & Bennett (1995) identified two 
segments of deviant behaviors based on their targets as 
interpersonal and organizational while identifying severity of 
those behaviors as Minor vs serious. However, they always 
preferred to use four - quadrant structure shown in figure 
2.3.1. In this situation, the findings of Robinson & Bennett 
(2000) provided good fit for the two factor model and gave 
evidences for the two dimensional scale‘s convergent and 
discriminant validity (Henle, 2005). Employees‘ perceptions on 
the similarities /distinctions of the target behaviors and their 
perceptions on the seriousness of these behaviors, was 
revealed in Robinson & Bennett (1995). Gruys & Sackett 2003 
(cited in Rashid et al. 2014) launched a study on this to find a 
covariance of occurrences among these types of behaviors 
and a two dimensional solution was derived by the results of 
co-occurrence data found in this study. Further a dimension 
called ―Interpersonal-Organizational‖ which was categorized 
concerning individual or organizational targets of the deviant 
behavior was introduced as the first dimension of deviant 
workplace behavior in this research.  
 
2.3.1.1 Interpersonal Deviance  
Interpersonal deviance refers to the deviant behaviors, which 
are targeted at the employees of an organization. 
Interpersonal deviance critically effects on the efficiency of 
workforce. When an organization ―infected‖ by interpersonal 
deviance, the organizational performance reduces as 
interpersonal deviance directly cause less productivity, low 
efficiency, lost work time, conflicts among co-workers, low 
motivation level, and high job stress. Hence it is needed to 
have further knowledge on interpersonal deviance, since it 
makes ―mortal‖ attacks on organizational performance. There 
is less number of studies (Hogan & Hogan, 1989 (cited in 
Robinson & Bennette, 1995); Hollinger & Clark 1982 (cited in 
Robinson & Bennette, 1995) which were looked into the 
consequences of DWB on some organizational aspects such 
as theft, absenteeism etc. Apart from those, most of the 
previous studies conducted prior to Robinson & Bennett 
(1995) largely focused on the organizational members as the 
target of deviant behaviors. In his study Robinson & Bennett 
(1995) introduced a scale which successfully covers majority 
of interpersonal deviant activities such as physical aggression, 
sexual harassments, blaming co-workers, verbal abuses and 
stealing from co-workers. Later this scale was narrowed down 

in the study, Robinson & Bennett (2000) by removing number 
of items included in their study conducted in 1995. Making fun 
of others, playing mean pranks, acting rudely at co-workers 
are few deviant acts remained after the amendment of the 
scale. Meanwhile some researchers (Greenberg & Barling, 
1999; Herschovis et al. 2007 (cited in Baron, Neuman & 
Geddes, 1999) proposed a sub-division of interpersonal 
deviance, based on the target of intended behaviors. 
Greenberg & Barling, (1999) have divided the organizational 
members into few categories namely co-workers, subordinates 
and supervisors in investigating employee aggression. In 
addition to that study Herschovis et al. 2007 (cited in Baron, 
Neuman & Geddes, 1999) have identified co-workers, 
supervisors, and subordinates as the target of deviant 
behavior. They have stated that employees tend to direct 
deviant activities towards supervisors, as a result of bad 
treatments of supervisors at employees. Further they 
proposed that the interpersonal deviance should be sub-
divided in order to include different type of targets such as co-
workers, supervisors and subordinates. 
 
2.3.1.2 Organizational Deviance 
Organizational deviance refers to the behaviors, which are 
targeted at the organization itself, with the intention of making 
harm to the organization. Researchers (Hogan & Hogan, 1989 
(cited in Robinson & Bennette, 1995); Hollinger & Clark 1982 
(cited in Robinson & Bennette, 1995); Robinson & O‘Leary-
Kelly (1998); Skarlicki & Folger (1997); Wheeler 1976 (cited in 
Robinson & Bennette, 1995) have discussed widely about 
organizational deviance under the various topics such as theft, 
sabotage, organization motivated aggression etc. As Robinson 
& Bennett (1995) defined, DWB is a ―Voluntary behavior of 
organizational members that violates significant norms and in 
doing so threatens the well-being of the organization‖. When 
considering the phrase ―violates significant norms and in doing 
so threatens the well-being of the organization‖ included in 
above definition, it‘s an obvious fact that a behavior could not 
be considered as deviant unless it makes a significant 
violation of organizational norms. For an example, if an 
organization allows workers to smoke inside a workplace, then 
smoking while working will not be considered as deviant 
activity. In 1976, Wheeler (cited in Robinson & Bennette, 1995) 
conducted a study on ―Organizational Rule Breaking‖ 
classifying it into two categories as ―serious‖ and ―non- 
serious‖. As far as the studies on DWB are concerned, this 
was the first attempt in classifying the DWB. Subsequently 
another classification was made by Hollinger & Clark 1982 
(cited in Robinson & Bennette, 1995), based on the damage 
made by workplace deviance, namely property and production 
deviances. This study has particularly focused on the effect of 
violating organizational norms on quality and quantity of the 
work performances. Robinson & Bennett (1995) described the 
organizational deviance under production and property 
deviance. They included negative activities such as leaving 
early, taking breaks unnecessarily and sabotaging equipments 
in organizational dimension. This fact was further elaborated 
by Gruys & Sackett 2003 (cited in Rashid et al. 2014) by 
adding more activities like poor attendance, misuse of time, 
misuse of company resources and misuse of company 
information, as organizational dimensions of counterproductive 
behavior. In year 2000, new terminology ―organizational 
deviance‖ was introduced by Robinson & Bennett (2000). In 
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this research they developed a scale consists with 19 items to 
measure organizational deviance.  
 
2.3.1.3 Relationship of Interpersonal & Organizational 
Deviance 
Various researchers such as Robinson & Bennett (2000), 
Berry, Ones & Sackett (2007), Lee & Allen (2002), have looked 
into the difference between interpersonal deviance and 
organizational deviance. The result of the correlation study of 
the Robinson & Bennett (2000) revealed a moderate 
correlation of 0.46 between interpersonal & organizational 
deviant scales. Despite the fact that these two types of 
deviances are totally distinct to each other, somehow a 
reasonable relationship could be identified through the findings 
of this research. Furthermore, they have found that 
interpersonal & organizational scales are differently correlated 
with different constructs such as frustration, organizational 
justice, Machiavellianism, organizational ethical climate and 
organizational citizenship behavior. Lee & Allen (2002) tested 
the difference between interpersonal & organizational 
deviances by means of factor analysis and found no any 
significant correlation between these two type of deviances. 
However, the results of this study were not compatible with the 
results of the study conducted 2 years ago by Robinson and 
Bennett (2000). Since these kind of mismatches, Berry, Ones 
and Sackett (2007) have given ―open verdict‖ regarding the 
factor- analytic evidences for the distinction of interpersonal & 
organizational deviances, mentioning the indecisiveness of 
findings. Finally, Berry, Ones and Sackett (2007) concluded 
that there are enough ―evidences‖ in previous studies to prove 
the viability of considering the interpersonal and organizational 
deviances separately.  
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