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SUMMARY

The construct of workplace deviance affecting well-being of organizations in
terms of constructively and destructively is an important research area. Given the
enormous gains and costs of it, the main purpose of this study is to determine the
drivers of deviant workplace behaviors. In order to make a holistic assessment about
it the theoretical model of the study is not only consists of destructive deviant
workplace behaviors but also innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors.
Specifically, in this study the effects of some employee orientations namely
careerism, idealism, relativism and machiavellianism on the destructive deviant
workplace behaviors through moral disengagement was investigated. Likewise, the
effects of some employee perceptions namely organizational justice, participative
decision-making and person-organization fit on innovative constructive deviant

workplace behaviors through psychological ownership was investigated.

The sample of this study consists of 1000 employees, who work in non-
managerial positions from different service sectors in Istanbul. In order to collect
data, survey method was used. Before testing the research hypotheses, a series of
preliminary analyses was conducted. After of all these analyses, the theoretical
model was tested with the structural equation modelling. Lastly, in order to test

mediating effects hierarchical regression analyses were conducted.

The findings show that all employee orientations have significant effects on
destructive deviant workplace behaviors and except for the relativism, which is one
of the proposed predictors of destructive deviant workplace behaviors, moral
disengagement as an attitude has a mediator role on these direct relationships.
Similarly, all employee perceptions have significant effects on innovative
constructive deviant workplace behaviors and psychological ownership, as an
attitude, has a mediator role on these relationships. Managerial and practical

implications, and further research directions are also forwarded.

Key Words: Innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors, Employee
orientations, Employee perceptions, Destructive deviant workplace behaviors, Moral
disengagement, Psychological ownership.



OZET

Orgiitlerin refahim1 olumlu ve olumsuz ydnde etkileyen sapkin isyeri
davraniglar1 6nemli bir arastirma alanidir. Sapkin isyeri davraniglarinin sebep oldugu
maliyet ve kazanimlarin bliyiikligi diisiiniildiigiinde bu davraniglarin 6nciillerinin
belirlenmesi arastirmaninin temel amacini olugturmaktadir. Bu davranislar ile ilgili
biitiinciil bir degerlendirme yapabilmek igin arastirma modeli sadece yikici sapkin
igyeri davranislarini degil, ayn1 zamanda inovatif yapici sapkin igyeri davraniglarini
da icermektedir. Ozellikle, bu calismada Kkariyerizm, idealizm, relativizm ve
makyavelizm gibi bazi ¢alisan egilimlerinin bir tutum degiskeni olan ahlaki ¢éztilme
aracilifiyla yikict sapkin isyeri davranislan tizerindeki dolayli etkisi incelenmistir.
Benzer sekilde, algilanan orgiitsel adalet, katilimer karar verme ve kisi 6rgiit uyumu
gibi bazi ¢alisan algilarinin bir tutum degiskeni olan psikolojik sahiplik araciliiyla

inovatif yapici sapkin davranislar tizerindeki dolayli etkisi incelenmistir.

Calismanin  &rneklemini Istanbul ilindeki yonetici olmayan kolayda
ornekleme yontemi ile ulasilan 1000 hizmet sektorii calisani olusturmaktadir.
Arastirma verileri anket teknigi kullanilarak toplanmistir. Aragtirma hipotezlerini test
etmeden Once bir dizi On analizler yapilmistir. Yapilan bu analizlerden sonra
arastirmanin teorik modeli yapisal esitlik modellemesi ile test edilmis ve son olarak

aracilik etkilerini test etmek icin hiyerarsik regresyon analizleri kullanilmstir.

Aragtirma bulgular1 gostermektedir ki; relativizm disindaki tiim ¢alisan
egilimlerinin ahlaki ¢oziilme aracilig ile yikici sapkin davranislar {izerinde dolayh
etkileri vardir. Benzer sekilde tiim calisan algilarinin psikolojik sahiplik aracilig ile
inovatif yapict sapkin davraniglar iizerinde dolayli etkileri vardir. Arastirma
bulgularina yonelik teorik ve pratik ¢ikarimlar ile birlikte gelecek arastirmalar igin

Oneriler sunulmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ahlaki ¢oziilme, Calisan algilari, Calisan egilimleri, Inovatif
yapicit sapkin isyeri davraniglari, Psikolojik sahiplik, Yikic1 sapkin isyeri

davranislari.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Effectiveness and efficiency are main indicators of organizational success i.e.
These concepts are commonly used to measure the performance of processes,
products, machineries, etc. However, it is obvious that these concepts are also related
with employees and their behaviors. Given the organizations’ profit maximization
policies, increasing efficiency level of employees has been an important concern for
organizations. Similarly, today’s organizations are more flexible, creative, innovative
and decentralized than past organizations. In view of these facts, deviant workplace
behaviors have a vital importance for organizations in terms of their negative and

positive effects.

Although there are two types of workplace deviance namely constructive and
destructive (Bennet and Stamper, 2001), in the literature, past researches mainly
investigated the dark side of these behaviors (Yildiz and Alpkan, 2014; Oriicii and
Yildiz, 2014; Yildiz and Yildiz, 2015). However, workplace deviance has also
positive and constructive impact on organizations and its members or both. For
instance, constructive deviant workplace literature shows that violating significant
organizational norms to contribute to the well-being of an organization provides an
innovative atmosphere (Howell and Higgins, 1990; Robbins and Galperin, 2010;
Vadera et al., 2013). In this respect, to make a holistic assessment, in this study,

these two types of deviant workplace behaviors were investigated.

Destructive deviant behaviors have been defined as “voluntary behaviors that
violate significant organizational norms and in so doing threaten the well-being of an
organization and its members or both” (Robinson and Bennett, 1995; Bennett and
Robinson, 2000). On the other hand, constructive deviant workplace behaviors are
defined as intentionally behaviors, which break significant organizational norms and
rules to improve and contribute to the well-being of organization or its members or
both (Galperin, 2002). Although Galperin (2002) categorized this construct into three
sub-dimensions namely challenging, innovative and interpersonal constructive
deviant workplace behaviors, in this study, it was focused on innovative constructive
deviant workplace behaviors which refer to “beneficial acts of an innovative or

creative nature that are directed to the organization” (Galperin 2002).



Besides the aforementioned explanations, researches clearly indicate that
deviant workplace behaviors are getting more and more important in today’s
organizations in terms of its gains and costs. Recent studies related with causes and
consequences of deviant workplace behaviors (constructive and destructive), reflect
the rising research interest in these behaviors. These studies include many individual
and organizational-level factors that might be the possible antecedents of it.
However, the predictors might trigger deviant workplace behaviors not directly but
through some positive and negative attitudes. In this respect, to investigate the
indirect effects of some employee orientations and perceptions on deviant workplace
behaviors through moral disengagement and psychological ownership, we developed
our mediator hypotheses in light of the Bandura et al.’s (1986, 1996, 1999) social
cognitive theory, Blau’s (1964) social exchange theory and Ajzen and Fishbein’s

(1975) theory of reasoned action.

In this study, we highlighted psychological ownership as a positive attitude
(Van Dyne and Pierce, 2004) that links some possible employee perceptions (i.e.
participative decision making, perceived organizational justice and person-
organization fit) to innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors.
Accordingly, we also stressed moral disengagement as a negative attitude that links
some possible employee orientations (i.e. careerism, idealism, relativism and

machiavellianism) to destructive deviant workplace behaviors.

Generally, in past studies, the research interest is mainly focused on the
negative side of deviant workplace behaviors. Correspondingly, the studies that
investigate the positive side of deviant workplace behaviors are limited in the
literature. Despite its importance, relations between some drivers of constructive
deviant workplace behaviors and its predictors are interestingly under-investigated.
Similarly, despite the plenty of studies in the literature, which investigate the
relationship between moral disengagement and some negative outcomes of it,
destructive deviant workplace behaviors related studies are interestingly limited.
Moreover, the mediator role of moral disengagement on the relationship between
some employee orientations (i.e. careerism, idealism, relativism and
machiavellianism) and destructive deviant workplace behaviors almost has not been

investigated yet. Therefore, the present study has three main research questions: (a)



what might be some less studied antecedents of innovative constructive and
destructive deviant workplace behaviors?, (b) is moral disengagement a missing link
between some employee orientations and destructive deviant workplace behaviors?,
and (c) is psychological ownership a missing link between some employee
perceptions and innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors? In this respect,
the main purpose of this study is to close the gaps in the literature by the way of

sorting out these research questions.

This study proceeds in the following manner. Chapter Two begins with the
concept definition of workplace deviance and the types of it namely constructive and
destructive deviant workplace behaviors. In Chapter Three, after a literature review
on workplace deviance, some rarely used employee orientations and perceptions,
which are possible antecedents of it, are defined and discussed. In Chapter Four, after
the concept definition of moral disengagement, the mediator role of it in the relations
of careerism, idealism, relativism and machiavellianism to destructive deviant
workplace behaviors is discussed. In Chapter Five, the mediator role of
psychological ownership in the relations of participative decision-making, perceived
organizational justice and person-organization fit to innovative constructive deviant
workplace behaviors is discussed. Chapter Six focuses on the research design and
methodology which was used in the study. In Chapter Seven, the statistical analyses
related with the study are explained and reported. Chapter Eight focuses on
summarising the finding of the study, discusses the managerial and practical
implications along with the limitation of the study and gives some directions for

further researches.



2. DEVIANT WORKPLACE BEHAVIORS

Workplace deviance is one of the most important research topics affecting
well-being of organization and its members, thereby also has considerable impact on
its outcomes. In the literature, there are two types of workplace deviance behaviors;
namely, constructive and destructive (Bennet and Stamper, 2001). Spreitzer and
Sonenshein (2004) depicted this categorization with a statistical approach (see Figure
1).

Spreitzer and Sonenshein (2004) clarified workplace deviance as deviance
from normal behaviors in a positive and negative meaning. They also state that by
means of this illustration understanding of this construct will be easier. Additionally,
they argue that despite illustrating the construct of workplace deviance with the
normal distribution curve is a simple solution; this method is not sufficient for
explaining complex human behaviors. In line with these explanations, destructive
deviant workplace behaviors are defined as *“voluntary behaviors that violate
significant organizational norms and in so doing threaten the well-being of an
organization and its members or both” (Robinson and Bennett, 1995; Bennett and
Robinson, 2000). On the other hand, constructive deviant behaviors defined as
”intentionally behaviors, which break significant organizational norms and rules to
improve and contribute to well being of organization, its members or both”
(Galperin, 2002). It is clear that these behaviors are like a two-edged sword (Yildiz
and Alpkan, 2014). In other words, these behaviors are not only harmful
(destructive) but also can be beneficial (constructive) for organizations and its

members.

Normal : Behavior

egative Deviance Positive Deviance

X

Figure 1. A Statistical Approach to Deviance (Spreitzer and Sonenshein, 2004)
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2.1. Destructive Deviant Workplace Behaviors

The concept of destructive deviance has a long historical background.
Therefore, there are numerous studies investigating the affective reasoning behind it
and its consequences (Fox et al., 2001). However, because of the complexity of the

human nature, there is still need for new studies to clarify these complex relations.

The concept of destructive deviant workplace behaviors has been defined as
“voluntary behavior that violates significant organizational norms and in so doing
threatens the well-being of an organization and its members or both” (Robinson and
Bennett, 1995; Bennett and Robinson, 2000). On the other hand Fox et al. (2001)
defined this construct as “behavior that is intended to have a detrimental effect on
organizations and their members”. Likewise, Vardi and Wiener (1996) defined this
construct as “any intentional action by members of organizations that defines and
violates (a) shared organizational norms and expectations, and/or (b) core societal
values, mores and standards of proper conduct”. In a recent study, Gruys and Sacket
(2003) extended this definition as *“any intentional behavior on the part of an
organization member viewed by the organization as contrary to its legitimate
interests”. With this definition it is clear that behaviors or behavioural intentions are

important as much as its negative results.

In the literature, the construct of destructive deviant workplace behaviors are
also labelled as an organizational misbehaviour (Vardi and Weiner, 1996),
counterproductive workplace behavior (Fox, Spector and Miles, 2001; Gruys and
Sacket, 2003), deviance (Robinson and Bennett, 1995; Hollinger, 1986), antisocial
behavior (Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly, 1998; Aquino and Douglas 2003) and
dysfunctional work behavior (Griffin et al., 1998). Although these concepts have
different names, they have nearly same definitions and are measured with similar
methods (Spector and Fox, 2005). For instance, counter-productive workplace
behavior is defined as” behavior that is intended to have a detrimental effect on
organizations and their members” (Fox et al., 2001). Based on the these definitions,
it is easy to see that destructive behaviors have two common distinct characteristics;
(@) these behaviors are performed voluntarily, (b) the main purpose of these

behaviors is harm to the organization’s significant norms, or tend to  harm



organization and its members, stakeholders or all of them (Robinson and Bennett,
1995; Bennett and Robinson, 2000).

Robinson and Bennet (1995, 1997) categorized destructive deviance into two
sub dimensions; namely, interpersonal and organizational. According to their studies,
interpersonal deviance can be defined as any intentional behavior, which target to
harm or violate members of the organization. On the other hand, organizational
deviance can be defined as any intentional behavior violating and harming
organization, and its significant norms or both. Additionally, Robinson and Bennet
(1995) also state that destructive deviant workplace behaviors can be classified into
four distinct and interrelated dimensions; minor vs. serious and interpersonal vs.

organizational.

Robinson and Bennet (1995) presented the classification of destructive deviant
workplace behaviors in a quadrant (see Figure 2). According to this quadrant, minor
and organizational destructive deviant workplace behaviors refer to production
deviance, which consists of the behaviors such as leaving early, taking excessive
breaks, intentionally working slow and wasting resources. Minor and interpersonal
destructive deviant workplace behaviors refer to political deviance, which consists of
the behaviors such as showing favouritism, gossiping about co-workers, laming co-
workers and competing nonbeneficially. On the other hand, serious and
organizational destructive deviant workplace behaviors refer to property deviance,
which consists of the behaviors such as sabotaging equipment, accepting kickbacks,
lying about hours worked and stealing from company. Lastly, serious and
interpersonal destructive deviant workplace behaviors refer to personal aggression,
which consists of the behaviors such as sexual harassment, verbal abuse, stealing

from co-workers and endangering co-workers.



Production Deviance
* Leaving early
*  Taking excessive breaks
* Intentionally working slow
*  Wasting resources

ORGANIZATIONAL

Property Deviance
Sabotaging equipment
Accepting kickbacks
Lying about hours worked
Stealing from company

MINOR
A

Political Deviance
*  Showing favoritism
*  (Gossiping about co-workers
*  Blaming co-workers
*  Competing nonbeneficially

Personal Aggression
Sexual harassment
Verbal abuse
Stealing from co-workers
Endangering co-waorkers

INTERPERSONAL

Figure 2. Classification of Destructive Deviance (Robinson and Bennet, 1995)

Because of its detrimental effects, destructive deviant workplace behaviors
have long been one of the main concerns of organizations. Supporting this notion,
Warren (2003) stated that the results of destructive deviant workplace behaviors are
not only harmful for organization itself but also harmful for entire industries and
society. Destructive deviant workplace behaviors are important problem for
organizations from two aspects; it is a common problem and its cost is enormous
(Bennet and Robinson, 2000). Therefore, understanding and managing these
behaviors is an important research area. In the literature, many possible antecedents

of these behaviors have been widely studied and some of them are presented in Table

1.
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Table 1. Destructive Deviant Workplace Behaviors Related Studies

Source(s)

Predictor

Dependent Variable

Appelbaum et al., 2007;
Galperin, 2002; Fox et al., 2001,
Ambrose et al., 2002; Henle,
2005; Appelbaum et al., 2006;
Yang and Diefendorff, 2009;
Jones, 2009; Chang and
Smithikrai, 2010; Kantur, 2010;
Kelloway et al., 2010; Syaebani
and Sobri, 2011; O’Neill et al.,
2011; Fatima et. al., 2012; Yen
and Teng, 2013; Khan et al.,
2013, Alias et al., 2013;
Beauregard, 2014; Bhatti et al.,
2015; Alias and Rasdi, 2015;
Matta et al., 2014

Organizational justice

Mulki et al., 2006; Mount et al.,
2006; Appelbaum et al., 2006;
Bayram et al., 2009; Kidwell
and Walentile, 2009; Kantur,
2010; Kisamore et al., 2010;
Omar et al., 2011; Fatima et.
Al., 2012; Le et al., 2014;
Czarnota-Bojarska, 2015;
Shamsudin et al., 2014;
Greenidge et al., 2014; Walsh,
2014; Bahri et al., 2013

Job Satisfaction

Kanten and Er Ulker, 2013

Organizational climate

Fida et al., 2014; Samnani et al.,
2014; Hystad et al., 2014;
Christian and Ellis, 2014: Yildiz
et al., 2015¢),

Moral disengagement

Alias et al., 2013; Fox et al.,
2001; Hung et al., 2009; Kantur,
2010; Spector, 2011; Ho, 2012;
Samnani et al., 2014

Negative affect

Appelbaum et al., 2006; Brooks,
2012

Organizational
commitment

Peterson, 2002; Appelbaum et
al., 2005; Alias et al., 2013;
Alias and Rasdi, 2015

Ethical climate

Zimmerman, 2001; Yen and
Teng, 2013; Fatima et al., 2012

Organizational
structure

Chung and Moon, 2011;
Galperin, 2002; Grijalva and
Newman, 2015

Organizational culture

Cohen et al., 2013

Guilt proneness

Destructive Deviant
Workplace
Behaviors




Table 1. continued

Source(s)

Predictor

Dependent Variable

Galperin, 2002; Kanten et al.,
2015

Machiavellianism

Galperin, 2002

Ethical orientation

Salgado, 2002; Bolton et al.,
2010; O’Neill and Hastings,
2011; Miller, 2015; Kluemper et
al., 2015; Garcia et al., 2015;
DeShong et al., 2015; Grijalva
and Newman, 2015; Greenidge
et al., 2014; Spector and Zhou,
2014; Oh et al., 2013; Kanten et
al., 2015

Personality traits

Kanten and Ulker, 2014;
Chiaburu et al., 2013b; Yildiz
and Alpkan, 2014

Work alienation

Wilson et al., 2015

Emotional exhaustion,
Job autonomy,
Employment
opportunity

Wang and Lian, 2015

Psychological Capital

Uddin et al., 2015; van Gils et al.,
2015

Leadership Styles

Chiu et al., 2015; Spector and
Zhou, 2014;Shoss et al., 2015

Role Stressors

Avey et al., 2014; Eschleman et al.
2014; Garcia et al., 2015; Avey et
al., 2015

Abusive Supervision

Greenidge et al., 2014; Wang and
Lian, 2015; De Clercq et al.,
2014

Emotional intelligence

Van den Broeck etal., 2014

Job Insecurity

Khan et al., 2015; Alias and
Rasdi, 2015

Perceived
Organizational Support

Henle et al., 2005

Ethical ideology

Destructive Deviant
Workplace
Behaviors

Apparently, as seen from
researches have been tried to clarify the construct of workplace deviance. Most of
these studies accepted that perceived fairness, injustice and some negative emotions
play a crucial role in occurrences of this kind of behaviors (Fox et al., 2001,
Appelbaum et al., 2006; Kantur, 2010; Kelloway et al., 2010). In light of these

studies, it is easy to say that there are many negative variables that relate to

Table 1, since the last two-decades numerous

destructive deviant workplace behaviors.




In addition to above-mentioned predictors, destructive deviant workplace
behaviors also can lead to some undesired consequences. According to Bodankin and
Tziner (2009) the negative effects of destructive deviance can be economic,
sociological and psychological. For instance, Coffin (2003) states that the financial
cost of employee related thefts in the United States is estimated at 50 billion dollars
for per year. Supporting this notion Appelbaum et al. (2007) state that three out of
four employees in the USA engage in destructive deviant workplace behaviors.
Additionally 95 percent of all USA companies claim that they faced some kind of
destructive deviant workplace behaviors in their organizations (Henle et al., 2005).
On the other hand, Muafi (2011) emphasized that destructive deviant workplace
behaviors cause poor level individual performance. Likewise, Dunlop and Lee
(2004) found a negative and significant relationship between destructive deviant
workplace behaviors and business unit performance. According to Henle et al.
(2005), destructive deviant workplace behaviors are positively related to the turnover
intention, decreased productivity and loss of work ours. O’Leary-Kelly et al. (1996)
state that the emergence of destructive deviant workplace behaviors is related to the
low level of morale and stress related problems. As understood from these examples,
destructive deviant workplace behaviors are detrimental for organizations in terms of

financial, economic, sociological and psychological aspects.
2.2. Constructive Deviant Workplace Behaviors

The concept of constructive deviance has gained popularity in recent
organizational behavior literature. According to different studies, there are many
different types of constructive deviance definitions in the literature. For instance,
constructive or positive workplace deviant behaviors are defined by Galperin (2002)
as intentionally behaviors, which break significant organizational norms and rules to
improve and contribute to well-being of organization or its members or both. In
Spreitzer and Sonenshein’s (2003) study, this concept is defined as “intentional
behaviors that depart from the norms of a referent group in honourable ways”.
Additionally, Warren (2003) defined it as “behavior that deviates from the reference
group norms but conforms to hypernorms”. To reach a more comprehensive
definition, Vadera et al. (2013) combined these definitions as “behaviors that deviate

from the norms of the reference group such that they benefit the reference group and
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conform to hypernorms”. According to Vadera et al.” (2013) definition, it can be
said that the concept of constructive deviance has three main characteristics; “(a)
deviate from reference group norms, (b) benefit the reference group and (c) conform

to hypernorms”.

Although these behaviors are out of the formal job definition, performing these
behaviors assists to achieving organizational goals and gets benefit to the
organization (Galperin and Burke, 2006; Robbins and Galperin, 2010). According to
Galperin’s (2012) study, employees, who break the organizational norms to
organization’s well-being, are source of the innovation and pioneer actors of positive
organizational change. Because of the innovation’s increasing affect on competitive
advantage, constructive deviance is a pivotal factor for organizations (Howell et al.,
2005; Howell and Higgins, 1990).

In addition to above-mentioned explanations, Galperin (2002) categorized this
construct into three dimensions namely interpersonal constructive deviance,
challenging organizational constructive deviance and innovative organizational
constructive deviance.  According to her definition interpersonal constructive
deviance refers to “beneficial acts that are directed towards individuals” (Galperin
2002). This type of constructive deviance refers to such behaviors as; disobeying the
others or reporting wrongdoing to co-workers for positive organizational change.
Challenging organizational constructive deviance refers to “beneficial acts that
outwardly challenge the existing norms or rules that are directed toward the
organization” (Galperin 2002). This type of constructive deviance refers to such
behaviors as; breaking organization’s significant norms and rules to wellbeing of it.
Lastly, innovative organizational constructive deviance refers to “beneficial acts of
an innovative or creative nature that are directed to the organization” (Galperin
2002). This type of constructive deviance refers to such behaviors as; searching for
innovative methods for routine tasks and generating creative solutions for overcome

problems.

Brief and Motowidlo (1986) stated that *“acts such as helping, sharing,
donating, cooperating, and volunteering are forms of the pro-social behavior”. Like
the other pro-social behaviors (i.e. organizational citizenship behavior, corporate

social responsibility, employee voice, whistleblowing and creativity/innovation)
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constructive deviant behaviors are also pro-social behaviors (Spreitzer and
Sonenshein, 2004; Galperin, 2012). Although these constructs are located in the
same category, constructive deviance differs from these constructs with some
important aspects. For instance, although OCB and constructive deviance are similar
in terms of their nature, OCB, which goes beyond the existing role expectations, has
a passive nature. In other words, OCB requires obeying to the organizational and
managerial norms and rules. However, constructive deviance requires employee’s
proactive action against to norm violation. Given the Crant’s (2000) definition,
proactive behaviors are defined as “taking initiative in improving current
circumstances or creating new ones; it involves challenging the status quo rather than
passively adapting to present conditions”. According to this definition, it can be said
that employees engaging constructive deviance are also more prone to risk-taking
than the others (Galperin, 2012).

Although constructive deviance is an important factor in terms of facilitating
innovation and organizational change, in comparison with the destructive deviant
workplace behaviors, the studies, defining the antecedents of constructive deviance,
are interestingly limited and require more theoretical and empirical approach to
clarify its nature (Spreitzer and Sonenshein, 2004; Robbins and Galperin, 2010;
Vadera et al., 2013).

According to the literature, the antecedents of constructive deviant workplace
behaviors such as; psychological ownership (Chung and Moon, 2011; Vandewalle et
al., 1995), social risk-taking (Warren, 2001), workaholism (work involvement and
joy in work) (Galperin and Burke, 1996) personality traits (Big Five) (Bodankin and
Tziner, 2009), cultural factors (Galperin, 2002), psychological empowerment
(Appelbaum et al., 2007), and leader-member-exchange and confidence in the
appraisal (Tziner et al. 2010) have been widely studied in last decade. However, in
Vadera et al.” (2013) study, they summed these factors into three mechanisms;
intrinsic motivation, felt obligation and psychological empowerment. In this respect,
intrinsic motivation refers to “the inherent tendency to seek out novelty and
challenges, to extend and exercise one's capacities, to explore, and to learn” (Ryan
and Deci, 2000). Similarly, according to Ates et al.” (2012) study, intrinsic
motivation is an important factor affecting employee’s satisfaction and self-
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motivation. Felt obligation is defined within Blau’s (1964) social exchange theory.
According to this theory, if people perceive their organizations positively, they may
feel obligated to behave positively to contribute its well-being. Lastly, psychological
empowerment refer to “a myriad of variables that work to fortify or strengthen the
individual in some way, allowing her or him the capacity to engage in constructive
deviance” (Vadera et al., 2013). Based on these studies, it is easy to say that there are
some person and organization-related variables that relate to the constructive

deviance and employees engage these behaviors via three mechanisms.

In addition to aforementioned explanations, related to its positive nature,
constructive deviant workplace behaviors are related to the some positive outcomes.
For instance, past resources assert that these behaviors are related to the employee
performance (Galperin and Burke, 2006), work performance (Warren, 2001), greater
productivity (Warren, 2013), innovation (Robbins and Galperin, 2010; Galperin,
2012; Howell et al., 2005; Howell and Higgins, 1990; Yildiz et al., 2015a), employee
voice and internal whistle-blowing (Robbins and Galperin, 2010; LePine and Van
Dyne, 1998). As seen from these examples, constructive deviant workplace
behaviors are a source of positive organizational change, innovation and creativity

for organizations.

2.2.1. Innovative Behaviors

In the literature, there are numerous studies that emphasize the importance of
innovation for organizations (Woodman et al., 1993; Jansen et al., 2004). From this
perspective, organizations’ innovation capacity constitutes one of the most important
assets of organizations (West and Far, 1990; Kanter; 1983). According to Howel et
al. (2005) employees who are prone to breaking rules that are accepted by majority,
are a significant source of innovation. Right at this point, one related construct in the
literature is innovative behaviors (Galperin, 2012), which are defined as behaviors
that require creating new and useful ideas, then implementing these ideas in process,

progress, products and organization as a whole (Farr and Ford, 1990).

Yuan and Woodman (2010) exemplified innovative behaviors with such
activities; searching out new technologies, generating new ideas to achieve goals,

searching and applying new work methods and implementing of resources that
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investigated and secured. Obviously, these behaviors have a vital importance in
terms of organizations’ innovative performance. Scott and Bruce (1994) warn that
these behaviors must be either novel or adopted. In order to stress importance of
these behaviors, Carmeli and Spreitzer (2009) state that it is possible “doing more
with less” with the innovative workplace behaviors in today’s competitive

environment.

Although innovative behaviors can be seen as an output of the innovation
process, it should not be evaluated without the stage of innovative idea generation
(Jong and Hartog, 2007). In this respect it can be said that the innovation process
consists of two stages; idea generation and the application of it (Axtell et al., 2000).
Supporting this notion Kanter (1988) stated that explaining innovation process with
the only idea generation process is unsatisfactory method since there are numerous
social factors may affect this process.

Of course, there are plenty of studies on investigating the appearance of
innovative behaviors and affective reasoning behind it. For instance, Scott and Bruce
(1994) suggest a theoretical model to clarify the antecedents of innovative behaviors.
In their model they investigated the effect of leadership style, climate of group,
individual attributes and psychological climate for innovation on the appearance of
innovative behaviors. Their findings show that these predictors significantly predict

individual innovative behaviors.

Vinarski-Peretz and Carmeli (2011) also suggest that perceived care from co-
workers is one of the sources of innovative behaviors. According to their study, if
employees feel themselves cared by their colleagues they would be motivated about
engaging innovative behaviors and encouraged in terms of being a risk taker to
exhibit innovative behaviors. Additionally Carmeli and Spreitzer (2009) find a
positive relationship among trust, connectivity, thriving and innovative work
behaviors. Basu and Green (2006) also investigated the effects of leader member
exchange (LMX), commitment, support and autonomy on the innovative behaviors.
Their findings indicate that there is positive relationship among these behaviors.
Supporting these studies Yildiz et al. (2015d), in their moderated mediation model,
investigated the moderator role of perceived organizational support on the risk taking

propensity, network building and innovative constructive deviant workplace
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behaviors relationship. In their model, they hypothesized that perceived
organizational support would moderate the positive and indirect effect of risk taking
propensity on innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors (through
networking ability). Specifically, networking ability will mediate the indirect effect
when perceived organizational support is low but not when it is high. Accordingly,
their findings show that to exhibit innovative constructive deviant workplace
behaviors employees who have high-level risk taking propensity compensate lack of

organizational supports by strengthening their networks.

In addition to above mentioned studies, in order to formulate the emergence of
innovative behaviors, researchers focused on the beginning of this process and
suggested that the recognition of the problem is the trigger of this process (Jong and
Hartog, 2007; Scott and Bruce 1994). According to these studies, employees who
recognize the non-functional norms and rules in the routine work stream will capture
the gaps in the work performance and the idea generation process will come in to
play (Jong and Hartog, 2007; Scott and Bruce 1994; Howel et al., 2005). In other
words, after the recognizing problem, idea generation process starts to generate
solutions to overcome problems and with the application of generated solutions
innovative behaviors arise. As Jong and Hartog (2007) suggested, the opportunities
of generating innovative ideas may require going beyond the formal work pattern. In
other words, existing rules and norms may be insufficient to behave innovatively.
Supporting this notion Carmeli and Spreitzer (2009) state that behaving innovatively
requires thinking out of the box and taking more risks than the others. Right at this
point, as previously mentioned, the roots of constructive deviant workplace
behaviors are based on intentionally rule breaking activities to contribute the well-
being of organizations (Morrison, 2006; Howell and Higgins, 1990).

2.2.2. Innovative Constructive Deviant Workplace Behaviors

Innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors refer to “beneficial acts of
an innovative or creative nature that are directed to the organization” (Galperin
2002). Right at this point, the importance of innovative constructive deviant
workplace behaviors arises. Galperin (2002) exemplified these behaviors such as

generating creative solutions to over come problems, searching innovative methods
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to fulfil daily tasks, to achieve work goals break with tradition, start of change to
develop the performance of your group.

One related construct in the literature is extra role behaviors (Eisenberger et al.,
1990). Extra-role behavior (ERB) is defined as “behavior which benefits the
organization and/ or is intended to benefit the organization, which is discretionary
and which goes beyond existing role expectations” (Vandyne et al., 1995). Although
these behaviors consist of some different sub-constructs widely investigated by the
past researchers, many researchers still accept this construct as a uniform construct
(Van Dyne and LePine, 1998). Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), whistle
blowing, principled organizational dissent, ProSocial organizational behaviors,
employee voice, helping behavior constitute an example of these behaviors (Van
Dyne et al., 1995; Van Dyne and LePine, 1998; Miles et al., 2002; Chiaburu et al.,
2007).

Although extra role behaviors have some similarities in terms of the helping
nature to organization, innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors differ
from this construct in some aspects. Firstly, innovative constructive deviant
workplace behaviors require a rule breaking nature. Of course, at first appearance the
common sides of these behaviors can be seen as if they are the same thing, however,
in the extra role behavior nature employees undertake a passive role in comparison
with the innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors. In other words, in the
innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors employees perceive the gaps in
the performance then break organization’s significant norms and rules to solve these
problems. On the other hand, in OCB and other extra-role behaviors employees
exhibit their helping behaviors within the routine task framework. Secondly, while
innovative behaviors or innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors are
unthinkable without risk, OCB and other extra role behaviors do not need risk. In
other words “being a good citizen” requires obeying the rules. Last but not least,
innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors and innovative behaviors
require a proactive perspective. As aforementioned, to behave innovatively or
generating creative solutions to overcome problems, firstly, employees should be

aware of the gaps in the performance which can not be seen easily by the coworkers.

16



In order to explain the innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors,
another approach is that these behaviors can be seen as a conflict between the
individual and the organization. However, the main purpose of this conflict is related
to providing a basis for innovative and creative solutions. Van de Vliert et al. (1999)
state that conflict may emerge “when an employee obstructed or irritated by another
person or a group”. As seen from this definition, conflict can emerge between
individuals or organizations. According to Van de Vliert et al.” (1999) definition,
conflict may be handled as constructive or destructive. Likewise, Assael (1969)
stated that conflict between organizations may generate constrictive results.
Kirchmeyer and Cohen (1992) also assert that the constructive conflict approach
provides a power source for variety, openness and challenge. In this study, the
constructive conflict defined as conflict in which individuals and organization, do not
obey the organizational rules and feel better about contributing to the organization’s
wellbeing as a result of their conflict dynamics. In other words, the constructive
conflict should constitute a basis of innovative constructive deviant workplace

behaviors.

Song et al. (2006), in their study, investigated the relationships among five
behavioural conflict handling strategies (integrating, accommodating, compromising,
forcing, avoiding), destructive conflict, constructive conflict, and innovation
performance set in the context of the innovation process and the task environment. In
their study, they hypothesized that the greater conflict management is related to the
greater innovative performance. Their result shows that constructive conflict is one
of the significant and positive predictors of innovation performance. Tjosvold et al.
(2001) also state that constructive conflict fosters effective teamwork, quality of
services, innovation and problem solving abilities. Similarly, Uline et al. (2003)
emphasized that constructive conflict contributes to the increase of individuals’
productive and innovative capacity. Taken together, all of these explanations
indicate that innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors can be seen as a
conflict or controversy between employee and organization’s significant norms and
rules. However, as emphasized before, this conflict should be seen as constructive
instead of destructive. In other words, employee exhibits constructive deviant
workplace behaviors to contribute his/her organization’s well-being. Accordingly,

organizations may see innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors as must
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since they foster innovation.

As remembered from the beginning of this chapter, constructive deviant
workplace behaviors are the opposite form of destructive deviant workplace
behaviors (Bennet and Stamper, 2001). Although these two constructs have some
similarities in terms of the rule breaking nature and volunteering, the major
difference between these two constructs is the purpose of the behavior. In this respect
there is an inverse relationship between these two constructs (Warren, 2003;
Galperin and Burke, 2006). It follows that;

Hypothesis 1: There is a negative relationship between innovative constructive
deviant workplace behaviors and destructive deviant workplace
behaviors.
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3. ANTECEDENTS OF DEVIANT WORKPLACE
BEHAVIORS

In this chapter, some employee orientations, perceptions and attitudes that
might be possible predictors of destructive deviant workplace behaviors and
innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors will be defined. Firstly,
careerism, idealism, relativism and machiavellianism as employee orientations will
be defined. Then, employee perceptions of organizational justice, person-
organization fit and participative decision-making will be defined. Lastly, moral

disengagement and psychological ownership as employee attitudes will be defined.
3.1. Employee Orientations

According to the literature, in many studies investigating the predictors of
destructive deviant workplace behaviors, they are mainly focused on the contextual
predictors. Additionally, there are also studies that investigate the effects of
individual differences and personal orientations. Accordingly, much of these studies
investigated the effect of Big Five personality traits on destructive deviant workplace
behaviors (Sacket and DeVore, 2001). Interestingly, the results of past studies
indicate that the low-level of three personality traits (conscientiousness,
agreeableness and emotional stability) out of five is most commonly accepted
predictors of destructive deviant workplace behaviors (Ones et al., 1993; Hough,
1992; McHenry et al., 1990; Judge et al., 1997; Ones and Viswevaran, 1998).
However, in this study, after a comprehensive literature review, we want to draw
attention to some rarely used employee orientations (e.g. careerism, idealism,
relativism and machiavellianism)’ effects on destructive deviant workplace behaviors

through moral disengagement as an attitude.

According to Bandura et al.’s (1986, 1996, 1999) social cognitive theory,
people have a potential of control on their thoughts and behaviors by means of their
self-regulatory and self-condemnation systems. Briefly, self-regulatory system refers
to some personal ethical standards that guide individuals’ thoughts and actions to be
morally acceptable. In other words, these personal ethical standards serve as an

evaluating system only if it is activated. In this respect, with the self-regulatory
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system people are able to anticipate their positive and negative behaviors, and judge
their rightness in terms of their internal moral standards. Of course, this theory also
stresses that self-condemnation system also serves as a barrier to morally undesired
behaviors. Right at this point, behaviours, which are accepted as bad, counter self-
censure. Therefore, people, whose self-regulatory system works smoothly behave in
accordance with their internal moral standards. In line with these definitions, the
most important determinant of this theory is that activating self-regulatory system is
selective (Bandura et al., 1996). In other words, self-regulatory system is not

automatically activated. Activating of this mechanism varies from person to person.

In light of the above theoretical explanations, we propose that employees who
have some negative orientations (i.e. careerism, relativism, machiavellianism) are
more prone to deactivate their self-regulatory systems. In other words, such
employees are more prone to overlook their behaviours’ negative results to obtain
their desired ends. Based on these rationales we propose that employee with high
careerist, relativist and machiavellianist orientation should be a source of destructive

deviant workplace behaviors.

3.1.1. Careerism

Careerism or careerist orientation is defined as “the propensity to pursue career
advancement through non-performance-based means” by Feldman and Weitz (1991).
In their study, they state that people, who have careerist orientations pretend to be
successful even if they are not, use their social relationship with the co-workers or
supervisors as an instrument to career advancement, and commit some deviant
behaviors necessary to career development. They also state that careerist orientation
consist of seven beliefs. Some of them are “it is difficult to advance in organizations
trough merit alone”, “Loyalty to an employer is unlikely to be rewarded” and “ It is
some times necessary to engage in deceptive behavior to get promotions to which
one feels entitled” (Feldman and Weitz, 1991). To stress careerists’ point of view,
Builova (2000) states “there’s no time for trivialities when you’re forging your

career”.

Past studies show that careerist orientation is related to some negative

outcomes such as absenteeism, alienation, and turnover (Aryee and Chen, 2004;
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Feldman and Weitz, 1991; Chiaburu et al., 2013b). There are also studies
investigating some antecedents (of it) such as career growth opportunities, justice
perception and organizational trust (Aryee and Chen, 2004: Crawshaw and
Brodbeck, 2011; Chay and Aryee, 1999). However, it was not found in any study in
the literature on the effects of careerism on deviant behaviors.

In Adams’ (2011) study, a negative relationship has been found between
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and careerism. Considering the negative
relationship between OCB and deviant workplace behaviors (Dunlop and Lee, 2004;
Dalal, 2005; Vigoda-Gadot, 2007; Levine, 2010) and the passive nature of
organizational citizenship behavior (Spreitzer and Sonenshein, 2004) it can be
hypothesized that there is a positive relationship between careerism orientation and
destructive deviant workplace behaviors. Additionally, although Chiaburu et al.
(2013a) state that careerists may engage some negative behaviours, in this study, it
was proposed that careerist may also exhibit some destructive deviant workplace

behaviours as a tool for their career success/advancement.

In destructive deviant workplace behaviors literature, there are numerous
predictors of these behaviors. Although these predictors have widely been used by
recent researchers, careerism can be a potential predictor of destructive deviant
workplace behaviors (Yildiz and Alpkan 2014). However, careerism related studies
are interestingly limited in the literature. In Feldman and Weitz’ (1991) study they
state that managers use “non-performance based” methods to pursue their career
advancement. From these explanations it can be concluded that careerist people can
behave deviantly to advance in their career way and look for behaving deviantly as a
necessary instrument to achieve it. Also, in Aryee and Chen’s (2004) model, they
used organizational justice (procedural and distributive) and career growth
opportunities as a predictor of careerism, and trust in employer as a moderating
variable. In their study, they state that employee having careerist orientation are
paying more attention to self-interests than being an “organization-man”. According
to their study, careerism is related to some undesirable outcomes such as; turnover
intention and absenteeism. Chiaburu and colleagues (2013) also used personality
traits (Big-five) as a control variable, and primary psychopathy and exchange
ideology as a predictor of careerism. According to their study, primary psychopathy
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and exchange ideology was found as statistically significant predictors of careerism.
Additionally, Yildiz and Alpkan (2014) and Yildiz et al., (2015c) also propose that
careerism may lead to destructive deviant workplace behaviors and this relationship

may not be directly but trough moral disengagement as an attitude.
3.1.2. Ethical Ideology (Idealism and Relativism)

The concept of ethics and ethics related constructs have been widely studied in
recent literature (Arslan et al., 2013; Elci and Alpkan, 2009; Henle et al., 2005; Elgi
et al., 2012). Most of these studies have mainly emphasized that ethics can be an
important factor, which is a guide for actions and to evaluating the morally
questionable activities. For instance, in El¢i and Alpkan’s (2006) study, they found
that ethical climate has a positive impact on the organizational citizenship behavior.
In another study, a positive relationship was found between ethical climate and
organizational performance (Elci et al., 2004). Despite the numerous studies, there
are paucity of research investigating the relationship between ethical ideology
(idealism and relativism) and workplace deviance (Henle et al., 2005; Hastings and
Finegan, 2011). Of course, there are studies investigating the relationship among
ethical ideology, personality, moral identity, perceived moral intensity and moral
behaviors (McFerran et al., 2009; Nye and Forsyth, 1984; Singhapakdi et al., 1999).
However, there are very few studies investigating the direct relationship between

ethical ideology and destructive deviant workplace behaviors.

In Forsyth (1980) study, ethical ideology is categorized into two sub-
dimensions; idealism and relativism. According to his definition relativism is defined
as “the individual rejects universal moral rules in favour of relativism”. In line with
this definition it is clear that people who have relativist characteristics do not fit the
universal moral rules or moralization towards these rules. In other words, relativists’
actions depend upon the nature of situation instead of universal moral rules (Forsyth,
1992). Relativists believe that their moral reasoning depend on the situation.
According to relativists, sometimes harm to others can be seen necessary. Moreover,
relativists do not believe in the universal moral rules when judging what is wrong or
right. The right depends on their personal value in that situation (Forsyth, 1992). The

low-level relativists believe that there is always one right action, which is related to
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the universal moral rules but regardless of the context (Hastings and Finegan, 2011).
On the other hand people who have high-level idealistic characteristics, as opposite
to relativism, presume that “desirable consequences can, with the right action, always
be obtained”. This definition shows that idealists are more prone to follow universal
moral rules than the relativists. According to idealists, harming others is wrong
(Singhapakdi et al., 1999). They believe that well-being of others is more important
than the other gains (Forsyth, 1992; Henle et al., 2005). However, low-level idealists
disregard the possible undesired consequences of their acts. Forsyth (1980) classified
these definitions in a 2x2 table; idealistic or non-idealistic and believe moral rules
are universal or relative. However, to better understand this classification we

depicted this classification in a quadrant instead of 2x2 table (see Figure 3).

Idealism
High
N
Situationists Absolutists
- Reject moral rules; Advocates Assumes that the best possible outcome
individualistic; analysis of each act in can always be achieved by following
each situation; relativistic. universal moral rules
g
]
% High < > Low
T
-
Subjectivists Exceptionists
- Appraisals based on personal values Moral absolutes guide judgments but
and perspective rather than universal pragmatically open to exceptions to
moral principles; relativistic. these standards: utilitarian
\
Low

Figure 3. Taxonomy of ethical ideologies (Forsyth, 1980)

According to Figure 3, it can be said that Absolutists, who have high-level
idealism and low-level relativism are the most idealistic characters in this typology.
Schlenker and Forsyht (1977) state, “Exceptionists are more focus on the positive

aspects”. On the other hand, the common side of high-level relativism (i.e.
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Situationists, Subjectivists) is personal values that are more important than the

universal moral rules.

Past researches indicate that ethical ideology is one of the significant predictors
of workplace deviance (Henle et al., 2005; Hastings and Finegan, 2011). Because of
its ethically questionable nature, workplace deviance differs from person to person as
a function of their ethical ideology (Henle et al., 2005). In their study, Hastings and
Finegan (2011) state that employees with high-level idealism work for well-being of
others and benefit them. In above-mentioned studies, the positive relationship
between destructive deviant workplace behaviors and relativism, and the negative
relationship between idealism and destructive deviance were hypothesized. For
instance, McHoskey (1996) suggested that idealists have fewer propensities to rule

breaking behaviors.

3.1.3. Machiavellianism

The construct of machiavellianism was firstly developed by Christie and Geis
(1970) based on Machiavelli’s works. According to Moore et al. (2012)
machiavellianism is defined as “individual’s propensity to be manipulative and
ruthless in the pursuit of self-interested goals”. Likewise, Wilson et al. (1996)
defined this construct as “a strategy of social conduct that involves manipulating
others for personal gain, often against the other’s self-interest”. They also state that
this construct is accepted as a quantitative personality trait. Additionally, Galperin
(2012) states “Machiavellianism describes the disposition to view and treat

individuals as objects to be manipulated in order to achieve a desired end”.

According to literature there are many studies which investigated the
relationship between machiavellianism and some related negative consequences of it
(i.e. antisocial behavior, lying, supervisor-rated deviance, destructive deviance,
abusing others) (Cohen, 2015; Sakalaki et al., 2007; Bennet and Robinson, 2000;
Galperin, 2012; Grover and Enz, 2005; Christie and Geis, 1970; Dahling et al.,
2009). On other hand, there are also studies in the literature investigating the
relationship between machiavellianism and some other positive consequences of it
(i.e. supervisor rated performance, constructive deviance, whistle blowing,
achievement motivation) (Skinner, 1981; Galperin, 2012; Dalton and Radtke, 2013).
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As understood from these studies, there are positive and negative effects of

machiavellianism on organizational outputs.

Christie and Geis, (1970) assert that one of the common characteristics of
machiavellianists is paying more attention to their self-interests than the ethical rules
or norms. In other words, economic concerns are near the top of their concerns
(Dahling et al., 2009). Christie and Geis (1970) also developed an instrument, which
is called Mach IV, to measure machiavellianism. The scores of this instrument
indicate the level of the individuals’ machiavellianist orientation levels whether high
or low (Wilson et al., 1996). Although Wrightsman (1991) emphasized that people
who have a high-level machiavellianist propensity are more prone to overlook ethical
concerns, Gable and Dangello (1994) stated that people who have a high-level
machiavellianist orientation are not always disengaged in universal ethical norms.
Additionally, Galperin (2012) warns that individuals who have high level of
machiavellianism exhibit rule-breaking activities in order to accomplish their goals.
In other words, high-level Machiavellianists look for rule braking activities as
necessary instruments to accomplish of their objectives. Supporting this notion,
according to Christie and Geis’ (1970) classification of machiavellianism, high-level
machiavellianists are more utilitarian focused than low-level machiavellianists.
Instead, no matter whether the results of behaviors are moral or immoral for high-
level Machs since “Machs believe that the ends justify the means, they will do what
it takes to satisfy their goals” (Galperin, 2012).

In light of the above-mentioned studies, it can be said that machiavellists have
some potentials, which are breaking rules or manipulating actions to personal gains.
Supporting this notion, in a recent study, Kanten et al., (2015) investigated the
relationship between destructive deviant workplace behaviors and the dark side of
personality (machiavellianism, narcissism, psychopathy), and they found a positive
and statistically significant relationship among machiavellianism, and destructive

deviant workplace behaviors.
3.2. Employee Perceptions

In the literature, there are many evidences that stressing the positive effects of

some perceptions on employee behaviors. Supporting this notion, there are also some
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theoretical foundations such as Blau’s (1964) social exchange theory and theory of
planned action (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1975) to explain perceptions’ role on the
behaviors.  According to these theories, perceptions are significant drivers of
behaviors. Moreover, there are some attitudes that convey the perceptions effects to
behaviors. Colquitt et al. (2013) state that explaining deviant workplace behaviors
within the social exchange framework is a useful theoretical approach. For instance,
in their meta-analytical study they state that explaining the effect of justice
perception on deviant workplace behaviors is one of the most widely accepted
theoretical approach. Additionally, Organ and Konovsky (1989), to define the
antecedents of organizational citizenship behavior, hypothesized their causal
relations based on social exchange theory. In their study, they state that the trust of

employees is the product of their fairness perception.

Blau’s (1964) social exchange approach suggests that there is an interaction
among perception and behaviors. In other words, according to this theory employees’
behaviors are the product of their perceptions. This social exchange relationship can
also be seen as cost-benefit relation. According to this theory if employees see their
positive perceptions as benefits, they feel obligated to give answer to these
perceptions positively (Organ and Konovsky, 1989).  Similarly, Ajzen and
Fishbein’s (1975) theory of reasoned action suggests that employee attitudes,
emotions and perceptions are significant predictors of deviant workplace behaviors.
In line with these definitions, we proposed that if employees perceive their
organizations positively, they should develop some positive attitudes, then exhibit
positive behaviors. More clearly, if employees’ perceptions of justice, person
organization fit and participative decision-making level is high, they will be more
prone to develop the attitude of psychological ownership, and then exhibit innovative

constructive deviant workplace behaviors.
3.2.1. Organizational Justice

The concept of organizational justice is based on Adam’s (1963, 1965) equity
theory. According to this theory, employees, who have perception of inequity or
injustice related to their organizations, develop some cognitive and behavioural

attitudes as a response to their organizations (Fox et al., 2001).
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This concept is related to the “employee’s perception of fairness and just
treatment on the job” (Fox et al., 2001). Although early stage of this concept mainly
refers to distributive justice (e.g., Khan et al., 2013; Byrne and Cropanzano, 2001,
Greenberg, 1990b), there are also procedural and interactional justices. In line with
this classification, it can be said that the concept of justice is categorized into three
sub-dimensions (Ambrose et al., 2002). Respectively, distributive justice refers to the
perceived fairness of one’s received outcomes such as pay (Skarlicki and Folger,
1997; Folger and Cropanzano, 1998), procedural justice refers to fairness of the
procedures that are used to determine one’s outcomes and decisions are made
(Ambrose et al., 2002; Leventhal et al., 1980; Konovsky, 2000) and lastly
interactional justice refers to “the quality of the interpersonal interaction between

individuals” (Cropanzano et al., 2002).

According to Henle (2005), the construct of organizational justice addresses
the perception of fairness in the workplace and plays a critical role in explanation of
the workplace deviance’s situational based explanation. In this respect, justice is an
important factor for organizations. In Trevino and Brown’s (2005) study, they
address that if employees perceive some unacceptable behaviors acted by others in
the workplace, they anticipate these behaviors will be punished. Conversely, if these
acts are not punished, employees may feel disappointment, and accordingly develop
some negative behaviors (i.e. destructive deviance; sabotage, theft, stress, cyber
loafing) (e.g., Yildiz et al., 2014; Syaebani and Sobri, 2011; Ambrose et al., 2002;
Jones and Skarlicki, 2005; Greenberg, 1990; Judge and Colquitt, 2004; Greenberg,
2004; Krings and Facchin, 2009).

In literature, fairness has a vital importance from the social exchange
perspective (Konovsky and Pugh, 1994; Vadera et al., 2013). For instance, in
Appelbaum et al.’s (2007) study, they stated that employees compare their input-
output ratio to others’ ratios. As a result of this comparison, if employees perceive
their ratios as similar to others, they may feel equity. Conversely, if they do not
perceive fairness or equity with related to their ratios, they may feel inequity.
Therefore, Henle (2005) states that employees, who experienced inequity,
compensate this negative feeling as acting deviantly. Additionally, Greenberg and
Alge (1998) also emphasized that organizational justice is an up-coming predictor of
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workplace deviance.

In line with above stated arguments, if employees’ perception of fairness is
enough for their satisfaction they might have some positive attitudes and accordingly
exhibit some positive behaviors. Although past studies indicate that poor level of
organizational justice (injustice) is associated with the negative outcomes, high-level
of justice is also associated with some positive outcomes such as job satisfaction,
organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behavior, positive work
outcomes and constructive deviance etc. (e.g., Moorman, 1991; McFarlin and
Sweeney, 1992; Moorman et al., 1993; Ang et al., 2003; Appelbaum et al., 2007;
Galperin, 2002; Vadera et al., 2013; Cakar et al., 2004). In this respect, it can be said
that people having high-level of justice perception against their organizations may

exhibit constructive deviant workplace behaviors.
3.2.2. Person-Organization Fit

Generally, the principle of right person to right organization is a pivotal factor
for business life. Organizations spend excessive effort (i.e. time, money, manpower)
to do this. Likewise, in this millennium, the conventional models about the
compatibility between person and organizations do not meet the needs of
organizations. As Chatman (1989) mentioned, to better understand employee’s
behaviors, person and situation based factors and the interaction of them must be
considered. From this point of view, high-level P-O fit is one of the most desired

factors to satisfy this deficiency.

Person-Organization fit (P-O fit) is a critical factor for organizations. In the
literature, there are many different definitions of P-O fit according to different
studies. Kristof-Brown et al.” (2005) definition is one of them, which is “the
compatibility between people and entire organization”. Although this definition is
broadly accepted in the literature, there is some confusion about it (Judge and Ferris,
1992). Therefore, the following explanations are required to clarify these confusions.
Acording to Muchinsky and Monahan (1987) there are two types of fit. The first of
these, distinction is between complementary fit and supplementary fit (Kristof,
1996). They defined complementary fit as “it occurs when a person's characteristics

make whole" the environment or add to it what is missing”. On the other hand,
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supplementary fit is defined as, when a person “supplements, embellishes, or
possesses characteristics which are similar to other individual in an environment”.
The second distinction is between needs-supplies and demand-abilities perspectives.
From the needs-supplies perspective P-O fit occurs, when employee’s expectations
are satisfied by organization. On the other hand, from the demand-abilities
perspective P-O fit occurs, when the employees have some skills to satisfy
organizational requirements (Caplan, 1987). Kirstof (1996) integrated these two
distinctions into one definition. According to Kristof (1996), P-O fit defined as “the
compatibility between people and organizations that occurs when: (a) at least one
entity provides what the other needs, or (b) they share similar fundamental

characteristics, or (c) both”.

Past studies indicate that P-O fit is related to some positive outcomes such as;
organizational commitment, organizational performance, job satisfaction,
organizational citizenship behavior, low-level of intention to quit, organizational
culture and career success (Bretz and Judge, 1994; Verquer et al., 2003; Elci et al.,
2008; Hoffman and Woehr, 2006; Suérez-Mendoza & Zoghbi-Manrique-de-Lara,
2008; Tepper et al., 2009; O’Reilly et al., 1991; Chatman, 1989b). While the high-
level of P-O fit is related to the desirable outcomes, the low-level of it is also related
to undesirable outcomes (i.e. turnover intention, work alienation, destructive
deviance, dissatisfaction) (Suédrez-Mendoza & Zoghbi-Manrique-de-Lara, 2008;
Verquer et al., 2003; Liu et al., 2010; Sharkavi et al., 2013; Yildiz and Alpkan,
2014).

Liu and colleagues’ (2010) state that P-O fit is a good predictor of job
satisfaction and turnover intention. Moreover, they found a negative relationship
between turnover intention and P-O fit, and job satisfaction fully mediated this
relationship. Additionally in Verquer and colleagues’ (2003) meta analytical study
they reviewed 21 studies about the P-O fit and indicated that P-O fit is related to the
commitment, turnover and intent to quit. On the other hand, Vardi (2001) stated that
ethical climate (i.e. support, warmth, reward) is negatively related to the negative
behaviors (i.e. misbehavior). Based on Vardi’s (2001) study Jawad and colleagues
(2013) hypothesized that P-O fit is negatively related to the destructive deviance.
However, this hypothesized relationship was not supported. They found a positive
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relationship between P-O fit and destructive deviance, which is inconsistent with the
literature. On the contrary, in Sharkawi and colleagues’ (2013) study, they indicated
that P-O fit is negatively related to interpersonal and organizational destructive
deviance, and P-O fit is a statistically significant predictor of interpersonal and

organizational destructive deviance.

Most of the above studies, obviously, indicated that there is a positive
relationship between P-O fit and positive outcomes, and P-O fit is an important and
desired factor for organizations. Similarly, Y1ldiz and Alpkan (2014) also state that
the best fit between person and organization is prerequisite for the organizations in
terms of its wellbeing. In this study, we postulated that if there is a good fit between
employees and organization, employees’ propensity to constructive deviant

workplace behaviors increases.
3.2.3. Participative Decision Making

Employees’ feeling of themselves as a part of their organization has been one
of the main topics of recent research interest (Lam et al., 2002). From this aspect,
decentralized decision mechanisms are one of the key factors for employees’ feeling
of belongingness. Similarly, employees’ involvement in the decision process is a
crucial issue for employees. Participative decision-making (PDM) can be defined as
a collaboration of all members of organization in decision-making process. Locke
and colleagues (1987) explained this concept as “joint decision making”. Likewise,
Aiken and Hage (1966) also defined this construct as “the degree to which staff

members participate in setting the goals and policies of the entire organization”.

In literature there are numerous evidence about the positive effects of the
PDM. For instance, Black and Gregersen (1997) investigated the effect of PDM on
performance and job satisfaction. Additionally, a previous study investigated the
effect of culture (individualism-collectivism and power distance) on PDM (Sagie and
Aycan, 2003). In addition to these instances, past researches indicated that high level
PDM is associated with numerous desirable outcomes such as; low-level absence,
increasing  productivity, improved employees’ attitudes, empowerment,
organizational citizenship behavior, organizational commitment and psychological
ownership (Porter et al., 1996; Liu et al., 2012; Bragg and Andrews, 1973; Black &
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Gregersen, 1997; Bulut and Alpkan, 2006; Jain and Jain, 2014; Yildiz et al., 2015a).
Supporting this notion, in Kearney and Hays’ (1994) study, it was emphasized that
PDM is a significant factor in terms of employees’ personal benefits, HMR
practitioners and organizations’” well being. Based on these evidences, it can be said
that PDM is an important component of the employees’ job satisfaction and
performance, and it can be seen as one of the strengths of organizations.

Despite the aforementioned desirable effect of PDM, the low-level of it is also
associated with the undesirable effects such as alienation, low-level performance, dis
satisfaction, cognitive and relationship conflict (Aiken & Hage, 1966; Eddleston et
al., 2008; Allen & LaFollette, 1977; Black & Gregersen, 1997). According to these
studies, it is easy to say that if employees don’t feel themselves as a part of decision-
making process they will be alienated. In literature there are a great number of
evidence about the negative results of alienation (Ceylan and Sulu, 2011; Nair and
Vohra, 2012; Dipietro and Pizam, 2008).

Bushman et al. (2001) state that employees exhibit detrimental behaviors as a
protest tool to feel better in response to the stressors. From this perspective,
employee may see low-level PDM as one of the most important stress factors. In this
respect they may use harmful behaviors as a coping strategy (Shoss et al., 2015).
Lazarous and colleagues (1986) defined coping skill as “the person’s constantly
changing cognitive and behavioral efforts to manage specific external and/or internal
demands that are appraised as taking exceeding the person resources”. According to
Lazarous and colleagues’ (1984, 1986) coping theory, we suggest that employees
who lack the decision making process are more prone to the exhibits destructive
deviant workplace behaviors to feel better. In other words, they may see destructive
deviant workplace behaviors as a compensating instrument against stressors, which
stem from being alienated. Shoss et al. (2015) summarized this relation as “doing
bad to feel better”.

In addition to above-mentioned arguments, according to Blau’s (1964) social
exchange theory and Lazarous et al.” (1984, 1986) coping theory, we can say that
PDM is an important predictor of deviant workplace behaviors. More clearly, while
high level of PDM is associated with the positive outcomes such as innovative
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constructive deviant workplace behaviors, the low-level of it is also related to the
possible negative behaviors such as destructive deviant workplace behaviors.

3.3. Employee Attitudes

In the literature, there are numerous theoretical approaches to explain some
causal relations among perceptions, attitudes and behaviors. However, most of them
only focus on predictors and outcomes. In other words, these theories mainly explain
the direct relationship. Accordingly, these theories lack an understanding of which
attitudes may play a mediator role in these direct relations. Right at this point, theory
of reasoned action has a pivotal role to explain the role of attitudes on the
relationship among some personality traits, organizational events, and behaviors as
output (see Figure 4). According to Cullen and Sacket (2003) “attitudes are a
summary evaluative judgement of a psychological object”.

In the literature, theory of reasoned action (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975, Ajzen
and Fishbein, 1977) is a widely accepted theory to explain the effect of attitudes on
behaviors (Ajzen, 2001). In brief, this theory explains that our attitudes toward any
behavior are the product of two drivers; our beliefs about consequences of that
behavior and beliefs about what others think. Specifically, our attitudes towards a
behavior are mostly shaped by the two key elements; (a) behavioural intentions that
“weighted additive function of a person’s attitude towards to behaviour” and (b)
subjective norms of the behaviors (Cullen and Sacket, 2003). Additionally, according
to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) behavioural intentions are the most powerful predictors
of how a person will behave. Moreover, Ajzen (1991) state that behaviors are the
product of behavioural intentions.

In light of the theory of reasoned action, we propose that moral disengagement,
as an attitude, should be a product of some negative employee orientations (i.e.
careerism, relativism, machiavellianism). In other words, moral disengagement, as an
attitude, has a mediator role on the relationship between some employee orientations
and destructive deviant workplace behaviors. Similarly, according to theory of
reasoned action, our beliefs shape our attitudes and behavior. In this perspective, we
propose that positive beliefs about the organizations should lead to positive attitudes

and behaviors. Therefore, according to theory of reasoned action we hypothesized
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that psychological ownership, as an attitude, should have a mediator role on the
relationship between some positive employee perceptions (i.e. participative decision
making, perceived organizational justice, person organization fit) and innovative
constructive deviant workplace behaviors.

As we mentioned at the outset of this section, there are plenty of studies in the
literature that investigate the direct relations between predictors and behaviors.
However, to better understand the causal paths, we focus on the mediator role of
some attitudes (i.e. moral disengagement, psychological ownership) based on theory
of reasoned action.
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3.3.1. Moral Disengagement

Moral disengagement, which can be accepted as a common result of work and
organization related negative factors, is one of the newly studied drivers of
destructive deviant workplace behaviors (Fida et al., 2014; Samnani et al., 2014;
Hystad et al., 2014; Christian and Ellis, 2014). In our theoretical model, moral
disengagement, as an attitude, has a mediator role. Additionally, moral
disengagement and its relationship with the destructive deviant workplace behaviors

will be discussed.

Besides the aforementioned explanations, past researchers rarely studied the
relationship between moral disengagement and destructive deviant workplace
behaviors. Additionally, moral disengagement is a new concept applied in
organizational behavior area (Samnani et al., 2014). As previously mentioned, the
concept of moral disengagement is based on Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive
theory. According to this theory, self-regulatory mechanism has a pivotal factor to
explain this concept. The concept of self-regulatory refers to “the capacity of humans
to decide on current behaviors based on a set of internal standards”(Hystad et al.,
2014). Bandura and colleagues (1996), to emphasize importance of self regulatory-
mechanism, state that “moral reasoning translated in to actions through self-
regulatory mechanisms through which moral agency is exercised”. If self-regulatory
mechanism works smoothly, individual’s self-condemnation mechanism will be
activated, and then transgressive behaviors will be prevented. In other words, trough
the self-condemnation mechanism the possible conflict between internalized moral
standards and transgressive behaviors will be foreseen and previously blocked
(Moore et al., 2012). In his study, Bandura (1999) stated that the existence of moral
disengagement depends on the self-regulation mechanism’s activation. In this
perspective, the activation of this mechanism is selective. If self-regulation process is

deactivated than the moral disengagement appears.

After of all these theoretical explanations, moral disengagement refers to an
ability of deactivating self-regulatory mechanism, in turn, deactivating self-
condemnation mechanism to rationalize his/her activities which is actually

inconsistent with the internalized moral standards (Bandura et al., 1996; Detert et al.,
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2008). Moral disengagement consists of eight different but interrelated mechanisms
(Moore et al., 2012; Hystad et al., 2014). These eight mechanisms are categorized
into three sub-groups. The first group consists of these tree mechanisms; moral
justification, euphemistic labeling and advantageous comparison. The second group
consists of dehumanization and attribution of blame. Lastly the final group consists
of displacement of responsibility, diffusion of responsibility and distortion of
consequences. Respectively the first group focuses on “a cognitive restructuring of
the act or behavior in order to make it more morally justifiable”, the second group
focus on the “cognitive misconstrual of the victims of the unethical behavior” and
the final group focus on the “a cognitive restructuring of the agentic role of the actor
of the behavior” (Hystad et al., 2014). In sum, as Alnuaimi and colleagues (2010)
state that “moral disengagement explains why people misbehave when they believe

no one is looking”.
3.3.2. Psychological Ownership

Psychological ownership, which can be accepted as a common result of work
and organization-related positive factors, is one of the rarely studied drivers of
positive behaviors (e.g. Chung and Moon, 2011; Avey et al., 2009; Vandewalle et al.,
1995; Avey et al., 2012; Buchko, 1993; O’driscoll et al., 2006). Avey et al. (2009)
state that, the phenomenon of ownership is common nearly in all societies. They also
address that psychological ownership is a positive source, which effects employee
performance in organizations. Appelbaum et al. (2007) also state that psychological

empowerment constitutes a powerful source of positive deviance.

There are numerous definitions of this construct in the literature. For instance,
Pierce et al. (2003) defined psychological ownership as “that state where an
individual feels as though the target of ownership or a piece of that target is ‘theirs’
(i.e., it is MINE!)”. On the other hand Mayhew et al. (2007) defined this construct as
“a feeling of possession in the absence of any formal or legal claims of ownership”.
O’Driscoll et al. (2006) explain this concept as psychological dependence on a
specific object. Pierce et al. (2001) also state that “feeling of possession and being
tied to an object psychologically” are root of the psychological ownership construct.

According to Pierce et al. (2001, 2003) psychological ownership is “an attitude with
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affective and cognitive elements”. As understood from the comprehensiveness of
this concept it can be used for plenty of targets or units such as job, organization,

employees and tasks (Rudmin and Berry, 1987; Van Dyne and Pierce, 2004).

In addition to above construct definitions of psychological ownership, Pierce et
al. (2001) state that the construct of psychological ownership consists of three sub
dimensions namely belongingness, self-efficacy and self-identity. On the other hand
Avey et al. (2009) tried to define components of psychological ownership adding one
more dimension to previous dimensions namely accountability. Taking together
these explanations, it can be said that the construct of psychological ownership
consists of four sub-dimensions (belongingness, self efficacy, self identity and

accountability).

Belongingness refers to the feeling of belonging against the organization taken
place in (Avey et al. 2009). In other words, the feeling of belongingness emerges as a
result of the satisfaction of need for belonging, which is met by taking place in
organization. Self-efficacy refers to the belief of success towards to any targeted
tasks. In order to clarify self-efficacy, Avey et al. (2009) addresses the questions “I
need to do this tasks, I can do it, and | therefore own the responsibility for achieving
success”. Self-identity refers to how people identify themselves in terms of feeling of
possession towards a specific target. Pierce et al. (2001) also state that possession,
which is core feeling of psychological ownership; serves as a bridge between self-
identity and individuality. On the other hand Avey et al. (2009) exemplified this
concept as people may define himself/herself as a sports car driver, a yacht owner or
an antique collector. Lastly, accountability defined as “the implicit or explicit
expectation that one may be called on to justify one’s beliefs, feelings and actions to
others” (Lerner and Tetlock, 1999). According to Avey et al. (2009), accountability
is a source of psychological ownership through two mechanisms: “(1) the expected
right to hold others accountable and (2) the expectation for one’s self to be held
accountable”. In short, this concept emphasizes the expected rights and
responsibilities against to society related to the targeted subject (Pierce et al., 2003;
Avey, et al., 2009).

Pierce et al. (2003), in their study, tried to highlight the construct distinction of

psychological ownership from the legal ownership. According to their study they

37



assert that psychological ownership is related to the “mind” instead of physical
ownership. Supporting this notion Etzioni (1991) states that of course, property and
the feeling of ownership are real, however, the feeling of ownership is completely
related to mind. Likewise, Pierce et al. (2003) stress that the formal ownership can
bee seen and perceived by society, however, the feeling of psychological ownership
is related to the individual’s inner world. Additionally, Pierce et al. (2003) also state
that the formal ownership does not guarantee the feeling of psychological ownership.
In other words, people may not have a feeling of psychological possession towards
any object even they have a formal ownership on it. From these definitions, it can be
said that psychological ownership is strongly related to the intrinsic factors, which

are not seen as easy as formal ownership.

Pierce et al. (2003) explain the emergence of psychological ownership with
four factors namely; target factors, individual factors, context and process. Target
factors point the question “what can and can’t be owned” Individual factors
emphasized that different people have different and unique motivators towards the
feeling of ownership. Therefore, the emergence of psychological ownership differs
from person to person. On the other hand the context emphasized that the emergence
of psychological ownership and the end of this feeling of possession depend on some
environmental and structural factors such as cultural differences. According to Pierce
et al. (2001, 2003), some situational forces influence the beginning and end of
psychological ownership. They also proposed that the construct of psychological
ownership is based on “a set of intra-individual motives” such as efficacy and

effectance, self-identity, and having a place to dwell.

Although psychological ownership, as a positive attitude, conceptually differs
from other related constructs, there is some confusion about it. Van Dyne and Pierce
(2004) state “psychological ownership is different from other work-related attitudes
and has unique explanatory power because its conceptual core is feelings of
possession that trigger affect-driven behaviors”. In order to clarify this confusion,
Pierce et al. (2001) emphasized that because of its possession and motivational bases,
it is distinct from other constructs. Van Dyne and Pierce (2004) also clarified this
confusion with a few examples. For instance, “Psychological ownership asks, “How

much do | feel this organization (workplace) is mine?” Organizational commitment
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asks, “Why should I maintain my membership in this organization?” Organizational
identification asks, “Who | am”, Internalization asks, “What do | believe?”
Psychological empowerment asks, “ Do | feel capable and intrinsically motivated in
my work role?” Job involvement asks “How important is the job and job

performance to my self image?”

In addition to above-mentioned explanations, Mayhew et al. (2007) categorized
this construct as an organization-based and job-based psychological ownership. They
defined organization-based psychological ownership as “individual members’
feelings of possession and psychological connection to an organization as a whole”,
They assert that this state can differ from various factors such as; organizational
climate, organizational culture, managerial factors, corporate strategy, corporate
vision, so on. On the other hand, they defined job-based psychological ownership as
“individual’s feelings of possession toward their particular job”. Although these two
concepts can be seen as personality traits, Van Dyne and Pierce (2004) state that
these two concepts are attitudinal variables rather than the personality characteristics.
Additionally, O’Driscoll et al. (2006) state that these two distinct forms of ownership
are not synonymous, instead they have distinct roles, which provide a basis for some
attitudes and behaviors. In line with these definitions, in this study the organization

based psychological ownership was investigated.
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4. MEDIATOR ROLES OF MORAL
DISENGAGEMENT

Moral disengagement can affect detrimental behaviors both directly and by its
impact on other theoretically relevant determinants (Bandura et al., 1996). Deter et
al. (2008) assert that the comprehension of moral disengagement is unsatisfactory in
the current literature. From this point of view, it can be said that the concept of moral
disengagement still needs more research attention. In line with these explanations,
the recent studies related to the moral disengagement are presented in Table 2.

Theoretically, the construct of moral disengagement is based on Bandura et
al.’s (1986, 1996, 1999) social cognitive theory. In other words, moral
disengagement is an extension of this theory. According to this theory, people have a
potential of control on their thoughts and behaviors by means of their self-regulatory
system. Briefly, self-regulatory system refers to some personal ethical standards that
guide individuals’ thoughts and actions to be morally acceptable. In other words,
these personal ethical standards serve as an evaluating system only if self-regulatory
system is activated. In this respect, with the self-regulatory system people can
anticipate their positive and negative behaviors, and judge their rightness in terms of
their internal moral standards. Of course, this theory also stresses that self-regulatory
system also serve as a barrier to morally undesired behaviors. Right at this point,
behaviours, which are accepted as bad counter self-censure. Therefore, people,
whose self-regulatory systems work smoothly, behave in accordance with their
internal moral standards. In line with these definitions, the most important
determinant of this theory is that activating self-regulatory system is selective
(Bandura et al., 1996). In other words, self-regulatory system is not automatically
activated. Activating this mechanism varies from person to person. Bandura (1999)
states that when self-regulatory system is deactivated moral disengagement comes in

to play.
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Table 2.

Moral Disengagement Related Studies

Source Predictor(s) Mediator(s) Moderator(s) Dep_ended
Variable(s)
- Moral
Disengagement
. -Diffusion of . . .
Alnuami et . L - Dispersion on social
al. 2010 Team size resp.ons[blllty, loafing
' -Attribution of
blame
-Dehumanization
-ProSocial
behavior
Bandura et Moral Disengagement -Aggression Harmful behavior
al., 1996 proneness
-Guilt and
Restitution
- Moral justification S
Barsky, - Displacement of Participation goal Unethical behavior
2011 o setting
responsibility
- Interpersonal conflict
- Constraints -Negative
. - Workload - .
Fidaetal, Lack of Decision- emotions Moral disengagement
2014 ; -Moral Destructive deviance
making disengagement
- Lack of Support
- Negative emotions
Hystad et - Organizational -Moral Destructive deviance
al., 2014 Justice Disengagement

- Self-reported
unethical behavior,

- A decision to commit
fraud,

Mooreet - Propensity to moral ) gesc?sfi-srelri‘r??ﬁe
al., 2012 disengagement
workplace,

- Supervisor and
coworker reported
unethical work
behaviors

Samnani et . - Moral

Negative affect disengagement Destructive deviance
al., 2014

- Gender
. -Personality

Saidon et -Gender Moral disengagement
al., 2010 . .

-Ethical climate

Individual differences

-Empathy
Detert et -Mo!’al 'd(?”_t'ty Moral Unethical decision
al., 2008 -Trait cynicism disengagement making

-Chance locus of

control orientation

-Gender
Christian -Negative emotions Moral
and Ellis, -Moral disengagement disengagement Destructive deviance
2014 -Turnover intentions

-Moral disengagement
Chowdhury - Empathy
and - Moral identity Moral .
Fernando, - Cynicism disengagement Consumer ethics
(2014)
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4.1. The Relationship Between Moral Disengagement and

Destructive Deviant Workplace Behaviors

According to Bandura (1986), people can rationalize or justify their immoral
activities by means of the deactivating self-regulatory mechanism. Detert et al.
(2008) state that moral disengagement is one of the drivers of unethical decision-
making; therefore, determining its antecedents and consequences is crucial for
today’s organizations. Especially, given the selective nature of moral disengagement,
defining which employees are more prone to the moral disengagement is vitally
important for organizations. In line with these explanations, we hypothesized those
employees who have a set of orientations (i.e. careerism, relativism, idealism,
machiavellianism) that have been linked to some negative behaviors by past
researchers, may exhibit these behaviors not directly but through moral
disengagement as an attitude. Accordingly, we will try to uncover the effects of these
four individual differences on destructive deviant workplace behaviors and the
mediator role of moral disengagement on these relationships.

According to Bandura and colleagues (1996), moral disengagement can
diminish prosocialness and foster the detrimental activities. From this aspect, it can
be said that moral disengagement may be a predictor of negative behaviors. Because
of the moral disengagement is not a constant variable; the appearance of it depends
on person or situation (Hystad et al., 2014). There are some supporting evidences for
this notion. For instance, Saidon and colleagues’ (2010) found a negative and modest
relationship between ethical climate and moral disengagement. Additionally, in
Deter and colleagues’ (2008) study, they found a positive relationship between moral
disengagement and unethical decisions. Moreover, they discussed that it might be a
predictor of counterproductive workplace behaviors. Supporting this notion, in
another study, moral disengagement was found as a significant predictor of
destructive deviance (Hystad et al., 2014). Samnani and colleagues (2014) also state
that people who have ability of moral disengagement are more prone to exhibit

destructive deviant behaviors because of the less feelings of quilt.

According to the aforementioned studies, obviously, the causes and

consequences of moral disengagement are numerous. However, there is a paucity of
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studies investigating its relation to destructive deviant workplace behaviors (Fida et
al., 2014; Hystead et al., 2014; Christian and Ellis, 2014; Samnani et al., 2014).
Therefore, in this study, we hypothesized that moral disengagement is not only a
cause of destructive deviant workplace behaviors but also a mediator that links the
effects of some employee orientations (i.e. careerism, idealism, relativism and

machiavellianism) to destructive deviant workplace behaviors.

4.2. Mediator Role of Moral Disengagement in the
Relation of Careerism to Destructive Deviant

Workplace Behaviors

Moral disengagement, as an important negative attitude, may play such a
linking role between careerist orientation and destructive deviant workplace
behaviors. As stated before, careerism is related to some negative outcomes, and
destructive deviant workplace behaviors can be one of them (Chiaburu et al., 2013;
Yildiz and Alpkan, 2014).

Recent studies with related to the moral disengagement indicate that this
construct is associated with destructive deviant workplace behaviors (Fida et al,
2014; Samnani et al., 2014; Hystad et al., 2014; Christian and Ellis, 2014). For
instance, Fida and colleagues (2014) used moral disengagement as a mediator in the
relationship between negative emotions and destructive deviant workplace behaviors.
In addition to this study, Hystad and colleagues (2014) also used moral
disengagement as a mediator in the relationship between organizational justice and

destructive deviant workplace behaviors.

In past studies, it was hypothesized that moral disengagement is a missing link
between some negative predictors and destructive deviant workplace behaviors.
Based on those theoretical and empirical studies, we propose that having careerist
orientation should foster moral disengagement. Also, careerism should be positively
related to moral disengagement since individuals having high careerist orientations
are more likely to ignore their harmful behaviors to advance in their non-
performance based career way. As a result, high careerist employees should be more

likely to morally disengage through processes such as the moral justification (by
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deactivating the self-regulatory system) of their acts that would harm others. It
follows that;

Hypothesis 2: Moral disengagement mediates the positive relationship between

careerism and destructive deviant workplace behaviors

4.3. Mediator Role of Moral Disengagement in the Relation
of Ethical Ideology (ldealism and Relativism) to

Destructive Deviant Workplace Behavior

In ethics literature, there are various different models of ethical ideology,
which determine individual ethical perceptions and variety of the ethical decision
making process. However, one of them that is widely used in literature, developed by
Forsyth and colleagues (1988) consists of two sub dimensions; idealism and

relativism.

According to Forsyth (1985), idealists believe that desirable consequences can
be obtained with the universal right actions. On the other hand, relativists believe
that to obtain desirable consequences misbehaving can be seen as a must. In other
words, in his own words “good is often mixed with bad” for relativists. According to
this study, idealism refers to importance of wellbeing of others and intrinsically
believing the rightness of actions. According to this definition idealists believe that
desirable consequences depend on the morally right actions. However, low-level of
idealism is associated with the weakness of the engaging moral rules (Forsyth, 1992).
Likewise, in Keller’s (1997) study it was stated that low-level idealists follow ethical
rules to satisfy their self-interests without thinking the others, which is potentially
affected from the result of these actions. On the other hand, relativism refers to
ignoring universal moral rules in morally decision-making process (Forsyth, 1980).
In other words, relativists believe that moral rules depend on the difference of
circumstances and can differ from situation-to-situation or person-to-person. In short,
while the idealists always follow the universal moral rules, relativists take account of
the context of situation before making a moral decision (Hastings and Finegan,
2011).
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Instead, relativists are more sceptical than the idealists about engaging the
universal ethical rules (Henle et al., 2005). According to Forsyth (1992) personal
attitudes and interests, which can differ from situational or contextual factors, are
more important than the fix moral rules. Conversely, there is a strong relationship
between low-level of relativism and universal ethical moral rules. However this
relationship is slightly different from the idealism. Harming others to obtain
desirable consequences is not important for low-level relativist if they follow the

universal moral rules strictly (Henle et al., 2005).

In the literature, there are numerous researches which investigated the
relationship between ethical ideology and some potential predictors of it such as;
authoritarianism, conscientiousness, agreeableness, openness to experience, moral
identity and moral intensity (McFerran et al., 2009; McHoskey, 1996; Singhapakdi et
al., 1999). Also, past researches indicated that relativism, as a subset of ethical
ideology, is related to the destructive deviant workplace behaviors (Henle et al.,
2005; Hastings and Finegan, 2011). More clearly, Hastings and Finegan (2011)
found a positive but low and insignificant relationship between relativism and
destructive deviance (r =0,04 interpersonal deviance and r =0,09 organizational
deviance). Similarly, they found a negative and significant relationship between
idealism and destructive deviance (r =-0,33 interpersonal deviance and r =-0,24
organizational deviance). On the other hand, Henle and colleagues (2005)
hypothesized that there is a positive relationship between relativism and destructive
deviance, and found a low and insignificant relationship between relativism and
destructive deviance (r =0,10 interpersonal deviance and r =-0,09 organizational
deviance). Similarly, they found a negative and significant relationship between
idealism and destructive deviance (r =-0,24 interpersonal deviance and r =-0,26
organizational deviance). In a nutshell, these studies assert that employees, who are
relativist, are more prone to the exhibits of destructive deviant workplace behaviors.
As aforementioned, moral disengagement is also associated with destructive deviant
workplace behaviors (Fida et al, 2014; Samnani et al., 2014;Hystad et al., 2014;
Christian and Ellis, 2014). In past researches moral disengagement has a linking role
between some negative predictors and destructive deviant workplace behaviors (Fida
etal., 2014; Hystad et al., 2014).
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In light of above-mentioned arguments, we proposed that employees having
high relativist orientation should be more prone to destructive deviant workplace
behavior. Accordingly, having high level relativist orientation should be one of the
triggers of moral disengagement. As above mentioned, relativists have less ethical
concern about the results of their harmful behaviors by comparison with idealists. In
this respect, according to social cognitive theory, we propose that relativists should
be more prone to deactivating their self-regulatory system. On the other hand, having
high idealist orientation should inhibit moral disengagement, in turn, destructive
deviant workplace behaviors. In other words, since idealists give more importance to
universal ethical rules and since they care more about the wellbeing of others, having
idealist orientation should prevent moral disengagement and destructive deviant
workplace behaviors. To conclude, by comparison with the idealists, high relativist
employees should be more likely to morally disengage through processes such as the
moral justification (by deactivating the self-regulatory system) of acts that would

harm others or the dehumanization of the targets of those acts. It follows that;

Hypothesis 3a: Moral disengagement mediates the positive relationship between

relativism and destructive deviant workplace behaviors

Hypothesis 3b: Moral disengagement mediates the negative relationship between

idealism and destructive deviant workplace behaviors

4.4. Mediator Role of Moral Disengagement in the Relation
of Machiavellianism to Destructive Deviant Workplace

Behaviors

According to Moore et al. (2012) machiavellianism is defined as “individual’s
propensity to be manipulative and ruthless in the pursuit of self-interested goals”.
Likewise, Wilson et al. (1996) defined this construct as “a strategy of social conduct
that involves manipulating others for personal gain, often against the other’s self-
interest”. As previously mentioned, past studies show that people having high
machiavellian orientations are likely to exhibit some negative and destructive deviant
workplace behaviors (Sakalaki et al., 2007; Bennet and Robinson, 2000; Galperin,
2012; Grover and Enz, 2005; Christie and Geis, 1970; Dahling et al., 2009). On the
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other hand, past studies also indicated that there is a positive relationship between
destructive deviant workplace behaviors and moral disengagement (Christian and
Ellis, 2014; Samnani et al., 2014; Fida et al., 2014; Hystad et al., 2014).

According to Christie and Geis, (1970), machiavellianists are self-interest
focused individuals. In other words, they stress that giving more importance to the
desired ends and ignoring the ethical rules or norms is a part of machiavellianism.
Supporting this notion, as previously mentioned, Galperin (2012) states “Machs
believe that the ends justify the means, they will do what it takes to satisfy their
goals”. Similarly, Wrightsman (1991) stress that machiavellianists are lack of ethical
concern. Robbins and Judge (2011) also state that high machiavellianists are
pragmatic individuals that keep themselves distance from emotional tendencies. In
these studies, it can be easily seen that machiavellianists have a potential of
intentionally overlook ethical and moral rules in their own interests. Of course, past
studies have already indicated that there is a positive relationship between
machiavellianism and destructive deviant workplace behaviors. In line with these
explanations, we propose that machiavellianism will facilitate moral disengagement
because, employees who have high machiavellianist orientation are extremely result-
oriented people. Thus, an employee who is high on machiavellianism will be more
likely to overlook ethical concerns and potential harms of their acts. In other words,
employees with high machiavellianist orientation are more prone to deactivate their
self-regulatory and self-condemnation systems. It follows that;

Hypothesis 4: Moral Disengagement mediates the relationship between

machiavellianism and destructive deviant workplace behavior

Careerism
' Destructive Deviant
Ethica Id’eology Workplace Behaviors
'IdEﬂ}lﬁm | Moral Disengagement
-Relativism 7 | -Interpersonal DDWB
-Organizational DDWB
Machiavellianism

Figure 5. Mediator Role of Moral Disengagement
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5. MEDIATOR ROLES OF PSYCHOLOGICAL
OWNERSHIP

Studying and understanding innovative constructive deviant workplace
behaviors is an important research area because of its positive effects on
organizations (Galperin, 2002; Howell and Higgins, 1990; Robbins and Galperin,
2010; Vadera et al., 2013). In the literature, studies trying to define predictors of
innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors are limited. Accordingly, the
research interest, which is necessary to close this gap, is also limited. From this
aspect, the main difference of the present study from the past researches is the

mediator role of psychological ownership in the proposed model (see Figure 6).

Past researches indicate that psychological ownership is an attitude that has
some positive effects on organizations (i.e. job satisfaction, performance, extra-role
behavior, commitment, and reduced negative behaviors)(Vandewalle et al., 1995;
Pierce et al., 1992; Liu et al., 2012; Pierce et al., 2004; Avey et al., 2009; Sieger et
al., 2013; Ghafoor et al., 2011). Of course, psychological ownership has already been

studied as a mediator in past researches (see Table 3).

Wagner et al. (2003) investigated the mediating effect of psychological
ownership on the relationship between participation plans and employee attitudes
towards the organization. Likewise, they also investigated the mediator role of
psychological ownership in the relationship between climate of self-determination
and financial performance. Additionally, Mayhew et al. (2007) categorized this
construct as organization-based and job-based psychological ownership.
Accordingly, in their study, they tried to determine these two types of psychological
ownership’s antecedents and consequences. The results of their research indicates
that psychological ownership has a mediator role in the relationship between
autonomy and some work attitudes such as job satisfaction and organizational
commitment. Specifically, they found job-based psychological ownership as a
significant predictor of job satisfaction, and organization-based psychological
ownership as a significant predictor of job satisfaction and organizational
commitment. On the other hand, their findings indicate that job-based psychological

ownership partially mediates the relationship between job autonomy and job
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satisfaction, while organization based psychological ownership partially mediates the

relationship between autonomy and organizational commitment.

In addition to above-mentioned instances, Sieger et al. (2011) investigated the
mediator role of psychological ownership in the relationship between organizational
justice (distributive and procedural) and some attitudes such as affective commitment
and job satisfaction. According to their findings psychological ownership partially
mediates the relationship between distributive justice perception and affective
commitment. Additionally their findings also show that psychological ownership
partially mediates the relationship between distributive justice and job satisfaction.
On the other hand, Liu et al. (2012) investigated the mediator role of psychological
ownership at the individual and unit level variables. In their study, at the unit level,
they investigated the relationship between self-managing team climate and individual
outcomes (organization-based self esteem, affective commitment and organizational
citizenship behavior) through psychological ownership. On the other hand, at
individual level, they investigated the relationship between participative decision-
making and individual outcomes through psychological ownership. Their results
indicate that psychological ownership has a significant mediating effect on the
relationship between participative decision-making and organization-based self-
esteem. Likewise, this significant mediating effect is also valid for self-managing
team climate and organization-based self-esteem relationship, self-managing team
climate and affective commitment relationship, and participative-decision making

and affective commitment relationship.

Avey et al. (2012), in their study, hypothesized that psychological ownership
mediated the relationship between ethical leadership and job satisfaction. Consistent
with this hypothesis, their results show that psychological ownership fully mediated
this relationship. Similarly, Ghafoor et al. (2011) also investigated the mediating
effect of psychological ownership in their model. In their study, they investigated the
relationship between transformational leadership and employee engagement as
independent variables, and employee performance as dependent variable. Their
results indicate that psychological ownership partially mediated the relationship
between the independent variables (employee engagement and transformational
leadership) and employee performance. On the other hand O’Driscoll et al. (2006)
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investigated the mediator role of psychological ownership in the relationship
between work environment structure (technology effects, job design autonomy
effects, participative decision-making effects) and employee citizenship behaviors
and organizational commitment. Their results show that organization-based
psychological ownership partially mediates the relationship between work

environment structure and affective organizational commitment.

In addition to above-mentioned studies, the main difference of this study,
predictor variables, in our theoretical model, do not predict other positive behaviors
but they are used as a predictor for innovative constructive deviance. Of course, in
the literature past studies have already studied the effect of some employee
perceptions (i.e. organizational culture and climate) on employees’ innovative
behaviors (Yuan and Woodman, 2010). However, in this study, the effects of
employees’ organizational justice, participative decision-making and person-

organization fit will be investigated.

In social sciences, many studies are explained in light of the Blau’s (1964)
social exchange theory (Suérez-Mendoza and Zoghbi-Manrique-de-Lara, 2008).
According to this theory, behaviors are product of some perceptions and attitudes. In
other words, according to social exchange explanation, there is an interaction among
perceptions, attitudes and behaviors. In this respect, because of this theory’s
interactional nature we can say that people have some positive and negative
perceptions and these perceptions link some positive behaviors through some
positive attitudes (Greenberg and Scott, 1996; Konovsky and Pugh, 1994). Similarly,
according to Ajzen and Fishbein’ (1977) theory of reasoned action, attitudes play a
critical role on behaviors. In other words, attitudes play a bridge role between
perceptions and behaviors. According to this theory, psychological ownership, as a
positive attitude, might cause innovative constructive deviance. More clearly, it was
hypothesized that positive employee perceptions lead to innovative constructive
deviant workplace behaviors through psychological ownership as an attitude. Past
studies stressing the mediator roles of psychological ownership in literature are

presented in Table 3.
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Table 3. The Mediator Roles of Psychological Ownership

Source

Independent Variables

Mediator Variable

Dependent Variables

Wagner et al., 2003

Participation in employee
ownership initiative
Climate of self determination

O’Driscoll et al., 2006

Work environment structure

Mayhew et al., 2007

Autonomy

Sieger et al., 2011

Distributive Justice
Procedural Justice

Liu et al., 2012

Self-managing team climate
Participative decision-making

Avey et al., 2012

Ethical leadership

Ghafoor et al., 2011

Trans formational Leadership
Employee Engagement

Psychological
Ownership

Employee attitudes toward the
organization
Financial Performance

Organizational citizenship
behavior
Organizational commitment

Job satisfaction
Organizational commitment

Affective commitment
Job Satisfaction

Organizational based self
esteem

Affective commitment
Organizational citizenship
behavior

Job satisfaction

Employee Performance
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5.1. The Relationship Between Psychological Ownership
and Innovative Constructive Deviant Workplace

Behaviors

Psychological ownership as an attitudinal positive variable has been rarely
related to deviant behaviors in the past literature. Although psychological ownership
has a positive nature like organizational commitment, organizational citizenship
behavior, employee voice, job satisfaction, organizational effectiveness etc. (e.g.
Avey et al., 2009, 2012; Buchko, 1993; Pierce et al., 2003; Wagner et al., 2003;
Ghafoor et al., 2011), there is a paucity of research on this subject in the literature
(Pierce and Morgan, 1991).

O’Driscoll et al. (2006) state that if employees have the feeling of ownership
towards their organizations they probably engage in extra-role behaviors. Likewise,
Pierce et al. (1991) proposed that psychological ownership would be associated with
the constructive efforts, which go beyond the formal job definition, towards
organization. Vandewella et al. (1995) also hypothesized that there is a positive
relationship between psychological ownership and extra role behaviors. They found
positive and significant relationship among psychological ownership, extra role
behaviors and job satisfaction. Avey et al. (2009) also tried to define antecedents and
consequences of psychological ownership, and they found positive relations between
psychological ownership and some positive outcomes such as organizational
commitment, intentions to stay, job satisfaction, and individual and organizational
level citizenship behavior. They also found that transformational leadership is one of
the significant predictors of psychological ownership. Additionally, their findings
indicate that there is negative and significant relationship between destructive

deviant workplace behaviors and psychological ownership.

In the literature, there are numerous studies stressing the positive relationship
between psychological ownership and other positive outcomes. For instance, Wagner
et al. (2003) found a significant and positive relationship among psychological
ownership, ownership belief and financial performance. On the other hand
O’Driscoll et al. (2006) investigated the relationship between attitudes and behaviors

in terms of the work environment’s structural effect. Specifically, they tried to
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answer the question, “how work environment structure links up with employee
attitudes and behavior”. They found that less structured work environment is lead to
a greater level of job autonomy and control over the job, in turn; this promotes the
emergence of psychological ownership. Likewise, Liu et al. (2012) investigated the
mediating effect of psychological ownership in their model. Their findings show that
psychological ownership is a significant predictor of organization based self-esteem,
affective commitment and organizational citizenship behaviors. As aforementioned,
Pierce et al.” (2013) propositions support these results. Additionally, Van Dyne and
Pierce (2004) found a positive and significant relationship among psychological
ownership and positive employee attitudes (organizational commitment, job
satisfaction, organization-based self-esteem), and behaviors (organizational
citizenship behavior and performance). Similarly, Avey et al. (2012) found a
positive relationship between job satisfaction and psychological ownership, and this
result was also supported by past researches (Mayhew et al., 2007; Long, 1978;
Sieger et al., 2011; Klein, 1987).

Supporting above explanations, Wright and Cropanzano (2000) state that
psychologically well-being of employees is related to some positive outcomes such
as job performance. Additionally, Pierce et al. (1991) state that if employees
organization-based psychological ownership level increases the coherence between
person-organization will be better. On the other hand, according to O’Driscoll et al.
(2006), as a result of the high level of psychological ownership the integrity level of
the employees in organization rises, and this leads to intention to stay in the
organization. In other words, they assert that psychological ownership is positively

related to the affective commitment.

In the literature, there are also studies that stress the positive and negative sides
of psychological ownership. For instance, Pierce et al. (2003) state that there are
some positive and negative affects of psychological ownership. According to their
study the positive effects of psychological ownership are citizenship behavior,
personal sacrifice and assumption of risk, experienced responsibility and
stewardship. On the other hand, over level of it can cause an obsession, which leads
to feeling of unwilling share the target of ownership, materialism and destructive
deviant workplace behaviors. However, Pierce et al. 2003 emphasized that these
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negative effects can emerge in certain situations, which cannot be generalised.
Instead, in this study, it was proposed that the optimal level of psychological
ownership might cause some positive extra role behaviors such as innovative
constructive deviant workplace behaviors. In light of these explanations, given the
employees’ satisfaction as a result of the possessiveness of target object, it can be
said that satisfied employees in organizations may engage in positive or extra role
behaviors. From this aspect, organizations should look psychological ownership as a

must to its well-being.

After the aforementioned explanations, we can say that the concept of
psychological ownership has been widely studied in recent literature (Liu et al.,
2012; Mayhew et al., 2007; Ozler et al., 2008; Pierce et al., 2003, 2004;Sieger et al.,
2011, 2013). However, its relation to constructive deviant behaviors is rarely studied
(Chung and Moon, 2011). Additionally, Chung and Moon (2011) found a positive
and significant relationship between innovative constructive deviant workplace
behaviors and psychological ownership. Therefore, in this study, it was proposed that
using some new predictors with the mediating effect of psychological ownership
could advance the understanding of innovative constructive deviant workplace

behaviors.

5.2. Mediator Role of Psychological Ownership in the
Relation of Justice Perception to Innovative

Constructive Deviant Workplace Behaviors

In the literature, fairness has a vital importance from the social exchange
perspective (Konovsky and Pugh, 1994; Vadera et al.,, 2013). The concept of
organizational justice is based on Adam’s (1963, 1965) equity theory. According to
this theory, employees who has perception of inequity or injustice with related to the
their organizations develop some cognitive and behavioural attitudes as a response to

their organizations (Fox et al., 2001).

As previously mentioned, the level of perceived organizational justice is one of
the most important predictors of workplace deviance. Psychological ownership as an

important positive attitude may play such a linking role between the employees’
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perception of justice and innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors. As
aforementioned, psychological ownership is associated with the constructive
deviance (Chung and Moon, 2011; Vandewalle et al., 1995) and it was used as
mediator between some perceptions and positive behaviors (see Table 3). From these
studies it can be understood that psychological ownership serves like a bridge
between positive perceptions and behaviors.

In the recent literature, there are also studies investigating the relationship
between organizational justice and psychological ownership (Chi and Han, 2008). In
their study, Chi and Han (2008) proposed that organizational justice (procedural and
distributive) might play a mediator role in the relationship between formal ownership
(profit sharing plans, participation decision-making and access to business
information) and psychological ownership. However, in this study, the mediator role
of psychological ownership was used between perceived organizational justice and

innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors.

A recent study has already investigated the relationship between organizational
justice and innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors, and they found a
positive relationship between these two constructs (Riasudeen and Narayanan, 2014).
However, in our theoretical model, according to Blau’s (1964) social exchange
explanation and Ajzen and Fishbein’ (1977) theory of reasoned action we suggest
that if people perceive their organizational milieu as fair or equitable they may
develop some positive attitudes (i.e. psychological ownership) and, in turn, exhibit
some positive behaviors (i.e. constructive deviant behaviors). Therefore, in the
proposed model, the perception of justice could work through the mechanism of
psychological ownership. It follows that;

Hypothesis 7a: Psychological ownership mediates the positive relationship between
distributive justice and innovative constructive deviant workplace

behaviors.

Hypothesis 7b: Psychological ownership mediates the positive relationship between
procedural justice and innovative constructive deviant workplace

behaviors.
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5.3. Mediator Role of Psychological Ownership in the
Relation of Person-Organization Fit to Innovative

Constructive Deviant Workplace Behaviors

Person-Organization fit (P-O fit) is defined as the coherence between personal
and organizational characteristics (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). There are some
supporting evidences for this notion. For instance, Rynes and Cable (2003) laid stress
on the importance of the P-O fit in this century. In their study, they emphasized that
choosing appropriate organization is one of the most important concerns of

employees and this constitutes a basis for their job applications.

In the literature, many studies indicate that high-level of P-O fit is associated
with the some positive outcomes (i.e. job satisfaction, organizational performance,
organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship behavior) (e.g. Elci et al.,
2008; Liu et al., 2010; O'Reilly et al., 1991; Bretz and Judge, 1994; Suarez-Mendoza
and Zoghbi-Manrique-de-Lara, 2008). However, there are also studies, which relate
to the undesirable effects of poor level of P-O fit such as; turnover intention,
alienation, dissatisfaction, and counter productive workplace behaviors (e.g. Liu et
al., 2010; Sharkavi et al., 2013, Jawad et al., 2013; Suarez-Mendoza and Zoghbi-
Manrique-de-Lara, 2008). These studies show that high-level of P-O fit is a desirable

factor for organizations.

Balu’s (1964) social exchange explanation suggests that there are interactions
among perceptions, attitudes and behaviors. In this respect, although we did not find
any study that investigates the direct relationship between P-O fit and constructive
deviant workplace behaviors, according to this theory P-O fit can be a predictor of
innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors. In other words, if employees
feel a good fit between themselves and their organizations they should have a felling

of obligation to exhibit innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors.

Cable and Judge (1996) state that employee’s perception of P-O fit is strongly
associated with the employees’ attitudes. On the other hand, psychological
ownership, as a positive attitude, is associated with the constructive deviance (Chung
and Moon, 2011; Vandewalle et al., 1995). In Van Dyene et al.” (1994) study, they
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investigated the relationship between some predictors (i.e. positive job attitudes,
cynicism, workplace values, motivating job characteristics, tenure, job level) and
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). Also, they suggested that their proposed
relations are not direct but trough some possible mediators (Netemeyer et al., 1997;
Podsakoff et al., 1990). In view of the OCB is a pro-social behavior (Spreitzer and
Sonenshein, 2004; Galperin, 2012), constructive deviance, which is to focus on
helping others, is also one of the prosocial behaviors. In light of these relations, the
relationship between P-O fit and constructive deviance should not be direct but
through some possible attitudes (i.e. psychological ownership). According to these
studies, we propose that an employee, who feels good fit between his characteristics
and those of the organization he serves, may develop feeling of possession, which is

psychologically, and then engages in constructive deviant behaviors. It follows that;

Hypothesis 8: Psychological ownership mediates the positive relationship between
person-organization fit (P-O fit) and innovative constructive deviant

workplace behaviors.

5.4. Mediator Role of Psychological Ownership in the
Relation of Participative Decision Making to Innovative

Constructive Deviant Workplace Behavior

Quality, flexibility, and innovativeness are seen as critical concerns for
organizational performance (e.g., Alpkan et al. 2003; Ergun et al., 2004) where
employee participation is a must. Aiken and Hage (1966) defined Participative
decision-making as “the degree to which staff members participate in setting the
goals and policies of the entire organization”. This concept is also defined by Pierce
et al. (2004) as distribution of authority among employee in decision-making
process. Likewise, Liu et al. (2012), addressing the power of control, defined this
concept as “the opportunity an individual has in exercising control over matters that

relate to his/her work and work outcomes”.

In Nassehi’s (2005) study, he used “decision machine” metaphor to emphasize
the importance of decision-making process in organizations. Likewise, Liu et al.

(2012) emphasized that by means of participative decision making employees may
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feel themselves as an ownership of their organizations because of getting information
about organization’s existing state and future. For instance, Eren et al (2000) found
that in most companies middle managers were consulted in the strategic planning

process.

Although poor level of participative decision making has undesirable effects on
organizations such as; alienation, low-level performance (Aiken and Hage, 1966;
Allen and LaFollette, 1977; Black and Gregersen, 1997), high-level participation
decision-making is also related to some positive effects on organizations (i.e.
organizational citizenship behavior, job satisfaction, organizational commitment,
organization-based self-esteem) (Porter et al., 1996; Black and Gregersen, 1997;
Wagner et al., 2003; Bulut and Alpkan, 2006; Gilbert et al., 2010; Liu et al., 2012;
Sieger et al., 2011).

Of course, as mentioned before, positive outcomes of psychological ownership
such as helping and extra-role behaviors, organizational commitment and job
satisfaction were investigated in many studies (Mayhew et al., 2007; Pierce et al.,
2004; Avey et al., 2009; Sieger et al., 2013). However, there are limited researches
focusing on the relationship between psychological ownership and constructive
deviance (Chung and Moon, 2011). In their study, Chung and Moon (2011) found a
positive and significant relationship between interpersonal constructive deviance and

psychological ownership.

Additionally, there are also studies indicating the positive effects of PDM
on employees (i.e. psychological ownership) (Chi and Han, 2008). In their study, Chi
and Han (2008) stated that employee’s participation in decision-making is one of the
significant predictors of psychological ownership. In Liu et al.” (2012) study, they
found a positive relationship between participative decision-making and
psychological ownership. Additionally, Wagner et al. (2003) found a positive
relationship between psychological ownership and financial performance.

In light of these studies, it can be said that these constructs were widely studied
in the past researches. However, to better understand these relations, a

comprehensive model, which includes these three constructs (i.e. participative
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decision making, psychological ownership, and constructive deviance) is lacking in

literature.

Given the Blau’s (1964) social exchange theory and Ajzen and Fishbein’
(1977) theory of reasoned action, if employees feel themselves as a part of their
organizations and take part in decision-making process, they might develop some
positive attitudes and behaviors. Since participative decision-making is an antecedent
of psychological ownership (Chi and Han, 2008) and since psychological ownership
is an antecedent of constructive deviance (Chung and Moon, 2011) we can
hypothesize that high-level participative decision-making might be a source of
innovative constructive deviance and psychological ownership may mediate this
relationship. In other words, if employees feel themselves as a part of the decision
making process in their organizations, they may develop a feeling of possession that
is psychological towards the their organizations and then exhibit constructive deviant

workplace behaviors. It follows that;

Hypothesis 4: Psychological ownership mediates the positive relationship between
participative decision-making and innovative constructive deviant

workplace behavior

Organizational Justice
-Distributive Justice
-Procedural Justice

Innovative Constructive
\ ‘ . Deviant Workplace
Participative Decision Peyeological Owmersip Behaviors
Making

Person-Organization Fit

Figure 6. Mediator Role of Psychological Ownership

59




Employee Orientations

Careerism

Ethical Ideology
-Idealism
-Relativism

Attitudes

Behaviors

Moral Disengagement

Machiavellianism

Employee Perceptions

Organizational Justice
-Distributive Justice
-Procedural Justice

Destructive Deviant
Workplace Behaviors

-Interpersonal DDWRB
-Organizational DDWB

Participative Decision
Making

Psychological Ownership

Person-Organization Fit

Innovative Constructive
Deviant Workplace
Behaviors

Figure 7. Conceptual Model

60




6. METHODOLOGY

In this chapter, the information about the measures that were used in this study
is provided. Specifically, this chapter provides an overview of all scales. Then, some
information about plot study is provided. Lastly, the information about the final form

of questionnaire is provided.
6.1. Measures

The questionnaire consists of three sections. In the first section, there is a cover
letter to give information about the research to respondents. This section also
contains some information about the privacy of their responds. To provide honesty in
responds the names of the respondents and the names of institutions where they work
were not wanted. It was also stated that responses would only be used for a scientific
research and would be assessed only by researchers. In order to reach general
information about the respondents, the second section of the survey contains 8
demographical questions (i.e. gender, martial status, age, level of education, tenure,
work experience, field of activity and sector).

The last part of the survey consists of 6 independent variables (careerism,
ethical ideology, machiavellianism, perceived organizational justice, participative
decision making and person-organization fit), 2 depended variables (destructive
deviant workplace behaviors and innovative constructive deviant workplace
behaviors) 2 mediator variables (psychological ownership and moral

disengagement).

Independent variables consist of two sub-groups namely employee orientations
and employee perceptions. Employee orientations are careerism (6-item), ethical
ideology (idealism 8-item and relativism 8-item) and machiavellianism (19-item). On
the other hand, employee perceptions are organizational justice (distributive justice
5-item and procedural justice 6-item and interactional justice 9-item), participative
decision-making (5-item) and person-organization fit (3-item) respectively.
Additionally, mediator variables are psychological ownership (6-item) and moral
disengagement (displacement of responsibility (4-item), dehumanization (4-item)
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and diffusion of responsibility (4-item)). Lastly, depended variables are innovative
constructive deviant workplace behaviors (4-item) and destructive deviant workplace
behaviors (interpersonal constructive deviant workplace behaviors (7-item) and

organizational constructive deviant workplace behaviors (11-item)).
6.1.1. Careerism

The construct of careerism or careerist orientation was measured with 6-item
Careerism Scale developed by Feldman and Weitz (1991). The scale focuses on the
measuring participants’ non-performance based orientations in their career way. A
sample item included in the careerism scale is “It is important to cultivate the
appearance of being successful; the appearance of being successful can be as
instrumental in terms of advancement as competence”. A 5-point response format
was used to measure careerism construct, ranging from “1 = strongly disagree” and

“5 = strongly agree”.

6.1.2. Ethical Ideology

Ethical ideology was measured with 16-item The Ethic Position Questionnaire
developed by Forsyth (1980). Originally, the scale consists of two sub dimensions;
idealism and relativism. In order to assess these two dimensions the scale consists of
20 items, 10-item for each sub-dimension. Since, it was thought that participants
would not understand four items, four items were eliminated. The two eliminated
items out of four belong to idealism, which are “Deciding whether or not to perform
an act by balancing the positive consequences of the act against the negative
consequence of the act is immoral” and “Moral actions are those which closely
match ideals of the most “perfect” action” were eliminated. On the other hand, the
other two items belong to relativism, which are “Rigidly codifying an ethical
position that prevents certain types of action could stand in the way of better human
relations and adjustment” and “Whether a lie is judged to be moral or immoral
depends upon the circumstances surrounding the action”. Therefore, the final form
of ethical ideology scale consists of 16 items.

Idealism assesses one’s consideration of the universal ethical norms and giving

more importance to others’ wellbeing instead of harm. A sample item included in the
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Idealism sub dimension is “One should not perform an action which might in any
way threaten the dignity and welfare of another individual”. On the other hand
relativism assesses the ones rejection of universal ethical norms when judging what
is wrong or right. A sample item included in the relativism sub dimension is
“Questions of what is ethical for everyone can never be resolved since what is moral
or immoral is up to the individual”. A 5-point response format was used to measure
idealism and relativism, ranging from “1 = strongly disagree” and “5 = strongly

agree”.

6.1.3. Machiavellianism

Machiavellianism was measured with 20-item Mach-1V personality scale,
which was developed by Christie and Geis (1970). Despite the scale consist of 10
reverse items, they were converted to the straight form and one item “It is hard to get
ahead without cutting corners here and there” was eliminated to avoid any

comprehension error. Therefore, the final form of the scale consists of 19 items.

Mach-1V personality scale assesses one’s deceptive, misleading and self-
seeking characteristics (Christie and Geis, 1970). A sample item included in the
Mach-1V personality scale is “The biggest difference between most criminals and
other people is that the criminals are stupid enough to get caught”. A 5-point
response format was used to measure machiavellianism construct, ranging from “1 =

strongly disagree” and “5 = strongly agree”.
6.1.4. Organizational Justice

Organizational justice was measured using the 20-item Organizational Justice
scale developed by Niehoff and Moorman (1993). The scale consists of three sub-
dimensions namely distributive, procedural and interactional justice. The sub

dimensions are measured 5-item, 6-item and 9-item respectively.

Organizational justice scale assesses the employees’ perception of fairness in
their organizations in terms of processes, awards and relations. Basically, this
construct is based on the perception of the equity (Adams, 1963, 1964). Distributive
justice assesses the perception of the fairness in terms of received outcomes such as
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awards or pay. An example item of this sub-dimension is “I think that my level of
pay is fair”. Procedural justice assesses the perception related to the fairness of the
process such as decisions made. An example item of this sub-dimension is “My
general manager clarifies decisions and provides additional information when
requested by employees”. Lastly, interactional justice assesses the quality of relations
between individuals such as the fairness in relations between supervisors and
colleagues. An example item of this sub-dimension is “When decisions are made
about my job, the general manager shows concern for my rights as an employee”. A
5-point response format was used to measure respondents’ justice perceptions,
ranging from “1 = strongly disagree” and “5 = strongly agree”.

6.1.5. Person-Organization Fit

The construct of person-organization fit was measured with 3-item Person-
Organization Fit Scale developed by Cable and De Rue (2002). The scale focuses on
the measuring participants’ perceptions of coherence between themselves and
organization. A sample item included in the person-organization fit scale is “My
organization's values and culture provide a good fit with the things that I value in
life”. A 5-point response format was used to person-organization fit construct,
ranging from “1 = strongly disagree” and “5 = strongly agree”.

6.1.6. Participative Decision Making

The construct of participative decision-making was measured using the 5-item
Participative Decision Making Scale firstly developed by Siegel and Ruh (1973) and
adopted by Lam et al. (2002). The scale consists of 5 items.

Participative decision-making scale assesses the members of the organization’s
level of participation in decision-making process. Aiken and Hage (1966) defined
this construct as “the degree to which staff members participate in setting the goals
and policies of the entire organization”. Participative decision-making can also be
defined as a collaboration of all members of the organization in decision-making
process. A sample item included in the participative decision making scale is “In this
organization, | have high degree of influence in company decisions”. A 5-point
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response format was used to measure participative decision making construct,

ranging from “1 = strongly disagree” and “5 = strongly agree”.
6.1.7. Moral Disengagement

Moral disengagement was measured using the 16-item moral disengagement
scale developed by Bandura et al. (1996). The scale consists of three sub-
dimensions, diffusion of responsibility, displacement of responsibility and

dehumanization. Each sub-dimension are measured with 4-item.

Moral disengagement scale assesses the employees’ ability of deactivating self-
regulatory mechanism, in turn, deactivating self-condemnation mechanism to
rationalize his/her activities, which is actually inconsistent with their internalized
moral standards (Bandura et al., 1996; Detert et al., 2008). An example item of
diffusion of responsibility is “A member of a group or team should not be blamed for
the trouble the team caused”. An example item of displacement of responsibility is
“If someone is pressured into doing something, they shouldn’t be blamed for it”.
Lastly, an example item of dehumanization is “Some people deserve to be treated
like animals”. A 5-point response format was used to measure moral disengagement

construct, ranging from “1 = strongly disagree” and “5 = strongly agree”.
6.1.8. Psychological Ownership

Psychological ownership was measured with 6-item Psychological Ownership
Scale. The scale was developed by Van Dyne and Pierce (2004). Psychological
ownership scale mainly focuses on the feeling of possession. This instrument
assesses participants’ feelings of ownership towards to their organization. A sample
item included in the psychological ownership scale is “I feel a very high degree of
personal ownership for this organization”. A 5-point response format was used to
measure psychological ownership construct, ranging from “1 = strongly disagree”

and “5 = strongly agree”.
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6.1.9. Constructive Deviant Workplace Behaviors

The construct of constructive deviant workplace behaviors was measured using
the 16-item Constructive Deviant Workplace Behaviors scale developed by Galperin
(2002). The scale consists of three sub-dimensions, namely challenging
organizational, innovative organizational and interpersonal constructive deviance.

The sub dimensions are measured 6-item, 5-item and 5-item respectively.

Constructive deviant workplace behaviors scale assesses the employees’
intentionally rule breaking potential to wellbeing of organizations. According to
Galperin and Burke (2006) interpersonal constructive deviance refers to such
behaviors as; disobeying the others or reporting wrongdoing to co-workers for
positive organizational change. An example item of this sub-dimension is “Did not
follow the orders of your supervisor in order to improve the current work”.
Challenging organizational constructive deviance refers to such behaviors as;
breaking organization’s significant norms and rules for its wellbeing. An example
item of this sub-dimension is “Departed from organizational procedures to solve a
customer’s problem”. Lastly, innovative organizational constructive deviance refers
to such behaviors as; searching for innovative methods for routine daily tasks and
generating creative solutions to overcome problems. An example item of this sub-
dimension is “Searched for innovative ways to perform day to day procedures”. A 5-
point response format was used to measure respondents’ constructive deviant

workplace behaviors, ranging from “1 = strongly disagree” and “5 = strongly agree”.
6.1.10. Destructive Deviant Workplace Behaviors

The construct of destructive deviant workplace behaviors was measured using
the 17-item deviant workplace behaviors scale developed by Bennet and Robinson
(2000). The scale consists of two sub-dimensions, namely interpersonal and
organizational destructive deviance. The sub-dimensions are measured 7-item and

11-item respectively.

Destructive deviant workplace behaviors scale assesses the employees’
intentionally and voluntary rule breaking potential to harm organization. According

to Bennet and Robinson (2006) interpersonal destructive deviance refers to such
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behaviors as; any intentional behavior, which target to harm or violate members of
the organization.. An example item of this sub-dimension is “Said something hurtful
to someone at work”. Organizational destructive deviant workplace behaviors refer
to such behaviors as; any intentional behavior violating and harming organization,
and its significant norms or both. An example item of this sub-dimension is “Come
in late to work without permission”. A 5-point response format was used to measure
respondents’ destructive deviant workplace behaviors, ranging from “1 = strongly

disagree” and “5 = strongly agree”.
6.2. Sample

In this section, the information about the plot and main studies are provided.
Firstly, the initial distribution of the items is presented. Then, final distribution of

items in the scale is presented.
6.2.1. Plot Study

Before the main study to test wording and comprehension of all items, a plot
study was conducted on 145 employees who work in non-managerial positions from
different service sectors in Istanbul. The conventional survey method was used to
gathering data, and surveys were distributed to respondents by using social networks.
Accordingly, the majority of the respondents were female (%58.6), 18-31 age olds
(%63.4), working in public sector (%88.3), graduated (%53.8), 1-10 years
experienced (%69) and tenure for years 1-5 years (%71,7). The first version of the
survey consists of 10 different constructs namely careerism, ethical ideology
(idealism and relativism), Machiavellianism, organizational justice perception
(procedural, distributive, interpersonal), participative decision-making, person-
organization fit, psychological ownership, moral disengagement, constructive
deviant workplace behaviors (interpersonal, challenging and innovative) and
destructive deviant workplace behaviors (interpersonal and organizational). The

numbers of the items of each construct were presented in Table 4.
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Table 4. Initial Distribution of the Items for Plot Study

Constructs

Numbers of Items

Employee Orientations

Careerism 7
Idealism
Ethical Ideology —
Relativism

Machiavellianism 19
Employee Perceptions

Distributive Justice 5
Organizational Justice Procedural Justice 6

Interactional Justice 9
Person-Organization Fit 3
Participative Decision Making 5
Mediators

Diffusion of Responsibility 4
Moral Disengagement Displacement of Responsibility 4

Dehumanization 4
Psychological Ownership 6
Depended Variables
Constructive Deviant InterperS(_)naI >

. Challenging 6

Workplace Behaviors >

Innovative S)
Destructive Deviant Interpersonal 7
Workplace Behaviors  Organizational 11
TOTAL ITEMS 122

After the plot study, exploratory factor analysis was run to test factorial

distribution and construct validity of all constructs.

Because of the cross factor

loadings and low reliability levels (less than o = .70), some sub-dimensions and

items were eliminated from the survey. According to these statistical interventions

the survey was finalized. The final version of the survey, which consists of the 10

constructs (74-item) are presented in Table 5.
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Table 5. The Distribution of the Items for Final Form of the Survey

Constructs

Numbers of Items

Employee Orientations

Careerism 5
) Idealism 7
Ethical Ideology —
Relativism 5
Machiavellianism 8
Employee Perceptions
Organizational Justice Distributive Justice >
g Procedural Justice 6
Person-Organization Fit
Participative Decision Making 5
Mediators
Diffusion of Responsibility 4
Moral Disengagement Displacement of Responsibility 4
Dehumanization 4
Psychological Ownership 4
Depended Variables
Constructive Deviant Innovative 5
Workplace Behaviors
Destructive Deviant Interpersonal 5
Workplace Behaviors  Organizational 4
TOTAL ITEMS 74

6.2.2. Main Study

The sample of the main study consists of 1000 voluntary employees who work
in non-managerial positions at different service sectors in Istanbul. Survey method
was used to collect data with the use of conventional sampling method. The
respondents were chosen both private and public sectors and the surveys were
distributed to respondents by using social networks mostly by hand, via e-mail, e-
survey, social media (i.e. Facebook, LinkedIn) and some key persons. In order to
gather general demographic characteristics of the respondents, some demographical

questions were asked such as gender, martial status, age, education level, tenure,
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work experience, field of activity and sector. The majority of the respondents were
male (%58), 18-31 age olds (%46.2), marital condition is married (%60.4), level of
education is postgraduate (%45.4), 1-10 years experienced (%56.2), tenure for years
1-5 years (%59,7), working in public sector (%66.9) and work in education sector
(%39.3). The details of demographic characteristics of the sample are tabulated in
Table 6.
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Table 6. Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents

Characteristics Frequency Sample%
Gender
Male 580 58
Female 420 42
Age (in years)
18-31 462 46.2
32-45 424 42.4
46 and over 114 11.4
Marital Status
Married 604 60.4
Single 396 39.6
Level of Education
High School 87 8.7
College 111 111
Graduate 348 34.8
Post-Graduate 454 45.4
Experience (in years)
1-10 562 56.2
11-20 305 30.5
21 and over 133 13.3
Tenure (in years)
1-5 597 59.7
6-10 178 17.8
11-15 91 9.1
16-20 53 5.3
21-25 44 4.4
26 and over 37 3.7
Sector
Public 669 66.9
Private 331 33.1
Service Industry
Health 248 24.8
Banking 128 12.8
Trade 43 4.3
Education 393 39.3
Civil Servant 136 13.6
Communication 27 2.7
Others 25 2.5
TOTAL 1000 100
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7. FINDINGS

In this chapter, the data that collected from the survey and the results of it are
presented. It begins with the preliminary analysis of all items with the analyzing of
skewness, kurtosis, mean and standard deviation values. Then, to test construct
validity, exploratory factor analyses were conducted. Following such, Anderson and
Gerbing’s (1988) two-step approach is followed to assess the theoretical model of
this study. Since this study proposes the models of destructive and innovative
constructive deviant workplace behaviors, the assessments of these two measurement
models are presented separately. Accordingly, the fits of basic measurement models
are confirmed by confirmatory factor analyses. Then, the fits of structural models are
confirmed by structural equation modeling (SEM). Lastly, this chapter concludes
with the hierarchical regression analyses to test research hypotheses. To analyze
collected data, SPSS 21.0, AMOS 20.0 and SmartPLS (v.3.2.1) statistical packet

programs are used.
7.1. Preliminary Data Analysis

In order to show the distribution of the items means, standard deviations,
skewness and kurtosis values of all items in the questionnaire are presented in Table
7. According to Kline (2011), to decide whether the data has a normal distribution or
not skewness and kurtosis cut-off values are used to determine if any normal
distribution problem exist in the raw data. From this perspective, cut-off values of the
skewness and kurtosis should not be over 3 (absolute value) and 10 (absolute value)
respectively. As seen in Table 7, the mean values of all items range from 1.34 to
4.47, standard deviation values range from .704 to 1.547, skewness values range
from -1.874 to 2.639, and lastly kurtosis values range from -1.196 to 3.512. These
indicators show that there is no normal distribution problem related to the raw data.
Because of the all indicators are in the acceptable levels no items were eliminated in

this phase.
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Table 7. Descriptive Statistics

Construct/Item Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
CAREERISM
CR1 It is difficult to advance in organizations trough merit alone. 3.40 1.158 -.320 -.763
CR2 It is often necessary to use social relationships with superiors, co-workers, and friends to get ahead 3.58 1.114 -.680 -.304
CR3 It is important to cultivate the appearance of being successful; the appearance of being successful can  2.91 1.258 113 -1.094
be as instrumental in terms of advancement as competence.
CR5 It is important to recognize that, in the long run, the individual’s career goals will be inconsistent 3.37 1.088 -.384 -.652
with the interests of the organization; therefore, ultimately, it is each person for himself/herself.
CR6 Loyalty to an employer is unlikely to be rewarded. 3.32 1.116 -.283 -.733
IDEALISM
IDE1 g\ person should make certain that their actions never intentionally harm another even to a small 4.09 1.034 -1.210 .994
egree
IDE2 Risk to another should never be tolerated, irrespective of how small the risks might be. 4.09 993 -1.147 .889
IDE4 One should never psychologically or physically harm another person 4.42 .859 -1.773 3.339
IDE5 Qgg s_zou:d not perform an action which might in any way threaten the dignity and welfare of another  4.47 .851 -1.874 3.512
individua
IDE6 If an action could harm an innocent other, then it should not be done 447 1.547 -1.767 3.150
IDE7 The dignity and welfare of people should be the most important concern in any society 4.41 .838 -1.597 2.556
IDES8 It is never necessary to sacrifice the welfare of others 4.26 .932 -1.359 1.634
RELATIVISM
REL2 What is ethical varies from one situation and society to another. 341 1.166 -.494 -.700
REL3 Moral standards should be seen as being individualistic; what one person considers to be moral may 3.21 1.233 -.259 -1.018
be judged to be immoral by another person
REL4 Different types of moralities cannot be compared as to “rightness”. 3.46 1.018 -.482 -.258
RELS Questions of what is ethical for everyone can never be resolved since what is moral or immoral isup ~ 3.23 1.237 -.268 -1.045
to the individual
RELG Moral standards are simply personal rules which indicate how a person should behave, and are notto  3.35 1.155 -.439 - 754

be applied in making judgements of others.
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Table 7. continued

Construct/ltem Mean SD Skewness  Kurtosis
MACHIAVELLIANISM
MAC3 One should not take action only when sure it is morally right 2.24 1.038 810 JA21
MAC4 Most people are basically not good and kind 3.03 1.107 -.030 -.893
MAC5 It is safest to assume that all people have a vicious streak and it will come out when they are given a 2.75 1.105 216 -.752
chance.
MAC6 Honesty is not the best policy in all cases 2.44 1.172 550 -.628
MAC9  Allinall, it is not better to be humble and honest than to be important and dishonest 1.86 1.090 1.260 .768
MAC11  Most people who get ahead in the world not lead clean, moral lives 2.60 1.173 .365 - 774
MAC13  The biggest difference between most criminals and other people is that the criminals are stupid 2.43 1.062 473 -.407
enough to get caught.
MACL17  There's a sucker born every minute 2.30 1.198 .696 -.438
DISTRUBUTIVE JUSTICE
DIS1 My work schedule is fair 3.07 1.231 -.265 -.976
DIS2 I think that my level of pay is fair 2.70 1.279 136 -1.195
DIS3 | consider my work load to be quite fair 2.67 1.198 .095 -1.091
DIS4 Overall, the rewards | receive here are quite fair 2.67 1.204 .075 -1.061
DIS5 | feel that my job responsibilities are fair 2.72 1.200 .055 -1.097
PROCEDURAL JUSTICE3
PRO1 Job decisions are made by the general manager in an unbiased manner 2.86 1.241 -.047 -1.056
PRO2 My general manager makes sure that all employee concerns are heard before job decisions are made 2.75 1.259 091 -1.126
PRO3 To make job decisions, my general manager collects accurate and complete information 2.89 1.211 -.076 -1.020
PRO4 My general manager clarifies decisions and provides additional information when requested by 3.03 1.190 -.254 -.961
employees
PRO5 All job decisions are applied consistently across all affected employees 2.85 1.160 -.093 -1.002
PRO6 Employees are allowed to challenge or appeal job decisions made by the general manager 2.90 1,273 -.130 -1.186
PERSON-ORGANIZATION FIT
POF1 The things that I value in life are very similar to the things that my organization values 2.89 1.102 -113 -.812
POF2 My personal values match my organization's values and culture 3.02 1.109 -.229 -.765
POF3 My organization's values and culture provide a good fit with the things that | value in life 3.03 1.097 -.203 - 727
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Table 7. continued

Construct/Item Mean SD Skewness  Kurtosis
PARTICIPATIVE DECISION MAKING
PDM1 In this organization, | have high degree of influence in company decisions 2.42 1.119 442 -.703
PDM2 In this organization, | often participate in decisions regarding my job 3.01 1.177 -.241 -1.075
PDM3 In this organization, | have high degree of influence in the decisions affecting me 2.71 1.136 .081 -.958
PDM4 In this organization, I can participate in setting new company policies 3.02 1.181 -.289 -.995
PDM5 In this organization, my views have a real influence in company decisions 2.74 1.133 .065 -.938
DIFFUSION OF RESPONSIBILITY (MD)
DIR1 A kid in a gang should not be blamed for the trouble the gang causes. 3.29 1.170 -.223 -911
DIR2 A kid who only suggests breaking rules should not be blamed if other kids go ahead and do it. 3.18 1.129 -.132 -.907
DIR3 If a group decides together to do something harmful it is unfair to blame any kid in the group for it. 2.94 1.174 -.085 -1.017
DIR4 It is unfair to blame a child who had only a small part in the harm caused by a group. 2.89 1.121 134 -.893
DISPLACEMENT OF RESPONSIBILITY (MD)
DR1 If kids are living under bad conditions they cannot be blamed for behaving aggressively. 2.89 1.163 104 -.967
DR2 If kids are not disciplined they should not be blamed for misbehaving. 2.87 1.247 130 -1.095
DR3 Kids cannot be blamed for using bad words when all their friends do it. 2.47 1.076 .627 -.283
DR4 Kids cannot be blamed for misbehaving if their friends pressured them to do it. 2.32 1.139 .653 -.466
DEHUMANIZATION (MD)
DE1 Some people deserve to be treated like animals. 244 1.275 521 -.846
DE2 It is okay to treat badly somebody who behaved like a "worm." 2.38 1.149 .596 -.409
DE3 Someone who is obnoxious does not deserve to be treated like a human being. 291 1.217 .020 -1.027
DE4 Some people have to be threated roughly, because they lack feelings that can be hurt 2.45 1.163 .552 -.559
PSYCHOLOGICAL OWNERSHIP
PSY?2 It is easy for me to think about this organization as MINE 3.15 1.297 -.242 -1.114
PSY4 | feel a very high degree of personal ownership for this organization. 3.55 1.177 -.669 -422
PSY5 I sense that this is MY company. 2.96 1.275 -.063 -1.136
PSY6 This is MY organization. 2.97 1.307 -.077 -1.196

Note: MD: Moral Disengagement
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Table 7. continued

Construct/Item Mean SD Skewness  Kurtosis
INNOVATIVE CONSTRUCTIVE DEVIANT WORKPLACE BEHAVIORS
CDWI1  Developed creative solutions to problems 3.88 .862 -1.049 1.579
CDWI2  Searched for innovative ways to perform day to day procedures 3.86 .898 -.965 1.048
CDWI3  Decided on unconventional ways to achieve work goals 3.47 1.047 -.466 -.460
CDWI4  Departed from the accepted tradition to solve problems. 3.24 1.040 -.212 -.738
CDWI5  Introduced a change to improve the performance of your group 3.62 .930 -.640 .090
INTERPERSONAL DESTRUCTIVE DEVIANT WORKPLACE BEHAVIORS
DWI-1  Made fun of someone at work 1.56 .990 1.911 2.969
DWI-2  Said something hurtful to someone at work 1.58 .815 1.695 3.398
DWI-4  Cursed at someone at work 1.67 .890 1.445 1.916
DWI-5  Played a mean prank on someone at work 1.36 791 2.639 7.082
DWI-6  Acted rudely toward someone at work 1.34 .695 2.608 7.963
ORGANIZATIONAL DESTRUCTIVE DEVIANT WORKPLACE BEHAVIORS
DWO-2  Spent too much time fantasizing or daydreaming instead of working 1.54 871 1.663 2.293
DWO-4  Taken an additional or longer break than is acceptable at your workplace 1.72 1.011 1.436 1.501
DWO-5  Come in late to work without permission 1.53 .843 1.767 3.040
DWO-7  Neglected to follow your boss's instructions 1.40 704 1.992 4.479

Notes: CR: Careerism, IDE: Idealism, REL: Relativism, MAC: Machiavellianism, DIS: Distributive justice, PRO: Procedural justice, POF: Person-Organization Fit, PDM: Participative Decision
Making, PSY: Psychological Ownership, DR: Diffusion of responsibility, DE: Dehumanization, DIR: Displacement of Responsibility, CDW-I: Innovative Constructive Deviant Workplace
behavior, DWI: Interpersonal destructive deviant workplace behaviors, DWO: Organizational destructive deviant workplace behaviors.
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7.2. Explanatory Factor Analysis (EFA)

First of all, to investigate the complex relationships among independent,
depended and mediator variables all constructs’ construct validities must be
provided. Factor analysis is defined by Hair et al. (2009) as “an interdependence
technique whose primary purpose is to define the underlying structure among the
variables in the analysis”. According to Hair et al. (2009) EFA has two main
purposes; data summarization and data reduction. Data summarization can be defined
as simplifying the complex structures of variables and subsuming these under general
and comprehensible concepts. On the other hand data reduction refers to reducing the
number of the observed variables under the much smaller number of dimensions in
terms of some statistical indicators (i.e. factor loadings, eigenvalue) and theoretical
logic. In literature there are some indicators related to the quality of EFA such as;
minimum factor loadings, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) sampling adequacy value and

Barlett’s test of sphericity value.

In order to test construct validity of all constructs, SPSS (Statistical Package
for the Social Sciences) 21.0 software was used. Before the starting analysis some
required conditions were checked. Firstly, Hair et al. (2009) stated that despite the
minimum sample size ratio is 5:1, the more accepted sample size ratio is 10:1 and
number of observation would not be fewer than 50. Because of the observed
variables in this study are 74 the minimum sample size of this study must be
74x10=740. Since the sample size of this study is 1000, the sample size is deemed
exceedingly adequate for this study. Of course, although this criterion is like a rule of
thumb, there is also a test namely measure of sampling adequacy (MSA), which test
the required minimum level of sample. According to Hair et al. (2009), the threshold
value of this test is 0.50 and this value exceedingly surpassed in this study (KMO
=0.889). Supporting this notion Kaiser (1970, 1974) also suggest some KMO
reference values. According to Kaiser (1970, 1974);

e .80 or above is meritorious,
e .70 or above is middling,

e .60 or above is mediocre,
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e .50 or above is miserable and

e Dbelow .50 is unacceptable.

Hair at al. (2009) defined factor loading as the correlation between observed
variable and its factor. According to this definition the higher the factor loading is the
better in terms of explained variance. They emphasized that despite the £30 to +40
factor loadings constitutes minimum acceptable levels, more than £50 is satisfied. As
seen in Table 8 the factor loadings of this study range between .51 and .88. In this
respect, it can be said that all items’ factor loadings exceed the threshold values. On
the other hand the item total correlation (ITC) is also an important criteria. Shortly,
ITC refers to a correlation level between item and scale as a whole. According to
Hair and colleagues (2009) the minimum level of ITC should be r = .50 or above.
However, a great deal of study in literature also suggest that the acceptable level of
this value is r = .30 or greater (Knapp and Brown, 1995; Ferketich, 1990; Field,
2005; Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994). As seen in Table 8 the minimum level of ITC
IS .418 in this study. In this way the ITC level is deemed adequate for this study.

Additionally, to assess the quality of factor analysis one of the rules of thumbs
is Barlett’s test of sphericity. This test measures the adequacy of the correlation level
between variables, and the expected significance value is sig.<0,05 (Hair et al.,
2009). As seen from Table 8 this significance level surpassed the expected level
(p<0,001).

After the meeting of all aforementioned required basic conditions, EFA was
run to test construct validity. To the best factor extraction, varimax method, which is
one of the orthogonal rotation methods, was used because of the reducing the
columns of the factor matrix (Hair et al., 2009). According to this rotation method
the eigenvalue (1 and above) was chosen as a criterion. In this direction, 15
dimensions, having eigenvalues above 1 were extracted (min=1.182; max =10.485).

In this rotation method as a minimum factor loading .50 was defined.

In addition to aforementioned indicators, the reliability level of all constructs
also an import factor in terms of assessing the quality of the EFA. Reliability defined
as “a measure of the degree to which a set of indicators of a latent construct is

internally consistent based on how highly interrelated the indicators are with each
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other” (Hair et al., 2010). In other words reliability measures the internal consistency
of the observed variables, which are represented by the same construct. Therefore,
the variables in the same construct must measure the same thing to desirable
reliability levels (Hair et al., 2010). In literature, the commonly used method to
measure reliability is Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient. Cronbach (1951) state that the
actable internal consistency level of the measures is o = .70 and above. However,
according to Hair and colleagues (2010) although the .70 or higher level of the
reliability is suggestible, the range of reliability between .60 and .70 may also be
acceptable if the other constructs’ reliability levels are in desirable levels. Supporting
this notion, Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) state that although the acceptable level of
reliability is .70, the range between .65 and .70 is also satisfying. As seen in Table 8,
except the careerism (0=.69), all construct’s Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients are above
the cut-off value .70. Only Careerism’s Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient is slightly
below the commonly accepted cut-off value. However, as above-mentioned this

value is also in acceptable levels (Hair et al., 2010; Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994).

As presented in Table 8, the amount of the explained total variance by 15
constructs is %64.374. Procedural justice explains %6.764 of it, Idealism %6.728,
participative decision-making %5.132, machiavellianism %4.700, psychological
ownership % 4.430, interpersonal destructive deviant workplace behaviors % 4.336,
relativism %4.103, distributive justice %4.095, diffusion of responsibility %4.020,
innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors %3.979, dehumanization
%3.709, organizational destructive deviant workplace behaviors %3.279, careerism
%3.158, displacement of responsibility %2.977 and lastly person-organization fit
%2.967 respectively. The final EFA results are presented in Table 8.
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Table 8. Result of the Exploratory Factor Analysis

Corrected Reliability

Variable/Item LE:SE%S Item-Total (Cronbach’s I;; a{;;:{;:;%
Correlation Alpha)

Procedural justice 923 %6.764
PRO3 .885 .843

PRO2 .854 837

PRO4 .843 814

PRO1 .815 .789

PRO5 754 774

PRO6 625 633

Idealism .908 %6.728
IDE5 879 .839

IDE6 872 821

IDE4 .865 .810

IDE7 822 774

IDE2 735 .664

IDES8 .696 613

IDE1 681 .608

Participative Decision Making .883 %05.132
PDM3 .820 778

PDM2 778 .709

PDM1 771 .706

PDM5 753 751

PDM4 711 .656

Machiavellianism 7194 %4.700
MAC11 .668 484

MAC5 644 546

MAC6 632 534

MAC9 611 510

MAC4 .604 485

MAC13 597 511

MACL17 594 514

MAC3 514 429

Psychological Ownership 927 %4.430
PSY6 .870 .856

PSY5 .863 .885

PSY?2 .833 844

PSY4 733 737

Interpe;rsonal Destructive Deviant Workplace 836 9%4.336
Behaviors

DWI-2 821 .709

DWI-6 791 713

DWI-4 785 674

DWI-5 743 .610

DWI-1 632 532
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Table 8. continued

Corrected Reliability

Variable/Item LE:SE%S Item-Total (Cronbach’s I;; a{;;:{;:;%
Correlation Alpha)
Relativism 821 %4.103
REL5 841 732
REL3 827 .703
REL4 .705 584
REL6 677 548
REL2 .669 514
Distributive Justice 876 %4.095
DIS3 824 .810
DIS2 746 622
DIS5 .693 770
DIS1 .643 .664
DIS4 590 .669
Diffusion of Responsibility (MD) 871 %4.020
DR2 .860 759
DR3 .842 749
DR4 .820 716
DR1 .805 678
Innovative Constructive Deviance .804 %3.979
CDW-I2 778 661
CDW-I3 767 631
CDW-I5 124 616
CDW-I1 .689 533
CDW-14 .656 518
Dehumanization (MD) .849 %3.709
DE2 797 740
DE1 .796 .700
DE3 781 648
DE4 723 .668
Organizational De_structlve Deviant 766 9%3.979
Workplace Behaviors
DWO-5 767 577
DWO-4 755 613
DWO-7 730 577
DWO-2 .660 613
Careerism .693 %3.158
CR2 .684 443
CR3 .659 486
CR6 .603 425
CR1 599 437
CR5 597 451

81



Table 8. continued

_ Factor Corrected Reliability Variance
Variable/Item Loadings Item-Total (Cronbach’s Explained
Correlation Alpha)
Displacement of Responsibility (MD) 716 %2.977
DIR3 174 .628
DIR2 767 539
DIR1 670 418
DIR4 581 443
Person-Organization Fit .899 %2.967
POF2 .798 .852
POF3 778 .806
POF1 .687 743
Total Variance Explained %64.374

The KMO measure of sampling adequacy=.889

The Barlett’s test of sphericity (significance level)=.000
Approx. ¥2 (2701) = 40052.305

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization
Rotation converged in 7 iterations.

Notes: CR: Careerism, IDE: Idealism, REL: Relativism, MAC: Machiavellianism, DIS: Distributive justice,
PRO: Procedural justice, POF: Person-Organization Fit, PDM: Participative Decision Making, PSY:
Psychological Ownership, DR: Diffusion of responsibility, DE: Dehumanization, DIR: Displacement of
Responsibility, CDW-I: Innovative Constructive Deviant Workplace behavior, DWI: Interpersonal destructive
deviant workplace behaviors, DWO: Organizational destructive deviant workplace behaviors.

7.3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

In this section, Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) two-step approach was
followed. According to this notion they suggest that before the testing structural
model, firstly the construct validity of the model should be tested. Therefore, the
beginning of the analysis was started with the Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). In
short, CFA is another type of the construct validity. However, this analysis differs
from the EFA in some important aspects. As mentioned before the main purpose of
the EFA is data summarization and data reduction to underlying some constructs, and
stressing the distinction of the constructs. EFA is based on internal correlations
among observed variables and used for comparing each construct’s internal
coherency to scale as a whole. Briefly, EFA is a useful analysis technique for
exploratory researches. On the other hand CFA is used for theory test. In another
words, after the validation of the constructs with the EFA, the quality of the scales
can be tested with the CFA (Hair et al., 2009). According to Hatcher (1994), because
the CFA measures the relationship between latent variables and their indicators, the

models that are tested with the CFA also called measurement models. Anderson and
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Gerbing (1992) state that the measurement model constitutes the basis of the

structural model.

According to Hair et al. (2009) “confirmatory factor analysis enables us to test
how well the measured variables represent the construct”. According to this
definition it is easy to say that, CFA is a method used for assessing the theoretically
proposed model’s righteousness in practice. Despite the EFA is based on correlations
among the observed variables, CFA works covariance based (Hair et al., 2010). As
seen in Figure 8 and Figure 9 in CFA analysis all constructs in the measurement
model should be free to correlate with the other latent variables to see all constructs
distinct from each other (Hair et al., 2010). In this process, covariance among all
latent variables is drawn, and the significant factor loadings of observed variables are
expected (see Table 11, 12). However, it is also important to state that in this
covariance relation, there are no causal relationships among latent variables
(Hatcher, 1994).

In order to test the quality of all constructs, AMOS (Analysis of Moment
Structures) 20.0 software was used. Before the starting analysis some required
conditions were checked. Firstly, because AMOS does not work with the missing
data, the frequency analysis was run to determine missing data using SPSS 21.0
software. After the defining missing data these missing data were changed according
to Maximum Likelihood (ML) method. Alison (2003) stated that although many
researches use the conventional method such as listwise or pairwise deletion methods
these methods are not useful because of some bias factors. According to this study
maximum likelihood method is an optimum method to solve the missing data
problem. Then, all latent variables in the model must be represented at least three
observed variables to avoid bias factor (Netemeyer et al., 1990; Anderson and
Gerbing, 1988; Hatcher, 1994; Lomax, 1982; Bentler and Chou, 1987; James et al.,

1982;). This criterion was also provided (see Figure 8, 9).

On the other hand, like the EFA the rule of minimum 5:1 sample ratio also
goes for CFA (Hatcher, 1994; Hair et al., 2010). Additionally Hair et al. (2010,
p.636) suggest some sample ratios depending on the used construct number (see
Table 9). Because of the latent variable numbers of this study are 15 and the sample
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size is 1000, the suggested minimum level of the sample size was exceedingly

surpassed.

Table 9. Construct/Sample Ratios

Sample Size Construct Numbers

Model containing five or fever constructs, each more
than three items and (observed variables) and with high
item communalities. (.6 or higher)

Minimum sample size
100

Minimum sample size  Models with seven constructs or less, modest
150 communalities (.5), and no underidentified constructs

Models with seven or fewer constructs, lower
communalities  (below  .45), and/or  multiple
underidentified (fewer than three) constructs.

Minimum sample size
300

Model with large numbers of constructs, some with lower
communalities, and/or having fewer than three measured
items

Minimum sample size
500

After solving the missing data issue, the CFA was run. There are some
indicators to assess the quality of CFA. In the Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)
terminology the concept of fit is mainly used to stress quality of the analysis.
Therefore some common fit indices are used to refer model fit. In many studies, it
was stated that the X2 value was accepted as a starting point (Hair et al., 2010;
Hatcher, 1994). Hatcher (1994) explains the purpose of using X2 value as “the chi-
square test provides a statistical test of the null hypothesis that the model fit the
data”. According to this definition the lower X2 values represent the better fit of the
data. Likewise, Hatcher (1994) also states a rule of thumb which is the X2 value
should not be over twice the size of the degrees of freedom. From this point of view
the expected significance level of the X2 should be nonsignificant p>0.05 to better
fit. However, according to Kline (2005) the X2 value is not a reliable indicator for
researches with large sample. Because of the sample size of this study is 1000,

overall fit indices were used to evaluate model fit as well.

In many SEM related study, some common overall fit indices are reported to
indicate model fits such as; X2, GFI (Goodness of Fit Index), RMSEA (Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation), RMR (Root Mean Square Residual), SRMR and
Normed X2as absolute fit measures, NFI (Normed Fit Index), TLI (Tucker-Lewis
Index), CFI (Comparative Fit Index) and RFI (Relative Fit Index) as incremental fit
indices, AGFI (Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index) and PNFI (Parsimony Normed Fit
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Index) as parsimony fit indices (Hair et al., 2010; Sesen and Meydan, 2011). Hair
and colleagues (2010) suggest that as a rule of thumb, at least one absolute fit index
and one incremental fit index should be reported with the chi-square (X2) value. In
this study to represent model fit as absolute fit indices X2, Normed X?, GFl,
RMSEA, RMR, and as incremental fit indices NFI, TLI and CFI were used. In
literature there are many instances about the threshold values of the overall fit
indices. In Table 10 some threshold values of overall fit indices are presented (Ho,
2014; Bryne, 2001; Schumacker and Lomax, 2004; Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003,
p. 52; Simsek, 2007; Sesen and Meydan; 2011).

Table 10. Recommended Overall Fit Indices

Fit Measure Good fit Acceptable Fit
x2 0<y2<2sd 2sd <y2 <3sd
p value 05<p=<1.00 01<p<.05
Normed y2 0<y2/sd<2 2<y2/sd<3
RMSEA 0 <RMSEA < .05 .05 <RMSEA < .08
RMR 0 <RMR <.05 .05 <RMR <.08
NFI 95<NFI<1.00 90<NFI<.95
CFI 97<CFI1<1.00 95< CF1<.97
GFlI 95< GFI<1.00 90< GFI1<.95
TLI I95<TLI<1.00 90<TLI<.95

Notes: RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, RMR= Root Mean Square Residual,
NFI= Normed Fit Index, CFI= Comparative Fit Index, GFI= Goodness of Fit Index, TLI= Tucker-

Lewis Index.

The destructive deviance measurement model’s CFA results show that the chi-
square value is X2(905) =2053.228, P<0.05. Similarly, innovative constructive
deviance measurement model’s chi-square value is X?(299)=873.357, P<0.05. As
aforementioned, the expected significance level of X2 is p>0.05 (non significance).
According to Hair and colleagues (2010), because of the chi-square value’s
sensitivity of the sample size researchers should rely on the other fit indices.
Otherwise, relying on the just X2?value may lead to type 1 error, which is defined as
“the probability of rejecting a null hypothesis that is actually true” (Privetera, 2014,
p.11)
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According to recommended fit values in Table 10, the overall fit indices of the
destructive deviance measurement model are Normed ¥2=2.269 is in the acceptable
fit range, RMR=. 051 is in acceptable level (less than 0.05 is preferable but
acceptable in the range between 0.05 and 0.08) and RMSEA =.036 is in the good fit
range, GFI =.914 is in the acceptable fit range , CFl =.938 is in the acceptable fit
range, NF1 =.894 is slightly below the acceptable fit range and TLI =. 932 is also in
the acceptable fit ranges. In terms of these overall fit indicators it is easy to say that,
the model fits to data well (see Table 11).

On the other hand, according to the recommended fit values in Table 10, the
overall fit indices of the innovative constructive deviance measurement model are
Normed %2=2.921 is in the acceptable fit range, RMR=.055 is in acceptable level
(less than 0.05 is preferable but acceptable in the range between 0.05 and 0.08) and
RMSEA =.044 is in the good fit range, GFI =.940 is in the acceptable fit range , CFlI
=.969 is in the acceptable fit range, NFI =.953 is in the acceptable fit range and TLI
=. 963 is also in the good fit ranges. In terms of these overall fit indicators it is easy

to say that, the model fits to data well (see Table 12).
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Table 11. Result of the Basic Measurement Fit for Measurement Model of

Destructive Deviance

Standardized Reliability  Average

Construct/Item Factor Stgrrlrdoarrd t-values  (Cronbach’s Variance
Loadings Alpha) Extracted

Careerism .693 45%

CR6 530 (a)

CR5 584 .090 11.983***

CR3 .609 .106 12.238***

CR2 533 .088 11.384***

CR1 534 .092 11.392%**

Idealism .908 66%

IDE6 .884(a)

IDE5 907 023 42.960***

IDE4 877 025  39.125***

IDE2 .648 035  23.773***

IDE1 586 038  20.731***

IDEY 843 026  36.021***

IDES8 .664 033  24.673***

Relativism 821 58%

REL6 .628(a)

REL5 834 072 19.831***

REL4 639 .054 16.606***

REL3 7194 .070 19.367***

REL2 577 .061 15.306***

Machiavellianism 794 41%

MAC9 581 (a)

MAC6 613 .078 14.602***

MAC5 .619 073 14.703***

MAC4 542 071 13.389***

MAC3 504 .065 12.680***

MAC11 522 074 13.024***

MAC13 587 .069 14.182***

MAC17 597 .079 14.342%**

Diffusion of Responsibility 821 2%

DR1 630 (a)

DR2 125 .044 25.504***

DR3 .885 068  20.623***

DR4 834 .062 20.396***
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Table 11. continued

Standardized Standard Reliability Ave:rage

Construct/Item FacFor Error t-values  (Cronbach’s  Variance
Loadings Alpha) Extracted

Dehumanization .849 69%
DE1 784 (a)
DE2 832 037  26.100%**
DE3 704 039 22.072%**
DE4 744 037 23.416***
Displacement of Responsibility .703 63%
DIR3 815 (a)
DIR2 572 056  14.580***
DIR4 651 054 15.727***
gggrj]gclizarlgonal Destructive Deviant Workplace 766 62%
DWO2 625 (a) - -
DWO4 714 081  16.469***
DWO5 681 066  16.022%**
DWO7 691 055  16.161%**
Interpersonal Destructive Deviant Workplace 836 590

Behaviors

DWI1 578 (a)

DWI2 821 065  17.965%**
DWI14 793 070 17.693%**
DWIS 602 056 14.751%***
Dwi7 753 053 17.189%**

%2 (905) = 2053.228 p-value = 0.000 Normed 52=2.269
RMR=.051 RMSEA =.036 GFI =.914 CFI =.938 NFI =.894 TLI =. 932

Notes: (a) One of the paths for each construct is set to 1. Therefore, no standards errors or t-values are provided.
(b) CR: Careerism, IDE: Idealism, REL: Relativism, MAC: Machiavellianism, DR: Diffusion of responsibility,
DE: Dehumanization, DIR: Displacement of Responsibility, DWI: Interpersonal destructive deviant workplace
behaviors, DWO: Organizational destructive deviant workplace behaviors.(c) RMR: Root Mean Square Residual,
RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, GFI: Goodness of Fit Index, CFI: Comparative Fit Index,

NFI: Normed Fit Index, TLI: Tucker-Levis Index.***p<0.001
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Figure 8. Basic Measurement Model of Destructive Deviance
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Table 12. Result of the Basic Measurement Fit for Measurement Model of

Innovative Constructive Deviance

Standardized Reliability Average

Construct/Item Factor Stgrrlrdoarrd t-values (Cronbach’s  Variance
Loadings Alpha) Extracted

Distributive Justice 876 67%

DIS5 .886(a)

DIS4 731 031 26.668***

DIS3 .830 .029 31.886***

DIS2 615 .035 20.842***

DIS1 773 .034 26.013***

Procedural Justice 923 73%

PRO5 .862 (a)

PRO4 .826 031 31.221***

PRO3 814 .034 29.324***

PRO2 .885 .036 30.917***

PRO1 .838 .034 31.008***

PRO6 .666 .036 23.259***

Participative Decision Making .883 68%

PDM5 790 (a)

PDM4 677 .036 24.905***

PDM3 .848 .038 28.274***

PDM2 770 .040 25.388***

PDM1 175 .038 25.559***

Person-Organization Fit .899 83%

POF3 877 (a)

POF?2 927 027 39.349***

POF1 .801 .029 31.913***

Psychological Ownership 927 82%

PSY5 962 (a)

PSY4 .780 024 30.562***

PSY?2 .862 021 44.228***

PSY6 .899 019 49.595***
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Table 12. continued

Standardized Reliability Average

Construct/Item Factor Sté?g)arrd t-values (Cronbach’s  Variance
Loadings Alpha) Extracted

Interpersonal Destructive Deviant Workplace Behaviors 791 62%

CDW-I1 693 (a)

CDW-I2 .839 .061 20.647***

CDW-I3 .609 .064 16.725***

CDW-I5 .681 .058 18.436***

%2 (299) = 873.357 p-value = 0.000 Normed 32=2.921
RMR=.055 RMSEA =.044 GFI =.940 CFI =.969 NFI =.953 TLI =. 963

Notes: (a) One of the paths for each construct is set to 1. Therefore, no standards errors or t-values are provided.
(b) DIS: Distributive justice, PRO: Procedural justice, POF: Person-Organization Fit, PDM: Participative
Decision Making, PSY: Psychological Ownership, CDW-I: Innovative Constructive Deviant Workplace
behavior..(c) RMR: Root Mean Square Residual, RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, GFI:
Goodness of Fit Index, CFI: Comparative Fit Index, NFI: Normed Fit Index, TLI: Tucker-Levis
Index.***p<0.001
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Figure 9. Basic Measurement Model of Innovative Constructive Deviance
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7.4. Reliability

Although reliability related explanations were presented in exploratory factor
analysis section, after the confirmatory factor analysis some extra reliability analyses
were performed because of the eliminated items. As aforementioned, reliability is
defined as “a measure of the degree to which a set of indicators of a latent construct
is internally consistent based on how highly interrelated the indicators are with each
other” (Hair et al., 2010). In other words, reliability measures the internal
consistency of the observed variables, which are represented by the same construct.
Therefore, the variables in the same construct must measure the same thing to
desirable reliability levels (Hair et al., 2010).

In literature, the commonly used method to measure reliability is Cronbach’s
Alpha coefficient. Cronbach (1951) state that the actable internal consistency level
of the measures is a=.70 and above. However, according to Hair and colleagues
(2010) although the .70 or higher level of the reliability is suggestible, the range of
reliability between .60 and .70 is also acceptable when the other constructs’
reliability levels are in desirable levels. Supporting this notion, Nunnally and
Bernstein (1994) state that although the acceptable level of reliability is .70, the
range between .65 and .70 is also satisfying. On the other hand, Hair and colleagues
(2010) suggest that in CFA the standardized factor loadings should be used and this
values should be at least .5 or ideally .7 or higher. According to this rule CDW-14
(.418) and DIR1 (.423) were excluded from the scale. After this revision the
reliability levels of innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors is 0=.79 and
displacement of responsibility is a=.70. As seen in Table 13, except for careerism
(0=.69), all construct’s Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients are above the cut-off value
.70. In this respect, only Careerism’s Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient is slightly below
the commonly accepted cut-off value. However, as aforementioned this value is also

in acceptable levels (Hair et al., 2010; Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994).
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Table 13. Mean, Standard Deviation and Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients of

Constructs
: < Cronbach’s

Variable(s) Mean (X) SD (%) Alpha (1)
Careerism 3.32 .769 .693
Idealism 431 733 .908
Relativism 3.33 .889 821
Machiavellianism 2.46 717 794
Distributive Justice 2.77 999 876
Procedural Justice 2.88 1.040 923
Participative Decision Making 2.78 949 .883
Person-Organization Fit 2.98 1.006 .899
Dehumanization 2.54 997 .849
Psychological Ownership 3.16 1.145 927
Interpersonal Destructive Deviant
Workplace Behaviors 1.50 654 836
Organizational De_structlve Deviant 155 662 766
Workplace Behaviors
Innovative Constructive Deviant 371 734 701

Workplace Behaviors

On the other hand Hair et al. (2012) also state that composite reliability, as a
one of the reflective methods to evaluate a models internal consistency is a more
useful and appropriate test. According to the literature numerous studies suggest that
after the confirmatory analysis composite reliability should be conducted to evaluate
constructs internal consistency. Supporting this notion, Hair et al. (2010) state that
the threshold value of composite reliability should be at least .70. As presented in
Figure 10 - 11 all constructs’ composite reliability values higher than the suggested

cut-off value.
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Figure 10. Composite Reliability Levels of Destructive Deviance Model
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7.5. Validity

In order to measure construct validity, Hair and colleagues (2010) suggest a
few measurement types of it namely convergent, discriminant and nomological
validity. According to Hair and colleagues (2010) construct validity is “the extent to
which a set of measured items actually reflects the theoretical latent constructs those
items are designed to measure”. According to these explanations in this section the
validities of all constructs were tested in terms of the convergent discriminant and

nomological validity analyses.
7.5.1. Convergent Validity

According to Hair and colleagues (2010) convergent validity defined as “the
items that are indicators of a specific construct should converge or share a high
proportion of variance”. There are several ways to measure convergent validity such
as factor loadings, average variance extracted (AVE), and reliability levels (Hair et
al., 2010).

According to the factor loadings method, the suggested rule is that after the
confirmatory factor analysis all factor loadings should be significant to convergent
validity. In other words, high factor loadings show convergent validity (Hair et al.,
2010). However, Hair and colleagues (2010) suggest that in this method the
standardized factor loadings should be used and this values should be at least .5 or
ideally .7 or higher. According to this rule CDW-14 and DIR1 were eliminated from
the scale. As presented above in Table 11 and Table 12 the minimum standardized
factor loading is .504 in this study. On the other hand, as aforementioned all factor
loadings are statistically significant. These results confirm that the required rules of
significant factor loadings and minimum factor loadings for converged validity was
achieved.

On the other hand, according to the average variance extracted method (AVE),
the suggested rule is AVE value should be at least 0.5 or higher (Hair et al., 2010;
Fornell and Larcker, 1981). According to Hair et al. (2010, p.679) “AVE is
computed as the total of all squared standardized factor loadings (sugared multiple

correlations) divided by the number of items”. In this respect, to calculate AVE
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values SmartPLS (v.3.2.1) statistical software was used (Hair et al., 2013; Ringle et
al., 2015). As seen from Figure 12-13 except for careerism (44.5%) and
machiavellianism (%40.8) all constructs’ AVE values exceed the threshold value
50%. From these results it is obvious that careerism and Machiavellianism’ AVE
values are below the cut-off value. However, Zait and Bertea (2011) state that if the
square root of the AVE is larger than the correlation values among all other latent
constructs the convergent validity is confirmed. In order to test this rule, the
correlation levels of all constructs and root squares of the AVE values (in

parenthesis) are presented in Table 14.

As seen in Table 14 all constructs’ correlation levels below the root square of
the AVE values. Fornell and Larcker (1981) also states that this criteria is also valid

for discriminant validity.

In addition to above-mentioned explanations, Hair and colleagues (2010) state
that another indicator of the convergent validity is reliability level. According to this
point of view, if the constructs’ reliability coefficients are higher than the .70 the
convergent reliability is provided. On the other hand, they also state that if the other
construct’s validity levels are good, the range of reliability levels between .60 and
.70 are also acceptable. As seen in Table 11 and Table 12 the minimum reliability
level is a=.69 in this study. Taken together, all evidence supports that all constructs’

convergent validities were provided.
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Table 14. Correlations among Constructs and Root Squares of AVE Values

Constructs CR IDE REL MAC DIS PRO PDM POF PSY DR DE DIR Dwl  DWO CDWI

CR (.667)

IDE 167 (.853)
REL 210 126 (.764)

MAC 318 -213 223 (.639)

DIS -145 -065 -050 -063 (.819)

PRO -144  -066 027 -029 635  (.853)

PDM -054 -096 -018  .048 362 427  (.826)

POF 105 -028 016 -049 434 434 570 (.912)

PSY 139 -041 -029 -115 480  .365  .389 446  (.905)

DR 119 -001 104 160  .044 034 105 059 050  (.849)

DE 254 -157 097 409  -006 .000  .045  .027 -020 248  (.831)

DIR 189  -205 209 234 026 .038  .083 116 023 239 267 (792

DWI 089  -156 026  .167 -137 -116 -044 -084 -126 024 212 033  (.787)

DWO 092 -061 -059 .085 -080 -114 -067 -083 -135 .033  .099  -027 440  (.769)
CDWI 035 144 041  -038 199 214 308 228 358 062 -046  .017  -092 -117  (.788)

Notes: (a) CR: Careerism, IDE: Idealism, REL: Relativism, MAC: Machiavellianism, DIS: Distributive justice, PRO: Procedural justice, POF: Person-
Organization Fit, PDM: Participative Decision Making, PSY: Psychological Ownership, DR: Diffusion of responsibility, DE: Dehumanization, DIR:
Displacement of Responsibility, CDW-I: Innovative Constructive Deviant Workplace behavior, DWI: Interpersonal destructive deviant workplace behaviors,
DWO: Organizational destructive deviant workplace behaviors. (b) The root squares of the AVE values are presented in parenthesis.
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7.5.2. Discriminant Validity

Hair and colleagues (2010, p.679) defined discriminant validity as “the extent
to which a construct is truly distinct from other constructs”. In other words, this
validity method measures the uniqueness of the construct compared with the other
constructs. According to this definition each construct should measure only one
phenomenon where others do not do a good job. Although Hair et al. (2010), in their
previous study, state that the measuring discriminant validity in SPSS and AMOS
software is not possible this problem was solved in SmartPLS (v.3.2.1) (Hair et al.,
2013; Ringle et al., 2015). Therefore, to test discriminant validity SmartPLS (v.3.2.1)

software was used.

According to Hair and colleagues (2010) Fornell and Larcker’s (1981) method
is the most rigorous method to measure discriminant validity. The shared variance
and AVE values are the key elements for this analysis. According to Fornell and
Larcker (1981), the AVE values of all constructs should be higher from the squared
correlations (shared variance) among other constructs. Hair and colleagues (2010)
explain this logic as “a latent construct should explain more of the variance in its
item measures that it shares with another construct”. They also assert that if the
constructs pass this test it means that they are doing a good job in terms of
discriminant validity. In accordance with the aforementioned explanations, in this
study, Fornell and Larcker’s (1981) method was followed to test discriminant
validity of all constructs. The AVE (in parenthesis) and squared correlation values
of all constructs are tabulated in Table 15. As seen from Table 15, all constructs’
squared correlation levels below the AVE values. This evidence confirms the

discriminant validities of the constructs were provided.
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Table 15. Fornell and Larcker Discriminant Validity

Constructs CDWI CR DE DIR DIS DR DWI  DWO IDE MAC PDM POF PRO PSY REL

CDWI  (.788)

CR 021 (.667)
DE -049 260  (.831)

DIR 012 197 279 (792)

DIS 204  -155 -002 031  (.819)

DR 057 119 254 244 046  (.849)

DWI 102 092 216 043  -132 028 (.787)

DWO 130  .107 103 -016  -095 034 449  (.766)

IDE 154 148  -167 -225 -061 -008 -164 -056 (.814)

MAC -046 322 425 267 -053 173 174 095  -235 (.639)

PDM 310 -063 048 098  .366 .105 -042 -082 -094 060 (.826)

POF 230 -120 029 124 440 062 -079 -088 029 -036 575 (912

PRO 216  -154 004 037 642 033 -114 -121 -061 -018 424 434  (853)

PSY 362  -148 -017 025 487 049  -124  -149 -037 104 392 449 368  (.905)

REL 042 202 101  -209 -050 .107  .027 .-045 111 229  -017 .014  .024  -025 (.764)

Notes: (a) CR: Careerism, IDE: Idealism, REL: Relativism, MAC: Machiavellianism, DIS: Distributive justice, PRO: Procedural justice, POF: Person-
Organization Fit, PDM: Participative Decision Making, PSY: Psychological Ownership, DR: Diffusion of responsibility, DE: Dehumanization, DIR:
Displacement of Responsibility, CDW-I: Innovative Constructive Deviant Workplace behavior, DWI: Interpersonal destructive deviant workplace behaviors,
DWO: Organizational destructive deviant workplace behaviors. (b) The root squares of the AVE values are presented in parenthesis.
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7.5.3. Nomological Validity

Hair and colleagues (2010) defined nomological validity’ function as
“examining whether the correlations among the constructs in a measurement theory
make sense”. In other words, this validity is conducted for determining the
consistency/coherence between correlations among constructs and theory based
expected relations. For instance, based on theoretical logic, if the researcher
hypothesized that X significantly and positively effects Y, or the changes in Y
depend on the X, and if this relation is confirmed with the correlation analysis, it is
easy to say that nomological validity is supported. The correlations among constructs
were presented in Table 16. As seen in Table 16 the correlation results show that
most of the proposed relations are consistent with their theoretical rationales.

Therefore, the evidence supports the nomological validity of the model.
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Table 16. Constructs Correlation Matrix

Constructs ~ CR IDE REL MAC | DIS PRO PDM  POF | PSY DR DE DIR | DWI DWO  CDWI
CR (:693)

IDE 167%* (.908)

REL 210** 126** (.821)

MAC 318%% L2103 223  (794)

DIS -.145%* -.065* -.050 -.063* (.876)

PRO -.144** -.066* .027 -.029 .635** (.923)

PDM 054 -096%%  -018 048 | .362%%  427**  (883)

POF -.105** -.028 .016 -.049 434 A34%* 570** (.899)

PSY S130%%  -041  -029  -115%* | 480%%  365%*  .389%%  .446%* | (927)

DR 119%% 001 .104%%  160%% | 044 034 105%* 059 050 (871

DE .254** - 157** .097** 409** -.006 .000 .045 .027 -.020 .248** (.849)

DIR 189%%  -205%%  209%%  234%% | 026 038 083  116%* | 023  .239%* 267  (716)

DwiI .089** -.156** .026 167** -137** - 116** -.044 -.084** | -126** .024 212%* .033 (.836)

DWO .092** -.061 -.059 .085** -.080* -.114** -.067* -.083** | -.135** .033 .099** -.027 440** (.766)

cowl 035 l44% 041 -038 | 199%F  214%*  308%*  228% | 358%* 062  -046 017 | -092%% -117%*  (804)

Notes: (a) CR: Careerism, IDE: Idealism, REL: Relativism, MAC: Machiavellianism, DIS: Distributive justice, PRO: Procedural justice, POF: Person-Organization Fit, PDM: Participative
Decision Making, PSY: Psychological Ownership, DR: Diffusion of responsibility, DE: Dehumanization, DIR: Displacement of Responsibility, CDW-I: Innovative Constructive Deviant
Workplace behavior, DWI: Interpersonal destructive deviant workplace behaviors, DWO: Organizational destructive deviant workplace behaviors; (b) *p<0.05 **p<0.01; (c) Cronbach’s alpha
reliability levels are presented in parenthesis.
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7.6. Testing the Structural Models

According to recommended fit values in Table 10, the overall fit indices of the
structural model of destructive deviance (see Figure 14) are Normed %2=2.543 is in
the acceptable fit range, RMR=.061 is in acceptable level (less than 0.05 is preferable
but acceptable in the range between 0.05 and 0.08) and RMSEA =.039 is in the good
fit range, GFI =.905 is in the acceptable fit range , CFl =.924 is in the acceptable fit
range, NFI =.881 is slightly below the acceptable fit range and TLI =. 917 is also in
the acceptable fit ranges. In terms of these overall fit indicators it is easy to say that,

the structural model fits to data well (see Table 11).

On the other hand, the overall fit indices of the structural model of innovative
constructive deviance (see Figure 15) are Normed %2=2.912 is in the acceptable fit
range, RMR=.054 is in acceptable level (less than 0.05 is preferable but acceptable in
the range between 0.05 and 0.08) and RMSEA =.044 is in the good fit range, GFI
=.938 is in the acceptable fit range , CFI =.969 is in the good fit range, NFI =.953 in
the good fit range and TLI =. 964 is also in the good fit ranges. In terms of these
overall fit indicators it is easy to say that, the structural model fits to data well (see
Table 12).
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7.7. Testing the Research Hypotheses

Mediator effects were tested with the simple mediation analyses. Additionally,
the research hypotheses were tested with the hierarchical regression analyses. Past
researches define the mediating effect as two relationships in the same model namely
direct and indirect (Alwin and Hauser, 1975). In this point of view, the mediating
effect is simply defined as, independent variable causes the mediator, and the
mediator causes the dependent variable (Holland, 1988; Sobel, 1990). However, in
this study to test simple mediation analyses, Baron and Kenny’ (1986) three steps
approach was followed. The advantage of this approach is that it does not allow the

confounding and suppression effects (MacKinnon et al., 2000).

In light of the above explanations, we conducted three separate regression
analyses. In the first step the independent variable is expected to significantly predict
the mediator variable. In the second step the independent variable should
significantly predict the dependent variable. Then, in the last step when mediator
variable included in the model, the relationship between independent variable and
dependent variable should be lessened (or became non-significant) as compared to
the first model. However, recent studies state that although Baron and Kenny’s
(1986) approach is the most commonly used approach to assessing mediating effect,
this approach is insufficient when testing the significance of the indirect effect
(Hayes, 2009). To alleviate this problem Sobel test is used (Sobel, 1982). Preacher
and Hayes (2004) state that Sobel test is useful and reliable when testing a mediation
effect. They assert that the most powerful side of the Sobel test (compared to the
Baron and Kenny’ approach) is that it directly assesses the indirect effect. In line
with these explanations to assess mediating affects “PROCESS” which is a SPSS’
macro was used (Hayes, 2012).

7.7.1. The Relationship between Innovative Constructive Deviant
Workplace Behaviors and Destructive Deviant Workplace

Behaviors

The correlation values of all constructs are presented in Table 16. As seen in

Table 17, there is a negative and statistically significant relationship among
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innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors, interpersonal destructive
deviant workplace behaviors (r=-.092; p<0.01) and organizational destructive
deviant workplace behaviors (r=-.177; p<0.01). According to the correlation results

H1 was supported.

Table 17. The relationship between DDWB and CDW-I

Constructs Mean SD. DWI DWO CDWI
DWI 1.50 654 (.836)
DWO 1.55 662 440%* (.766)
CDWI 3.71 734 -.092%* - 117%* (.804)

Notes: (a) SD: Standard deviation, CDW-I: Innovative constructive deviant workplace behavior,
DWI: Interpersonal destructive deviant workplace behaviors, DWO: Organizational destructive
deviant workplace behaviors (b) *p<0.05 **p<0.01(c) Cronbach’s alpha reliability levels are
presented in parenthesis.

7.7.2. The Mediating Effect of Moral Disengagement on the
Relationship between Careerism and Destructive Deviant

Workplace Behaviors

The correlation levels among variables are presented in Table 16. As seen in
the correlation table there is a significant and positive relationship (r=.250; P>.01)
between independent variable (careerism) and mediator variable (dehumanization).
Similarly, there is a significant and positive relationship (r=.092; p<.01) between
independent variable (careerism) and depended variable (organizational destructive
deviant workplace behaviors). Additionally, there is also a significant and positive
relationship (r=.099; p<.01) between mediator variable (dehumanization) and
depended variable (organizational destructive deviant workplace behaviors). As
understood from the correlation results the requirements of Baron and Kenny’ (1986)
three-step approach was met. The hierarchical regression results are presented in
Table 18.

110



Table 18. Hierarchical Regression Results of the H2 Hypothesis

Regression Results for Simple Mediation
Regression Model 1: Model 2: Model 3:
Models Depended Depended Depended
Variable: Variable: DWO | Variable: DWO
Independent & Dehumanization
Mediator Variables B p B p B p
Careerism 254 | .000***
Careerism 092 | .004**
Careerism 071 .028*
Dehumanization .080 013*
R? .064 .007 013
F 68.738 8.489 7.333
AR? .002
Notes: (a) n=1000. *P<0.05; **P<0.01 ***p<0.001, (b) n.s.. nonsignificant, (c) DWO:

organizational destructive deviant workplace behaviors

As presented in Table 18 Baron and Kenny’s (1986) all conditions, which
are necessary to simple mediation analysis, were provided. According to the
regression models, dehumanization was significantly and positively (B =.254;
t=8.291; p<.001) predicted by careerism. Similarly, organizational destructive
deviant workplace behaviors were significantly and positively (B =.092; t=2.914;
p<.01) predicted by careerism. Additionally, when the mediator variable was
included in the model, in step 3, the beta value of the careerism decreased ( =.071;
t=2.197; p<.05) and still statistically significant. Besides, the relationship between
dehumanization and organizational destructive deviant workplace behaviors is also
significant (p =.080; t=2.476; p<.05), when controlling for careerism (in step 3).
According to these regression results, it is easy to say that dehumanization —a subset
of moral disengagement partially mediates the relationship between careerism and

organizational destructive deviant workplace behavior.

As seen in Table 19, Sobel’s (1982) test was used to test statistical
significance of the indirect effect. The two-tailed significance test indicates that the
indirect effect is statistically significant (Sobel z =2.3571, p<.05). According to these

results H2 was supported.
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Table 19. Sobel Test Results of the H2 Hypothesis

Sobel Test Results

Value SE LL 95% CI UL 95% CI z p

Indirect effect and significance using normal distribution
Sobel 0176 .0075 .0030 0322 2.3571 .018*

Notes: (a) n=1000. *P<0.05; **P<0.01 ***p<0.001

7.7.3. The Mediating Effect of Moral Disengagement on the
Relationship between Idealism and Destructive Deviant

Workplace Behaviors

The correlation levels among variables are presented in Table 16. As seen in
the correlation table there is a significant and negative relationship (r=-.157; P>.01)
between independent variable (idealism) and mediator variable (dehumanization).
Similarly, there is a significant and negative relationship (r=-.156; p<.01) between
independent variable (idealism) and depended variable (interpersonal destructive
deviant workplace behaviors). Additionally, there is also a significant and positive
relationship (r=.212; p<.01) between mediator variable (dehumanization) and
depended variable (interpersonal destructive deviant workplace behaviors). As
understood from the correlation results the requirements of Baron and Kenny’ (1986)
three-step approach was met. The hierarchical regression results are presented in
Table 20.

Table 20. Hierarchical Regression Results of the H3a Hypothesis

Regression Results for Simple Mediation

Regression Model 1: Model 2: Model 3:
Models Depended Depended Depended
Variable: Variable: DWI Variable: DWI
Independent & Dehumanization
Mediator Variables B p B p B p
Idealism - 157 | .000***
Idealism -.156 | .000***
Idealism -126 | .000***
Dehumanization 193 .000%*~*
R? 024 .023 .059
F 25.089 25.036 32.210
AR? 012

Notes: (a) n=1000. *P<0.05; **P<0.01 ***p<0.001, (b) n.s.: nonsignificant, (c) DWI: Interpersonal
destructive deviant workplace behaviors.
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As presented in Table 20 Baron and Kenny’s (1986) all conditions, which
are necessary to simple mediation analysis, were provided. According to the
regression models, dehumanization was significantly and positively (B =-.157; t=-
5.009; p<.001) predicted by idealism. Similarly, interpersonal destructive deviant
workplace behaviors were significantly and positively (B =-.156; t=-5.004; p<.001)
predicted by idealism. Additionally, when the mediator variable was included in the
model, in step 3, the beta value of the careerism decreased (B =-.126; t=-4.063,;
p<.001) and still statistically significant. Besides, the relationship between
dehumanization and organizational destructive deviant workplace behaviors is also
significant (f =.193; t=6.200; p<.001), when controlling for idealism (in step 3).
According to these regression results, it is easy to say that dehumanization —a subset
of moral disengagement partially mediates the relationship between idealism and

interpersonal destructive deviant workplace behaviors.

As seen in Table 21, Sobel’s (1982) test was used to test statistical
significance of the indirect effect. The two-tailed significance test indicates that the
indirect effect is statistically significant (Sobel z =-3.8661, p<.000). According to
these results H3a was supported.

Table 21. Sobel Test Results of the H3a Hypothesis

Sobel Test Results

Value SE LL 95% CI UL 95% CI z p

Indirect effect and significance using normal distribution
Sobel -.0269 .0070 -.0406 -.0133 -3.8661  .000***

Notes: (a) n=1000. *P<0.05; **P<0.01 ***p<0.001

7.7.4. The Mediating Effect of Moral Disengagement on the
Relationship between Relativism and Destructive Deviant

Workplace Behaviors

In order to test the mediating effect of moral disengagement on the relationship
between relativism and destructive deviance Baron and Kenny’s (1986) three-step
approach was followed. However, since the correlation coefficients between

relativism and destructive deviant workplace behaviors are not significant the
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hierarchical regression analysis was not conduct. Therefore, H3b hypothesis was not
supported.

7.75. The Mediating Effect of Moral

Relationship between Machiavellianism and Interpersonal

Disengagement on the

Destructive Deviant Workplace Behaviors

The correlation levels among variables are presented in Table 16. As seen in
the correlation table there is a positive relationship (r=.409; P>.01) between
independent variable (machiavellianism) and mediator variable (dehumanization).
Similarly, there is a significant and positive relationship (r=.167; p<.01) between
independent variable (machiavellianism) and depended variable (inter personal
destructive deviant workplace behaviors). Additionally, there is also a significant and
positive relationship between mediator variable (dehumanization) and depended
variable (r=.212; p<.01). As understood from the correlation results the requirements
of Baron and Kenny’ (1986) three-step approach was met. The hierarchical

regression results are presented in Table 22.

Table 22. Hierarchical Regression Results of the H4a Hypothesis

Regression Results for Simple Mediation
Regression Model 1: Model 2: Model 3:
Models Depended Depended Depended
Variable: Variable: DWI Variable: DWI
Independent & Dehumanization
Mediator Variables B p B p B p
Machiavellianism 409 | .000***
Machiavellianism 167 | .000***
Machiavellianism .096 .005**
Dehumanization 173 .000***
R? .166 027 .051
F 200.330 28.546 27.791
AR? 024

Notes: (a) n=1000. *P<0.05; **P<0.01 ***p<0.001, (b) n.s.: nonsignificant, (c) DWI: Interpersonal
destructive deviant workplace behaviors.

As presented in Table 22 Baron and Kenny’s (1986) all conditions, which
are necessary to simple mediation analysis, were provided. According to the
regression models, dehumanization was significantly and positively (B =.409;

t=14.154; p<.001) predicted by machiavellianism. Similarly, interpersonal
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destructive deviant workplace behaviors were significantly and positively (B =.167;
t=5.343; p<.001) predicted by Machiavellianism. Additionally, when the mediator
variable was included in the model, in step 3, the beta value of the Machiavellianism
decreased (B =.096; t=2.840; p<.01) and was still statistically significant. Besides,
the relationship between dehumanization and interpersonal destructive deviant
workplace behaviors is also significant (B =.173; t=.5.129; p<.001), when controlling
for Machiavellianism (in step 3). According to these regression results, it is easy to
say that dehumanization —a subset of moral disengagement partially mediates the
relationship between Machiavellianism and interpersonal destructive deviant
workplace behaviors.

As seen in Table 23, Sobel’ (1982) test was used to test statistical
significance of the indirect effect. The two-tailed significance test indicates that the
indirect effect is statistically significant (Sobel z =4.8119, p<.000). According to

these results H4a was supported.

Table 23. Sobel Test Results of the H4a Hypothesis

Sobel Test Results

Value SE LL 95% CI UL 95% CI z p

Indirect effect and significance using normal distribution
Sobel .0646 0134 .0383 .0910 4.8119  .000**

Notes: (a) n=1000. *P<0.05; **P<0.01 ***p<0.001

7.7.6. The Mediating Effect of Moral Disengagement on the
Relationship between Machiavellianism and Organizational

Destructive Deviant Workplace Behaviors

The correlation levels among variables are presented in Table 16. As seen in
the correlation table there is a positive relationship (r=.409; P>.01) between
independent variable (machiavellianism) and mediator variable (dehumanization).
Similarly, there is a significant and positive relationship (r=-.156; p<.01) between
independent variable (machiavellianism) and depended variable (organizational
destructive deviant workplace behaviors). Additionally, there is also a significant and
positive relationship between mediator variable (dehumanization) and depended

variable (r=.099; p<.01). As understood from the correlation results the requirements
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of Baron and Kenny’ (1986) three-step approach was met. The hierarchical

regression results are presented in Table 24.

Table 24. Hierarchical Regression Results of the H4b Hypothesis

Regression Results for Simple Mediation

Regression Model 1: Model 2: Model 3:
Models Depended Depended Depended
Variable: Variable: DWO | Variable: DWO
Independent & Dehumanization
Mediator Variables B p B p B p
Machiavellianism 409 | .000***
Machiavellianism 085 | .007**
Machiavellianism .054 118 nss.
Dehumanization 077 027+
R? 166 .006 .010
F 200.330 7.316 6.134
AR? .004
Notes: (a) n=1000. *P<0.05; **P<0.01 ***p<0.001, (b) n.s.. nonsignificant, (c) DWO:

Organizational destructive deviant workplace behaviors.

As presented in Table 24, Baron and Kenny’s (1986) all conditions, which
are necessary to simple mediation analysis, were provided. According to the
regression models, dehumanization was significantly and positively (=.409;
t=14.154; p<.001) predicted by Machiavellianism. Similarly, organizational
destructive deviant workplace behaviors were significantly and positively (B =.085;
t=2.705; p<.01) predicted by Machiavellianism. Additionally, when the mediator
variable was included in the model, in step 3, the beta value of the Machiavellianism
decreased (B =-.054; t=1.566; n.s.) and non-significant. Besides, the relationship
between dehumanization and organizational destructive deviant workplace behaviors
is also significant (B =.077; t=2.219; p<.05), when controlling for Machiavellianism
(in step 3). According to these regression results, it is easy to say that
dehumanization —a subset of moral disengagement fully mediates the relationship
between Machiavellianism and organizational destructive deviant workplace

behaviors.

As seen in Table 25, Sobel’s (1982) test was used to test statistical significance
of the indirect effect. The two-tailed significance test indicates that the indirect effect
is statistically significant (Sobel z =2.1859, p<.05). According to these results H4b

was supported.
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Table 25. Sobel Test Results of the H4b Hypothesis

Sobel Test Results
Value

SE LL 95% CI UL 95% CI z p

Indirect effect and significance using normal distribution

Sobel .0289 0132 .0030 .0548 2.1859
Notes: (a) n=1000. *P<0.05; **P<0.01 ***p<0.001

.028~*

7.7.7. The Mediating Effect of Psychological Ownership on the
Relationship between Distributive Justice and Innovative

Constructive Deviant Workplace Behaviors

The correlation levels among variables are presented in Table 16. As seen in
the correlation table there is a significant and positive relationship (r=.480; P>.01)
between independent variable (distributive justice) and mediator (psychological
ownership) variable. Similarly, there is a significant and positive relationship
(r=.199; p<.01) between independent variable (distributive justice) and depended
variable (innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors). Additionally, there is
also a significant and positive relationship (r=.358; p<.01) between mediator variable
(psychological ownership) and depended variable (innovative constructive deviant
workplace behaviors). As understood from the correlation results the requirements of
Baron and Kenny’ (1986) three-step approach was met. The hierarchical regression
results are presented in Table 26.

Table 26. Hierarchical Regression Results of the H5a Hypothesis

Regression Results for Simple Mediation
Regression Model 1: Model 2: Model 3:
Models Depended Depended Depended
Variable: PSY | Variable: CODW-I | Variable: CDW-I
Independent &
Mediator Variables p P B P B P
Distributive Justice 480 | .000***
Distributive Justice 199 | .000***
Distributive Justice 036 | .291n.s.
Psychological Ownership 341 | .000***
R? 229 .039 128
F 298.117 41.234 74.041
AR? .050

Notes: (a) n=1000. *P<0.05; **P<0.01 ***p<0.001, (b) n.s.: nonsignificant, (c) PSY: Psychological
ownership, CDW-I: Innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors.
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As presented in Table 26, Baron and Kenny’s (1986) all conditions, which are
necessary to simple mediation analysis, were supported. According to the regression
models, psychological ownership was significantly and positively (B =.480;
t=17.266; p<.001) predicted by distributive justice. Likewise, innovative constructive
deviant workplace behaviors were significantly and positively (B =.199; t=6.421;
p<.001) predicted by distributive justice. On the other hand, when the mediator
variable was included in the model, in step 3, the relationship between distributive
justice and innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors was nonsignificant
(B =.036; t=1.056; p>.05) compared to the Step 2 (B =.199; t=6.421,; p<.001), and
the relationship between psychological ownership and innovative constructive
deviant workplace behaviors was significant (f =.341; t=10.132; p<.001), when
controlling for distributive justice. According to these regression results, it is easy to
say that psychological ownership fully mediates the relationship between distributive

justice and innovative constructive deviant workplace behavior.

As seen in Table 27, Sobel’s (1982) test was used to test statistical significance
of the indirect effect. The two-tailed significance test indicates that the indirect effect
is statistically significant (Sobel z =8.7273, p<.000). According to these results H5a

was supported.

Table 27. Sobel Test Results of the H5a Hypothesis

Sobel Test Results

Value SE LL 95% CI UL 95% CI z p

Indirect effect and significance using normal distribution
Sobel 1203 .0138 .0933 1473 8.7273  .000***

Notes: (a) n=1000. *P<0.05; **P<0.01 ***p<0.001

7.7.8. The Mediating Effect of Psychological Ownership on the
Relationship between Procedural Justice and Innovative

Constructive Deviant Workplace Behaviors

The correlation levels among variables are presented in Table 16. As seen in
the correlation table there is a significant and positive relationship (r=.365; P>.01)
between independent variable (procedural justice) and mediator (psychological
ownership) variable. Similarly, there is a significant and positive relationship
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(r=.214; p<.01) between independent variable (procedural justice) and depended
variable (innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors). Additionally, there is
also a significant and positive relationship (r=.358; p<.01) between mediator variable
(psychological ownership) and depended variable (innovative constructive deviant
workplace behaviors). As understood from the correlation results the requirements of
Baron and Kenny’ (1986) three-step approach was met. The hierarchical regression

results are presented in Table 28.

Table 28. Hierarchical Regression Results of the H5b Hypothesis

Regression Results for Simple Mediation
Regression Model 1: Model 2: Model 3:
Models Depended Depended Depended
Variable: PSY | Variable: CDW-I | Variable: CDW-I
Independent &
Mediator Variables p P p P p P
Procedural Justice .365 | .000***
Procedural Justice 214 | .000***
Procedural Justice .096 .003**
Psychological Ownership 323 | .000***
R? 132 .045 135
F 153.551 47.776 78.654
AR? .045

Notes: (a) n=1000. *P<0.05; **P<0.01 ***p<0.001, (b) n.s.: nonsignificant, (c) PSY: Psychological
ownership, CDW-I: Innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors.

As presented in Table 28, Baron and Kenny’s (1986) all conditions, which
are necessary to simple mediation analysis, were provided. According to the
regression models, psychological ownership was significantly and positively (
=.365; t=12.392; p<.001) predicted by procedural justice. Similarly, innovative
constructive deviant workplace behaviors were significantly and positively ( =.214;
t=6.912; p<.001) predicted by distributive justice. Additionally, when the mediator
variable was included in the model, in step 3, the beta value of the procedural justice
decreased (B =.096; t=3.026; p<.01) and still statistically significant. Besides, the
relationship between psychological ownership and innovative constructive deviant
workplace behaviors is significant (f =.323; t=10.226; p<.001), when controlling for
procedural justice (in step 3). According to these regression results, it is easy to say
that psychological ownership partially mediates the relationship between procedural

justice and innovative constructive deviant workplace behavior.
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As seen in Table 29, Sobel” (1982) test was used to test statistical significance
of the indirect effect. The two-tailed significance test indicates that the indirect effect
is statistically significant (Sobel z =7.8720, p<.000). According to these results H5b

was supported.

Table 29. Sobel Test Results of the H5b Hypothesis

Sobel Test Results

Value SE LL 95% CI UL 95% CI z p

Indirect effect and significance using normal distribution
Sobel .0833 .0106 0626 1041 7.8720  .000***

Notes: (a) n=1000. *P<0.05; **P<0.01 ***p<0.001

7.7.9. The Mediating Effect of Psychological Ownership on the
Relationship between Participative Decision Making and

Innovative Constructive Deviant Workplace Behaviors

The correlation levels among variables are presented in Table 16. As seen in
the correlation table there is a significant and positive (r=.389; P>.01) relationship
between independent variable (participative decision making) and mediator
(psychological ownership) variable. Similarly, there is a significant and positive
relationship (r=.308; p<.01) between independent variable (participative decision
making) and depended variable (innovative constructive deviant workplace
behaviors). Additionally, there is also a significant and positive relationship (r=.358;
p<.01) between mediator variable (psychological ownership) and depended variable
(innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors). As understood from the
correlation results the requirements of Baron and Kenny’ (1986) three-step approach

was met. The hierarchical regression results are presented in Table 30.
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Table 30. Hierarchical Regression Results of the H6 Hypothesis

Regression Results for Simple Mediation
Regression Model 1: Model 2: Model 3:
Models Depended Depended Depended
Variable: PSY | Variable: CDW-1 | Variable: CDW-I
Independent &
Mediator Variables p P p P p P
Part|C|pat|v<? Decision 389 | 000***
Making
Part|C|pat|v<? Decision 308 | 000***
Making
Part|C|pat|v<? Decision 199 | 000***
Making
Psychological Ownership 281 | .000***
R? 150 .094 .160
F 177.931 104.506 96.234
AR? .066

Notes: (a) n=1000. *P<0.05; **P<0.01 ***p<0.001, (b) n.s.: nonsignificant, (c) PSY: Psychological
ownership, CDW-I: Innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors.

As presented in Table 30, Baron and Kenny’s (1986) all conditions, which are
necessary to simple mediation analysis, were provided. According to the regression
models, psychological ownership was significantly and positively (B =.389;
t=13.339; p<.001) predicted by participative decision making. Similarly, innovative
constructive deviant workplace behaviors were significantly and positively (p =.308;
t=10.223; p<.001) predicted by participative decision making. Additionally, when
the mediator variable was included in the model, in step 3, the beta value of the
participative decision making decreased (B =.199; t=6.309; p<.001) and still
statistically significant. Besides, the relationship between psychological ownership
and innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors is also significant (f =.281;
t=8.928; p<.001), when controlling for participative decision making (in step 3).
According to these regression results, it is easy to say that psychological ownership
partially mediates the relationship between participative decision-making and

innovative constructive deviant workplace behavior.

As seen in Table 31, Sobel’s (1982) test was used to test statistical significance
of the indirect effect. The two-tailed significance test indicates that the indirect effect
is statistically significant (Sobel z =7.4054, p<.000). According to these results H6
was supported.
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Table 31. Sobel Test Results of the H6 Hypothesis

Sobel Test Results

Value SE LL 95% CI UL 95% CI z p

Indirect effect and significance using normal distribution
Sobel .0846 0114 0622 1070 7.4054 .000

Notes: (a) n=1000. *P<0.05; **P<0.01 ***p<0.001

7.7.10. The Mediating Effect of Psychological Ownership on the
Relationship  between Person-Organization Fit and

Innovative Constructive Deviant Workplace Behaviors

The correlation levels among variables are presented in Table 16. As seen in
the correlation table there is a significant and positive (r=.570; P>.01) relationship
between independent variable (person-organization fit) and mediator (psychological
ownership) variable. Similarly, there is a significant and positive relationship
(r=.228; p<.01) between independent variable (person-organization fit) and depended
variable (innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors). Additionally, there is
also a significant and positive relationship (r=.358; p<.01) between mediator variable
(psychological ownership) and depended variable (innovative constructive deviant
workplace behaviors). As understood from the correlation results the requirements of
Baron and Kenny’s (1986) three-step approach was met. The hierarchical regression

results are presented in Table 32.

Table 32. Hierarchical Regression Results of the H7 Hypothesis

Regression Results for Simple Mediation

Regression Model 1: Model 2: Model 3:
Models Depended Depended Depended
Variable: PSY | Variable: CDW-I | Variable: CDW-I
Independent &
p p p p p p

Mediator Variables

Person-Organization Fit | .446 | .000***

Person-Organization Fit 228 | .000***
Person-Organization Fit .085 | .010*
Psychological Ownership 320 | .000***
R? 198 .051 132
F 248.203 54.762 77.237
AR? .030

Notes: (a) n=1000. *P<0.05; **P<0.01 ***p<0.001, (b) n.s.: nonsignificant, (c) PSY: Psychological
ownership, CDW-I: Innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors.
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As presented in Table 32, Baron and Kenny’s (1986) all conditions, which are
necessary to simple mediation analysis, were provided. According to the regression
models, psychological ownership was significantly and positively (B =.446;
t=15.754; p<.001) predicted by person-organization fit. Similarly, innovative
constructive deviant workplace behaviors were significantly and positively (B =.228;
t=7.400; p<.001) predicted by person-organization fit. Additionally, when the
mediator variable was included in the model, in step 3, the beta value of the person-
organization fit decreased (B =.085; t=2.586; p<.05) and was still statistically
significant. Besides, the relationship between psychological ownership and
innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors is significant (f =.320; t=9.725;
p<.001), when controlling for person-organization fit (in step 3). According to these
regression results, it is easy to say that psychological ownership partially mediates
the relationship between person-organization fit and innovative constructive deviant

workplace behavior.

As seen in Table 33, Sobel” (1982) test was used to test statistical significance
of the indirect effect. The two-tailed significance test indicates that the indirect effect
is statistically significant (Sobel z =8.2633, p<.000). According to these results H7

was supported.

Table 33. Sobel Test Results of the H7 Hypothesis

Sobel Test Results

Value SE LL 95% CI UL 95% CI z p

Indirect effect and significance using normal distribution
Sobel 1043 0126 0796 1291 8.2633  .000***

Notes: (a) n=1000. *P<0.05; **P<0.01 ***p<0.001
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Table 34. The Results of Hypotheses

Hypotheses

Results

H1l: There is a negative relationship between Innovative
Constructive deviant workplace behaviors and destructive deviant
workplace behaviors

Supported

H2: Moral disengagement mediates the positive relationship

between careerism and destructive deviant workplace behaviors

Supported

H3a: Moral disengagement mediates the positive relationship

between relativism and destructive deviant workplace behaviors

Unsupported

H3b: Moral disengagement mediates the negative relationship

between idealism and destructive deviant workplace behaviors

Supported

H4a: Moral disengagement mediates the positive relationship
between machiavellianism and interpersonal destructive deviant

workplace behaviors

Supported

H4b: Moral disengagement mediates the positive relationship
between machiavellianism and organizational destructive deviant

workplace behaviors

Supported

H5a: Psychological ownership mediates the positive relationship
between perceived distributive justice and innovative constructive

deviant workplace behaviors

Supported

H5b: Psychological ownership mediates the positive relationship
between perceived procedural justice and innovative constructive

deviant workplace behaviors

Supported

H6: Psychological ownership mediates the positive relationship
between participative decision making and innovative constructive

deviant workplace behaviors

Supported

H7: Psychological ownership mediates the positive relationship
between person-organization fit and innovative constructive deviant

workplace behaviors

Supported
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8. RESULTS

In this chapter, the interpretation of finding, managerial implications and
practices are provided. Specifically, this chapter provides an overview of the
findings. Then, implications of the study and practices are presented. Lastly, the

limitations of this research as well as further research implications are provided.
8.1. Interpretation of Findings

In this study, two theoretical models were tested. Firstly, the mediator role of
moral disengagement on the relationship between some employee orientations (i.e.
careerism, idealism, relativism and machiavellianism) and destructive deviant
workplace behaviors (interpersonal and organizational) was investigated. Secondly,
the mediator role of psychological ownership on the relationship between some
employee perceptions (i.e. perceived organizational justice, participative decision
making and person-organization fit) and innovative constructive deviant workplace

behaviors was investigated.

The developed two research models and hypothesized relations are based on
Balu’s (1964) social exchange theory, Ajzen and Fishbein’ (1975) theory of reasoned
action and Bandura and colleagues’ (1986, 1996, 1999) social cognitive theory.
According to these theories, there is an exchange between perceptions (input),
attitudes (process), and behaviors (output). In other words, the shape of behaviors
depends on the direction of perceptions and attitudes. For instance if employees
perceive their organizations climate as positive, they probably exhibit positive
behaviors. Supporting this notion theory of reasoned action also suggests that there
are some attitudes behind the behaviors shaping it. According to these theories there
is a direct relationship between perceptions and behaviors, however, this direct
relationship may not be direct but conveyed some attitudes. In other words,
according to Ajzen and Fishbein (1980), if people evaluate some perceptions and
behaviors as positive the level of intention to exhibit these positive behaviors

probably will be high.
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In addition to above-mentioned theoretical framework, in our first model we
hypothesise that, in light of the social cognitive theory, some negative employee
orientations may cause destructive deviant workplace behavior. Of course, past
researchers have already studied some of these direct relations, however, in this
study we hypothesized that moral disengagement as an attitude has a mediator role
between these negative orientations and destructive deviant workplace behaviors.
Similarly, psychological ownership, as an attitude, may be a missing link between
some positive perceptions and innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors.
In this chapter the interpretation of findings is presented under the two subheadings;

employee orientations and employee perceptions.

8.1.1. Relations between Employee Orientations and Destructive

Deviant Workplace Behaviors

In order to test mediating effects Baron and Kenny’s (1986) three-step
approach was followed. In this respect, to test mediating effects some direct and
indirect relationships were investigated. Additionally, the two theoretical models
were tested by structural equation modelling. Then, hierarchical regression analysis

was run to test mediating effects.

The findings indicate that, except for the relativism, all developed hypotheses
were supported. Accordingly, there is a positive effect of careerism on organizational
destructive deviant workplace behaviors. There is a positive effect of
machiavellianism on interpersonal and organizational destructive deviant workplace
behaviors. There is a negative effect of idealism on interpersonal destructive deviant
workplace behaviors. Additionally, the findings also show that dehumanization, as a
sub-dimension of moral disengagement, has a mediator role in these direct

relations.

The positive effect of careerism on destructive deviant workplace behaviors
supports the Yildiz and Alpkan’ (2014) proposition. Of course, past researchers have
already investigated the link between careerism and some negative workplace
behaviors such as alienation, turnover and absenteeism. However, just Feldman and
Weitz (1991) stated that careerist employees may see deceptive behaviour as a must

for their career growth, and just as Yildiz and Alpkan (2014) stated, given the
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negative relationship between organizational citizenship behavior and careerism it is
easy to say that there is a positive relationship between careerism and destructive
deviant workplace behaviors. As understood from these studies this finding is

consistent with the past studies.

Additionally, considering the theory of reasoned action and social exchange
theory there are some intentions or attitudes behind the behaviors. In other words,
positive intentions or orientations motivate employees towards engaging positive
behaviors or vice versa. Given the careerism’ dishonourable nature and excessive
admiration to reach career goals, acting deviantly can be seen as a part of careerists’

lifestyle.

Social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) is also another theory, which states
that in individual self-evaluating system there is a self-regulatory system, which
controls or evaluates the rightness of the behaviors. This mechanism points the
capacity of people about deciding to exhibit any behavior in the direction of some
internal standards (Hystad et al., 2014). According to this theory, there is also self-
condemnation mechanism, which enables us to feel shame or guilt because of our
misbehaviours (Moore et al., 2012). According to this theory, if employees
deactivate their self-regulatory mechanism they justify their unfavourable acts and
accordingly their self-commination mechanism will be deactivated and they will not
feel any disturbance about their misbehaviour. Given these explanations, careerists
may deactivate their self-regulatory and self-condemnation mechanisms to reach

their career goals with justifying their destructive deviant workplace behaviors.

In accordance with the above-mentioned theoretical rationales, it can be said
that careerist or employees who have careerist orientation have a potential of
exhibiting destructive deviant workplace behaviors. Moreover, interestingly, in this
study we found that careerism has a significant and positive impact on organizational
destructive deviance. As it can be remembered from the Feldman and Weitz’ (1991)
study, careerists develop powerful social relationships with the co-workers to
advance in their career road and they believe that without these relationships advance
in organizations is difficult. Therefore, it is easy to say that harming interpersonal
relations is an undesirable course of action for careerist. In other words, being good

at the interpersonal relations or pretending to be good at interpersonal relations can
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be seen as a necessary instrument for careerists. Of course, these relationships
between careerists and their co-workers can be seen as if being in intimate
relationships between careerist and their co-workers, however, in fact, careerists use
this relationship as an illusion to reach the career goals. In view of this relationship,
exhibiting interpersonal destructive deviant workplace behaviors is contrary to their
benefits. In this respect, exhibiting organizational destructive deviant workplace
behaviors instead of interpersonal destructive deviant workplace behaviors fits in the
logic of careerist orientation. Based on these arguments, careerist employees can be

defined as “organizational destructive deviants”.

Another finding of this study is idealism, as a sub-dimension of ethical
ideology, has a negative and significant effect on interpersonal destructive deviant
workplace behaviors. As aforementioned in the previous chapters, the common side
of idealists, they consider universal ethical norms when making a decision (Forsyth,
1980, 1984, 1992). In other words, according to idealists it is important that the
rightness of the action depends on avoiding harm to others and giving priority to
wellbeing of others. Supporting this notion Singhapakdi et al. (1995) state that
idealists take more social responsibility against their organizations than the low-level
idealist and high level of relativists. On the contrary, relativism as a subset of ethical
ideology gives priority to situational factors when it is come to ethical decision-
making. In other words, the importance of engaging universal ethical rules depends
on the situational factors for relativists. Of course, it was already mentioned that low-
level relativists also follow the universal ethical rules, however, from their
perspective engaging universal ethical rules is more important than the negative
consequences of their acts. Right at this point, harming others is an important factor
to determine the understanding of these two types of ethical ideology.

In view of the above arguments, in this study, we hypothesized that relativist
may break significant organizational rules or harm the organization as a result of
their situational based gains. On the other hand, since the powerful engagement to
universal ethical norms and since they have not the potential of tolerating harmful
behaviors we also hypothesized that idealists do not engage destructive deviant

workplace behaviors.
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The findings indicate that there is no significant relationship between
relativism and destructive deviant workplace behaviors. This finding is also
consistent with the past researches (Henle et al., 2005; Hastings and Finegan, 2011).
Of course, Henle et al. (2005) have already hypothesized that employees with high-
level relativism are more likely to justify their misbehaviour. However, our and their
results do not support this hypothesis. Of course, although statistical analyses support
the quality of this dimension, and theoretical rationales are satisfactory, there may be
a measurement error. In other words, the ethical ideology questionnaire consists of
idealism and relativism dimensions. However when applying these two dimensions
at the same time, respondents might be under the effect of social desirability bias.
Accordingly, employees might avoid from being honest at answering the items to

prevent themselves from any social or managerial pressures.

This finding can also be explained from a different viewpoint. Given the
relativists situational based perspective to ethical issues, they may behave deviantly
under some circumstances. For instance, if they perceive their organizational milieu
as injustice, they may engage deviant behaviors to compensate their feeling of
inequity. In this respect, this finding is not surprising. On the other hand, past
researches also indicate that there is a negative relationship between idealism and
workplace deviance (Henle et al., 2005; Hasting and Finegan, 2011). For instance,
while Henle et al. (2005) found a negative and significant relationship between
interpersonal destructive deviant workplace behaviors and idealism, Hasting and
Finegan (2011) also found a significant and negative relationship between idealism
and the two types of destructive deviance; interpersonal and organizational. In this
respect our findings are consistent with Henle et al.’(2005) results. As previously
mentioned idealists consider the well-being of the others and give priority to honesty
and ethical codes (Vitell et al., 1993). Therefore, our expectation towards idealists
was supported. This negative relationship between idealism and interpersonal
destructive deviant workplace behaviors also indicate that as expected idealist
employees give more importance to wellbeing of others than organizational issues. In
other words, this findings show that the more employees are idealist, the less they are

prone to exhibit interpersonal destructive deviant workplace behaviors.

133



In addition to above mentioned explanations, another finding of this study is
that as expected, there is a positive and significant relationship between
machiavellianism and two types of destructive deviant workplace behaviors
(interpersonal and organizational). As previously mentioned, past researches state
that machiavellianist people have a propensity of rule breaking to achieve their goals
(Galperin, 2012). Additionally past researches also indicate that people who have
machiavellianist orientation lack the ethical consideration (Christie and Geis, 1970;
Dahling et al., 2009; Gable and Dangello, 1994). For instance, Gunnthorsdottir et al.
(2002) state that people who have high-level machiavellianist orientation are likely
to take advantage of those who trust them. From this point of view, to obtain desired
ends, harming interpersonal relations or organizations’ significant norms can be seen
an indivisible part of machiavellianism. In other words, justifying unethical
behaviors can be seen a necessary instrument for machiavellianists. As Galperin
(2012) said, the word “ends justify the means” represents the way of thinking of
machiavellianism. In this respect our findings are consistent with the past studies in
the literature (Dahling et al., 2009; Zagenczyk et al., 2014; Galperin, 2012).

As previously mentioned, Bandura and colleagues’ (1986, 1996, 1999) social
cognitive theory is one of the most widely used theories to explain the causal
relationships between employee orientations and behaviors. Similarly, Ajzen and
Fishbein’s (1975) theory of reasoned action is one of the key theoretical approaches
to understanding of the attitudes’ role on the behaviors. In this respect, we

hypothesised some mediator relations based on these theories.

The findings show that dehumanization, as one of the sub-dimensions of moral
disengagement, has a mediator role between some employee orientations (i.e.
careerism, idealism and machiavellianism) and destructive deviant workplace
behaviors. In this respect, these hypotheses are supported by theory of reasoned
action and social cognitive theory. According to these theories behaviors are
outcomes of various attitudes, perceptions, behavioural intentions, subjective norms
and behavioural controls. In other words, these actors determine the shapes of
behaviors. In this respect, our major hypotheses, which stress the mediator role of
moral disengagement between employee orientations and destructive deviant

workplace behaviors are consistent with the theoretical foundations. Additionally,
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the logic, which stresses the mediating effect of moral disengagement on the
relationship between some negative employee orientations and negative behaviors, is
also consistent with the past researches (Deter et al., 2008; Hystad et al., 2014; Fida
et al., 2014). Based on these explanations, it is easy to say that employees who have
some orientations such as careerism and machiavellianism are more prone to exhibit
destructive deviant workplace behaviors. However, this relationship is not only direct
but also through dehumanization -as a sub-dimension of moral disengagement.
Accordingly, dehumanization represents the justification or misconstrual of victims
of the unethical behaviors. In light of these arguments, it is easy to say that careerist
and machiavellianist employees ignore the potential harms of their behaviors when it
comes to achieving their goals. The similarities of the logic of these two constructs

are also supported by the high-level correlation between the two of them.

Specifically, dehumanization has a partial mediating effect on the relationship
between careerism and organizational destructive deviant workplace behaviors. In
view of the careerists’ propensity of using social relations as an instrument to
achieve their career goals with the non-performance based activities, it is not
surprising avoiding from harming co-workers or social relations. In other words,
harming interpersonal relations contradicts careerists’ interests. However, given the
manipulative nature of careerism and irresistible desire to career advancement of
careerists, exhibiting organizational destructive deviant workplace behaviors can be
seen as an indivisible part of careerism. From this point of view, engaging
organizational destructive deviant workplace behaviors coincide with the expected
logic of careerism’s nature. Moreover, the findings also show that the attitude of
moral disengagement (dehumanization) strengthens this direct relationship. In other
words, this additive effect of moral disengagement is also supported by theory of

reasoned action.

In addition to above arguments, moral disengagement (dehumanization) also
has a mediator role between machiavellianism and destructive deviant workplace
behaviors (interpersonal and organizational). This mediating effect of moral
disengagement is consistent with our theoretical expectation. According to the social
cognitive theory and theory of reasoned action we hypothesized that moral
disengagement, as an attitude, should convey the machiavellianism’ effect to
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destructive deviance. The findings show that such mediating effect is partially in the
relationship between machiavellianism and interpersonal destructive deviant
workplace behaviors. On the other hand, moral disengagement also fully mediated
the relationship between machiavellianism and organizational destructive deviant
workplace behaviors. Given the machiavellianists’ result oriented mind “the ends
justify the means” harming interpersonal relations and organization may be seen as
necessary to obtain desired results. Right at this point, it is easy to say that moral
disengagement as an attitude has a great importance in terms of the understanding of
the grey area between machiavellianism and destructive deviant workplace
behaviors. In light of these arguments, our findings related to the machiavellianism’s
indirect effects on destructive deviant workplace behaviors are consistent with our
theoretical expectations. In other words, the mediator role of moral disengagement
that is one of our major hypotheses was supported by theory of reasoned action and

social cognitive theory.

8.1.2. Relations between Employee Perceptions and Constructive

Deviant Workplace Behaviors

As previously mentioned hierarchical regression analysis was run to test
mediating effects. The findings indicate that all developed hypotheses related to the
innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors were supported. Accordingly,
there is a positive effect of perceived organizational justice (distributive and
procedural), person-organization fit and participative decision making on innovative
constructive deviant workplace behaviors. Additionally, psychological ownership as
an attitude has a mediator role on these direct relationships. In other words, three
mediator hypotheses stressing the mediator roles of psychological ownership
between some positive employee perceptions (i.e. perceived organizational justice,
person-organization fit and innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors) and

innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors were supported.

The positive effect of perceived organizational justice on innovative
constructive deviant workplace behaviors is consistent with our propositions towards
past studies (Yildiz et al., 2015a; Moorman, 1991; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992;
Moorman et al., 1993; Ang et al., 2003; Appelbaum et al., 2007; Galperin, 2002;
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Vadera et al., 2013; Cakar et al., 2004). In this respect, the findings support that
perceiving organizational milieu as fair is related to the exhibiting innovative
constructive deviant workplace behaviors. This finding also indicates that providing
a fair atmosphere in the workplace may be a source of positive behaviors, especially
innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors. Additionally, this finding is
also supported by Blau’s (1964) social exchange theory and Ajzen and Fishbein’
(1975) theory of reasoned action. According to these theories, there is an exchange
among employees’ perceptions, attitudes and behaviors. In this respect, positive

perceptions may lead to positive behaviors or vice versa.

The positive relationship between organizational justice (distributive and
procedural) and psychological ownership is also consistent with the Sieger et al.
(2011)’s study. This result indicates that employee perception of justice is related to
feeling of possessiveness towards their organizations. According to this causal
relationship, if employees perceive their organizational milieu as fair they develop

some positive attitudes against their organization such as psychological ownership.

Past studies also suggest that psychological ownership is one of the predictors
of constructive deviant workplace behaviors (Chung and Moon, 2011; Vandewalle et
al., 1995). Supporting this notion, our findings are consistent with these studies. In
this respect, this finding can be explained by social exchange theory and theory of
reasoned action, according to these theories there are attitudinal and perceptual
reasons behind the behaviors. Of course, in terms of social exchange explanation
there are positive perceptions behind the positive behaviors. Supportively, theory of
reasoned action also suggests that there are some attitudes before the exhibiting
behaviors. In line with these practical and theoretical explanations, it is easy to say

that our findings are consistent with the literature.

In addition to above-mentioned direct relations, as one of the mediator
hypotheses, we hypothesized that psychological ownership as an attitude has a
mediator role between employees’ justice perception (procedural and distributive)
and innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors. As aforementioned in
previous chapters, past researchers have already used psychological ownership as a
mediator between some positive perceptions and behaviors (Wagner et al., 2003;
O’Driscoll et al, 2006; Mayhew et al., 2007; Sieger et al., 2011; Liu et al., 2012;
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Avey et al., 2012; Ghafoor et al., 2011). Based on these studies, since the fairness
perception leads to positive attitudes and since the positive attitudes are the pre-step
of the positive behaviors, we propose that the positive relationship between justice
perception and innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors should be

mediated by psychological ownership.

The findings show that psychological ownership partially mediated the
relationship between procedural justice and innovative constructive deviant
workplace behaviors. Similarly, psychological ownership also fully mediated the
relationship between distributive justice and innovative constructive deviant
workplace behaviors. From this perspective, the logic of our finding is consistent
with the past studies. In other words, it can be said that perceiving organizational
milieu as fair, causes the attitude of psychological ownership and it causes
innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors. Especially, it is important to
stress that the mediator role of psychological ownership on the relationship between
distributive justice and innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors has a
more important role than the relationship between procedural justice and innovative
constructive deviance. From this point of view, employees’ perception of distributive
justice has a vital importance in terms of developing the attitude of psychological

ownership, in turn, innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors.

In addition to above-mentioned explanations another finding of this study is the
positive effect of participative decision-making (PDM) on innovative constructive
deviant workplace behaviors. Of course, past researchers have already studied the
positive effects of the employees’ PDM activities on their behaviors (Porter et al.,
1996; Liu et al., 2012; Bragg and Andrews, 1973; Black & Gregersen, 1997; Bulut
and Alpkan, 2006; Jain and Jain, 2014; Yildiz et al., 2015a). According to the these
studies we propose that in order to feel themselves as a part of their organization,
employees should take part in decision making processes. Additionally, if employees
take part in decision-making processes they may exhibit some positive or extra role

behaviors.

In the literature, there are plenty of studies stressing the positive effects of
PDM on employees’ positive behaviors (Mayhew et al., 2007; Pierce et al., 2004;
Avey et al., 2009; Sieger et al., 2013). In line with these studies, based on Blau’s
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social exchange theory, we hypothesized that another possible positive outcome of
the participative decision-making may be innovative constructive deviant workplace
behaviors. The findings show that our hypothesis was supported and this result is
also consistent with the above mentioned studies. According to these findings, it can
be inferred from this result that employees PDM activities is one of the most
important sources of innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors. In other
words, if an organization gives chance to employees to participate in decision-
making activities, employees motivate themselves to give more than they receive
based on the satisfaction of feeling themselves as a part of their organization. From
this aspect, breaking rules to contribute to the wellbeing of organization may be seen
a result of PDM.

In addition to above explanations, the findings also show that there is a positive
relationship between PDM and psychological ownership. This finding is also
consistent with the past studies (Chi and Han, 2008). Similarly the positive effect of
psychological ownership on innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors is
consistent with the past studies (Chung and Moon, 2011). As seen from these results
it is easy to say that employees’ feelings of themselves as a part of their
organizations cause the appearance of positive attitudes, in turn, positive behaviors

such as innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors.

In light of the social exchange theory and theory of reasoned action, we
hypothesised that psychological ownership as a positive attitude has a mediator role
between PDM and innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors. In other
words, we suggest that since employees’ participation in decision-making process
leads to positive attitudes against the organization and since the positive attitudes are
the trigger of the positive behaviors, psychological ownership should have a bridge
role between PDM and innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors.
Supportively, the findings show that psychological ownership partially mediated this
direct relationship. In this respect, our findings are supported by our robust
theoretically rationales and past researches. From these explanations it is easy to say
that giving importance to the employees, as a value of their organization is one of the
most important factor to provide a basis for positive attitudes. As previously
mentioned, these positive attitudes are the pre-step of the positive behaviors.
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The findings also show that person-organization fit (POF) has a positive and
significant impact on innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors. As
previously mentioned, there are many studies investigating the effects of high level
POF on positive workplace behaviors (e.g. Elci et al., 2008; Liu et al., 2010; O'Reilly
et al., 1991; Bretz and Judge, 1994; Suérez-Mendoza and Zoghbi-Manrique-de-Lara,
2008). Consistent with these studies our results also support this notion. In other
words, as expected, the quality of coherence between person and organization allow
the trace of positive behaviors such as innovative constructive deviant workplace

behaviors.

The positive effect of POF on psychological ownership is also supported by
social exchange theory and theory of reasoned action. This result is also consistent
with the Cable and Judge’s (1996) study. According to their study they state that
POF is strongly associated with the attitudes. In this respect we propose that
psychological ownership, as a positive attitude, should have a mediator role between
POF and innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors. In this respect, our
findings indicate that psychological ownership partially mediated the relationship

between POF and innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors.

In light of the theory of reasoned action and social exchange theory, it is easy
to say that good level of coherence between person and organization enables setting
a ground for positive attitudes and behaviors. Accordingly, the principle of right
person to right organization has a vital importance to fostering these behaviors and
attitudes. If this rule is achieved, employees may see themselves as a part of their
organization, and develop some positive attitudes i.e. psychological ownership, then

they may exhibit innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors.
8.2. Managerial Implications

In addition to its theoretical explanations and implications, this study also
offers some important managerial implications related to the managing deviant
(destructive and constructive) workplace behaviors. Firstly, by means of this study
some employees’ orientations (i.e. idealism, careerism, machiavellianism) that
related to the destructive deviant workplace behaviors were determined. From this

point of view, taking in consideration of these orientations is imperative for
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managers in order to avoid harmful effects of destructive deviant workplace
behaviours. Additionally, in these relationships the role of moral disengagement as
an influential attitude was determined. Hereby, managers should not be under the
control of direct relation blindness. In other words, realising some important attitudes
that convey the effect of the negative employee orientation to destructive deviant
workplace behaviors should be foretasted and preventive measures should be taken

before the exhibiting of harmful behaviours.

With the exception of idealism, other employee orientations (i.e. careerism,
relativism and machiavellianism) should be kept down. In other words, because of
the idealist employees give more importance to the universal ethical norms they have
a decreasing effect on destructive deviant workplace behaviors. From this point of
view, managers should provide an organizational milieu where idealist orientations
are promotive. Similarly, in order to minimize the employees who have negative
orientations, useful and effective personal selection methods should be used.
Additionally, because the managing of these negative employee orientations are
costly for organizations; managers should take preventive precautions in personal
selecting activities. On the other hand, if these employees have already been
employed, the propensities towards exhibiting destructive deviant workplace
behaviors should be minimized or the span of authority of these employees should be
limited. Also, another effective solution can be keeping a close watch on these
employees. In this respect, HRM managers’ effective personnel selection and
appraisal activities may be one of the best precautions to manage or avoid from these

behaviors.

On the other hand, there are also some implications related to the positive
effect of some employee perceptions (i.e. perceived organizational justice,
participative decision-making and person-organization fit) on innovative constructive
deviant workplace behaviors through psychological ownership as a positive attitude.
Firstly, as previously mentioned that perceived distributive and procedural justices
are important predictors of the innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors.
More clearly, if employees perceive their workplace milieu as fair, they develop
psychological ownership attitude towards their organization, then exhibit innovative
constructive deviant workplace behaviors. In this regard, managers should provide an
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organizational milieu where the distribution of rewards and outcomes are fair. By
this means, employees may look at their organization as equitable, and develop the
feeling of possessiveness, in turn, positive behaviors. Similarly, as aforementioned,
procedural justice refers to fairness of processes related to the resource allocation and
resolving disputes. From this point of view, to manage such process, managers
should establish fairness-focused processes to persuade their employees towards
accepting the organization as fair. Accordingly, in order to constitute a trust-based
organization, top managers should look this issue as a must. Additionally, to avoid
any disputes with related to the distribution of outputs, managers should also make
the principle of transparency dominant over the processes.

In addition to above explanations, employees’ participation to decision-making
process is also another important issue. As understood from the research results,
employees’ perception of participative decision making has a positive impact on
innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors. Given the employees feeling
themselves as a part of their organization, this perception has a key role in the
organizational setting. From this point of view, top managers should make decision-
making bodies as far as decentralised. In other words, giving chance to the
employees to involve in decision-making process is important for organization in
terms of fostering innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors. Also,
providing a participative climate in the organization may flourish employees’
creative potential and chance about exhibiting innovative constructive deviant
workplace behaviors. In light of these explanations, managers should look
participative decision making as a one of the most important sources of innovative

constructive deviant workplace behaviors.

The perception of person-organization fit (POF) also has a positive effect on
innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors. The coherence between
employee and organization is a crucial factor for organizations. From this point of
view, managers should look providing the compatibility between employee and
organization as essential. HRM managers should use effective selecting methods and
instruments to select the right person to the right organization. Accordingly,
managers also should conduct situation assessment periodically and prevent or
manage possible misfit problems between employee and organization. Additionally,
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in personal selecting activities, organization’s characteristics should clearly be
manifested to draw the right persons to organization.

Finally, as understood from the research results, employees’ positive
perceptions cause positive attitudes and behaviors. Given this fact, managers provide
a positive atmosphere in the organizations to effect employees’ behaviors positively.
It is also important to state that because of the attitudes are behind of the behaviors,
to flourish positive attitudes, positive organizational climate and employee

satisfaction focused activities in organization should be provided.
8.3. Limitations and Further Research Implications

Despite the strengths, this study is not without limitations. The cross sectional
design of this study is the first one. As known, cross sectional studies are like an
instant picture in time, which could be a part of the big picture. In this respect the
results of this study that we found are not sufficient to comprehensively understand
the nature of these behaviors. Right at this point, longitudinal research designs are
accepted as a solution to this limitation. According to Jap and Anderson (2003; 2004)
“longitudinal approach makes the temporal order between the independent and
dependent variables explicit and enables us to rule out alternative causal orderings”.
Therefore, further researches should use longitudinal designs to uncover some
underlying mechanisms and causal directions of the observed relations in the current

study.

Another limitation of this study is that deviant workplace behaviors are
measured with the self-reported measurement method. Of course, measuring deviant
workplace behaviors with the self-reported method is common in social sciences
(Fox et al., 2007). However, when it comes to decide between self-reported and
other-reported method the question of “which is the best reliable method to measure
deviant workplace behaviors” arises. Berry et al. (2012) state that although self
reported and other-reported methods’ results are similar, self-reported measurement
method gives more reliable information about the deviant workplace behaviors than
other-report methods. In this respect, gathering data from the respondents with the
self-report measures may be seen a strength of this study. However, this is also a

limitation of this study in terms of social desirability bias and common method
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variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Therefore, we encourage further researches to
measure deviant workplace behaviors both self-reported and other-reported measures

at the same time to obtain more reliable results.

The third limitation concerns the survey method, which was used for gathering
data. Although survey method is quite useful, easy, practical and common, we
encourage further researches to measure workplace deviant workplace behaviors

with the empirical studies to eliminate respondent related bias problems.

Another limitation concerns the nature of our sample, which consists of service
sector employees from different areas of activity. Although we only included the
respondents who work at non-managerial positions, the sample may not be a
representative for a specific job. In other words, our sample has a nonhomogeneous
structure. Therefore, further researches may study on a specific sample, which

consists of members of the same job such as teachers, nurses, bankers and engineers.

In addition to above limitations, the sampling method employed by this study
also constitutes another limitation of this study. Although a sample of 1000 service
sector employees were chosen in Istanbul and their response rate is quiet high, this
sample is not representative of the whole population of Turkish service sector
employees. Therefore, in order to provide confidence in our findings, further
research should use different sampling methods and procedures. Accordingly,
replication studies with different samples, which reflect different demographic

characteristics, are needed to check out reliability of our findings.

Finally, another limitation of this study is that our research model consists of
only two attitudinal variable; moral disengagement and psychological ownership.
However, given the complexity of the human behaviors, these two attitudinal
variables do not represent the full picture of deviant workplace behaviors. From this
point of view, further research should use other attitudinal variables, which convey
the effects of independent variables to depended variables. Furthermore, to better
understand the causal relationships between predictors and deviant workplace
behaviors, further researches should use some personality traits or demographic
characteristics as a moderator on these relationships. Similarly, in order to obtain

more detailed information about the relationship among mediator, independent and
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depended variables that were used in this study, we encourage further researches to
test these relations with the complex models such as moderated mediation, two-way

interaction, three-way interaction and mediated moderation analyses.

8.4. Conclusion

In this study, we investigated the effects of some employee orientations and
perceptions on destructive deviant workplace behaviors and innovative constructive
deviant workplace behaviors. The research hypotheses that related to these variables

were mostly supported.

The findings indicate that employees positive perceptions towards justice,
person-organization fit and participative decision making flourish positive attitudes,
then innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors. These findings are
consistent with the theory of reasoned action and social exchange theory that provide
a basis for our hypotheses. Similarly, the findings also show that some employee
orientations (i.e. careerism, idealism and machiavellianism) are significant predictors
of destructive deviant workplace behaviors. In other words, in our propositions we
suggest that some employees, who have some negative orientations, are more prone
to overlook their internal ethical standards and more likely to exhibit destructive
deviant workplace behaviors. Just as we thought, most of these hypothesized
relations were supported. Also, these findings are also consistent with the social

cognitive theory and theory of reasoned action.

In line with above implications, the primary contribution of this dissertation
is to close the gaps, which give answer to such research questions (a) what might be
some less studied antecedents of innovative constructive and destructive deviant
workplace behaviors?, (b) is moral disengagement a missing link between some
employee orientations and destructive deviant workplace behaviors?, and (c) is
psychological ownership a missing link between some employee perceptions and
innovative constructive deviant workplace behaviors? This study also provides a
theoretical model that empirically tested to constitute a starting point for further
researches. We also believe that this study will be beneficial for HRM managers,

practitioners and academicians.
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APPENDICES

A. Questionnaire in English

R4
i Survey No

-
¢/
Interviewer
GEBZENSL_
TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY Date

DEVIANT WORKPLACE BEHAVIORS SURVEY
JANUARY-MARCH 2015

Dear Participant,

This questionnaire is a part of a research conducted at the Department of Business
Administration of Gebze Technical University. It will take approximately 40 minutes
to fill in the questionnaire. Please do not hesitate to ask for any clarifications on the

questions.

The answer that you will provide in this questionnaire will be very important and
useful to us. In order to ensure the efficiency of the study, it is crucial that you
answer all of the questions. The information you provide will be used only for
scientific purposes and your personal information will not be shared with the third

parties.

Many thanks for your attention and participation.

Ph.D.(c) Bora YILDIZ

Gebze Technical University

Department of Business Administration

Phone: 0555 721 34 25

Email: dr.borayildiz@gmail.com
byildiz@gyte.edu.tr
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QESTIONNAIRE

L. Advisor 1I. Advisor Researcher
Prof.Dr.Biilent SEZEN Prof.Dr.Liitfihak ALPKAN Ph.D.(c) Bora YILDIZ

Gebze Technical University Istanbul Technical University

Gebze Technical University

dr.borayildiz@gmail.com /0 555 721 34 25

1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
Please mark the following items with thecross | 1 [ 2 [ XX [ 4 [ 5 | according to the above scale.
1. It is difficult to advance in organizations trough merit alone. 112131415
2. It is often necessary to use social relationships with superiors, co-workers, and friends to get ahead. 1[2[3]4]5
3. It is important to cultivate the appearance of being successful; the appearance of being successful can be as instrumental in terms lalslals
of advancement as competence.
4.1t is importam to recogn%ze that, %n lthe long run, the inflividual’s career goals will be inconsistent with the interests of the lalslals
|organization; therefore, ultimately, it is each person for himself/herself.
5. Loyalty to an employer is unlikely to be rewarded. 1{2[3]14]5
6. A person should make certain that their actions never intentionally harm another even to a small degree. 11231415
7. Risk to another should never be tolerated, irrespective of how small the risks might be. 1]12(3]4]5
8. One should never psychologically or physically harm another person. 1123415
9. One should not perform an action which might in any way threaten the dignity and welfare of another individual. 1{2[3]4]5
10. If an action could harm an innocent other, then it should not be done. 1121345
11. The dignity and welfare of people should be the most important concern in any society. 1231415
12. 1t is never necessary to sacrifice the welfare of others. 1{23]14]5
13. What is ethical varies from one situation and society to another. 1{2[3]14]5
14. Moral standards should be seen as being individualistic; what one person considers to be moral may be judged to be immoral lals3lals
by another person.
15. Different types of moralities cannot be compared as to “rightness”. 1231415
16. Questions of what is ethical for everyone can never be resolved since what is moral or immoral is up to the individual. 1{23]14]5
17. Moral standards are simply personal rules which indicate how a person should behave, and are not to be applied in making lalalals

judgements of others.

18. One should not take action only when sure it is morally right.

19. Most people are basically not good and kind.

20. It is safest to assume that all people have a vicious streak and it will come out when they are given a chance.

21. Honesty is not the best policy in all cases.

22. Allin all, it is not better to be humble and honest than to be important and dishonest.

23. Most people who get ahead in the world not lead clean, moral lives.

24. The biggest difference between most criminals and other people is that the criminals are stupid enough to get caught.

25. There's a sucker born every minute.

26. My work schedule is fair.

27. 1 think that my level of pay is fair.

28. I consider my work load to be quite fair.

29. Overall, the rewards I receive here are quite fair.

30. I feel that my job responsibilities are fair.

31. Job decisions are made by the general manager in an unbiased manner.

32. My general manager makes sure that all employee concerns are heard before job decisions are made.

33. To make job decisions, my general manager collects accurate and complete information.

34. My general manager clarifies decisions and provides additional information when requested by employees.

35. In my organization all job decisions are applied consistently across all affected employees.

36. In my organization employees are allowed to challenge or appeal job decisions made by the general manager.

37. The things that [ value in life are very similar to the things that my organization values.

38 My personal values match my organization's values and culture.

39. My organization's values and culture provide a good fit with the things that I value in life.

40. In this organization, I have high degree of influence in company decisions.

41. In this organization, [ often participate in decisions regarding my job.

42. In this organization, I have high degree of influence in the decisions affecting me.

43.In this organization, I can participate in setting new company policies.

44.In this organization, my views have a real influence in company decisions.

45. Akid in a gang should not be blamed for the trouble the gang causes.

— === =]=] === === =]=]~|~=]|~|=|~<]|~=|~]|=|~|~=]|~|=|~]|~
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1 2 3 4

5

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree

Strongly Agree

46. A kid who only suggests breaking rules should not be blamed if other kids go ahead and do it.

(S}

47. 1f a group decides together to do something harmful it is unfair to blame any kid in the group for it.

48. It is unfair to blame a child who had only a small part in the harm caused by a group.

49. If kids are living under bad conditions they cannot be blamed for behaving aggressively.

50. If kids are not disciplined they should not be blamed for misbehaving.

51. Kids cannot be blamed for using bad words when all their friends do it.

52. Kids cannot be blamed for misbehaving if their friends pressured them to do it.

53. Some people deserve to be treated like animals.

54. 1t is okay to treat badly somebody who behaved like a "worm."

55. Someone who is obnoxious does not deserve to be treated like a human being.

56. Some people have to be threated roughly, because they lack feelings that can be hurt.

57. It is easy for me to think about this organization as MINE.

58. I feel a very high degree of personal ownership for this organization.

59. I sense that this is MY company.

60. This is MY organization.

61. I develope creative solutions to problems.

62. I search for innovative ways to perform day to day procedures.

63. I decided on unconventional ways to achieve work goals.

64. I depart from the accepted tradition to solve problems.

65. Iintroduce a change to improve the performance of my group.
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1 2 3 4

Never Once or Twice a Year |Once or Twice a Month| Once or Twice a Week

Every Day

66. I make fun of someone at work.

67. I say something hurtful to someone at work.

68. I curse at someone at work.

69. I play a mean prank on someone at work.

70. I act rudely toward someone at work.

71. 1 spend too much time fantasizing or daydreaming instead of working.

72. 1 take an additional or longer break than is acceptable at my workplace.

73. 1 come in late to work without permission.

74. I neglected to follow my boss's instructions.
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SECTION II: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

1. Gender ? ] Male [0 Female

2. Age? O 18-31 ages [ 32-45 ages [ 46 and over

3. Marital Status ? O Married [0 Single

4. Level of Education? [} Hih School [J  College [ Graduate [ Post-Graduate

5. Experience? ] 1-10 years [111-20 years 0J 21 and over

6. Tenure? O 1-5 years O 11-15yil 03 21-25 years
O 6-10 years [J 16-20 years [J 26 and over

7. Institution? O Public [ Private

8. Sector ? ( )
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B. Questionnaire in Turkish

t‘/
y Anket No
\é Anketor
GEBZENS I
TEKNiK UNIVERSITESI Tarih

SAPKIN ISYERIi DAVRANISLARI ARASTIRMASI
OCAK-MART 2015

Saym Katilimet,

Bu anket formu Gebze Teknik Universitesi Isletme Yonetimi Anabilim Dalinda
yliriitiilen bir aragtirmanin pargasidir. Anketi doldurmak yaklasik 40 dakikanizi

alacaktir. Sorularin anlagilmamasi durumunda liitfen soru sormakta tereddiit etmeyin.

Bu ankete vereceginiz yanitlar bizim i¢in olduk¢a 6nemli ve degerlidir. Aragtirmanin
verimliligi a¢isindan tiim sorularin eksiksiz olarak doldurulmasi ¢ok dnemlidir.
Vereceginiz bilgiler sadece bilimsel amagla kullanilacak olup, kisisel bilgileriniz

bagkalariyla paylasilmayacaktir.
[lginiz ve katiliminiz igin tesekkiir ederiz.

Doktora Ogrencisi Bora YILDIZ

Gebze Teknik Universitesi

Isletme Yonetimi Anabilim Dali

Tel: 0555 721 34 25

E-posta: dr.borayildiz@gmail.com
byildiz@gyte.edu.tr
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ANKET FORMU

L. Danisman II. Danisman Arastirmaci
Prof.Dr.Biilent SEZEN Prof.Dr. Liitfihak ALPKAN Doktora Ogrencisi Bora YILDIZ
Gebze Teknik Universitesi istanbul Teknik Universitesi Gebze Teknik Universitesi

dr.borayildiz@gmail.com /0 555 721 34 25

1 2 3 4 5

Hi¢ Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum Tamamen Katiliyorum

Asagidaki maddeleri yukarida yer alan dlcege gore" X ( [ 1 [ 2 [ X [ 4 [ 5 lisareti koyarak isaretleyiniz.

1. Kurumlar igerisinde yalnizca hakkimla (liyakat) ile yiikselmek zordur. 1

2. Yikselmek icin genellikle iistler, ¢alisma arkadaslar ve arkadaslar ile sosyal iliskiler icerisinde olmak gereklidir. 1

3. Basariliymug gibi goriinmek terfi edebilmek agisindan yetenekli olmaktan ¢ok daha faydalidir. 1

4. Sunu fark etmek onemlidir ki, herkes kendisi igin vardir. Ciinkii uzun dénemde bireyin kariyer amaglart kurumun
cikarlari ile uyusmayabilir.

w

5. Isverene sadakat maalesef ddiillendirilmez.

6. Birey kasith olarak yapmis oldugu eylemlerin bagkasina kiigiik bir zarar dahi vermediginden emin olmalidir.

7. Riskin kiiciikligiine bakmaksizin bagkast igin risk olabilecek seyler asla gormezden gelinmemelidir.

8. Bir kimse bagka bir kimseye fiziksel ya da psikolojik zarar vermemelidir.

10. Eger bir eylem masum bir kimseye zarar verecekse, bu eylem yapilmamalidir.

11. insanlarm haysiyet ve huzuru bir toplumun en nemli onceligi olmalidir.

12. Bagkalarmnin huzurunu kagirmaya asla gerek yoktur

ool frofo]o] o oo
sla|lalslslals]ls]ls] & |l

[V RV RV KV KV KO RV RO RO

1
1
1
1
9. Bir kimse bagka bir kimsenin haysiyet ve huzurunu tehdit edecek eylemleri yapmamalidir. 1
1
1
1
1

13. Etik olanin ne oldugu durumdan duruma ve toplumdan topluma degisir

14. Ahlaki standartlar bireysel olarak gorilmelidir ¢iinkii bir kisinin ahlaki olarak kabul ettigi sey bagka bir kisi tarafindan
ahlaki olmayabilir.

._.
o
w
=~
w

w

15.Farkli tiirlerdeki etik ilkeler dogruluklari agisindan birbirleriyle kiyaslanamazlar 1]2]3]4

16. Herkes icin neyin etik oldugu sorusuna asla kesin cevap verilemez, ¢linkii neyin ahlaki olup olmadig kisiye gore
degisir.

._.
o
9%}
-~
w

17. Ahlaki ilkeler kisaca bir kisinin nasil davranmasi gerektigini gdsteren kisisel kurallardir ve baskalarim yargilamada
kullanilamazlar.

,_.
NS}
w
~
w

18. Bir eylemi yapmak i¢in onun dogru oldugunu diisiinmeye gerek yoktur. 1]12[3]4]5
19. Genel olarak ¢ogu insan iyi ve kibar degildir. 1]12[3]4]5
20. Tiim insanlarin zalim oldugunu ve gerekli firsati yakaladiklarinda bunu segileyeceklerini farz etmek en giivenliolandir. | 1 ] 2 [ 3] 4 [ §
21. Diiriistlik bir cok durumda en iyi prensip degildir. 1]12(3]4]5
22. Onemli ve sahtekar olmak, miitevazi ve diiriist olmaktan daha iyidir. 1]12[3]4]5
23 Isinde ilerleyen bir ¢ok insan temiz ve ahlakli bir yasama sahip degildir. 1|2]3]4]5
24. Cogu sabikali insan ile diger insanlar arasindaki en bilyik fark, sabikalilarin yakayi ele verecek kadar aptal olmasidir. 112(3]4]5
25. Her dakika bir enayi dogar. 1]12[3]4]5
26. Kurumdaki galiyma programim adildir. 1]12[3]4]5
27. Kurumumdaki iicret diizeyimin adil oldugunu diisiiniiyorum. 1]12[3]4]5
28 .Kurumumdaki is yiikiimiin oldukca adil oldugunu diistiniiyorum. 1]12[3]4]5
29. Genel olarak bu kurumdaki aldigim édiiller adildir. 12]3]4]5
30. Bu kurumdaki is sorumluluklarimin adil oldugunu diisiiniiyorum. 1]12[3]4]5
31. Yoneticim tarafindan verilen kararlar tarafsizdir. 1{2]3]4]5
32. Yoneticim i ile ilgili kararlar vermeden once tiim caliganlarin goriislerinin dinlediginden emin olur. 12345
33. Yoneticim ig ile ilgili karar verebilmek igin dogru ve tam bilgiyi toplar. 12]3]4]5
34. Yoneticim, galisanlar tarafindan talep edildiginde alnan kararlari agikliga kavusturur ve ek bilgiler verir. 1[2]3]4]5
35. Kurumumdaki tiim is kararlar bu kararlardan etkilenen galisanlarla ayni sekilde uygulanir. 1{234]5
36. Yoneticim tarafindan verilen kararlarda ¢alisanlarin karst ¢tkma ya da itiraz etme hakki vardir. 1{23|4]5
37. Hayatta deger verdigim eyler kurumumun deger verdigi seyler ile benzerlik gdsterir. 1[2]3]4]5
38 Kisisel degerlerim kurumumun deger ve kiiltiiriyle ortisiir. 1[2]3]4]5
39. Kurumumun degerler ve kiiltiirii hayatta deger verdigim seyler ile iyi bir uyum saglar. 112]3]4]5
40. Calistigim kurumdaki, kurum kararlart iizerinde yiiksek diizeyde etkiye sahibim. 1[2]3]4]5
41. Calistigim kurumdaki igimle ilgili kararlarm almmasma dahil olurum. 1[2]3]4]5
42. Calistigim kurumdaki beni etkileyen kararlar iizerinde yiiksek diizeyde etkiye sahibim. 1[2]3]4]5
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1 2 3 4 5
Hi¢ Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum Tamamen Katiliyorum

43. Calistiim kurumdaki yeni kurumsal politikalarin olusturulmasinda gorev alabilirim. 123 |4]5
44.Gorislerimin ¢alistigim kurumdaki kurumsal karalar tizerinde gergek bir etkisi vardir. 1]123]4]5
45. Bir gocuk mensubu olmug oldugu grubun sebep olmug oldugu bir problemden dolay1 suglanamaz. 1]1213]4]5
46. Bir ¢ocuk sadece kurallari ihlat etmeyi onerdigi ve diger ¢ocuklarda onu dinleyerek kurallari ihlat ettigi igin lalslals
suglanmamalidir.

47.. Eger. bi.r grubun {iyeleri birlikte zararlt bir seyi yapmaya karar verirse, bundan dolay: grup iiyesi bir gocugu suglamak tlalslals
adil degildir.

48. Grubunun sebep oldudu zararda kiigiik bir role sahip olan ¢ocugu suglamak adil degildir. 1{2)3[4]5
49. Eger ¢ocuklar kotii kosullar altinda yastyorlarsa, saldirgan davraniglarindan dolay: sorumlu tutulamazlar. 11213]4]5
50. Eger gocuklar disiplin altina alinmazlar ise yaramaz davraniglarindan 6tiirii suglanamazlar. L{23[4]5
51. Eger zaten tiim arkadaglari kiifir ediyorsa , bir gocugu o da kiifrediyor diye suglayamayiz. 1{2]13[4]5
52. Cocuklar arkadaslar1 onlara baski yaptiklari i¢in yaramazlik yapiyorsalar bu yiizden suglanamazlar. I{2[3]4]5
53. Bazi insanlar tipki hayvanlar gibi kotii davraniimayi hakkediyorlar. 1{2f3f4]5
54. Tipk bir solucan gibi davranan birine kotii davranmak dogrudur. 1]1213]4]5
55. Kotii biri normal bir insanin hak ettigi davranislar1 hak etmez. 11213]4]5
56. Bazi insanlara kaba muamele yapilabilir, ¢iinkii onlar bundan incinmezler. 1{2[3]4]5
57. Bir ¢alisan olarak bende bu kurumu benimmis gibi hissediyorum. 112131415
58. Bu kurumu yiiksek diizeyde sahipleniyorum. I{2[3[4]5
59. Bu kurumun benim oldugunu hissediyorum. 112]3]4]5
60. Bu kurum benimdir. L{23[4]5
61. Isimle ilgili problemlere yaratici goziimler getiririm. 123 |4]5
62. Isimle ilgili giinliik prosediirleri yerine getirmek igin yenilikgi yollar ararim, I1{2[3|4]5
63. Is amaglarini basarmak igin aligilmigin diginda yollara bag vururum. 11213]14]5
64. Isimle ilgili roblemleri ¢ozmek iin alislmigin diginda yollara bas vururum. 1]1213]4]5
65. Ekibimin performansim gelistirmek igin degisimi baslatirim. 1{2])13[4]5

1 2 3 4 5
Hig bir zaman Yilda bir veya iki kez | Ayda bir veya iki kez | Haftada bir veya iki kez Her giin

66. Isteki biriyle alay ederim. 1[2]3]4]5
67. Isteki birine kiric1 birgey sdylerim. 1{2]13[4]5
68. Isteki birine karst huysuzluk yaparim. I1{2[3[4]5
69. Isteki birine karsi kaba sakalar yaparim. 1]1213]4]5
70. Iste birine kars1 kaba davranirim. 112]13]4]5
71. Isteki zamanin biiyiik bir kismini galismak yerine hayal kurmakla ya da dalgmlikla harcarim. 112]3]4]5
72. Is yerinde miisaade edilen siirelerin diginda ek ve uzun molalar veririm, 112131415
73. Izinsiz olarak ise geg gelirim. 123 |4]5
74. Yoneticimin talimatlarina uymada ihmalkar davranirim. L{234]5

BOLUM II: DEMORAFIK BiLGILER

1. Cinsiyetiniz? ] Erkek O Kadn

2. Yagimiz? O 18-31 yas [ 32-45yas [ 46 ve iizeri

3. Medeni durumunuz? ] Evli [0 Bekar

4.Egitim diizeyiniz? O Lise [ viiksek okul [ Lisans [ Lisansiistii

5. Meslekteki kaginer yilniz? O 1-10 yil 11201 0 21 ve iizeri

6. Kag yildir bu isyerinde ¢ahsiyorsunuz? O 1-5yil O 11-15y1l O 2125yl
O 6-10 yil O 16-20 yil [J 26 ve iizeri

7. Hangi kurumda ¢ahistyorsunuz? O Kamu 0O Ozel

8. Hangi sektorde calistyorsunuz? [N )
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