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Recent research has demonstrated that deviant behaviors can have both positive 

intentions and outcomes (Galperin, 2002; Morrison, 2006; Warren, 2001). These 

behaviors are often referred to as constructive deviance, but little is known about the 

antecedents of these behaviors within organizations. This study contributes to the 

growing body of knowledge on constructive deviance by investigating individual 

characteristics, job characteristics, and organizational climates as predictors of 

constructive deviance. After investigating each of the predictors independently, a 

dominance analysis was conducted to determine the strength of each predictor relative 

to one another.  

Surprisingly, although role breadth self-efficacy and autonomy have previously 

been found to be significant predictors of constructive deviance (Galperin, 2002; 

Galperin, 2012, Kahari, Mildred, & Micheal, 2017; Morrison, 2006) neither were 

found to be significant predictors in this study. However, significant predictors were 

found for each of the three predictor types. At the individual level, conscientiousness 

was found to be a significant negative predictor of constructive deviance, the job 
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characteristics of role overload, role conflict, and role ambiguity were found to be 

significant positive predictors of constructive deviance, and both the egoism and 

benevolence ethical climate types were found to be significant positive predictors of 

constructive deviance. The dominance analysis revealed that one of each of the top 

three predictors came from each of the predictor types, with role overload as the best 

predictor, conscientiousness was found to be the second-best predictor, and the egoism 

ethical climate type was found to be the third-best. The implications of these findings, 

along with recommendations for future research directions, are discussed. 

Keywords: Constructive deviance, conscientiousness, role breadth self-

efficacy, autonomy, role stressors, ethical climate 
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Introduction 

What causes employees to deviate from organizational norms? Is it always a 

bad thing when they do? Norms refer to how people typically behave (Miller & 

Prentice, 2016) and psychologists have studied them extensively to try and determine 

both the costs and consequences of individual behaviors that do not conform to norms. 

It may be assumed that organizational norms guide employee behaviors to that which 

is most desirable and essential for the success of the organization. Indeed, much of the 

research on employee behaviors that deviate from norms have looked at the negative 

side of the deviation. For instance, Robinson and Bennett (1995) define employee 

deviance as “voluntary behavior that violates significant organizational norms and 

threatens the well-being of the organization, its members, or both” (p. 556). At the 

extreme end of norm violation, Robinson and Bennet describe behaviors such as theft, 

assault, and verbal harassment. So, what can these types of behaviors cost 

organizations? Corruption occurs when employees deviate from their roles within the 

company so that they may enrich themselves, and the World Economic Forum 

estimates the costs of corruption at about $3.6 trillion annually (Johnson, 2018). 

Other researchers have outlined incivility as a minor type of workplace 

deviance. Andersson and Pearson (1999) define workplace incivility as “low-intensity 

deviant behavior with ambiguous intent to harm the target, in violation of workplace 

norms for mutual respect. Uncivil behaviors are characteristically rude and 

discourteous, displaying a lack of regard for others" (p. 457). A study conducted by 
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Cortina, Magley, Williams, and Langhout (2001) found that 71% of respondents 

reported experiencing some form of incivility in the workplace. Although the financial 

costs of incivility are harder to quantify, Schilpzand, De Pater, and Erez (2016) in their 

review of the incivility literature found that incivility leads to affective outcomes such 

as depression and increased levels of stress, attitudinal outcomes such as lower 

commitment and motivation, and behavioral outcomes such as reciprocation and 

decreased engagement. 

Researchers have begun to explore the phenomenon of employee behavior that 

deviates from the organizational norms but leads to positive organizational outcomes. 

For instance, almost everyone who has spent some time working for a company can 

point to a rule or norm that seemed to hinder the completion of some task or goal 

outlined by the said company. When such rules or norms are broken, often the intent is 

not to engage in deviant, harmful behavior: not all deviant behavior is done with ill 

intent. The employee who breaks overtime policy to help a coworker close a store or a 

manager that challenges their supervisor about a new policy that is sure to aggravate 

their subordinates are rarely engaging in these behaviors to hurt their employers. 

Often, these behaviors serve to help the organization as these workers are utilizing the 

knowledge that is unique to them and their position to solve a problem. The terms 

constructive deviance, positive deviance, creative deviance, and pro-social rule 

breaking have been adopted by researchers interested in understanding and explaining 

these types of positive norm-violating behaviors. 
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It is worth investigating the antecedents of constructive deviance to help aid in 

the understanding of this phenomenon within the workplace. Anecdotes aside, 

previous research has demonstrated that constructive deviance is not uncommon in 

organizations (Galperin, 2012; Galperin & Burke, 2006; Morrison, 2006; Warren, 

2001). Since constructive deviance has positive outcomes for organizations in theory 

and research has demonstrated that constructive deviance is occurring within 

organizations, it is important to study what factors predict the occurrence of 

constructive deviance. This information can help organizations foster these positive 

behaviors within their workforces. 

Theoretical Background 

Constructive deviance had originally been defined as employee behaviors that 

run counter to the rules of an organization but are carried out to help the organization 

(Warren, 2001). This definition of first opened the study of deviance to include 

behaviors with outcomes and intentions that were positive as well as the negative. The 

major drawback of this definition of constructive deviance is that it does a poor job of 

distinguishing constructive from destructive deviance. For instance, under this 

definition, an employee who ignores a regulation that prevents pollution so that the 

company saves money could be argued to be behaving in a way that is constructively 

deviant. Therefore, Galperin (2002) defined constructive deviance as behaviors that 

break from organizational norms but still adhere to hyper norms. Under this definition, 

organizational norms refer to the expectations for employees from a managerial 
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perspective. Hyper norms are universal rules of morality and generally reside at the 

country level or higher (Rowan, 1997). Anchoring these behaviors to hyper norms 

grounds them in morality to specify that the results must also be positive. 

So what types of behaviors might adhere to hyper norms, but break from 

organizational norms? Vadera, Pratt, and Mishra (2013) argue that taking charge, 

creative performance, expressing voice, whistle-blowing, extra-role behaviors, pro-

social behaviors, pro-social rules breaking, counter-role behaviors, and issue selling all 

may fall under the umbrella of constructive deviance behaviors. Constructive deviance 

has also been described as creative deviance (Mainemelis, 2010) and positive deviance 

(Cameron & Dutton, 2003). Creative deviance refers to instances where an employee 

pursues a new idea after a manager has ordered them to abandon the idea. Positive 

deviance refers to instances where organizations significantly depart from industry 

norms in honorable ways (Mazutis, 2014). Organizational positive deviance occurs 

when organizations depart from industry norms to adopt strategies that are more 

beneficial to society than those of the current status quo, without accruing a financial 

benefit. The decision of S. C. Johnson & Son to remove polyvinylidene chloride 

(PVDC) from their product Saran Wrap due to environmental concerns over the 

chemical (Johnson, 2015) is one example of positive organizational deviance. Burning 

PVDC in municipal incinerators potentially releases harmful chemicals, but by 

eliminating PVDC from Saran Wrap S. C. Johnson & Son lost a competitive 

advantage over their competition and sales suffered as a result. 
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According to Galperin (2002), constructive deviance can be separated into 

three different types: innovative, challenging, and interpersonal. Galperin (2002) 

explain that innovative constructive deviance consists of whistle blowing, inventing 

new processes, and using unconventional methods to reach one’s goals. Innovation 

often requires deviation from norms. For instance, an employee who pushes a 

company to pursue a new product or change a process will often face resistance from 

organizational stakeholders regardless of the benefits that this change may bring. If the 

organization refuses to change the process, the employee might take it upon 

themselves to complete the work their way.  

Challenging organizational construct deviance is defined as behaviors that 

directly challenge existing organizational norms and breaking the rules to help an 

organization (Galperin, 2002). With challenging constructive deviance, the intent may 

not be to bring about some sort of innovative new way of doing things. For example, 

an employee who breaks an organizational rule such as a no return policy so that they 

can help a customer with a defect product isn’t contributing to innovation but is 

instead helping a customer by challenging organizational norms. The no return policy 

may have been implemented because of bad actors abusing a lax return policy, but by 

breaking the policy in this instance (where the employee has more information about 

the situation unique to this specific customer) the employee may have gotten the 

company a customer for life or positive word-of-mouth marketing.  
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Finally, interpersonal constructive deviance is defined as behaviors that 

disobey orders (Galperin, 2002). Interpersonal constructive deviance focuses on the 

interpersonal confrontation part of constructive deviance. For instance, an employee 

that argues with their team against using a method or strategy that they know to be a 

poor choice would be engaging in interpersonal constructive deviance if disagreement 

breaks organizational norms. An employee who breaks the rules by directly 

disobeying their supervisors’ orders with the purpose of helping the organization 

would be engaging in interpersonal constructive deviance. For instance, an employee 

could be acting in an interpersonally constructive deviance way if that employee sells 

a product at a lower margin than that which was ordered by their supervisor in an 

organization might not have any specific rules about the margins that sales employees 

must achieve, other than a rule directing employees to follow the decision made by 

their supervisor 

Dahling, Chau, Mayer, and Gregory (2012) sought to define pro-social rule 

breaking as a distinct type of construct deviance by outlining the how breaking the 

rules to further organizational goals differs from constructive deviance behaviors 

where organizational norms are broken, but rules are not. Morrison (2006) pointed out 

that rigid organizational rules force employees to choose between following formal 

organizational rules and dealing with situations quickly, innovating by creating new 

better organizational processes, providing exceptional customer service, and showing 

compassion. Morrison defined pro-social rule breaking as “any instance where an 
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employee intentionally violates a formal organizational policy, regulation, or 

prohibition with the primary intention of promoting the welfare of the organization or 

one of its stakeholders (p. 6).” Following this definition of pro-social rule breaking as 

articulated by Morrison (2006), the employees who broke the rules in the examples of 

interpersonal and challenging organizational deviance would also be engaging in pro-

social rule breaking.  

Constructive deviance has been researched under many different names with 

slightly different conceptualizations. Researchers such as Galperin (2002) and Vadera, 

Pratt, and Mishra (2013) focus more on deviations from norms and how those 

deviations can have positive intentions and outcomes under the term constructive 

deviance. Another group of researchers used the term positive deviance to refer to 

behaviors that depart from norms but have positive intentions (Spreitzer & 

Sonenshein, 2004). Positive deviance comes from the positive organizational studies 

(POS) movement, which focuses on areas that help organizations flourish and yet are 

largely understudied (Cameron, Dutton, & Quinn, 2003). Another group of researchers 

studies constructive deviance under yet another term. Morrison (2006) focused on the 

rule breaking component for the behaviors with positive intentions to promote the 

welfare of the organization or one of its stakeholders under the term pro-social rule 

breaking. The positive deviance literature notes that intentions, not outcomes are what 

is important, but that the behavior must also have been labeled as positive deviance by 

a referent group were they to be made aware of the behavior (Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 
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2004). For the purposes of this paper, the term constructive deviance will be used, but 

literature from positive deviance and pro-social rule breaking will be incorporated. 

Constructive deviance refers to the broad range of behaviors that have been largely 

neglected by the deviance literature, and the focus on outcomes helps to clarify and 

distinguish constructive deviance from its destructive counterpart.  

Individual Differences Related to Constructive Deviance 

As the definition of constructive deviance evolved, so too did our 

understanding of what leads employees to behave in constructively deviance ways. 

Several different personality traits have been examined in relation to constructive 

deviance, including Machiavellianism and role breadth self-efficacy (Galperin, 2012), 

risk propensity and conscientiousness (Dahling, Chau, Mayer, & Gregory, 2012), 

workaholism (Galperin & Burke, 2006), the Big Five personality variables (i.e., 

conscientiousness, agreeableness, openness to experience, extroversion, and 

neuroticism) (Bodankin & Tziner, 2009), and organizational identity (Dahling & 

Gutworth, 2017). It is no surprise that individual differences are one of the main areas 

of study in relation to constructive deviance. The norms that individuals must depart 

from to act in constructively deviant ways apply to everyone and must, by definition, 

guide the behavior of most people. So, if a group of employees has the same job and 

their behaviors are guided by the same norms, what then leads one employee to break 

from the norms? Looking at differences between the individuals is a logical starting 

point. 
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Workaholism is another variable that was found to relate to constructive 

deviance (Galperin & Burke, 2006). Workaholism, as defined by Spence and Robbins 

(1992, p. 62), is when a person is “highly work involved, feels compelled or driven to 

work because of inner pressures, and is low in enjoyment at work.” Machiavellianism 

is another personality trait that has been found to lead to constructive deviance 

(Galperin, 2012). Machiavellian individuals generally take a kind of utilitarian 

perspective where the ends justify the means (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). This 

thought pattern may make it easier for individuals high in Machiavellianism to ignore 

organizational norms that would otherwise prevent them from reaching their goals. 

Dahling and Gutworth (2017) found that normative conflict moderated the effects of 

organizational identity on constructive deviance, such that, constructive deviance is 

more likely when normative conflict is high. A feeling of normative conflict arises 

when group members perceive a discrepancy between the norms of the group with 

some better, alternative norms (Packer, 2008).  

Role breadth self-efficacy (RBSE) has been found to predict constructive 

deviance (Galperin, 2002; Galperin, 2012). Role breadth self-efficacy is a particular 

type of self-efficacy where an individual perceives that they have the capability to 

carry out a broader and more proactive set of work tasks beyond their instructed 

technical tasks (Parker, 1998). Role breadth self-efficacy is related to employee 

innovation (Axtell et al., 2000) and contextual performance (Griffin, Neal, & Parker, 

2007). Galperin found that role breadth self-efficacy was related to constructive 
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deviance and was unrelated to destructive deviance. It may be that higher self-efficacy 

leads individuals to rely more on their code of ethics and norms, allowing them to 

deviate from organizational norms when they deem the organizational norms to be 

counterproductive. Galperin (2012) points out that self-efficacy may be an important 

factor in behaviors such as initiative and voice, both of which can be constructively 

deviant behaviors in some circumstances. 

In a study examining the Big Five personality variables and constructive 

deviance, Bodankin and Tziner (2009) found that four out of the five variables related 

to constructive deviance. They found that neuroticism and agreeableness were 

negatively related to both organizational and interpersonal constructive deviance. 

Also, they found that openness to experience positively relates to both forms of 

constructive deviance and extraversion positively related to interpersonal constructive 

deviance. Finally, they did not find a negative relationship between conscientiousness 

and constructive deviance, contrary to their hypothesis. It is possible that individuals 

higher in neuroticism are more worried about the potential negative consequences of 

constructive deviance and therefore avoid those behaviors and that individuals higher 

in agreeableness are less likely to break from group norms due to their agreeable 

nature. Individuals higher in openness may be more likely to break from norms to try 

new things, whereas individuals higher in extraversion may be more willing to speak 

up when they perceive that some process is hindering organizational performance.  
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When the pro-social rule breaking component of constructive deviance is 

examined, lower levels of conscientiousness were found to be predictive of pro-social 

rule breaking (Dahling, Chau, Mayer, & Gregory, 2012). Conscientiousness is one of 

the Big Five personality traits, and individuals who are rated as high in 

conscientiousness are seen as more diligent, organized, careful, and self-disciplined 

(Thompson, 2008). Conscientiousness has been found to be highly related to job 

performance across studies (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998), with 

highly conscientious individuals performing better than those low in conscientiousness 

across occupations. Conscientiousness has also been found to be a strong predictor of 

destructive deviance in the workplace (Berry et al., 2007; O’Neill, Lewis, & Carswell, 

2011), with lower levels of conscientiousness linked to higher levels of both 

interpersonal and organizational deviance. Dahling et al. (2012) noted that highly 

conscientious individuals are more disciplined and responsible, which may lead them 

to be more sensitive to the organizational norms that guide behavior. They believed 

this awareness, coupled with their general nature, would lead them to break fewer 

rules even if they believed the rules to be at odds with the best practices. However, 

research by Bodankin and Tziner (2009) failed to find a relationship between 

conscientiousness and constructive deviance. It is important to re-investigate this 

relationship to help clear up this confusion. 

It is important to test the relationships between variables across studies and 

contexts. The purpose of the present study is to examine the predictive power of 
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multiple antecedents to constructive deviance behaviors. Therefore, it is worth 

including variables that have been demonstrated to relate to constructive deviance 

through previous research and to attempt to clear up contradictory findings of past 

research. As a result, the following hypotheses will be tested so previous findings can 

be further refined, and the explanatory power of the newly examined variables can be 

compared to what is already known. The following hypotheses will be tested: 

Hypothesis 1a: Role breadth self-efficacy will be positively related to 

constructive deviance. 

Hypothesis 1b: Conscientiousness will be negatively related to constructive 

deviance. 

Work Characteristics Related to Constructive Deviance 

The characteristics unique to specific job positions can shape many of the day-

to-day behaviors that employees carry out. The Job Characteristics Theory by 

Hackman and Oldham (1976) has been one of the dominant models for investigating 

these phenomena. Their model represents an attempt to investigate and explain the 

relationships between various job characteristics and the individual’s responses to 

each. The model consists of five core job dimensions (skill variety, task identity, task 

significance, autonomy, and feedback) that are proposed to promote three different 

psychological states (experienced meaningfulness of the work, experienced 

responsibility for the outcomes of the work, and knowledge of the actual results of the 

work activities), which then lead to four types of personal and work outcomes (high 
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internal work motivation, high quality work performance, high satisfaction with the 

work, and low absenteeism and turnover). Job characteristics have been linked to 

important outcomes such as job satisfaction (Loher, Noe, Moeller, & Fitzgerald, 1985; 

Judge, Bono, & Locke, 2000) and both motivation and intent to quit (Millette & 

Gagné, 2008). Certain characteristics of jobs can also be predictive of both 

constructive deviance and destructive deviance. Higher levels of job autonomy have 

been found to predict constructive deviance (Galperin, 2002; Kahari, Mildred, & 

Micheal, 2017; Morrison, 2006) and lower levels of job autonomy have been linked to 

greater instances of destructive deviance (Lawrence & Robinson, 2007). Job 

autonomy refers to the freedom of the employee to independently schedule their 

activities and conduct their organizational tasks (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006). 

Autonomy is lowered by the use of such tools as video or computer monitoring, 

working within proximity of a superior, frequent check-ins with superiors, and the 

requirement that an employee extensively document their completed work tasks. 

Higher levels of surveillance may limit the number of opportunities that employees 

have to engage in constructive, deviance behaviors. However, given that employees 

with lower levels of autonomy engage in more destructive deviance behaviors it is also 

possible that employees with lower job autonomy do not wish to help the organization 

and will not risk violating the norms to help the organization as a result.  

Other characteristics of an employee’s situation within an organization can 

also affect the likelihood of them engaging in constructive deviance. Kahari et al. 
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(2017) found that job autonomy and job complexity were predictors of pro-social rule 

breaking in a sample of teachers, such that less supervision and more complex tasks 

led teachers to break more rules in an attempt to get the job done more efficiently. Job 

autonomy can be broken into autonomy to schedule work, autonomy to make 

decisions, and autonomy to choose the methods to perform tasks (Morgeson & 

Humphrey, 2006). Job autonomy to schedule work could allow an employee to 

schedule more work that what is allowed so that they are able to help their team — for 

example, working overtime so that their coworkers can leave work earlier and attend 

an important event. Autonomy to make decisions might give employees the 

confidence needed to make decisions that run counter to the organizational norms. 

Autonomy to choose the methods to perform tasks could create a situation similar to 

that of autonomy to make decisions in that an employee with more leeway in their 

decision making might feel more confident about making decisions that do not 

conform to the norms set by the organization. For example, an employee who is given 

a lot of decision-making authority over their preferred work methods might believe 

that the organization trusts their judgment and could be persuaded by new methods or 

decisions that are currently outside the bounds of what has been deemed acceptable. 

Role stressors are another job characteristic that may be related to constructive 

deviance. Role stressors have been examined as part of the research into occupational 

stress, and the focus of the research into role stressors has concentrated on the 

characteristics of the work environment that could be harmful to an individual’s well-
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being. Interest into role stressors took off in the 1970s with Rizzo, House, & 

Lirtzman’s (1970) role ambiguity and role conflict scales and has continued to the 

present. A meta-analysis by Örtqvist and Wincent (2006) found that role ambiguity 

was positively related to depersonalization, emotional exhaustion, propensity to quit, 

and tension and negatively related to job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 

performance, and personal accomplishment. Also, Örtqvist and Wincent (2006) found 

that role conflict was positively related to emotional exhaustion, the propensity to quit, 

and tension, but was negatively related to job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 

and performance. Finally, Örtqvist and Wincent (2006) found that role overload was 

positively related to depersonalization, emotional exhaustion, propensity to quit, and 

tension, but was negatively related to job satisfaction and organizational commitment. 

Role conflict, role ambiguity, and role overload might lead individuals to think 

and act in ways that run counter to the organizational norms to try and mitigate their 

stresses. Role conflict can occur when an employee finds themselves in a situation 

where the requirements of their role are incompatible with some set of standards that 

they are expected to uphold (Rizzo et al., 1970). For example, an accountant may 

experience role conflict if they are expected to reach a weekly sixty billable hours in a 

week, but they are scheduled to attend over ten hours of training (which would not be 

considered as billable time) during that same week.  

Role ambiguity refers to how well an employee understands the expectations 

that are placed on them and the degree to which the outcomes of one’s behavior are 
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predictable (Rizzo et al., 1970). For example, a recently hired manager may not know 

what metrics the company excepts their unit to hit and may also be unsure about how 

their new subordinates will respond to their management style. Role ambiguity could 

lead an employee to accidentally behave in constructively deviant ways as they may 

not be aware of the norms meant to guide their behavior until they have already 

broken them. 

Role overload is simply when an employee has too much work to get done in 

the time allotted (Beehr, Walsh, & Taber, 1976). For example, a lone IT employee 

may be expected to restore the lost contents of a server overnight when the restoration 

takes a week at a minimum. Job characteristics such as autonomy may create 

situations where constructive deviance behavior can occur; other characteristics such 

as role conflict, role ambiguity, and role overload may drive individuals to engage in 

constructive deviance. In the previous example, the IT employee may try to innovate 

by creating a more efficient process for restoring the server that diverges from the 

procedures outlined by the organization. 

Previous research has yet to compare and contrast the effects of different work 

characteristics and role stressors to determine if they have differing effects on the 

occurrence of constructive deviance. Furthermore, the effects of work job complexity 

have been tied to pro-social rule breaking, but not yet to constructive deviance more 

broadly. Role conflict may drive employees to behave in constructively deviant ways 

in an attempt to uphold the conflicting standards placed upon them. Role ambiguity 
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may cause employees to unwittingly engage in constructive deviance (although they 

may discover they had done so later). Role overload may drive employees to engage in 

constructive deviance to ensure that their tasks are completed on time. Job autonomy 

may still be the best predictor of constructive deviance. Therefore, the following 

hypotheses will be tested: 

Hypothesis 2a: Work scheduling autonomy is positively related to constructive 

deviance. 

Hypothesis 2b: Decision-making autonomy is positively related to constructive 

deviance. 

Hypothesis 2c: Work methods autonomy is positively related to constructive 

deviance. 

Hypothesis 2d: Role conflict is positively related to constructive deviance. 

Hypothesis 2e: Role ambiguity is positively related to constructive deviance. 

Hypothesis 2f: Role overload is positively related to constructive deviance. 

Organizational Climate Related to Constructive Deviance 

Constructive deviance may be the result of more than just individual 

differences and job characteristics; the organizational climate may also drive 

constructive deviance in the workplace. Organizational climate focuses on the 

employee’s perceptions of and feelings towards organizations practices, policies, 

procedures, routines, and rewards (Ostroff, Kinicki, & Muhammad, 2012). 

Organizational climate research has developed along many different paths depending 
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on the area of interest for the researchers. One major area of climate research has been 

on the service climate. Schneider, Macey, Lee, and Young (2009) conducted a 

longitudinal study at the organizational level of analysis finding that companies rated 

as having higher levels of service climate were also reported to have more satisfied 

customers and better financial performance. Safety climate is another type of climate 

that was been thoroughly research. Christian, Bradley, Wallace, and Burke (2009) 

conducted a meta-analysis examining both person and organizational level antecedents 

of safety behaviors and outcomes and found that safety climate predicted both and was 

a better predictor of the safety outcomes than the individual variables. 

Certain organizational climates may be associated with high levels of 

constructive deviance, whereas others may be associated with lower levels. Peterson 

(2002) found that some ethical climate types were related to some types of deviance 

behavior. Specifically, he found that companies that have ethical climates that promote 

caring for their employees experience less political deviance (i.e., favoritism, 

gossiping, and blaming coworkers) and organizations that do not place a strong 

emphasis on rules and laws experience more production deviance (i.e., stealing, 

damaging company property, and inflating expense accounts). Since ethical climate 

types have been related to destructive forms of deviance, it is important to see how 

they may also relate to the positive forms of deviance. 

Ethical organizational climates can be broken into nine different ethical 

climate types that vary along two separate dimensions; ethical criteria and locus of 
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analysis (Victor & Cullen, 1988). These two dimensions can be broken down into their 

subcomponents; Ethical criteria can be egoism, benevolence, and principle and locus 

of analysis can be individual, local, and cosmopolitan. However, studies using factor 

analysis have only found support for an egoism-based dimension, a benevolence-based 

dimension, and multiple principle-based dimensions (independence, rules, and laws 

and code) (Cullen, Victor, & Bronson, 1993). Egoism generally refers to contexts 

where the organization's interests take the top priority. Benevolism generally refers to 

contexts where the main concern is other people without reference to the organization. 

Principled refers the dominant rules (e.g., societies rules) at the cosmopolitan level of 

analysis, to rules and procedures at the organizational level of analysis, and adherence 

to individual principles at the individual level of analysis. 

Following this line of reasoning, egoism may be negatively related to 

constructive deviance as the organization's norms may take priority over hyper norms. 

Consideration of others as found in the benevolence ethical climate may lead 

employees to break from norms to help others. Principled ethical climates may be 

positively related to constructive deviance as the focus is on the dominant rules. The 

dominant rules should be strongly related to hyper norms in that the focus is on what 

society deems to be correct rather than the behaviors that the company may foster. 

Hypothesis 3a: Egoism ethical climates are negatively related to constructive 

deviance. 
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Hypothesis 3b: Benevolence ethical climates are positively related to 

constructive deviance. 

Hypothesis 3c: Principled ethical climates are positively related to constructive 

deviance. 

Current Study 

The study of constructive deviance seeks to examine the understudying 

positive component of deviant behavior. The assumption that deviant behavior is 

always corrosive to the organization is shortsighted. Researchers working 

independently across multiple disciplines have demonstrated that employee deviance 

can be well-intentioned and lead to positive outcomes across (Cameron & Dutton, 

2003; Galperin, 2012; Mainemelis, 2010; Morrison, 2006). Since researchers have 

demonstrated that constructive deviance occurs, the next step is to further refine the 

construct and investigate the antecedents and outcomes of these behaviors. This study 

seeks to add to this growing body of research by examining three broad factors 

together: individual differences, job characteristics, and organizational characteristics. 

Examining these three factors together can help to identify what the strongest 

predictors of constructive deviance behaviors are, which may allow organizations 

seeking to increase these behaviors to develop interventions to increase the frequency 

with which they occur. 

One major question surrounds the importance of each of the three broad factors 

in predicting constructive deviance. Previous studies have investigated some of the 
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proposed predictors of constructive deviance used for this study, but little is known 

about the unique contribution of each variable when compared with one another. 

Dominance analysis can help to answer this question and provide some insight into 

whether work role characteristics or ethical organizational climates can provide a 

unique contribution to the prediction of constructive deviance above and beyond 

individual characteristics (Budescu, 1993; Azen & Budescu, 2003). Dominance 

analysis examines the proportionate contribution of each predictor variable to the 

overall predictive validity of a multiple regression model and is well-suited to 

situations with correlated predictors (Budescu, 1993; Azen & Budescu, 2003). 

Although no formal hypotheses are developed, such an exploratory analysis can 

provide valuable information about the relative importance of individual differences, 

job characteristics, and organizational climate in predicting constructive deviance. 
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Method 

Participants and Procedure 

 Participants for this study were recruited through Amazon mTurk. Participants 

could complete the survey if they were over the age of 18 and if they were currently a 

full-time employee. The sample was limited to full-time employees because some of 

the questions asked about the frequency of their behaviors at work. 

A total of 259 participants completed the survey, but 57 were eliminated from 

the sample for failing 2 or 3 attention checks. The final sample was 202 participants. 

The average age of the final sample was 34.58 years (SD = 8.87) with a minimum of 

18 years old and a maximum of 64 years old. The sample was 59.1% male and 39.9% 

female and the breakdown for the ethnicity of the sample is as follows: 64.5% of the 

sample identified as white, 23.6% identified as African American, 5.9% identified as 

Hispanic, 3.9% identified as Asian, and 1.5% identified as other. The average tenure 

was 6.96 years (SD = 6.44) with a minimum of 2 months and a maximum of 25 years. 

Finally, 57.1% of the sample indicated that they were supervisors, and 42.4% 

indicated that they were not. 

Measures 

Constructive Deviance. Constructive deviance was measured with 10 items 

from the Constructive Deviance Behavior Scale (CDBS) (Galperin, 2012). The CDBS 

can be broken up into two subscales; one measuring organizational constructive 

deviance and the other measuring interpersonal constructive deviance. Participants 
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rated items on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = never; 2 = once a year; 3 = twice a year; 4 = 

several times a year; 5 = monthly; 6 = weekly; 7 = daily). An example item from the 

organizational constructive deviance scale is “Departed from organizational 

procedures to solve a customer’s problem,” and an example item from the 

interpersonal constructive deviance scale is “Disagreed with others in your work group 

in order to improve the current work procedures” and the full scale can be found in 

Appendix A. Reliability analysis indicated that the CDBS had excellent reliability (α = 

.96) 

Role Breath Self-Efficacy. Role breadth self-efficacy was measured with 10 

items from the Parker (1998) scale. Participants were asked to rate how confident they 

would feel if they were asked to carry out each of the 10 tasks (items) using a 5-point 

Likert scale (1 = not at all confident; 2 = not very confident; 3 = neither confident nor 

unconfident; 4 confident; 5= very confident). An example item is “Helping to set 

targets/goals in your work area,” and the full scale can be found in Appendix A. 

Reliability analysis indicated that the scale had excellent reliability (α = .91). 

Conscientiousness. Conscientiousness was measured with 10 items from the 

Costa and McCrae (1992) revised NEO Personality Inventory (Neo-PI-R). Participants 

were asked to rate each item on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 2 = 

disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). An example 

item is “am always prepared,” and the full scale can be found in Appendix A. 

Reliability analysis indicated that scale had good reliability (α = .87). 
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Job Autonomy. Job autonomy was measured with 9 items from the Work 

Design Questionnaire (WDQ) (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006). The job autonomy 

scale can be broken into 3 subscales measuring; work scheduling autonomy, decision-

making autonomy, and work methods autonomy. Participants were asked to rate each 

item on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree 

nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). An example item from the work 

scheduling autonomy subscale is “The job allows me to make my own decisions about 

how to schedule my work,” an example item from the decision-making autonomy 

subscale is “The job allows me to make a lot of decisions on my own,” and an 

example item from the work methods autonomy subscale is “The job allows me to 

decide on my own how to go about doing my work” and the full scale can be found in 

Appendix A. Reliability analysis indicated that each of the autonomy subscales had 

good reliability; work scheduling autonomy (α = .85), decision making autonomy (α = 

.88), and work methods autonomy (α = .88). 

Work Role Stressors. Role ambiguity and role conflict were measured with 

12 items from the Bowling et al. (2017) work role stressors scale. The scale can be 

broken into 2 parts with 6 items measuring ambiguity and 6 items measuring conflict. 

Participants were asked to rate each item on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 4 = neither agree nor disagree; 5 = 

somewhat disagree; 6 = disagree; 7 = strongly disagree). An example item from the 

ambiguity scale is “I am not sure what is expected of me at work,” and an example 
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item from the conflict scale is “I have to deal with competing demands at work” and 

the full scale can be found in Appendix A. Reliability analysis indicated that both the 

role ambiguity scale (α = .80) and role conflict scale (α = .76) had acceptable 

reliability. 

Role overload will be measured with a 3-item scale from Beehr, Walsh, and Taber 

(1976). The items will be measured on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 2 

= disagree; 3 = somewhat disagree; 4 = neither agree nor disagree; 5 = somewhat 

disagree; 6 = disagree; 7 = strongly disagree). An example item is “It often seems like 

I have too much work for one person to do” and the full scale can be found in 

Appendix A. Reliability analysis indicated that role overload had relatively low 

reliability (α = .65). 

Ethical Climate. Ethical climate was measured with 26 items from the Ethical 

Climate Questionnaire (ECQ) (Victor, Cullen, & Bronson, 1993). The scale contains 3 

subscales measuring the following ethical climate types; egoism, benevolence, and 

principle. Participants were asked to rate each item on a 6-point Likert scale (1 = 

completely false; 2 = mostly false; 3 = somewhat false; 4 = somewhat true; 5 = mostly 

true; 6 = completely true). An example item from the egoism subscale is “In this 

company, people are mostly out for themselves,” an example item from the 

benevolence subscale is “In this company, people look out for each other's good,” an 

example item from the principle subscale is “successful people in this company go by 

the book,” and the full scale can be found in Appendix A. Reliability analysis 
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indicated that the egoism (α = .85), principled (α = .82), and benevolence (α = .82) 

sub-dimensions all had good reliability. 

Procedure 

 The mTurkers who were qualified to complete the survey filled out the survey 

on Qualtrics. Given that participants were paid for their participation in the study, it 

was expected that some participants did not read each question carefully or respond 

thoughtfully so that they may complete the survey as quickly as possible and get 

compensated. To address this issue, 3 attention check items were embedded towards 

the beginning, middle, and end of the survey, and participants who failed 2 or more of 

the attention checks were excluded from the results. After data collection was 

complete, and the participants compensated for their time, the participants mTurk ID 

and all other identifying information were stripped from the dataset. 
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Analyses 

Data Preparation 

 After removing the participants who failed 2 or more attention checks as well 

as participants who failed to complete more than 50 percent of the survey, the total 

sample size was 202. The remaining missing data were estimated using Multivariate 

Imputations with Chained Equations (MICE) with Fully Conditional Specifications 

(FCS) in RStudio version 3.5.0 (RStudio Team, 2016). MICE is a better way to deal 

with missing values than the typical mean imputations because each variable is given 

an imputation model and then Predictive Mean Matching (PPM) is then used to 

estimate the missing value for each item (Buuren & Groothuis-Oudshoon, 2010).  

 Participants taking surveys on mTurk are paid by the number of surveys they 

complete rather than the quality of the answers they provide. Amazon has put some 

safeguards in place to ensure that mTurkers are providing quality data. For example, 

survey administers are allowed to reject the responses of mTurkers that are found to be 

low quality, and the number of ‘rejected hits’ for each mTurker are tracked. However, 

mTurkers who want to make as much money as possible are still incentivized to 

prioritize speed over quality. Attention checks are one way to address this issue, but it 

is important to explore other indicators of Insufficient Effort Responding (IER) for 

this sample. IER is sometimes referred to as careless or inattentive responding, and the 

prevalence of IER in a dataset may obscure the true relationship between a predictor 

and criterion. 
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 Multiple measures of IER were calculated in R Studio. The first method used 

to assess IER was long response strings. Long string measures the number of times 

participants select the sample answer in a sequence. The measures used in this study 

contain both positively and negatively worded items so that participants (e.g., 

participants who respond to certain questions with ‘strongly disagree’ will run into 

essentially the same questions with the wording reverse and should then be selecting 

‘strongly agree’ or ‘agree’). Therefore, participants who continue to select the same 

answer continuously might be responding carelessly to the questions. Intra-individual 

Response Variability (IRV) is another method for detecting IER. The IRV shows the 

variability of the responses for each individual and can be examined for certain 

subsections of the data. IRV is similar to long string in that an individual who selects 

the same answer continuously will not have any variability in their responses, but IRV 

can also be used to determine if an individual has unusually high variability in their 

response or if their response quality is especially low for a certain section of the 

survey (i.e., if an individual has no variability in their responses for the last 25% of the 

survey they may have gotten bored during the survey and stopped responding 

effortfully as they got closer to the end of the survey) (Dunn, Heggestad, Shanock, & 

Theilgard, 2018). The final method used for examining the presence of IER was 

Mahalanobis distance. Meade and Craig (2012) argue that Mahalanobis distance is a 

more appropriate index of outliers as it considers the pattern of responses across a 

series of items. In total, 29 participants were identified as exhibiting response patterns 
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that might be indicative of IER based on one or more of their longest string of 

responses, IRV, or Mahalanobis distance. The analysis for this study was conducted 

both with and without these participants removed. The analysis reported is for the 

dataset without these participants, but removing these participants did not substantially 

change the results from any of the hypotheses tests (i.e., no hypotheses went from 

unsupported to supported). 

Hypothesis Testing 

Correlations were run in R Studio to determine the relationships between the 

variables of interest to test the initial hypotheses. A full breakdown of the correlations 

between the variables can be found in Table 1. Constructive deviance had a mean of 

3.43 and a standard deviation of 1.66, indicating that the sample did engage in many 

constructive deviance behaviors and there was variability in the amount of 

constructive deviance the sample engaged in. 

The results of the hypothesis testing indicated that role breadth self-efficacy 

was not significantly positively related to constructive deviance, r = .14, p = .07, 

failing to support hypothesis 1a. Conscientiousness was found to be significantly 

negatively related to constructive deviance, r = -.60, p < .01, supporting hypothesis 1b. 

Work scheduling autonomy, r = .12, p = .10, decision-making autonomy, r = .12, p = 

.11, and work methods autonomy, r = .08, p = .32, were all found not to be 

significantly related to constructive deviance, failing to support hypotheses 2a-2c. 

Role conflict was found to be significantly positively related to constructive deviance, 



 

30 
 

r = .49, p < .01, supporting hypothesis 2d. Role ambiguity was found to be 

significantly positively related to constructive deviance r = .60, p < .01, supporting 

hypothesis 2e. 

Role overload was found to be significantly positively related to constructive 

deviance, r = .66, p < .01, supporting hypothesis 2f. Egoism ethical climate was found 

to be significantly positively related to constructive deviance, r = .57, p < .01, but was 

hypothesized to be significantly negatively related to constructive deviance. Therefore 

hypothesis 3a was not supported. Benevolence ethical climate was found not to be 

significantly related to constructive deviance, r = .12, p = .10, failing to support 

hypothesis 3b. Finally, principled ethical climate was found to be significantly 

positively related to constructive r = .20, p < .01, supporting hypothesis 3c. Overall, 

all 11 variables explained 64% of the variance in constructive deviance.  
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study Variables 

 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Constructive 

Deviance 
3.4 1.7 (.96)                      

Role Breadth 

Self-Efficacy 
3.78 0.71 0.14 (.91)                    

Conscientiousness 5.19 1.14 -.60** .19* (.87)                  

Work Scheduling 

Autonomy 
5.29 1.22 0.12 .52** 0.12 (.85)                

Decision Making 

Autonomy 
5.24 1.23 0.12 .47** 0.1 .81** (.88)              

Work Methods 

Autonomy 
5.16 1.25 0.08 .49** 0.14 .86** .89** (.88)            

Role Ambiguity 2.99 1.19 .60** -.16* -.72** -0.08 -0.06 -0.11 (.80)          

Role Conflict 3.56 1.17 .49** -.19* -.39** -.16* -0.12 -.16* .62** (.76)        

Role Overload 3.63 1.34 .66** -0.04 -.54** -0.09 -0.04 -0.12 .73** .72** (.65)      

Egoism 4 0.91 .57** .19* -.32** 0.13 .15* 0.12 .29** .28** .41** (.85)    

Principled 4.33 0.72 .20** .47** 0 .50** .46** .49** -0.04 -.17* -0.02 .40** (.82)  

Benevolence 4.36 0.91 0.12 .52** 0.05 .57** .51** .56** -0.08 -.25** -0.07 .23** .75** (.82) 

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. * indicates p < .05. ** indicates 

p < .01. Cronbach's alpha is presented in the diagonal 
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 After testing the hypotheses, a dominance analysis was run to help determine 

the relative importance of each of the predictors. Typically, the zero-order correlations 

between the predictors and criterion would be examined to determine the importance 

of each predictor when compared with one another. However, the zero-order 

correlations do not provide a clear understanding of the relative importance of the 

predictors when the predictors are correlated because the indices are not equivalent, 

don’t sum up to R2, and have different meanings (Budescu, 1993; Azen & Budescu, 

2003). Dominance analysis helps to determine the importance of each predictor in 

relation to one another when the predictors are correlated by testing all possible 

variable set combinations. (Budescu, 1993; Azen & Budescu, 2003). The package 

‘dominance analysis’ in R Studio (Bustos & Soares, 2019) was used to run the 

analysis, and role overload was found to be the largest contributor to the variance of 

constructive deviance explained (23%); conscientiousness was the second largest 

contributor to the variance explained (21%); egoism was the third largest contributor 

(20%); role ambiguity was the fourth largest contributor (17%); role conflict was the 

fifth largest contributor (11%); role breadth self-efficacy and principled tied for the 

sixth largest contributor (2%); benevolence, work scheduling autonomy, and decision 

making autonomy all tied for the eighth largest contributor (1%); and work methods 

autonomy did not contribute to the variance explained. 
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Discussion 

 The purpose of this study was to investigate how well individual differences, 

job characteristics, and ethical climate types predict constructive deviance. The results 

indicate that variables from each of the predictor types were significant predictors of 

constructive deviance, demonstrating that individual differences, job characteristics, 

and organizational climates all significantly relate to constructive deviance. Previous 

research had found contradictory results relating to conscientiousness, and this study 

may help clear up some of these past findings. The results from the dominance 

analysis indicate that conscientiousness was the second strongest predictor of 

constructive deviance.  

Work role characteristics were also found to be strong predictors of 

constructive deviance in this study, with role ambiguity, role conflict, and role 

overload all found to be significant predictors of constructive deviance and role 

overload indicated by the dominance analysis as the strongest predictor. At the climate 

level, both egoism and principled ethical climates were found to be significant 

predictors of constructive deviance and egoism was found to be the third strongest 

predictor overall. However, the relationship found between the egoism ethical climate 

type and constructive deviance was in the opposite direction compared with what was 

hypothesized.  

 With the egoism ethical climate, the focus is on the organization so the 

workers may be more inclined to help the organization through constructive deviance. 

The positive relationship between the two may be more evidence that the intent of 
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employees who engage in constructive deviance is to help further the organization's 

goals and that they can achieve this while still adhering to hyper norms. The support 

found for the hypotheses linking job characteristics and ethical climate types to 

constructive deviance along with the results from the dominance analysis indicate that, 

although constructive deviance is a behavior initiated by the individual, factors outside 

of the individual are also related to the prevalence of constructive deviance within a 

workplace. 

The lack of support for the relationship between constructive deviance and 

autonomy is peculiar, given that the relationship had been found across previous 

studies (Galperin, 2002; Kahari, Mildred, & Micheal, 2017; Morrison, 2006). 

However, examining the past research on autonomy and constructive deviance can 

help illuminate these discrepant findings. The study conducted by Morrison (2006) 

asked MBA students to indicate how likely they would be to break the rules to help 

the organization or its members in two scenarios provided by researchers. Autonomy 

was a manipulation within the study by explaining that the person for the scenario 

with high autonomy feels that they have more freedom regarding their work. Perhaps 

the sample of students or the specific scenarios affected the way the students 

responded to the study. In the study by Kahari, Mildred, and Micheal (2017) looked at 

pro-social rule breaking in a sample of teachers in Uganda, and they measured task 

autonomy and task complexity in a single measure. It is possible that their finding that 

work characteristics (task autonomy and task complexity) were significantly related to 

pro-social rule breaking was driven more by the task complexity component. Task 
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complexity may be somewhat related to role stressors in that it is a subjective 

measurement of the degree of difficulty of an individual’s job tasks. This may then 

relate to their feelings of role overload. Finally, the study by Galperin (2002) found a 

relationship between autonomy and innovative organizational constructive deviance, 

but not between interpersonal or challenging constructive deviance and autonomy. 

Therefore, the lack of support between constructive deviance found for this study may 

not be so surprising. 

Investigating the relationship between constructive deviance with established 

constructs helps us gain a better understanding of who is engaging in constructive 

deviance and why. So, what can we learn from the predictors used in this study? It is 

possible that those who are engaging in constructive deviance are driven to behave in 

ways outside of what has been deemed appropriate by the organization and its 

members by stressors present within their work roles. They may see constructive 

deviance as a method for reducing their stressors and lower levels of 

conscientiousness might be necessary for them to feel comfortable breaking from the 

norms. The strong relationship between egoism and constructive deviance possibly 

indicates that in climates where the organizations interests take priority the individuals 

engaging in constructive deviance may truly feel that what they are doing is beneficial 

to the organization regardless of whether the behavior has actually been sanctioned by 

the organization. Principled climates may lead individuals to feel more able to engage 

in constructive deviance and less worried about the potential consequences and ethical 

climates that focus on other individuals might not have the type of norms that need to 
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be broken for constructive deviance to occur or some of the stressors that might lead to 

constructive deviance are not as salient as coworkers are more likely to help and look 

out for one another.   

Limitations 

 There are a couple of limitations of this study as a result of the sample used 

that must be noted. The sample of mTurkers used represented many different jobs and 

industry types, but their similarity as mTurkers might have led them to respond in 

similar patterns. For instance, some of the mTurkers may have completed the survey 

during their working hours at their full-time jobs. The level of autonomy required to 

do this might not be representative of most workers. 

 Although organizational climate types are reported as perceptions, the 

participants from this study do not allow for any estimate about the agreement 

between organizational members about the climate type of job characteristics. The 

results from this sample may be more generalizable, but using a sample from a single 

organization would allow for more objective estimations about the job characteristics 

and organizational climate types. Finally, using participants from a single organization 

may allow for further investigation of the constructive deviance behaviors themselves. 

It would be beneficial to see if there is a consensus on whether a behavior within a job 

role is or is not constructive deviance. 
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Future Research 

It is interesting to note which hypothesis was not supported. Role breadth self-

efficacy had been found to relate to constructive deviance in previous research 

(Galperin, 2002; Galperin 2012) and autonomy had been found to relate to 

constructive deviance across multiple studies (Galperin, 2002; Kahari, Mildred, & 

Micheal, 2017; Morrison, 2006). Future research should investigate these relationships 

further to clear up these contradictory results.  

 Future researchers may wish to examine the relationship between constructive 

deviance and autonomy further. The contradictory findings between this study and 

past research may be due to the study samples or measures used. The previous studies 

that had found the relationship had used a student sample (Morrison, 2006), a cross-

cultural sample (Kahari et al., 2017), and a sample comprised primarily of lower-level 

workers in telecommunication and pharmaceutical companies (Galperin, 2002). The 

sample from Galperin’s study was the most similar to the current study and the 

differences between the two warrant further investigation. The mean level of 

autonomy present in the current study (M = 5.23, SD = 1.17) was much higher than the 

past study by Galperin (M = 4, SD = .69). Although both studies used a 7-point Likert 

scale, the study by Galperin used the Job Characteristics Inventory (JCI) (Sims, 

Szilagyi, & Keller, 1976) and the sample from Galeperin’s study was comprised of 

primarily pharmaceutical and telecommunications companies and had a lower 

proportion of supervisors (28%) compared with the current study (57%). To clear up 
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these findings, future researchers may wish to examine industry effects on autonomy 

or other factors such as organizational position (i.e., supervisor versus lower level). 

This study added to the understanding of constructive deviance by looking at 

the behavior across occupations and industries, but future researchers can add to the 

understanding of constructive deviance by examining job characteristics and 

organizational climate types within a given organization. Examining constructive 

deviance within an organization may allow for estimates of agreement about the job 

characteristics, organizational climate type, and the quality of constructive deviance. 

To gain a better understanding about constructive deviance researchers may 

wish to investigate how the rules and norms that are commonly deviated from are 

formed. Qualitative research might help illuminate if these behaviors most commonly 

transgress organizational policies, supervisor policies, organizational norms, team 

norms, or something else. This research may also help us discover if the reasons for 

these transgressions differ depending on where the policies or norms originate from. 

Research into constructive deviance would benefit greatly by answering these 

questions. 
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Conclusion 

This study helps add to the understanding of how constructive deviance relates 

to other factors within organizations. Our understanding of deviance in the workplace 

suffered from the initial assumption that employees would only break from norms to 

help themselves at the expensive of others and the organization or to hurt the 

organization. Not all rules and norms are beneficial for organizations, and 

understanding why employees break from these norms in an attempt to help 

organizations, and their members may help organizations foster these helpful 

behaviors. Organizations that may wish to increase the frequency of constructive 

deviance behaviors may focus on selecting the right applicants, designing the job 

characteristics, or fostering egoism or principled ethical climate types. 
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Appendix A 

Organizational Constructive Deviance 

1. Sought to bend or break the rules in order to perform your job. 

2. Violated company procedures in order to solve a problem. 

3. Departed from organizational procedures to solve a customer’s problem. 

4. Bent a rule to satisfy a customer’s needs. 

5. Departed from dysfunctional organizational policies or procedures to solve a 

problem. 

 

Interpersonal Constructive Deviance 

6. Reported a wrong-doing to co-workers to bring about a positive organizational 

change. 

7. Did not follow the orders of your supervisor in order to improve work 

procedures. 

8. Disagreed with others in your work group in order to improve the current work 

procedures. 

9. Disobeyed your supervisor’s instructions to perform more efficiently. 

10. Reported a wrong-doing to another person in your company to bring about a 

positive organizational change. 

 

Role Breadth Self-Efficacy 

1. Analyzing a long-term problem to find a solution. 

2. Representing your work area in meetings with senior management. 

3. Designing new procedures for your work area. 

4. Making suggestions to management about ways to improve the working of 

your section. 

5. Contributing to discussions about the company's strategy. 

6. Writing a proposal to spend money in your work area. 

7. Helping to set targets/goals in your work area. 

8. Contacting people outside the company (e.g., suppliers, customers) to discuss 

problem. 

9. Presenting information to a group of colleagues. 

10. Visiting people from other departments to suggest doing things differently. 
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Conscientiousness 

1. Am always prepared. 

2. Pay attention to details. 

3. Get chores done right away. 

4. Carry out my plans. 

5. Make plans and stick to them. 

6. Waste my time. (R) 

7. Find it difficult to get down to work. (R) 

8. Do just enough work to get by. (R) 

9. Don't see things through. (R) 

10. Shirk my duties. (R) 

 

Work Scheduling Autonomy 

1. The job allows me to make my own decisions about how to schedule my work 

2. The job allows me to decide on the order in which things are done on the job 

3. The job allows me to plan how I do my work 

 

Decision-Making Autonomy 

1. The job gives me a chance to use my personal initiative or judgment in 

carrying out the work 

2. The job allows me to make a lot of decisions on my own 

3. The job provides me with significant autonomy in making decisions 

 

Work Methods Autonomy 

1. The job allows me to make decisions about what methods I use to complete my 

work 

2. The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in 

how I do the work 

3. The job allows me to decide on my own how to go about doing my work. 

 

Role Ambiguity 

1. I am not sure what is expected of me at work. 

2. The requirements of my job aren’t always clear. 

3. I often don’t know what is expected of me at work. 

4. I know everything that I am expected to do at work with certainty. (R) 

5. My job duties are clearly defined. (R) 

6. I know what I am required to do for every aspect of my job. (R) 

 

  



 

50 
 

Role Conflict 

7. In my job, I often feel like different people are “pulling me in different 

directions.” 

8. I have to deal with competing demands at work. 

9. My superiors often tell me to do two different things that can’t both be done. 

10. The tasks I am assigned at work rarely come into conflict with each other. (R) 

11. The things I am told to do at work do not conflict with each other. (R) 

12. In my job, I’m seldom placed in a situation where one job duty conflicts with 

other job duties. (R) 

 

Role Overload 

1. I am given enough time to do what is expected of me on my job. (R) 

2. It often seems like I have too much work for one person to do. 

3. The performance standards on my job are too high. 

 

Egoism 

1. In this company, people are mostly out for themselves. (I) 

2. The major responsibility for people in this company is to consider efficiency 

first. (C) 

3. People are expected to do anything to further the company's interests. (L) 

4. There is no room for one's own personal morals or ethics in this company. (I) 

5. Work is considered substandard only when it hurts the company's interests. (L) 

6. In this company, people protect their own interest above other considerations. 

(I) 

7. People are concerned with the company's interests to the exclusion of all else. 

(L) 

8. The most efficient way is always the right way, in this company. (C) 

9. In this company, each person is expected, above all, to work efficiently. (C) 
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Principle 

10. In this company, people are expected to follow their own personal and moral 

beliefs. (I) 

11. It is very important to follow strictly the company's rules and procedures here. 

(L) 

12. Each person in this company decides for himself what is right and wrong. (I) 

13. The most important consideration in this company is each person's sense of 

right and wrong. (I) 

14. The first consideration is whether a decision violates any law. (C) 

15. People are expected to comply with the law and professional standards over 

and above other considerations. (C) 

16. Everyone is expected to stick by company rules and procedures. (L) 

17. Successful people in this company go by the book. (L) 

18. In this company, people are expected to strictly follow legal or professional 

standards. (C) 

19. In this company, people are guided by their own personal ethics. (I) 

20. Successful people in this company strictly obey the company policies. (L) 

21. In this company, the law or ethical code of their profession is the major 

consideration. (C) 

 

Benevolence 

22. In this company, people look out for each other's good. (I) 

23. The most important concern is the good of all the people in the company. (L) 

24. In this company, our major concern is always what is best for the other person. 

(I) 

25. Our major consideration is what is best for everyone in the company. (L) 

26. It is expected that you will always do what is right for the customer and public. 

(C) 

 


