
www.manaraa.com

 

 

 

 

PERCEIVED ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT AND  
COUNTERPRODUCTIVE WORK BEHAVIOR:  

HOW PERSONALITY MODERATES THE RELATIONSHIP 
 

 

 

 

 

A Thesis 

Presented to 

The Faculty of the Department of Psychology 

San José State University 

 

 

In Partial Fulfillment 

of the Requirements for the Degree 

Master of Science 

 

 

by 

Sarah N. Monnastes 

December 2010



www.manaraa.com

 
 
 
 

UMI Number: 1488136 
 
 
 
 
 
 

All rights reserved 
 

INFORMATION TO ALL USERS 
The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy submitted. 

 
In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript 

and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if material had to be removed, 
a note will indicate the deletion. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
UMI 1488136

Copyright 2011 by ProQuest LLC. 
All rights reserved. This edition of the work is protected against 

unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code. 
 
 

 

 
 

ProQuest LLC 
789 East Eisenhower Parkway 

P.O. Box 1346 
Ann Arbor, MI 48106-1346 

 
 
 



www.manaraa.com

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

© 2010 

Sarah N. Monnastes 

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED



www.manaraa.com

 

 

The Designated Thesis Committee Approves the Thesis Titled 

 

PERCEIVED ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT AND  
COUNTERPRODUCTIVE WORK BEHAVIOR:  

HOW PERSONALITY MODERATES THE RELATIONSHIP 
 

by 

Sarah N. Monnastes 

 

APPROVED FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 

 

SAN JOSÉ STATE UNIVERSITY 

 

December 2010 

 

Dr. Howard Tokunaga Department of Psychology 

Dr. Megumi Hosoda Department of Psychology 

Ms. Rachel Pickworth Lockheed Martin 



www.manaraa.com

 

 

ABSTRACT 

PERCEIVED ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT AND  
COUNTERPRODUCTIVE WORK BEHAVIOR:  

HOW PERSONALITY MODERATES THE RELATIONSHIP 
 

by Sarah N. Monnastes 

This study examines the relationship between perceived organizational support 

and counterproductive work behavior, and whether one’s personality moderates this 

relationship.  Data were obtained from 235 employed respondents who consented to 

participate in the study.  Correlations indicated a relationship between perceived 

organizational support and both forms of counterproductive work behavior (i.e., 

interpersonal and organizational deviance).  However, hierarchical regression analysis 

showed that conscientiousness, agreeableness, and openness to experience did not 

moderate the relationship between perceived organizational support and either form of 

counterproductive work behavior, except in a subset of the sample.  Implications of the 

findings as they pertain to future research are discussed.
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Introduction 

 For years, research in industrial/organizational psychology has focused on 

identifying relationships between individual characteristics (e.g., attitudes, beliefs, 

abilities, skills, past experiences, and personality traits) and desirable workplace 

behaviors (e.g., motivation, prosocial behavior, and productivity).  While it is important 

to know the factors that contribute to a successful working relationship between an 

individual and an organization, it is also important to understand the factors that may 

contribute to undesirable behaviors, such as counterproductive work behavior, also 

referred to as workplace deviance.   

Workplace deviance has become a persistent and expensive problem for many 

organizations.  For example, Bennett and Robinson (2000) surveyed 226 professionals 

and found that 50% of the respondents had stolen from their employer at least once in 

the past year; 25% to 73% had engaged in behaviors such as gossiping, tardiness, theft, 

fraud, sabotage, vandalism, or voluntary absenteeism, and 26% of the respondents used 

an illegal drug or consumed alcohol while on the job.  In other research, it was found that 

40% to 60% of women in a sample of American company employees claimed to have 

experienced some form of sexual harassment while at work (Buchanan & Fitzgerald, 

2008).  

 It is not surprising that the prevalence of workplace deviance poses a huge 

financial threat to organizations.  It is estimated to cost organizations between $6 and 

$200 billion annually (Murphy, 1993).  Specifically, losses due to employee theft have 

reached an estimated $120 billion per year (Buss, 1993), workplace violence costs an 
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estimated $4.2 billion per year (Bensimon, 1994), and missed work due to crime 

victimization occurring on the job has resulted in approximately $55 million in lost 

wages annually, not including days covered by sick and vacation time (Bachman, 1994).   

 Despite the cost and prevalence of counterproductive work behavior, knowledge 

regarding workplace deviance is limited.  There are a number of factors that can 

contribute to counterproductive work behavior (e.g., the presence of frustrators, stressors 

in the workplace, work group norms).  Although progress has been made in 

understanding how the work situations (e.g., perceived organizational support) and 

individual characteristics (e.g., personality traits) contribute to the occurrence of 

workplace deviance, research has not fully examined how these two factors jointly relate 

to counterproductive work behavior.   

 Therefore, the purpose of the current study is to further advance the knowledge 

and understanding of counterproductive work behavior by looking at how an individual’s 

personality traits and perceived organizational support interact to predict the likelihood 

of workplace deviance.  Being able to identify the factors that relate to counterproductive 

work behavior can help employers better understand what could lead to workplace 

deviance and enable them to take action to mitigate deviance in the workplace.  

Counterproductive Work Behavior – Definition and Dimensionality 

 Counterproductive work behavior is most often defined as “voluntary behavior [of 

organizational members] that violates significant organizational norms and in so doing 

threatens the well-being of an organization, its members, or both” (Robinson & Bennett, 

1995, p. 556).  In other words, counterproductive behaviors are behaviors performed by 
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an employee while at work that could cause harm or threat and pose unnecessary costs to 

an organization or its employees.  Counterproductive work behavior can assume various 

forms and vary in severity.  Behaviors can include minor acts such as spreading rumors, 

embarrassing co-workers, or coming to work late as well as more serious acts such as 

theft, violence, or sabotage (Dunlop & Lee, 2004).  Counterproductive behavior includes 

both acts of commission such as acts of physical aggression and acts of omission such as 

deliberately not passing on telephone messages (Kelloway, Loughlin, Barling, & Nault, 

2002).   

An important distinction to note is that these behaviors must threaten the well-

being of an organization to be considered deviant (Robinson & Bennett, 1995).  

Therefore, violations of social norms, such as wearing inappropriate clothing to work, 

does not directly harm most organizations and is not considered to be a counterproductive 

work behavior (Robinson & Bennett, 1995).  It is also important to understand that 

counterproductive work behaviors are not necessarily the same as ethical violations 

(Robinson & Bennett, 1995).  While a wide variety of counterproductive behaviors are 

considered to be unethical by most individuals, not all unethical behaviors are considered 

to be counterproductive work behaviors.  For example, if part of one’s job responsibilities 

includes dumping toxic waste into a river, he/she is behaving in a way that many people 

would find unethical.  However, because he/she is acting in accordance with one’s 

organization’s norms, the behavior is not considered to be counterproductive.   

 Research surrounding counterproductive work behavior has focused primarily on 

developing groupings for these behaviors (Gruys & Sackett, 2003).  Hollinger and Clark 



www.manaraa.com

 

4 

(1983) pioneered this type of research by developing a broad list of counterproductive 

behaviors, providing a conceptual framework for interrelating those behaviors, and 

collecting self-report data from a large number of employees in three industries: retail, 

manufacturing, and service (i.e., hospitals).  From their investigation, they proposed two 

broad categories of counterproductive work behavior: “property deviance” and 

“production deviance.”  Behaviors performed that cause harm to items owned by an 

organization is property deviance.  This type of deviance includes such behaviors as theft, 

property damage, and the misuse of discount privileges (Hollinger & Clark, 1983).  

Production deviances, on the other hand, are behaviors that negatively affect one’s ability 

to do their job.  This type of deviance includes behaviors such as not being on the job as 

scheduled, intentionally working slowly, or drinking on the job (Hollinger & Clark, 

1983).   

 While Robinson and Bennett (1995) saw Hollinger and Clark’s (1983) work as a 

starting point for creating an integrative framework of counterproductive work behaviors, 

they sought to develop a more comprehensive classification of deviant behaviors.  

Specifically, Robinson and Bennett argued that the typologies presented by Hollinger and 

Clark were not comprehensive.  Hollinger and Clark’s categories captured acts against 

the organization, but did not include deviant acts amongst coworkers.  As such, Robinson 

and Bennett wanted to include interpersonal behaviors into their framework.  

Interpersonal behaviors are those behaviors that directly affect other employees.  

Examples of interpersonal behaviors include gossiping, physical aggression, assault, and 

sexual harassment, to name a few.   
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 To develop a more comprehensive classification, Robinson and Bennett (1995) 

asked employees from various organizations (i.e., a university office, a technical staff 

office within an industrial company, a neighborhood, and an evening master’s program) 

to generate a large number of critical incidents of “someone at work engaging in 

something considered to be deviant at the workplace, i.e., something that is considered to 

be wrong” (Robinson & Bennett, 1995, p. 558).  From this list, 45 deviant workplace 

behaviors were identified.  Robinson and Bennett then gave a group of 180 MBA 

students who were employed full-time a survey containing the list of those 45 deviant 

behaviors and a brief description of a target behavior.  These individuals were then asked 

to rate each deviant behavior in terms of the similarities to or differences from the target 

behavior.  These comparisons were subjected to multidimensional scaling and resulted in 

a two-dimensional solution.  One dimension differentiated behaviors toward the 

organization from interpersonal behaviors toward other organizational members (similar 

to Hollinger and Clark’s production and property deviance).  The second dimension 

represented the severity of the act or behavior (ranging from minor to serious offenses).  

The interaction of these two dimensions resulted in four quadrants which Robinson and 

Bennett labeled: property deviance (organizational – serious), production deviance 

(organizational – minor), personal aggression (interpersonal – serious) and political 

deviance (interpersonal – minor).     

 More recently, Bennett and Robinson (2000) developed a measure of 

counterproductive work behavior and presented evidence of construct validity using a 

sample of 126 full-time employees and 100 first year MBA students who worked 
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primarily in service industries (45.6%) and retail establishments (19.5%).  Their study 

supported their previous distinction between production and property deviance, yet they 

recommended dropping the second dimension, the severity of the behavior, they had 

proposed earlier.  This recommendation was based on the fact that unlike the distinction 

between interpersonal versus organizational deviance (dimension one), the degree of 

severity (dimension two) was more a quantitative rather than a qualitative distinction 

(Bennett & Robinson, 2000).  Interpersonal and organizational deviances fall into two 

distinct families representing two qualitatively different forms of deviance.  Interpersonal 

and organizational deviance can contain both serious and minor offenses; therefore, the 

second dimension (severity) is not a dimension that is distinct from the other dimension 

proposed (Bennett & Robinson, 2000).  The measure that resulted from this study was 

entitled the Interpersonal and Organizational Deviance Scale.  

Predictors of Counterproductive Work Behavior 

 Several variables have been found to be related to counterproductive work 

behavior.  For example, personality characteristics have been found to be related to an 

individual’s propensity to engage in counterproductive work behavior (e.g., Giacalone & 

Knouse 1990; Perlow & Latham, 1993; Skarlicki, Folger, & Tesluk, 1999; Storms & 

Spector, 1987).  Individuals high in impulsivity act with little forethought, lacking the 

self-discipline necessary to withhold deviant responses, and are likely to engage in 

deviant behavior (Henle, 2005).  Individuals high in trait anger, who likely perceive a 

wide range of situations as anger provoking, also have more incidents of deviant behavior 

at work (Fox & Spector, 1999).  These individuals report experiencing more frequent and 
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intense day-to-day anger across a wide variety of situations, stronger tendencies to 

respond to provocations with physical and verbal antagonism, and lower instances of 

constructive coping (Deffenbacher, 1992).  Fox and Spector (1999) found trait anger to 

be particularly associated with deviant behaviors targeting individuals within the 

organization.  Similarly, individuals high in narcissism experience anger more frequently 

and are likely to engage in more counterproductive work behaviors (Penney & Spector, 

2002).   

Other research has focused on identifying aspects of the job that relate to 

counterproductive work behavior.  This includes environmental or situational factors of 

counterproductive work behavior such as low distributive, procedural, or interactional 

justice (Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2001; Greenberg, 1990, 1993; Henle, 2005; Moorman, 

Niehoff, & Organ, 1993; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997); the presence of frustrators (Fox & 

Spector, 1999; Spector, 1997); and stressors in the workplace (Chen & Spector, 1992; 

Fox et al., 2001).  When an employee feels that they have experienced injustice (low 

organizational justice), there is the presence of frustrators, or there is an increase of job 

stressors, this could increase an individual’s tendency to engage in counterproductive 

work behaviors. 

In addition, social characteristics of the work environment have also been 

explored.  Supervisory and work group norms (Greenberg & Scott, 1996) as well as 

coworker support (Liao, Joshi, & Chuang, 2004) have all been found to relate to 

individual levels of counterproductive work behavior.  According to Greenberg and Scott 

(1996), supervisors can condone employee theft by serving as a model of deviant 
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behavior and/or by permitting some theft as an informal source of reward or “perk.”  For 

example, managers may allow employees to take extended breaks or lunches while on the 

clock as a reward for a job well done.  Similarly, social group norms at work appear to 

influence the occurrence of deviant behavior (Greenberg & Scott, 1996).  Some group 

norms dictate not only the acceptability of employee theft on both the individual and 

group level, but also the type and frequency of the deviance as well (Greenberg & Scott, 

1996).  Liao et al. (2004) predicted that when coworkers perceive high levels of coworker 

support, they would “cover up” for their peers in the event that they are engaging in 

deviant behaviors, and indeed found that greater coworker support was associated with 

higher levels of organizational and interpersonal deviance.   

 Given that perceptions of the group and supervisory norms as well as an 

employee’s perception of the level of coworker support have been found to be related to 

higher levels of counterproductive work behavior, it is logical to question if perceptions 

of the organization contribute to counterproductive work behavior as well.  This issue, 

perceived organizational support, has not been investigated much in the literature.  To 

date, only two studies, which will be discussed in greater detail later, have looked at the 

relationship between perceived organizational support and counterproductive work 

behavior.   

Perceived Organizational Support – Definition  

Perceived organizational support refers to an “employees’ general belief that their 

work organization values their contributions and cares about their well-being” (Rhoades 

& Eisenberger, 2002, p. 698).  According to organizational support theory, the 
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development of perceived organizational support is due, in part, to an employee’s 

tendency to assign the organization humanlike characteristics (Eisenberger, Huntington, 

Hutchinson, & Sowa, 1986).  Because of this personification of the organization, 

employees view favorable or unfavorable treatment by the organization as an indication 

of the extent to which the organization likes them (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002).  

Therefore, if employees feel supported by the organization they will feel obligated to care 

about that organization’s well-being and put forth effort to help the organization succeed 

and achieve its goals. 

Eisenberger et al. (1986) coined the term perceived organizational support.  As 

with any newly theorized construct, much research has been conducted to determine if 

perceived organizational support is its own distinct construct and not merely a dimension 

of another construct.  While perceived organizational support is closely related to some 

constructs (e.g., job satisfaction, supervisor support), it has found to be related to, yet 

distinct from a number of constructs (e.g., procedural justice, organizational 

commitment).  One such example is leader-member exchange. 

Leader-member exchange theory suggests that an interpersonal relationship 

evolves between supervisors and subordinates (Graen & Cashman, 1975).  The 

relationship is based on social exchange, where each party must offer something the other 

party sees as valuable and both parties see the exchange as equitable or fair (Graen & 

Scandura, 1987).  The greater the perceived value of the exchange, the higher the quality 

of the leader-member exchange relationship (Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997).  Higher 



www.manaraa.com

 

10 

levels of leader-member exchange have been positively related to job attitudes and 

performance evaluations (Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997).   

Given that both perceived organizational support and leader-member exchange 

are based in a social exchange framework, and have some things in common, there is a 

question as to whether or not they are conceptually distinct (Wayne et al., 1997).  A study 

conducted by Wayne et al. (1997) explored the distinctiveness of perceived 

organizational support from leader-member exchange.  A confirmatory factor analysis 

supported the existence of two factors representing perceived organizational support and 

leader-member exchange.  In addition, they found different patterns of antecedents and 

outcomes for each construct.  As a result, they concluded that the results implied that 

employees distinguish the exchanges they have with the organization from those they 

have with their leaders.  In sum, perceived organizational support is a construct distinct 

from the leader-member exchange construct.  

In addition, some research has looked at variables that are related to, or predict, 

perceived organizational support.  The level of perceived organizational support felt by 

an individual is related to such variables as pay, rank, job enrichment, organizational 

rewards, promotions, verbal praise, and one’s influence over organizational policies 

(Eisenberger et al., 1986).  Receipt of praise, approval, and other similar favorable 

treatments are likely to increase the level of perceived organizational support felt by an 

employee.   
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Outcomes of Perceived Organizational Support 

Numerous studies have investigated the outcomes of perceived organizational 

support.  Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002) conducted a meta-analysis of more than 70 

empirical studies that contained 166 assessments of associations between perceived 

organizational support and its outcomes.  Results of the meta-analyses showed perceived 

organizational support to be positively related to organizational commitment (ρ = .67), 

job satisfaction (ρ = .62), positive mood at work (ρ = .49), job involvement (ρ = .39), in-

role performance (ρ = .18), extrarole performance towards the organization (ρ = .28), and 

desire to remain with the organization (ρ = .66).  

While much research to date has primarily focused on examining the relationship 

between perceived organizational support and positive outcomes for the employee and 

organization, perceived organizational support is also related to negative behaviors or 

outcomes.  Rhoades and Eisenberger’s (2002) meta-analysis found perceived 

organizational support to be negatively related to strains (ρ = -.32), withdrawal behavior 

(ρ = -.34), and turnover intention (ρ = -.51).   

 While there are not any studies included in Rhoades and Eisenberger’s (2002) 

meta-analysis that looked specifically at counterproductive work behavior, it is likely that 

perceived organizational support is also negatively related to workplace deviance.  

According to organizational support theory, perceived organizational support “should 

produce a felt obligation to care about the organization’s welfare and to help the 

organization reach its objectives” (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002, p. 699).  One way an 

employee may reciprocate for the organizational support received by their employer is by 
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staying committed to the organization and being actively involved in their work.  

Conversely, when employees perceive a lack of support from the organization, they 

might become less motivated to refrain from behaviors that harm the organization (Liao 

et al., 2004), which may lead to deviant behaviors such as hostility or aggression 

(Spector, 1997). 

 As part of a larger study, Liao et al. (2004) investigated the effects of perceived 

organizational support on workplace deviance.  This study was one of the first studies to 

look at each dimension of workplace deviance independently, rather than combining the 

two dimensions.  Specifically, they investigated the relationship between perceived 

organizational support and interpersonal and organizational deviance.  Consistent with 

their expectations, they found perceived organizational support to negatively predict 

organizational deviance; however, they did not find the same relationship between 

perceived organizational support and interpersonal deviance. Although they did not offer 

an explanation to their findings, they did report finding organizational commitment and 

coworker satisfaction to negatively predict interpersonal deviance.  

Colbert, Mount, Harter, Will, and Barrick (2004) examined the joint relationship 

of perceptions of the work situation and personality traits on workplace deviance.  Their 

study was conducted using four samples of employees.  In two of the samples, they 

examined the relationship of perceptions of the developmental environment with one 

form of organizational deviance, withholding effort.  Perceptions of the development 

environment was defined as “the extent to which the job itself and others in the 

organization provide challenge, support, encouragement, and feedback that are necessary 
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for employee development” (Colbert et al., 2004, p. 600).  In the other two samples they 

examined the relationship of perceived organizational support and interpersonal deviance.   

Additionally, Colbert et al. (2004) investigated the direct and potential moderating 

effect of three of the Big Five personality traits: conscientiousness, emotional stability, 

and agreeableness, on these relationships.  In samples 1 and 2, Colbert et al. hypothesized 

that conscientiousness would be negatively related to withholding effort.  Furthermore, 

they hypothesized that conscientiousness would moderate the relationship between 

perceptions of the development environment and withholding effort.  People high in 

conscientiousness are purposeful, hardworking, achievement oriented, dependable and 

persistent (Barrick, Mount, & Strauss, 1993).  They are also thought to be dutiful and 

have a tendency to abide by rules (Barrick & Mount, 1991).  As such, those low in 

conscientiousness are hypothesized to withhold effort even when they hold an 

unfavorable perception of the developmental environment.  Conversely, individuals high 

in conscientiousness, due to their tendency to be achievement oriented and dutiful, and 

have a strong tendency to abide by rules, are not likely to withhold effort regardless of 

whether or not they have a positive perception of the situation.   

Colbert et al. (2004) also proposed in samples 1 and 2 that emotional stability 

would be negatively related to withholding effort.  Furthermore, they hypothesized that 

emotional stability would moderate the relationship between perceptions of the 

development environment and withholding effort.  Specifically, the relationship between 

perceptions of the developmental environment and withholding effort was hypothesized 

to be stronger for individuals low in emotional stability.  Individuals low in emotional 
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stability tend to be anxious, depressed, angry, emotional, worried and insecure (Barrick & 

Mount, 1991).  They also tend to engage in avoidance-based coping when faced with a 

stressful situation (Cullen & Sackett, 2003).  

In samples 3 and 4, Colbert et al. (2004) hypothesized that agreeableness would 

be negatively related to interpersonal workplace deviance.  Furthermore, they 

hypothesized that agreeableness would act as a moderator on the relationship between 

perceived organizational support and interpersonal deviance.  Agreeable people (people 

high in agreeableness) tend to be more courteous, cooperative, trusting, nurturing, 

forgiving, and tolerant (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Skarlicki et al., 1999).  Because of these 

characteristics, it is believed that individuals high in agreeableness are less likely to 

participate in interpersonal deviance, even if they do not feel supported by the 

organization.  On the other hand, individuals low in agreeableness (disagreeable people) 

are more likely to be argumentative, temperamental, antagonistic, vengeful, 

inconsiderate, emotional, and uncooperative (Barrick & Mount, 1991).  Interpersonal 

conflict (i.e., deviance) is an accepted response in disagreeable people.  Thus, it was 

hypothesized that the relationship between perceived organizational support and 

interpersonal deviance would be stronger when agreeableness is low than when it is high.     

Colbert et al. (2004) found support for their hypotheses that perceptions of the 

work situation were significantly related to deviance.  Specifically, in support of their 

first hypothesis, they found that perceptions of the developmental environment were 

negatively related to withholding effort, such that employees with positive perceptions of 

the work situation were less likely to withhold effort.  In support of their second 
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hypothesis, they found that perceived organizational support was negatively related to 

interpersonal deviance, such that employees who perceived high levels of support from 

their organization were less likely to be deviant towards individuals within that 

organization.    

Colbert et al. (2004) also found support for two of their three hypotheses 

regarding the relationship between personality traits and deviance.  A significant negative 

correlation was found between conscientiousness and withholding effort as well as 

between agreeableness and interpersonal deviance.  They did not however, find a 

significant correlation between emotional stability and withholding effort.  

In addition, Colbert et al. (2004) found support for all three of their hypotheses 

regarding the joint effect of personality and perceptions of the work situation on deviant 

behavior.  The relationship between perceptions of the developmental environment and 

deviance was strongest when an individual’s level of conscientiousness was low.  This 

means that individuals who are low on conscientiousness are not likely to withhold effort 

if they have more positive perceptions of the developmental environment.  On the other 

hand, when an individual is high in conscientiousness, the correlation between 

perceptions of the development environment and withholding effort is essentially zero.  

This suggests that these individuals are not likely to withhold effort, regardless of their 

perception of the developmental environment.   

Similarly, they found the relationship between perceptions of the developmental 

environment and deviance was strongest when an individual’s level of agreeableness was 

low.  This suggests that individuals who are low on agreeableness are not likely to engage 
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in interpersonal deviance if they perceive higher levels of support from their 

organization.  Conversely, they found that with highly agreeable individuals, the 

correlation between perceived organizational support and engaging in interpersonal 

deviance was essentially zero, such that agreeable people are not likely to engage in 

deviant acts toward others even if provoked by negative perceptions of the working 

environment.   

Lastly, Colbert et al. (2004) found that the interaction between emotional stability 

and perceptions of the development environment was statistically significant.  As 

predicted, the relationship between perceptions of the development environment and 

withholding effort was strongest for individuals low in emotional stability, however, 

individuals low in emotional stability who held positive perceptions of the development 

environment exhibited the lowest level of withholding effort.  This suggests that 

individuals low in emotional stability are more sensitive to situational perceptions than 

individuals high in emotional stability and therefore are more likely to reciprocate by 

working hard and withholding less effort.  In sum, Colbert et al. found that “negative 

perceptions of the work situation may lead employees to exhibit deviant behavior; 

however, this relationship may be suppressed or facilitated depending on employees’ 

personality traits” (p. 606).  

Colbert et al. (2004) provided a first attempt at understanding the joint effects of 

personality and perceptions of the work situation on workplace deviance.  They found 

that personality moderated the relationship between situational perceptions and deviant 
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behavior.  Specifically, negative perceptions of the work situation are more strongly 

related to deviance when conscientiousness, emotional stability, or agreeableness is low.  

Their study is noteworthy for several reasons.  First, they considered the joint 

effects of two perceptions of the work situation (perceptions of the developmental 

environment and perceived organizational support) and three personality traits 

(conscientiousness, emotional stability, and agreeableness) on two types of deviance 

(withholding effort and interpersonal deviance) in four samples of employees.  Taking 

into account different aspects of perceived organizational support, deviance, and 

personality across multiple samples helped to more broadly explore the research and 

increase the generalizability of the findings.  In addition, they looked at personality as a 

constraint on the perception – deviance relationship.  By doing this, they were able to 

more clearly clarify how perceptions of the work situation and personality traits act 

together to influence deviant behavior at work.  

Although Colbert et al. (2004) found support for their hypotheses and added to the 

understanding of the joint relationship of personality and perceptions of the work 

situation on workplace deviance, their study has some limitations.  Due to constraints 

placed by the participating organizations in the study, only one form of deviance was 

examined in each sample.  In the first two samples, they examined only one form of 

organizational deviance, withholding effort, and in the third and fourth sample they 

examined interpersonal deviance.  The current study expands their research by examining 

the joint relationship of perceptions of the work situation (i.e., perceived organizational 
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support) and personality on both organizational and interpersonal deviance in the same 

sample. 

In addition, Colbert et al. (2004) choose to look at only three of the five 

personality traits of the Big Five.  In order to have a more complete understanding of the 

moderating role personality has on the relationship between perceptions of the work 

environment and deviance, it is important that all five personality traits are included.  As 

such, the current study not only examines the three personality traits Colbert et al. 

examined, but also looks at what roles openness to experience and extraversion have in 

the relationship between perceived organizational support and counterproductive work 

behaviors. 

The purpose of the current study is to examine the joint effects of perceived 

organizational support and personality on counterproductive work behavior.  The first 

interest is to examine the direct effect of perceived organizational support on both forms 

of counterproductive work behavior.  As mentioned previously, counterproductive work 

behavior is a two dimensional construct.  It is comprised of interpersonal deviance 

(deviant behaviors targeted toward individuals) and organizational deviance (deviant 

behaviors targeted toward the organization).  This study looks at interpersonal and 

organizational deviance separately based on research conducted by Berry, Ones, and 

Sackett (2007).  Berry et al. conducted a meta-analysis and found support for the 

usefulness of separating self-report workplace deviance scales into the interpersonal and 

organizational deviance dimensions, despite the fact that both dimensions correlate 

highly with one another. 
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Colbert et al. (2004) found perceived organizational support to be negatively 

related to interpersonal deviance.  Similarly, Liao et al. (2004) found perceived 

organizational support to be negatively related to organizational deviance.  Based on 

these findings, this study hypothesizes the following: 

 Hypothesis 1a:  Perceived organizational support will be negatively  

     related to interpersonal deviance. 

         Hypothesis 1b:  Perceived organizational support will be negatively  

     related to organizational deviance. 

 The second interest of this study is to examine the moderating effects of 

personality on the relationship between perceived organizational support and both 

interpersonal and organizational deviance.  First, in terms of the personality trait 

conscientiousness, Colbert et al. (2004) found that when individuals are high in 

conscientiousness, the correlation between perceptions of the development environment 

and withholding effort is essentially zero.  This means that these individuals are unlikely 

to withhold effort even if they perceive little support for development efforts from the 

organization.  Individuals who are conscientious are dutiful, orderly, self-disciplined, 

competent, and achievement striving (Costa & McCrae, 1992).  In response to stressful 

life events, conscientious individuals engage in more active planning, less maladaptive 

coping, and more support-seeking behaviors (Cullen & Sackett, 2003).  These findings 

suggest that conscientious individuals will seek out more constructive ways to deal with 

dissatisfaction, and as such will be less likely to participate in either interpersonal or 

organizational deviance.  
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Hypothesis 2a:  Conscientiousness will moderate the relationship between  

     perceived organizational support and interpersonal  

     deviance, such that the relationship between perceived  

     organizational support and interpersonal deviance will be  

     stronger when conscientiousness is low than when it is  

     high.  

 Hypothesis 2b:  Conscientiousness will moderate the relationship between  

     perceived organizational support and organizational  

     deviance, such that the relationship between perceived  

     organizational support and organizational deviance will be 

     stronger when conscientiousness is low than when it is  

     high. 

 Next, in regards to agreeableness, Colbert et al. (2004) found individuals high in 

agreeableness are less likely to engage in deviant acts toward others, even if they feel 

negatively towards the organization.  Based on these findings, it is hypothesized that 

individuals high in agreeableness will refrain from deviant behavior toward others 

(interpersonal deviance) even if they perceive little support from the organization.  

Agreeable individuals tend to be good-natured, cooperative, forgiving, and soft-hearted 

(Barrick & Mount, 1991).  In addition, the trait of agreeableness may produce an 

unfavorable attitude toward aggressive acts; this may in turn make it unlikely that an 

agreeable individual will engage in violent acts in the workplace (Cullen & Sackett, 

2003).  As such, this study hypothesizes that those individuals high in agreeableness will 
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be less likely to engage in counterproductive work behaviors toward the organization, 

even if they do not feel supported by the organization.  

Hypothesis 3a:  Agreeableness will moderate the relationship between  

    perceived organizational support and interpersonal  

    deviance, such that the relationship between perceived  

    organizational support and interpersonal deviance will be  

    stronger when agreeableness is low than when it is high. 

Hypothesis 3b:  Agreeableness will moderate the relationship between  

    percieved organizational support and organizational  

    deviance, such that the relationship between perceived  

    organizational support and organizational deviance will be 

    stronger when agreeableness is low than when it is high. 

 Regarding emotional stability, Colbert et al. (2004) found the relationship 

between perceptions of the development environment and withholding effort was 

stronger for individuals low in emotional stability than for those high in emotional 

stability.  Individuals low in emotional stability are prone to experience feelings of 

sadness, anger, and contempt (Cullen & Sackett, 2003).  They are also anxious, 

depressed, embarrassed, emotional, and insecure (Barrick & Mount, 1991).  As such, 

individuals low in emotional stability will engage in an assortment of counterproductive 

work behaviors (Cullen & Sackett, 2003).  

 Hypothesis 4a:  Emotional stability will moderate the relationship between 

      perceived organizational support and interpersonal  
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     deviance, such that the relationship between perceived  

     organizational support and interpersonal deviance will be  

     stronger when emotional stability is low than when it is  

     high. 

 Hypothesis 4b:  Emotional stability will moderate the relationship between 

     perceived organizational support and organizational  

     deviance, such that the relationship between perceived  

     organizational support and organizational deviance will be 

     stronger when  emotional stability is low than when it is  

     high. 

 In addition to the three personality traits just discussed, there are two other 

personality traits included in the Big Five: openness to experience and extraversion.  

Little research has been conducted to make a hypothesis regarding the potential 

moderating effect of openness to experience and extraversion on the relationship between 

perceived organizational support and counterproductive work behaviors.  As such, the 

following section will briefly define each construct and pose research questions.   

 Individuals high in openness to experience, or intellect as it is also referred to, are 

characterized as imaginative, cultured, curious, original, broad-minded and intelligent 

(Barrick & Mount, 1991).  No information has been found to intelligently hypothesize 

what effect, if any, openness to experience will have on the relationship between 

perceived organizational support and counterproductive work behavior.  Therefore:   
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Research Question 1: Will openness to experience moderate the   

    relationship between perceived organizational  

    support and counterproductive work behaviors? 

 Individuals high in extraversion are often described as friendly, sociable, 

assertive, warm, talkative, and outgoing (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Costa & McCrae, 

1992).  While research on the effects of extraversion on the relationship between 

perceived organizational support and counterproductive work behavior is limited, Cullen 

and Sackett (2003) theorize that individuals lower on extraversion are more likely to react 

to negative perception of the organization by engaging in counterproductive work 

behaviors.  This is based on the assumption that people low in extraversion are often 

sluggish and drowsy, lacking the energy and enthusiasm required to make the effort to 

tackle work successfully.  Unfortunately, Cullen and Sackett did not follow their 

hypothesis up with an empirical study; therefore, this study will simply investigate this 

relationship:  

 Research Question 2: Will extraversion moderate the relationship between 

     perceived organizational support and   

     counterproductive work behaviors? 
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Method 

Participants 

Initially, a total of 404 responses were received; 154 from in-class participants 

and 250 from the on-line survey.  However, of the 154 in-class respondents, 65 indicated 

they were not employed at the time of data collection and were excluded from the 

respondent pool.  Additionally, 14 of the on-line respondents did not finish the survey 

and were excluded as well.  As a result, 325 respondents (98 men and 226 women) were 

retained and included in statistical analyses.  Table 1 shows the demographic information 

of the participants in the present study.    

Table 1   

Demographic Information 
 n % 
Gender   
     Male        98 30.2 
     Female      226 69.2 
   

Age   
     18-25      135 41.5 
     26-35        96 29.5 
     36-49        49 15.1 
     50+        44 13.5 
   

Employment status   
     Part-time      108 33.3 
     Full-time      216 66.5 
     Retired          1          .3 
   

Tenure   
     Less than 6 months        41 12.6 
     6 months to 1 year        59 18.2 
     1-3 years      111 34.2 
     4-8 years        63 19.4 
     9+ years        51 15.7 
   

Note. One respondent did not indicate gender or age 
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 The majority of participants (41.5%) were between ages 18 and 25, 29.5% were 

between 26 and 35 years old, 15.1% were between 36 and 49 years old, and 13.5% were 

50 years or older.  The majority of participants (66.5%) indicated that they were working 

full-time, 33.2% were working part-time, and only one person (.3%) was retired at the 

time of data collection.  Over half of the respondents had been working for their current 

employer for less than 3 years.  Forty-one respondents (12.6%) have been employed less 

than six months, 18.2% were employed between six months and one year, 34.2% were 

employed between one and three years, 19.4% were employed between four and eight 

years, and 15.7% were employed more than nine years with their current employer.  

Table 2 shows the variety of industries the respondents worked in.  

Demographic information for each sample can be found in Table 3.  The on-line 

distribution of the survey, from here on out referred to as the “on-line sample,” resulted 

in 235 usable responses.  Respondents from the on-line sample were predominantly 

female (71.2%), between the ages of 26 and 35 years old (38.6%), employed full-time 

(86.4%), and worked for their current employers more than 4 years (45.4%).  The other 

method, an in-class distribution of the survey, from here on out referred to as the “in-

class sample,” was distributed to four undergraduate psychology classes and resulted in 

89 usable responses.  Respondents in the student sample were predominantly female 

(65.2%), between the ages of 18 and 25 years old (91%), employed part-time (86.5%), 

and worked for their current employer less than 3 years (98.9%).  Table 4 shows what 

industries the respondents worked in by sample.  
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Table 2   

Industries Respondents Worked In  

 n % 

Accounting/Finance       17      5.2 

Advertising/Public Relations         3        .9 

Arts/Entertainment/Publishing         5      1.5 

Banking/Mortgage         5      1.5 

Clerical/Administrative         4      1.2 

Construction/Facilities         5      1.5 

Customer Service         7      2.2 

Education/Training       41    12.6 

Engineering/Architecture       10      3.1 

Government/Military       21      6.5 

Healthcare       25      7.7 

Hospitality/Travel         4      1.2 

Human Resources         7      2.2 

Insurance         6      1.8 

Internet/New Media         2        .6 

Law Enforcement/Security         3        .9 

Legal       11      3.4 

Management Consulting         3        .9 

Manufacturing/Operations         9       2.8 

Marketing         5      1.5 

Non-Profit/Volunteer         9      2.8 

Pharmaceutical/Biotech         4      1.2 

Real Estate         6      1.8 

Restaurant/Food Service       20      6.2 

Retail       16      4.9 

Sales       23      7.1 

Technology       16      4.9 

Telecommunications         5      1.5 

Transportation/Logistics         1        .3 

Other       19      5.8 
   

Note. Thirteen respondents did not indicate the industry they work in. 
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Table 3     

Demographic Information by Sample 

 On-line (n=236) In-class (n=89) 

 n % n % 
Gender     
     Male     67   28.4     31   34.8 
     Female   168   71.2     58   65.2 
     

Age     
     18-25 54   22.9     81   91.0 
     26-35     91   38.6       5     5.6 
     36-49     46   19.5       3     3.4 
     50+     44   18.6       0        0 
     

Employment status     
     Part-time     31   13.1     77   86.5 
     Full-time   204   86.4     12   13.5 
     Retired       1       .4       0        0 
     

Tenure     
     Less than 6 months     15     6.4     26   29.2 
     6 months to 1 year     35   14.8     24   27.0 
     1-3 years     79   33.5     32   36.0 
     4-8 years     57   24.2       6     6.7 
     9+ years     50   21.2       1     1.1 
     
     
Note. One respondent from the on-line survey sample did not indicate 
gender or age 
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Table 4     

Industries Respondents Worked In by Sample 

 On-line (n=236) Student (n=89) 

 n % n % 

Accounting/Finance     15     6.4       2     2.2 

Advertising/Public Relations       2       .8       1     1.1 

Arts/Entertainment/Publishing       4     1.7       1     1.1 

Banking/Mortgage       4     1.7       1     1.1 

Clerical/Administrative       2       .8       2     2.2 

Construction/Facilities       5     2.1       0        0 

Customer Service       2       .8       5     5.6 

Education/Training     33   14.0       8     9.0 

Engineering/Architecture       9     3.8       1     1.1 

Government/Military     21     8.9       0        0 

Healthcare     20     8.5       5     5.6 

Hospitality/Travel       3     1.3       1     1.1 

Human Resources       5     2.1       2     2.2 

Insurance       5     2.1       1     1.1 

Internet/New Media       1       .4       1     1.1 

Law Enforcement/Security       1       .4       2     2.2 

Legal     10     4.2       1     1.1 

Management Consulting       2       .8       1     1.1 

Manufacturing/Operations       7     3.0       2     2.2 

Marketing       4     1.7       1     1.1 

Non-Profit/Volunteer       7     3.0       2     2.2 

Pharmaceutical/Biotech       3     1.3       1     1.1 

Real Estate       6     2.5       0        0 

Restaurant/Food Service       4     1.7     16   18.0 

Retail       3     1.3     13   14.6 

Sales     19     8.1       4     4.5 

Technology     13     5.5       3     3.4 

Telecommunications       5     2.1       0        0 

Transportation/Logistics       1       .4       0        0 

Other     19     8.1       0        0 
     

Note. Thirteen respondents did not indicate the industry they work in. 
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Procedures 

 Two methods were used to collected data: an in-class and on-line distribution of a 

survey.  Surveys were distributed to four undergraduate psychology classes during class 

time.  The university utilized for this study is in a large metropolitan area and considered 

by some to be a commuter school with a large number of the students attending employed 

at least part-time while going to school.  Prior to the administration of the survey, 

students were given an informed consent letter highlighting the confidentiality and 

voluntary nature of the study, and were instructed to fill out the survey using their most 

recent employment experience.  If they were not employed at the time of data collection, 

they were instructed to reference their most recent job when completing the survey.  

Students who completed the survey were given credit toward completion of a research 

requirement for the course.   

 In addition, people could sign up to take the survey online.  Participants were 

given access to an on-line version of the survey through an on-line survey tool.  Prior to 

beginning the survey, participants were asked to read an informed consent letter 

highlighting the nature of the study, the time commitment involved, and the anonymity 

and confidentiality of their responses.  They were instructed to fill out the survey using 

their most recent employment experience.  If they were not employed at the time of data 

collection, they were instructed to reference their most recent job when completing the 

survey.   
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Measures 

 Perceived organizational support.  Perceived organizational support, “an 

employees’ general belief that their work organization values their contributions and 

cares about their well-being” (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002, p. 698), was measured with 

the 16 item short version of the Survey of Perceived Organizational Support by 

Eisenberger et al. (1986).  This measurement was selected based on its high usage rate 

within the perceived organizational support research community.  Most researchers 

choose the shorter version, as selected here, for practical reasons and according to 

Rhoades and Eisenberg (2002), “because the original scale is unidimensional and has 

high internal reliability, the use of shorter versions does not appear problematic” (p. 699).  

Sample items for this scale are: "The organization values my contribution to its well-

being,” “The organization tries to make my job as interesting as possible,” and “Help is 

available from the organization when I have a problem.”  Using a 5-point Likert-type 

scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5), participants were asked to 

indicate the degree of their agreement or disagreement with each statement.  The average 

responses were calculated such that higher scores on the scale indicate more perceived 

organizational support from their employer.  In the present study, the Cronbach’s alpha 

was .93.    

Personality.  Personality was measured with all items from the Big Five 

Inventory (John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991; John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008).  The scale 

contains 44 items that measure extraversion (8 items) (e.g., “I see myself as someone 

who generates a lot of enthusiasm”), agreeableness (9 items) (e.g., “I see myself as 
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someone who has a forgiving nature”), conscientiousness (9 items) (e.g., “I see myself as 

someone who does things efficiently”), emotional stability (8 items) (e.g., “I see myself 

as someone who gets nervous easily”), and openness to experience (10 items) (e.g., “I see 

myself as someone who has an active imagination”).  Using a 5-point Likert-type scale 

ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5), participants were asked to 

indicate the degree of their agreement or disagreement with each statement.  The average 

responses were calculated such that higher scores on the scale indicate a higher level of a 

given personality trait, with the exception of emotional stability.  Lower scores on that 

scale indicate a higher level of emotional stability.  In the present study, the Cronbach’s 

alpha was .79 for conscientiousness, .73 for agreeableness, .80 for emotional stability, .79 

for openness to experience, and .86 for extraversion. 

Counterproductive work behavior.  Counterproductive work behavior, the 

“voluntary behavior [of organizational members] that violates significant organizational 

norms and in so doing threatens the well-being of an organization, its members, or both” 

(Robinson & Bennett, 1995, p. 556), was measured with 19 items from the Interpersonal 

and Organizational Deviance Scale (Bennett & Robinson, 2000).  The scale contains 7 

items that measure interpersonal deviance (e.g., “Played a mean prank on someone at 

work,” “Made an ethnic, religious, or racial remark at work”) and 12 items that measure 

organizational deviance (e.g., "Falsified a receipt to get reimbursed for more money than 

you spent on business expenses,” “Discussed confidential company information with an 

unauthorized person”).  Using a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from never (1) to daily 

(7), individuals were asked to indicate how often they had engaged in each behavior.  The 
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average responses were calculated such that higher scores on the scale indicate more 

frequent engagement in counterproductive work behaviors.  In the present study, the 

Cronbach’s alpha was .81 for interpersonal deviance and .77 for organizational deviance.  

  Demographic information.  Respondents were also asked information about 

their employment status (i.e., “What is your current employment status,” “How long have 

you been working for your current employer,” and “What industry are you currently 

employed in”), sex, and age. 
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Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Means, standard deviations, reliability estimates, and correlations for the 

measured variables are presented in Table 5.  Participants reported they felt support from 

their organizations (M = 3.62, SD = .69).  They also indicated that they engaged in 

organizational deviance (M = 2.02, SD = .74) on average about once a year.  The 

frequency of interpersonal deviance (M = 1.90, SD = .93) was slightly less.  Participants 

described themselves as conscientious (M = 3.82, SD = .52), agreeable (M = 3.86,         

SD = .46), extraverted (M = 3.53, SD = .69), open to experiences (M = 3.62, SD = .53), 

and emotionally stable (M = 2.66, SD = .64).  

 Perceived organizational support was negatively correlated with both 

interpersonal deviance (r = -.13, p < .05) and organizational deviance (r = -.29, p < .01).  

The correlation was stronger with organizational deviance than with interpersonal 

deviance.  It was also significantly correlated with three of the five personality traits; 

conscientiousness (r = .15, p < .01), agreeableness (r = .23, p <.01), and emotional 

stability (r = -.17, p = .01).  The five personality traits were all significantly correlated to 

one another, ranging from r = .11, p < .05 to r = -.40, p < .01, with the exception of 

openness to experience and emotional stability; that relationship was not significant.  

Conscientiousness was significantly correlated with both interpersonal (r = -.24, p <.01) 

and organizational deviance (r = -.44, p < .01), as was agreeableness (r = -.29, p <.01,      

r = -.27, p <.01, respectively).  Emotional stability, however, was not significantly related 

to interpersonal deviance; yet, it was significantly related to organizational deviance  
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(r = .18, p < .01).  Openness to experience was not related to either form of deviance, 

while extraversion was weakly related to interpersonal deviance (r = .11, p < .05), but not 

to organizational deviance.  Lastly, interpersonal and organizational deviance were 

significantly related to one another (r = .43, p < .01).   

Perceived Organizational Support and Counterproductive Work Behavior 

 To test Hypothesis 1a and 1b, a correlation analysis was run, which is presented in 

Table 5.  In support of Hypothesis 1a, perceived organizational support was negatively 

related to interpersonal deviance, such that employees who perceived high levels of 

organizational support were less likely to engage in interpersonal deviance (r = -.13,        

p < .05).  Similarly, in support of Hypothesis 1b, perceived organizational support was 

negatively related to organizational deviance, such that employees who perceived high 

levels of organizational support were less likely to engage in organizational deviance      

(r = -.29, p < .01).  It should be noted that there was a stronger relationship between 

perceived organizational support and organizational deviance than between perceived 

organizational support and interpersonal deviance.  This implies that employees are more 

likely to refrain from acts of deviance toward the organization than from acts of deviance 

toward other employees, if they feel supported by the organization.  

Interactive Effect of Conscientiousness and Perceived Organizational Support on 

Deviance 

 Hypothesis 2a, which predicted that conscientiousness would moderate the 

relationship between perceived organizational support and interpersonal deviance, such 

that the relationship is stronger when conscientiousness is low than when it is high, was 
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tested using hierarchical regression analysis.  Results can be found in Table 6.  At step 1, 

perceived organizational support was entered and accounted for a significant portion of 

the variance, R² = .02, F (1, 323) = 5.52, p < .05.  At step 2, conscientiousness was 

entered and significantly increased the amount of variance accounted for, R² = .07,       

∆R² = .05, F (1, 322) = 17.12, p < .001.  At step 3, the interaction of perceived 

organizational support and conscientiousness was entered.  The interaction did not 

account for a significant increase in variance, R² = .07, ∆R² = .00, F (1, 321) = .07.  As a 

result, Hypothesis 2a was not supported.    

 

 

Hypothesis 2b, which predicted that conscientiousness would moderate the 

relationship between perceived organizational support and organizational deviance, such 

that the relationship is stronger when conscientiousness is low than when it is high, was 

tested using hierarchical regression analysis.  Results can be found in Table 7.  At step 1, 

perceived organizational support was entered and accounted for a significant portion of 

Table 6    

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interaction of Perceived 
Organizational Support and Conscientiousness on Interpersonal Deviance 

Variable ∆R² ∆F Overall R² 

Step 1     
    Perceived organizational support .02*      5.52*      .02* 
Step 2    
    Conscientiousness      .05***    17.12***      .07*** 
Step 3    
    Perceived Organizational Support x     
    Conscientiousness 

     .00       .07                         .07 

Note. N = 324.  
* p<.05   **p<.01    ***p<.001 
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the variance, R² = .09, F (1, 323) = 30.18, p < .001.  At step 2, conscientiousness was 

entered and significantly increased the amount of variance accounted for, R² = .24,      

∆R² =.16, F (1, 322) = 66.56, p < .001.  At step 3, the interaction of perceived 

organizational support and conscientiousness was entered.  The interaction did not 

account for a significant increase in variance, R² = .25, ∆R² = .00, F (1, 321) = 1.73.  As a 

result, Hypothesis 2b was not supported.    

 

 

Interactive Effect of Agreeableness and Perceived Organizational Support on 

Deviance 

 Hypothesis 3a, which predicted that agreeableness would moderate the 

relationship between perceived organizational support and interpersonal deviance, such 

that the relationship is stronger when agreeableness is low than when it is high, was 

tested using hierarchical regression analysis.  Results can be found in Table 8.  At step 1, 

perceived organizational support was entered and accounted for a significant portion of 

Table 7    

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interaction of Perceived 
Organizational Support and Conscientiousness on Organizational Deviance 

Variable ∆R² ∆F Overall R² 

Step 1     
    Perceived organizational support      .09***   30.18***      .09*** 
Step 2    
    Conscientiousness      .16***   66.56***      .24*** 
Step 3    
    Perceived Organizational Support x     
    Conscientiousness 

     .00     1.74      .25 

N = 324. 
* p<.05   **p<.01    ***p<.001 
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the variance, R² = .02, F (1, 323) = 5.52, p < .05.  At step 2, agreeableness was entered 

and significantly increased the amount of variance accounted for, R² = .09, ∆R² = .07,     

F (1, 322) = 24.81, p < .001.  At step 3, the interaction of perceived organizational 

support and agreeableness was entered.  The interaction did not account for a significant 

increase in variance, R² = .09, ∆R² = .00, F (1, 321) = .11.  As a result, Hypothesis 3a was 

not supported.    

  

  

Hypothesis 3b, which predicted that agreeableness would moderate the 

relationship between perceived organizational support and organizational deviance, such 

that the relationship is stronger when agreeableness is low than when it is high, was 

tested using hierarchical regression analysis.  Results can be found in Table 9.  At step 1, 

perceived organizational support was entered and accounted for a significant portion of 

the variance, R² = .09, F (1, 323) = 30.18, p < .001.  At step 2, agreeableness was entered 

and significantly increased the amount of variance accounted for, R² = .13, ∆R² = .05,     

Table 8    

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interaction of Perceived 
Organizational Support and Agreeableness on Interpersonal Deviance 

Variable ∆R² ∆F Overall R² 

Step 1     
    Perceived organizational support      .02*     5.52*      .02* 
Step 2    
    Agreeableness      .07***   24.81***      .09*** 
Step 3    
    Perceived Organizational Support x     
    Agreeableness 

     .00      .11      .09 

N = 324. 
* p<.05   **p<.01    ***p<.001 
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F (1, 322) = 16.67, p < .001.  At step 3, the interaction of perceived organizational 

support and agreeableness was entered.  The interaction did not account for a significant 

increase in variance, R² = .13, ∆R² = .00, F (1, 321) = .36.  As a result, Hypothesis 3b was 

not supported.    

 

 

Interactive Effect of Emotional Stability and Perceived Organizational Support on 

Deviance 

 Hypothesis 4a, which predicted that emotional stability would moderate the 

relationship between perceived organizational support and interpersonal deviance, such 

that the relationship is stronger when emotional stability is low than when it is high, was 

tested using hierarchical regression analysis.  Results can be found in Table 10.  At step 

1, perceived organizational support was entered and accounted for a significant portion of 

the variance, R² = .02, F (1, 323) = 5.52, p < .05.  At step 2, emotional stability was 

entered, but it did not significantly increased the amount of variance accounted for,        

Table 9    

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interaction of Perceived 
Organizational Support and Agreeableness on Organizational Deviance 

Variable ∆R² ∆F Overall R² 

Step 1     
    Perceived organizational support      .09***   30.18***      .09*** 
Step 2    
    Agreeableness      .05***   16.67***      .13*** 
Step 3    
    Perceived Organizational Support x     
    Agreeableness 

     .00       .84      .13 

N = 324. 
* p<.05   **p<.01    ***p<.001 
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R² = .17, ∆R² = .00, F (1, 322) = .01.  At step 3, the interaction of perceived 

organizational support and emotional stability was entered.  The interaction did not 

account for a significant increase in variance, R² = .02, ∆R² = .00, F (1, 321) = .48.  As a 

result, Hypothesis 4a was not supported.   

 

  

Hypothesis 4b, which predicted that emotional stability would moderate the 

relationship between perceived organizational support and organizational deviance, such 

that the relationship is stronger when emotional stability is low than when it is high, was 

tested using hierarchical regression analysis.  Results can be found in Table 11.  At step 

1, perceived organizational support was entered and accounted for a significant portion of 

the variance, R² = .09, F (1, 323) = 30.18, p < .001.  At step 2, emotional stability was 

entered and significantly increased the amount of variance accounted for, R² = .10,      

∆R² = .02, F (1, 322) = 6.14, p < .05.  At step 3, the interaction of perceived 

organizational support and emotional stability was entered.  The interaction did not 

Table 10    

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interaction of Perceived 
Organizational Support and Emotional Stability on Interpersonal Deviance 

Variable ∆R² ∆F Overall R² 

Step 1     
    Perceived organizational support      .02*     5.52*      .02* 
Step 2    
    Emotional stability      .00      .01      .02 
Step 3    
    Perceived Organizational Support x     
    Emotional Stability 

     .00      .48      .02 

N = 324.  
* p<.05   **p<.01    ***p<.001 
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account for a significant increase in variance, R² = .10, ∆R² = .00, F (1, 321) = .53.  As a 

result, Hypothesis 4b was not supported.    

 

 

Interactive Effect of Openness to Experience and Perceived Organizational Support 

on Deviance 

 To explore Research Question 1, which asked if openness to experience 

moderates the relationship between perceived organizational support and 

counterproductive work behavior, two separate hierarchical regression analyses were 

performed.  The first examined the relationship between openness to experience and 

perceived organizational support as it relates to interpersonal deviance.  The second 

examined the relationship between openness to experience and perceived organizational 

support as it relates to organizational deviance.  Two separate hierarchical regression 

equations were conducted in order to more fully explore the potential relationship 

between openness to experience, perceived organizational support, and deviance.  Results 

Table 11    

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interaction of Perceived 
Organizational Support and Emotional Stability on Organizational Deviance 

Variable ∆R² ∆F Overall R² 

Step 1     
    Perceived organizational support      .09***   30.18***      .09*** 
Step 2    
    Emotional stability      .02*     6.14*      .10* 
Step 3    
    Perceived Organizational Support x     
    Emotional Stability 

     .00      .53      .10 

N = 324.  
* p<.05   **p<.01    ***p<.001 
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for the interaction as it relates to interpersonal deviance can be found in Table 12.  At 

step 1 of the first regression analysis, perceived organizational support was entered and 

accounted for a significant portion of the variance, R² = .02, F (1,323) = 5.52, p < .05.  At 

step 2, openness to experience was entered, but did not significantly increased the amount 

of variance accounted for in interpersonal deviance, R² = .02, ∆R² = .00, F (1, 322) = .24.  

At step 3, the interaction of perceived organizational support and openness to experience 

was entered.  The interaction did not account for a significant increase in variance,         

R² = .02, ∆R² = .00, F (1, 321) = .48.   

 

  

 Results for the interaction of openness to experience and perceived organizational 

support as it relates to organizational deviance can be found in Table 13.  At step 1 of the 

analysis, perceived organizational support was entered and accounted for a significant 

portion of the variance, R² = .09, F (1, 323) = 30.18, p < .001.  At step 2, openness to 

Table 12    

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interaction of Perceived 
Organizational Support and Openness to Experience on Interpersonal 
Deviance 

Variable ∆R² ∆F Overall R² 

Step 1     
    Perceived organizational support      .02*     5.52*      .02* 
Step 2    
    Openness to experience      .00      .24      .02 
Step 3    
    Perceived Organizational Support x     
    Openness to Experience 

     .00      .02      .02 

N = 324. 
* p<.05   **p<.01    ***p<.001 
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experience was entered but did not significantly increased the amount of variance 

accounted for in organizational deviance, R² = .09, ∆R² = .00, F (1, 322) = .31.  At step 3, 

the interaction of perceived organizational support and openness to experience was 

entered.  Adding the interaction did not account for a significant increase in variance,    

R² = .09, ∆R² = .00, F (1, 321) = .27.  These findings show that openness to experience 

does not moderate the relationship between perceived organizational support and either 

interpersonal or organizational deviance. 

 

 

Interactive Effect of Extraversion and Perceived Organizational Support on 

Deviance 

 To explore Research Question 2, which asked if extraversion would moderate the 

relationship between perceived organizational support and counterproductive work 

behavior, the same hierarchical regression analyses were performed as those for Research 

Table 13    

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interaction of Perceived 
Organizational Support and Openness to Experience on Organizational 
Deviance 

Variable ∆R² ∆F Overall R² 

Step 1     
    Perceived organizational support      .09***   30.18***      .09*** 
Step 2    
    Openness to experience      .00      .31      .09 
Step 3    
    Perceived Organizational Support x     
    Openness to Experience 

     .00      .27      .09 

N = 324.  
* p<.05   **p<.01    ***p<.001 
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Question 1.  Results for the interaction as it relates to interpersonal deviance can be found 

in Table 14.  At step 1 of the first regression analysis, perceived organizational support 

was entered and accounted for a significant portion of the variance, R² = .02, F (1,323) = 

5.52, p < .05.  At step 2, extraversion was entered and accounted for a significant increase 

in variance for interpersonal deviance, R² = .03, ∆R² = .02, F (1, 322) = 5.01, p <.05.  At 

step 3, the interaction of perceived organizational support and extraversion was entered.  

The interaction did not account for a significant increase in variance, R² = .03, ∆R² = .00, 

F (1, 321) = .36.   

 

 

 Results for the interaction of extraversion and perceived organizational support as 

it relates to organizational deviance can be found in Table 15.  At step 1 of this analysis 

perceived organizational support was entered and accounted for a significant portion of 

the variance, R² = .09, F (1, 323) = 30.18, p < .001.  At step 2, extraversion was entered 

but it did not significantly increased the amount of variance accounted for in 

Table 14    

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interaction of Perceived 
Organizational Support and Extraversion on Interpersonal Deviance              

Variable ∆R² ∆F Overall R² 

Step 1     
    Perceived organizational support      .02*     5.52*      .02* 
Step 2    
    Extraversion      .02*     5.01*      .03* 
Step 3    
    Perceived Organizational Support x     
    Extraversion 

     .00      .36      .03 

N = 324.  
* p<.05   **p<.01    ***p<.001 
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organizational deviance, R² = .09, ∆R² = .00, F (1, 322) = .38.  At step 3, the interaction 

of perceived organizational support and openness to experience was entered.  The 

interaction did not account for a significant increase in variance, R² = .09, ∆R² = .00,       

F (1, 321) = .04.  These findings demonstrate that extraversion does not moderate the 

relationship between perceived organizational support and either interpersonal or 

organizational deviance. 

 

 

 In summary, as hypothesized, perceived organizational support was found to be 

significantly related to both interpersonal and organizational deviance.  In addition, both 

conscientiousness and agreeableness were significantly correlated with both interpersonal 

and organizational deviance.  However, emotional stability was only significantly related 

to organizational deviance, extraversion was only significantly related to interpersonal 

deviance, and openness to experience was not significantly related to either.  Lastly, 

contrary to predictions, none of the personality constructs moderated the relationship 

Table 15    

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interaction of Perceived 
Organizational Support and Extraversion on Organizational Deviance           

Variable ∆R² ∆F Overall R² 

Step 1     

    Perceived organizational support      .09***   30.17***      .09*** 

Step 2    
    Extraversion      .00      .38      .09 
Step 3    
    Perceived Organizational Support x     
    Extraversion 

     .00      .04      .09 

N = 324.  
* p<.05   **p<.01    ***p<.001 
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between perceived organizational support and counterproductive work behavior.  These 

findings suggest that while personality does not seem to moderate the relationship 

between perceived organizational support and counterproductive workplace behavior, the 

direct effect of personality on deviance is important to take into account.  Which 

personality trait predicts deviant behavior depends on the type of personality trait as well 

as the type of deviant behavior being investigated.  

Test of Hypotheses by Sample 

 Given that none of the research hypotheses were supported, a closer look at the 

samples was taken.  As mentioned previously, two methods were used to collect data: an 

on-line and in-class distribution of the survey.  The on-line sample resulted in 235 usable 

responses while the in-class sample resulted in 89 usable responses.  Notably, there was a 

difference in the demographic make-up of each sample.  Specifically, the on-line sample 

was older, more likely to be employed in full-time positions and on average had a longer 

tenure with their current employer than the in-class sample.  Table 3 presented in the 

Results section has a complete comparison of these variables.  As a result of the 

difference between the two samples, all analyses were re-run separately for each sample.    

  A closer look at the new hierarchical regression equations for the on-line sample, 

to that of the in-class sample, as well as both sample combined, it was found that the on-

line sample’s results did not differ from those of both samples combined.  Surprisingly 

though, the in-class sample had some interesting results.  As the discussion continues, 

results will be presented side-by-side for both the on-line and in-class samples in tables; 
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however, since the on-line sample’s results did not differ from those of both samples 

combined, emphasis will be made solely on the in-class sample’s results. 

  Table 16 summarizes the hierarchical regression analysis for the interaction of 

perceived organizational support and conscientiousness on interpersonal deviance for 

each sample.  Running this analysis separately by sample did not yield any additional 

significant results than running the analysis with both samples combined. 

 

 

Table 17 summaries the hierarchical regression analysis for the interaction of 

perceived organizational support and conscientiousness on organizational deviance for 

each sample.  At steps 1 and 2 of the analysis, similar results to those of both samples 

combined were found for the on-line and in-class samples separately.  However, in the in-

Table 16      

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interaction of Perceived Organizational 
Support and Conscientiousness on Interpersonal Deviance for Each Sample 

 
On-Line Sample (n = 235) In-Class Sample (n = 88) 

Variable ∆R² ∆F 
Overall 

R² 
∆R² ∆F 

Overall 
R² 

Step 1        

  Perceived organizational   
  support 

    .01   3.40     .01     .02    1.87     .02 

Step 2       

  Conscientiousness     .07*** 17.00***     .08***     .04    3.86     .06 

Step 3       

  Perceived Organizational  
  Support x  
  Conscientiousness 

    .00     .40     .08     .04    3.87     .10 

          
* p<.05   **p<.01    ***p<.001 
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class sample, when the interaction of conscientiousness and perceived organizational 

support was entered at step 3, a statistically significant increase in variance resulted      

[R² = .28, ∆R² = .07, F (1, 85) = 8.70, p < .01].  The significant interaction of perceived 

organizational support and conscientiousness implies the relationship between perceived 

organizational support and organizational deviance varied as a function of the level of 

conscientiousness for the in-class sample.  

  

 

 To identify the nature of the interaction, the relationship between perceived 

organizational support and organizational deviance was compared separately for those 

low and high in conscientiousness.  Scores on conscientiousness were split into two 

Table 17      

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interaction of Perceived Organizational 
Support and Conscientiousness on Organizational Deviance for Each Sample 

 
On-Line Sample (n = 235) In-Class Sample (n = 88)      

Variable ∆R² ∆F 
Overall 

R² 
∆R² ∆F 

Overall 
R² 

Step 1        

  Perceived organizational    
  support 

    .07*** 18.81***     .07***     .13**  12.40**     .13** 

Step 2       

  Conscientiousness     .20*** 62.17***     .27***     .08**    8.46**     .20** 

Step 3       

  Perceived Organizational  
  Support x         
  Conscientiousness 

    .00     .01     .27     .07**    8.70**     .28** 

          

* p<.05   **p<.01    ***p<.001 
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groups; those low in conscientiousness (individuals who scored below the median) and 

those high in conscientiousness (individuals who scored above the median).  Linear 

regression analysis were conducted for each group.  Results can be seen in Figure 1.   

  

The results indicate that the level of support received by an individual high in 

conscientiousness does not matter; they are not taking organizational support into account  

when they are deciding to be deviant.  On the other hand, individuals low in 

conscientiousness decrease the amount of deviant behavior they engage in as they 

perceive more support from the organization.  Hypothesis 2b, which predicted the 

relationship between perceived organizational support and organizational deviance is 

stronger when conscientiousness is low than when it is high, was supported in the in-class 

sample. 

Table 18 summarizes the hierarchical regression analysis for the interaction of 

perceived organizational support and agreeableness on interpersonal deviance for each 
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sample.  Running this analysis separately by sample did not yield any additional 

significant results than running the analysis with the both samples combined. 

 

 

Table 19 summaries the hierarchical regression analysis for the interaction of 

perceived organizational support and agreeableness on organizational deviance for each 

sample.  At step 1 of the analysis, similar results to those of both sample combined were 

found for the on-line and in-class samples separately.  At step 2, however, adding 

agreeableness into the hierarchical regression analysis did not add a significant increase 

in variance for the in-class group [R² = .14, ∆R² = .01, F (1, 86) = 1.41] as it did for the 

on-line sample and both samples combined.  At step 3, when the interaction of 

agreeableness and perceived organizational support was entered for the in-class sample, a 

Table 18       

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interaction of Perceived Organizational 
Support and Agreeableness on Interpersonal Deviance for Each Sample 

 On-Line Sample (n = 235) In-Class Sample (n = 88) 

Variable ∆R² ∆F 
Overall 

R² 
∆R² ∆F 

Overall 
R² 

Step 1        

  Perceived organizational    
  support 

    .01    3.40     .01     .02    1.88     .02 

Step 2       

  Agreeableness     .10*** 24.24***     .11***     .03    2.71     .05 

Step 3       

  Perceived Organizational  
  Support x Agreeableness 

    .00     .00     .11     .00      .00     .05 

          

* p<.05   **p<.01    ***p<.001 



www.manaraa.com

 

51 

statistically significant increase in variance resulted [R² = .24, ∆R² = .11, F (1, 85) = 

11.85, p < .01].  The significant interaction of perceived organizational support and 

agreeableness implies the relationship between perceived organizational support and 

organizational deviance varies as a function of agreeableness in the in-class sample.   

 

 

 To identify the nature of the interaction, the relationship between perceived 

organizational support and organizational deviance was compared separately for those 

low and high in agreeableness.  Scores on agreeableness were split into two groups; those 

low in agreeableness (individuals who scored below the median) and those high in 

agreeableness (individuals who scored above the median).  Linear regression analysis 

were conducted for each group.  Results can be seen in Figure 2.   

Table 19      

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interaction of Perceived Organizational 
Support and Agreeableness on Organizational Deviance for Each Sample 

 
On-Line Sample (n = 235) In-Class Sample (n = 88) 

Variable ∆R² ∆F 
Overall 

R² 
∆R² ∆F 

Overall 
R² 

Step 1        

  Perceived organizational     
  support 

    .07*** 18.81***    .07***     .13**  12.40**     .13** 

Step 2       

  Agreeableness     .06*** 16.12***    .13***     .01     1.41     .14 

Step 3       

  Perceived Organizational   
Support x Agreeableness 

    .00     .26    .14     .11**  11.85**     .24** 

          

* p<.05   **p<.01    ***p<.001 
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The results indicate that the level of support received by an individual low in 

agreeableness has a stronger impact on the likelihood they engage in deviant behavior 

than the level of support received by an individual high in agreeableness.  When an 

employee is high in agreeableness the amount of support they receive from the 

organization has little bearing on their decision to be deviant to the organization.  On the 

other hand, individuals low in agreeableness decrease the amount of organizational 

deviant behavior they engage in as they perceive more support from the organization.  

Hypothesis 3b, which predicted that the relationship between perceived organizational 

support and organizational deviance is stronger when agreeableness is low than when it is 

high, was supported in the in-class sample. 

 Similar analyses were ran by sample for the interactions of perceived 

organizational support and emotional stability on interpersonal (Tables 20) and 

organizational deviance (Table 21); perceived organizational support and openness to 
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experience on interpersonal (Tables 22) and organizational deviance (Table 23); and 

perceived organizational support and extraversion on interpersonal (Tables 24) and 

organizational deviance (Table 25).  Running these analyses by sample did not yield any 

additional significant findings. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Table 20      

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interaction of Perceived Organizational 
Support and Emotional Stability on Interpersonal Deviance for Each Sample 

 
On-Line Sample (n = 235) In-Class Sample (n = 88) 

Variable ∆R² ∆F 
Overall 

R² 
∆R² ∆F 

Overall 
R² 

Step 1        

  Perceived organizational  
  support 

    .01    3.40     .01     .02    1.87     .02 

Step 2       

  Emotional Stability     .00     .48     .02     .00     .20     .02 

Step 3       

  Perceived Organizational  
  Support x Emotional    
  Stability 

    .00     .23     .02     .00     .00     .02 

          

* p<.05   **p<.01    ***p<.001 
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Table 21     

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interaction of Perceived Organizational 
Support and Emotional Stability on Organizational Deviance for Each Sample 

 
On-Line Sample (n = 235) In-Class Sample (n = 88) 

Variable ∆R² ∆F 
Overall 

R² 
∆R² ∆F 

Overall 
R² 

Step 1        

  Perceived organizational  
  support 

   .07*** 18.81***    .07***   .13**   12.40**     .13** 

Step 2       

  Emotional stability    .02*   5.68*    .10*    .01     1.33     .14 

Step 3       

  Perceived Organizational  
  Support x Emotional  
  Stability 

   .00     .34    .10    .00      .00     .14 

          

* p<.05   **p<.01    ***p<.001 

Table 22     

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interaction of Perceived Organizational 
Support and Openness to Experience on Interpersonal Deviance for Each Sample 

 
On-Line Sample (n = 235) In-Class Sample (n = 88) 

Variable ∆R² ∆F 
Overall 

R² 
∆R² ∆F 

Overall 
R² 

Step 1        

  Perceived organizational  
  support 

    .01    3.40     .01     .02    1.87     .02 

Step 2       

  Openness to experience     .00     .30     .02     .00     .03     .02 

Step 3       

  Perceived Organizational  
  Support x Openness to     
  Experience 

    .00     .11     .02     .00     .11     .02 

          

* p<.05   **p<.01    ***p<.001 
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Table 23     

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interaction of Perceived Organizational 
Support and Openness to Experience on Organizational Deviance for Each Sample 

 
On-Line Sample (n = 235) In-Class Sample (n = 88) 

Variable ∆R² ∆F 
Overall 

R² 
∆R² ∆F 

Overall 
R² 

Step 1        

  Perceived organizational  
  support 

   .07*** 18.81***    .07***     .13**  12.40**     .13** 

Step 2       

  Openness to experience    .00     .22     .08     .00     .12     .13 

Step 3       

  Perceived Organizational   
  Support x Openness to       
  Experience 

   .00     .10     .08     .01     .53     .13 

          

* p<.05   **p<.01    ***p<.001 

Table 24     

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interaction of Perceived Organizational 
Support and Extraversion on Interpersonal Deviance for Each by Sample 

 
On-Line Sample (n = 235) In-Class Sample (n = 88) 

Variable ∆R² ∆F 
Overall 

R² 
∆R² ∆F 

Overall 
R² 

Step 1        

  Perceived organizational  
  support 

    .01    3.40     .01     .02    1.87     .02 

Step 2       

  Extraversion     .03**    8.29**     .05**     .01    1.03     .03 

Step 3       

  Perceived Organizational  
  Support x Extraversion 

    .00     .12     .05     .00     .00     .03 

          

* p<.05   **p<.01    ***p<.001 
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Table 25     

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interaction of Perceived Organizational 
Support and Extraversion on Organizational Deviance for Each Sample 

 
On-Line Sample (n = 235) In-Class Sample (n = 88) 

Variable ∆R² ∆F 
Overall 

R² 
∆R² ∆F 

Overall 
R² 

Step 1        

  Perceived organizational  
  support 

   .07*** 18.81***    .07***    .13** 12.40**     .13** 

Step 2       

  Extraversion     .00     .23     .08     .00     .37     .13 

Step 3       

  Perceived Organizational  
  Support x Extraversion 

    .00     .11     .08     .00     .43     .13 

          

* p<.05   **p<.01    ***p<.001 
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Discussion 

The major purpose of the present study was to investigate the joint relationship of 

perceived organizational support and personality traits on counterproductive work 

behavior.  Although progress has been made in understanding how perceptions of the 

work environment and personality traits relate to workplace deviance, research has not 

fully examined the joint effect of personality traits and perceived organizational support 

on counterproductive work behavior.  Specifically, the present study set out to expand on 

research conducted by Colbert et al. (2004) by examining the joint relationship of 

perceived organizational support and all of the Big Five personality traits on both 

interpersonal and organizational deviance.   

 The first hypothesis was supported in the current study.  Consistent with existing 

research, perceived organizational support was found to be negatively correlated with 

interpersonal (Colbert et al., 2004) and organizational deviance (Liao et al., 2004).  While 

both relationships were statistically significant, it is interesting to note that the 

relationship between perceived organizational support and organizational deviance was 

stronger than that of perceived organizational support and interpersonal deviance.  This 

suggests that when employees perceive that they are supported by their organization, they 

are less likely to engage in organizational deviance rather than interpersonal deviance.  

This is likely due to the fact that the support received is from the organization; as a result, 

employees want to reciprocate that support by not engaging in behavior that would 

negatively affect the organization.   



www.manaraa.com

 

58 

 Contrary to predictions, Hypotheses 2a – 4b were not supported; the present study 

did not find conscientiousness, agreeableness, or emotional stability to moderate the 

relationship between perceived organizational support and interpersonal or organizational 

deviance.  Conscientiousness and agreeableness were, however, significantly correlated 

with both forms of deviance, and emotional stability was significantly correlated with 

organizational deviance.  These results suggest that while these personality traits do not 

act as moderators of the relationship between perceived organizational support and 

counterproductive work behavior, they are important variables in predicting the 

likelihood that individuals will engage in counterproductive behaviors.   

 Similarly, significant results were not found for Research Questions 1 and 2.  

Neither openness to experience or extraversion, when entered into the hierarchical 

regression analysis, accounted for any additional variance in the perceived organizational 

support – deviance relationship.  Similarly, openness to experience and extraversion were 

not significantly correlated with deviance, except for the weak correlation between 

extraversion and interpersonal deviance.  The findings suggest not only that these two 

personality constructs are unimportant in predicting deviance but also support the 

decision of Colbert et al. (2004) to exclude these variables from their study.      

 Interestingly, when the additional analysis of examining the interactions by 

sample was conducted for the main hypotheses, two significant findings resulted.  In the 

in-class sample, conscientiousness and agreeableness were found to moderate the 

relationship between perceived organizational support and organizational deviance but 

not the relationship between perceived organizational support and interpersonal deviance.  
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Significant findings were not found for the on-line sample.  For those high in 

conscientiousness or agreeableness, in the in-class sample, perceived organizational 

support has no bearing on whether or not they will engage in deviant behaviors toward 

the organization.  However, perceived organizational support did have an effect on those 

low in conscientiousness or agreeableness.  The study found that those low in 

conscientiousness or agreeableness were less likely to engage in deviant behaviors 

toward the organization the more they felt supported by the organization.  Therefore, if an 

employer has employees who are low in conscientiousness or agreeableness, the 

employer could reduce the amount of organizational deviance committed by these 

employees by taking steps to show them that the organization supports or values them.  

 An important distinction to note is that similar results were not found for the on-

line sample.  Because both samples received the same survey, it is believed that this 

could have resulted from the differences between the two groups.  Demographically, the 

two samples differed on a number of variables; the in-class sample was younger, had less 

tenure with their current employers, and was more likely to work part-time than the on-

line sample.  

Theoretical Implications 

 The current study was designed to expand on the research conducted by Colbert et 

al. (2004), yet their results were not replicated.  Specifically, support for the hypotheses 

that conscientiousness, agreeableness, or emotional stability moderate the relationship 

between perceived organizational support and counterproductive work behavior was not 

found in this study.  While Colbert et al. (2004) did not provide a great deal of 
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demographic information, in particular the mean age of two of their samples, there are 

two distinguishing differences between the samples that Colbert et al. used and the 

samples used in this study.   

First, Colbert et al. utilized employees from the same organization.  The first two 

samples were of employees in a convenience store chain, the third sample was sales and 

customer service workers in a private sector company, and the fourth sample consisted of 

clerical workers from a private sector organization.  All four samples were collected in 

the Midwest and the South.  The current study used employees from various 

organizations.  Due to the fact that participation in the current study was voluntary and 

that the survey was not distributed within an organization, it is likely that those who 

normally engage in deviant behavior chose not to participate in the current study.  Using 

a random sample of an existing organization, on the other hand, may have provided a 

more accurate representation of the level of deviance within an organization and therefore 

provided a better platform for the current study to investigate how personality plays a role 

in that relationship.  

 Second, Colbert et al. (2004) surveyed employees that were primarily from 

service industries or employed in customer service positions.  The current study included 

individuals employed in service industries and a number of other industries as well as 

education, healthcare, and professional positions.  Due to the differences in industries 

sampled, questions are raised as to whether or not the findings of Colbert et al. are 

industry specific.   
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 As mentioned above, the current study did not reveal support for a moderating 

effect of personality traits in the sample as a whole.  However, when the results of the in-

class sample were broken out, statistically significant results were found for the 

moderating effect of conscientiousness and agreeableness on the relationships between 

perceived organizational support and organizational deviance.  In the current study, the 

in-class sample, although not from the same organization, mirrored more closely the 

sample from the Colbert et al. (2004) study in that the respondents were more likely to be 

employed in a service industry.  In addition, the in-class sample was younger, had less 

tenure, and was more likely to work part-time.  Age and employment type were not 

clearly described in the Colbert et al. study, and average tenure was 3 years and 3 

months.  While there is not enough information to make a definitive claim, one could 

argue that, since the results from the Colbert et al. study were not replicated in a more 

diverse sample, their results may be specific to a younger workforce with fewer years of 

experience in specific industries.   

Practical Implications  

 Perceived organizational support was found to be more strongly related to 

organizational deviance than to interpersonal deviance.  This suggests that increasing the 

amount of support an organization exhibits to its employees is likely to be related to 

organizational deviance, but predict interpersonal deviance less so.  If organizations are 

having problems with their employees engaging in organizational deviance, they should 

take steps to improve their relationships with the employees so that the employees feel 

more supported and valued by them.  Employers could implement recognition programs 
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or work-life balance initiatives to help show employees that they are valued by the 

organization.  On the other hand, if organizations are having problems with interpersonal 

deviance within a work unit, they can take measures to show employees that they support 

them; however, it may be more beneficial to look at other factors that more closely relate 

to interpersonal deviance/conflict in order to produce sustained results. 

 In addition, conscientiousness and agreeableness were the personality constructs 

most strongly related to both forms of deviance.  In all but one instance, these two 

personality constructs were more strongly correlated to the deviance constructs than 

perceived organizational support.  This suggests that if an employer is having problems 

with deviance, or would like to prevent deviance in the workplace, selecting employees 

based on their personality traits (e.g., conscientiousness, agreeableness) might have a 

greater impact on reducing deviance than taking measures to increase perceived 

organizational support felt by their employees.    

 As a result, employers should take measures to make sure they hire employees 

who are conscientious and agreeable.  People high in conscientiousness are purposeful, 

hardworking, achievement oriented, dependable, and persistent (Barrick et al., 1993) and 

people high in agreeableness are courteous, cooperative, trusting, nurturing, forgiving, 

and tolerant (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Skarlicki et al., 1999).  Employers could learn a lot 

about potential employee’s personality characteristics by asking them behavior questions 

during the interview process and administering personality questionnaires prior to job 

offers. 
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 Based on the results of the in-class sample, it is possible that age, type of industry, 

and/or employment status might play a role in the moderating effect of personality on the 

relationship between perceived organizational support and counterproductive work 

behavior.  As a result, this research suggests that if an employer is hiring younger 

employees who are low on either conscientiousness or agreeableness, they should take 

steps to ensure those employees feel supported by the organization in order to prevent 

them from engaging in deviant behavior.  Similarly, employers in service industries 

would want to take similar actions in order to reduce deviance within their organizations.  

That being said, these interpretations are speculative and need to be replicated by 

additional empirical studies before putting into action in the real world.   

Strengths  

 One strength of this study was that counterproductive work behavior was 

separated into its two dimensions: interpersonal and organizational deviance, and 

examined simultaneously in the same sample.  While interpersonal and organizational 

deviance have been proven to be two dimensions of the same construct, and as such, 

highly correlated with one another, Berry et al. (2007), found that the two dimensions 

have quite different correlations with some personality traits.  Consistent with Berry et 

al., this study also demonstrated that the personality traits measured where differentially 

related to each dimension of deviance, therefore, strengthening Berry et al.’s position that 

the two dimensions should be investigated independently of one another.  This study also 

supported that claim by finding the moderating effects of conscientiousness and 

agreeableness on the relationship between perceived organizational support and 
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organizational deviance in the in-class sample, but not the same moderating effect on 

interpersonal deviance.  

 Another strength of this study was that data was collected from two separate 

samples with varying demographic make-ups.  Having two groups of participants to 

compare and contrast shed light on some potential limitations of the existing research and 

raises questions about the generalizability of existing research.     

Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research   

 While having a diverse sample theoretically was a good idea, one consequence 

was that the findings were not consistent with those of past research, particularly the 

moderating role of personality traits.  Instead, it raised more questions regarding the 

generalizability of Colbert et al.’s (2004) findings.  Further research should survey a 

random sample of a service organization, as well as additional types of organizations, to 

explore if the moderating effect of personality on the relationship between perceived 

organizational support and counterproductive work place behavior is industry specific, or 

could be generalized across a wide range of industries.  

 Additional research should also investigate what role age, tenure or type of 

employment has on the relationship between perceived organizational support and 

deviant behavior.  Being able to further identify demographic factors that may play a role 

in this relationship can help employers better understand what factors are related to 

workplace deviance and enable them to take action and preventative measures to help 

reduce deviance in the workplace.   
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Conclusion 

 The factors that contribute to an employee’s likelihood they will engage in 

deviant behavior is complicated and multifaceted.  Clearly, perceived organizational 

support and personality play a role in deviance, but whether that relationship is direct or 

moderating is still to be seen.  One thing that is clear is that this is a very expensive 

problem for organizations and more research should be conducted to help answer these 

questions.  
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