
 

Vol. 12(10), pp. 258-266, 28 May, 2018 

DOI: 10.5897/AJBM2018.8491 

Article Number: 4A37D1957145 

ISSN 1993-8233 

Copyright © 2018 

Author(s) retain the copyright of this article 

http://www.academicjournals.org/AJBM 

 

 
African Journal of Business Management 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Full Length Research Paper 
 

Key factors affecting deviant workplace behavior 
 

Shao-Ping Wang1*, Miao-Sheng Chen1 and Mou-Jian Li2 
 

1
Department of Business Management, Nanhua University, Dalin, Chiayi, Taiwan, R.O.C. 
2
Department of Tourism Management, Nanhua University, Dalin, Chiayi, Taiwan, R.O.C. 

 
Received 2 January, 2018; Accepted 19 February, 2018 

 

Deviant behaviors manifest in many organizations and all occupations. Deviant behaviors in the 
workplace may originate from organizational norms and proclivities for self-benefit. The organizational 
culture influences employees’ attitudes. Employees internalize the organizational culture, which 
transforms their personal attitudes and influences their positive and negative behaviors towards the 
organization. This study explores the key factors affecting deviant workplace behaviors based on 
various dimensions such as organizational deviance, interpersonal deviance, leader-member exchange, 
and corporate culture. The multiple-criteria decision-making analysis method was applied and 
dimensions developed based on scale factors devised in previous literature. The opinions of experts 
from industry, the government, and academia were examined. The affecting factors were then weighed 
and ordered according to their importance. According to the research results, among the key factors 
affecting deviant workplace behavior, the organizational deviance variable of production deviance has 
the most significant impact on organizational development. The second most significant factor was 
anti-organizational behavior, a variable of interpersonal deviance, followed by members’ behavior and 
attribution, a leader-member exchange variable. Businesses are advised to formulate rules that prohibit 
organizational deviance, while building a supportive organizational culture and enhancing positivity in 
the workplace to reduce deviant behavior. 
 
Key words: Leader-member exchange, corporate culture, organizational deviance. 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Deviant behaviors manifest in many organizations and all 
occupations. Their prevalence in public organizations 
may be detrimental to the government and public (Estes 
and Wang, 2008). As such, organizations and their 
members will face the possible social and economic 
consequences of deviant behaviors, such as financial 
loss and negative social relations (Bolin and Heatherly, 
2001). Adopting the theory of behavioral intention 

(Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975), a theoretical model of the 
factors affecting deviant workplace behavior was devised 
(Vardi and Wiener, 1996). According to the model, deviant 
behaviors in the workplace originate from organizational 
norms and proclivities toward self-benefits.  With regard 
to deviant behavior, many historical works of literature 
(Chi, 2017) have illustrated theoretical assumptions and 
verifications   over   the   years.   These   works   can   be  
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categorized based on whether they deal with deviant 
behavior at the organizational level or at the individual 
level, and they differ in terms of region, ethnicity, and 
gender. It is worth studying this issue (or these works) 
continuously to find out the best direction for 
improvement. 

According to Jin Shu (648)/Lieh-chuan (648), in A.D. 
322, the prominent Statesman Wang Tun (322) instigated 
a military uprising against Emperor Yuan of the Jin 
Dynasty. Based on their relationship with Wang Tun, his 
cousin Wang Tao and his clan went to the palace to plead 
guilty. When Chou Po-jen, an upright official, entered the 
palace, Wang Tao asked him to intercede on his behalf. 
Although Chou Po-jen seemed indifferent to his request, 
he persuaded the Emperor of Wang Tun’s loyalty and 
petitioned for him. Unaware of what Chou Po-jen had 
done, Wang Tao held a grudge against him. When Wang 
Tun later came into power, he was asked if he wanted to 
execute Chou Po-jen, to which he did not respond. Thus, 
Chou Po-jen was executed. After the execution, Wang 
Tao found in the imperial archives the petitions Chou Po-
jen submitted on his behalf. The truth struck him so hard 
that he cried and lamented, ―Although I did not kill Chou 
Po-jen, he died because of me!‖ This quote later became 
a Chinese idiom for ―unintentional mistakes.‖ Wang Tun’s 
deviance, and the resulting tragedy, can be attributed to 
the long-term influence of the organizational culture in the 
palace and leader-member exchanges (LMX) between 
the Emperor, feudal vassals, and officials. Similar cases 
prevail in modern society. Therefore, scholars should 
discuss deviant behaviors in detail and propose solutions 
to improve and prevent similar issues from arising. 

The frequent interaction between leaders and members 
during an organization’s operations means that their 
interdependence emerges based on the nature and 
importance of their jobs. Restricted by limited time and 
competency, leaders allocate resources selectively, 
resulting in leader-member exchanges (LMX). Those who 
more closely interact with leaders are called in-group 
members, while those with weaker relationships with 
leaders are out-group members (Varma et al., 1996). 
Because better rapport exists between leaders and in-
group members, they establish loyalty and trust, and, 
rather than undergoing a simple change in their 
relationship, develop a mutually beneficial partnership 
(Liden and Graen, 1980; Dienesch and Liden, 1986). In-
group members receive more favors from leaders such 
as important resources, promotion opportunities, and 
decision-making power (Graen and Scandura, 1987). 
Out-group members are limited to their prescribed roles 
because they perform in greater accordance with the 
employment contracts (Graen and Cashman, 1975). 
Leaders adopt a forgiving management approach and 
attitude towards in-group members’ performance and a 
strict, disapproving approach towards out-group 
members’ performance (Allison and Herlocker, 1994). 
While   in-group   members   are   favored   and    receive  
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significant resources, out-group members are likely to be 
neglected and criticized based on a stricter standard. 
Consequently, the latter will perceive in-group favoritism 
(Yukl, 1994). If the leader-member exchange (LMX) 
causes the difference in treatment of insiders and 
outsiders to be too obvious, it will result in organizational 
inefficiency and affect the sustainable development of the 
organization. 

Deviant workplace behavior is defined as ―intentional 
behavior that violates organizational norms and poses a 
threat to the well-being of an organization‖ (Robinson and 
Bennett, 1995). Most people conform to social norms and 
goals through self-discipline, the breakdown of which can 
result in organizational deviance (Marcus and Schuler, 
2004). Leader-member exchanges (LMX) are established 
when leaders treat in-group and out-group members 
differently, forming different types of relationships with 
subordinates (Graen and Cashman, 1975). This 
exchange, whether positive or negative, affects 
subordinates’ deviant workplace behaviors, which is 
harmful to the organization (Harper, 1990). This behavior 
is caused by workplace experiences, and therefore 
organizational deviance is likely to occur when members 
demonstrate their dissatisfaction with their experiences in 
the workplace or when they are in conflict with 
organizational requirements or individual behavior 
(Bennett and Robinson, 2003). The strictness of the 
norms set by the organization, based on the scale and 
type, will also affect the probability of occurrence of the 
deviant behavior. The less strict the rules are, the lower 
are the chances of deviant behavior and vice versa. 

Culture is the ―collective programming of the mind that 
distinguishes the members of one group from others,‖ 
and a system of collective interaction that affects how the 
group reacts to the environment (Hofstede, 1980). 
Corporate culture refers to the sum of a company’s 
philosophy, objectives, policies, values, social 
responsibilities, corporate image, and other attributes 
formed during its operating activities. It is the enterprise’s 
institutional choices and behavioral practices observed by 
all employees (McLeod et al., 1985). Trevino (1986) 
believed that organizational culture played an important 
role in deciding the behavior of organization members, 
while previous studies (Boye and Jones, 1997; Vardi, 
2001) suggested that it affects whether employees exhibit 
deviant workplace behavior. Thus, the effects of 
corporate culture on deviant workplace behavior should 
be examined in greater depth. 

Currently, most studies on deviant workplace behavior 
as influenced by organizational culture focus on Mainland 
China, Taiwan, and other countries with a Chinese-based 
culture. Because of China’s economic emergence in 
recent years, there has been increasing attention among 
scholars in Western countries to this phenomenon among 
Chinese people. Scholars in Taiwan and Mainland China 
have been actively participating in academic research 
and  have   formed   a    close   research    network    with  
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Table 1. Comparison of the exchange between leaders and in- and out-group members. 
 

Scholar(s) In-group members Out-group members 

Dansereau et al. (1975) Close interaction Formal relationship 

Liden and Graen (1980) High level of loyalty  Low level of loyalty 

Dockery and Steiner (1990) Good relationship with leaders  Employment relationship with leaders  

Podsakoff et al. (1990) Greater trust in leaders  Greater distrust in leaders 

Liden et al. (1993) Mutually beneficial relationship Top-down relationship 

Deluga (1994) Great amount of trust, interaction, support, and formal or informal rewards Low-quality exchange 

Yukl (1994) Assignment of better tasks, increase in salary or special welfare  Formal relationship 

Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) Mutual trust and respect, allocation of greater responsibilities Lower level of mutual trust and respect 

Pillai et al. (1999) Higher level of interdependence  Lower level of interdependence  

Robbins (2001) Considered insiders Considered outsiders  
 

Source: Wang (2004). 

 
 
 
international academia, mainly American scholars, in 
recent years. This is also why these studies are mostly 
based on the Chinese experience (Chi, 2017). 

Because of the sensitivity of the topic of deviant 
behavior, this study ensured the anonymity of participants 
by collecting data through questionnaires. Anonymous 
questionnaires allow for participants’ full cooperation and 
therefore gather data with high validity (Dunlop and Lee, 
2004; Johnson and Klee, 2007). 
 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Leader–member Exchange (LMX) 
 
To explore the relationship between leaders and 
subordinates, Dienesch and Liden (1986) proposed the 
leader-member exchange (LMX) model, a dynamic 
development process of initial interaction, authorization 
by leaders, attribution, and exchange. Among these 
steps, attribution can be categorized as members’ 
behavior and attribution, leaders’ behavior and attribution, 
and leaders’ responses. A leader’s response is influenced 
by the behavior and attribution processes of members 
and leaders. Eventually, leaders determine whether their 
subordinates are in- or out-group members based on the 
leader’s attribution of the subordinate’s performance. 

Leader-member exchange (LMX) involves the 
dimensions of contribution, loyalty, and affect. If 
subordinates wish to become in-group members, they 
must complete their tasks and display their loyalty to their 
leaders, or develop good relationships with them through 
flattery (Dienesch and Liden, 1986). 

It was found that in-group members are allocated 
resources before other people, while out-group members 
enjoy limited resources and information. Therefore, the 
out-group members have a lower work incentive and job 
satisfaction, which substantially impacts the leader-
subordinate relationship (Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995). The 
definitions by foreign scholars of the exchanges  between 

leaders and in- and out-group members are summarized 
in Table 1. 
 
 
Deviant workplace behavior 
 
Deviant workplace behavior occurs when employees 
either lack motivation to conform to acceptable behavior 
voluntarily, or become motivated to violate it as normative 
expectations of the social context (Kaplan, 1975). 
According to research, 85% of participating employees 
admitted to displaying deviant behavior, 90% said 
deviance was a usual occurrence, and 100% had 
witnessed deviant behavior by other employees 
(Ogbonna and Harris, 2002). Deviant workplace behavior 
has become a widespread and acute phenomenon. A 
study by Coffin (2003) found that 75% of employees 
reportedly engaged in theft, fraud, vandalism, 
embezzlement, deliberate absenteeism, and other deviant 
behavior. It was also found that male workers were more 
prone to alcohol abuse and females to absence from duty 
(Lau et al., 2003). Robinson and Bennett (1995) 
classified deviant workplace behavior into the following 
categories: 
 
1) Production deviance: this includes lethargy, leaving 
early, and deliberately extending the duration of breaks;  
2) Property deviance: this includes damaging company 
equipment and facilities and secretly accepting kickbacks 
and commissions; 
3) Political deviance: this includes engaging in social 
interaction that puts other persons at a personal 
disadvantage. Examples include gossiping about and 
ridiculing other co-workers and competing very 
aggressively; and 
4) Personal aggression: this includes sexual harassment 
and sabotaging of other co-workers. 
 
Bennett and Robinson (2000) further divided deviant 
workplace  behavior  into  two  dimensions:  interpersonal  
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Table 2. Types of organizational culture. 
 

Parameter Developmental Rational  Hierarchical Consensual 

Organizational philosophy  
Creation of the future 

and idealism  
Efficiency, task orientated 

Adherence to rules and 

stability 

Interpersonal relations 

and harmony  

Organizational objectives 
Innovation, adventures, 

and growth 
Productivity and efficiency 

Execution of regulations, 

stability, and control 

Collective wisdom and 

diverse participation 

Information processing 
Emphasis on corporate 
spirit 

Outcome-oriented Regulated and structured 
Cohesion and 

harmony among members 

Organizational style Intuitive Individualistic Formal Collective 

Performance appraisal standard Temporary combinations Company or enterprise  Hierarchy  Peers (groups) 

Source of power External support and growth  Productivity and efficiency Stability and control Cohesion and morale  

Base of power Charisma Bureaucracy Regulations Employees 

Decision-making Intuition Decisive announcement Analysis of facts Participation 

Leadership style  Risk-centered Goal-centered  Conservative and cautious  Caring and supportive  

Compliance Commitment to values  Contractual agreement Monitoring and control Commitment to process 

Evaluation of members Intensity of efforts  Level of productivity Adherence to formal standards Quality of relationships 

Career motives Growth Accomplishment Security Group 
 

Sources: Quinn (1988) and Song and Zhang (2003). 
 
 
 

and organizational deviance. Interpersonal deviance 
refers to harmful acts targeting specific employees, such 
as mocking or verbally attacking other people. 
Organizational deviance refers to actions that deliberately 
violate organizational norms, such as private discussion 
of confidential business information, not taking work 
seriously, and stealing company property. Employees 
faced with unfair treatment in the workplace or work 
pressure may respond by exhibiting deviant behavior. In 
a study of employees in Hong Kong, perceived ambiguity, 
perceived supervisor interpersonal injustice, and 
perceived customer interpersonal injustice as daily 
sources of workplace pressure were identified (Yang and 
Diefendorff, 2009). According to their research results, 
these sources of pressure induce negative emotions and 
provoke employees’ every day interpersonal and 
organizational deviance. However, this process was also 
moderated by employees’ conscientiousness and 
agreeableness. Negative emotions were more likely to 
induce workplace deviance when employees were less 
conscientious and agreeable. 

All types of workplace deviance represent a rift in the 
employee–organization relationship. From the perspective 
of social exchange, management should attempt to fulfill 
its promises towards employees and treat them fairly 
while establishing favorable social bonds to foster their 
attachment and sense of identity towards the company. 
This can effectively reduce employees’ deviant behavior 
(Wu and Jiang, 2005). 
 
 
Organizational culture 
 
Quinn and McGrath (1985) developed the Competing 
Values Framework based on the human cognitive system,  

and characterized the four forms of organizational culture 
as being developmental, rational, hierarchical, and 
consensual, as summarized in Table 2. 
 
 
Analytic hierarchy process (AHP) 
 
The analytic hierarchy process (AHP) is a decision-
making method developed by Thomas L. Saaty, a 
professor at the University of Pittsburgh, for a study on 
the contingency plans of the United States Department of 
Defense in 1971. The method is mainly used to handle 
uncertain multiple-criteria decision-making problems 
(Deng and Zeng, 1989). It helps decision makers 
systematize complex problems and delineate various 
aspects into a hierarchy, followed by a quantitative 
judgment for the identification and integrated evaluation 
of the underlying structure. The method enhances 
decision makers’ understanding of the situation and 
reduces the risk of making the wrong decisions (Deng, 
2005). The analytic hierarchy process (AHP) is 
advantageous because it can integrate the opinions of 
experts and decision makers, and based on its 
mathematical theoretical basis, display any errors in their 
consensus through a consistency test. However, a 
drawback is the increased complexity of pairwise 
comparisons when a greater number of variables exist 
(Millet and Harker, 1990). 

The assumptions of the analytic hierarchy process 
(AHP) include the following seven conditions (Deng and 
Zeng, 1989): 
 
1. All systems and problems can be delineated into 
classes or components for evaluation, forming a 
hierarchical structure with a directional network. 



262          Afr. J. Bus. Manage. 
 
 
 
Table 3. Explanation of the key behavioral factors affecting deviant workplace behavior. 
 

Goal 
Level 1 
(Dimension) 

Level 2 (Criterion) Explanation 

Key Behavioral 
Factors Affecting 
Deviant Workplace 
Behavior 

A. Organizational 
deviance 

A1. Production deviance Lethargy, leaving early, extending the duration of breaks, etc. 

A2. Property deviance Damaging company equipment and facilities, secretly accepting kickbacks and commissions, etc. 

A3. Perception of situational factors Individuals’ negative emotions and consequent deviance due to company policies and leadership style 

   

B) Interpersonal 
deviance 

B1. Political deviance 
Engagement in social interaction that puts other persons at a personal disadvantage, such as gossiping about and 
ridiculing other co-workers and competing non-beneficially 

B2. Personal aggression Sexual harassment, sabotaging other co-workers, etc.  

B3. Anti-organizational behavior Verbal or physical attacks on the organization or voluntary turnover 

   

C) Leader–member 
exchange 

C1. Leaders’ behavior and 
attribution 

Attribution and explanation of subordinates’ behavior and competency as well as the determination of their trustworthiness 
and prospects based on their competency and loyalty 

C2. Members’ behavior and 
attribution 

Expected impressions made on leaders; expected rewards, support, and rights granted by leaders; attribution of the tasks 
and duties assigned by leaders 

C3. Leaders’ response 
Determining whether subordinates are in- or out-group members based on the leader’s attribution: further interaction or 
cooperation with the in-group and maintenance of formal relationships with the out-group 

   

D) Organizational 
culture 

D1. Developmental Creation of the future, idealism, and pursuit of innovation, adventures, and growth 

D2. Rational Task-oriented culture, pursuit of productivity and efficiency 

D3. Hierarchical Adherence to rules, pursuit of stability, execution of regulations, and stability control 

D4. Consensual Interpersonal relations, harmony, collective wisdom, and diverse participation 

 
 
 
2. Each element in the hierarchy is assumed to be 
independent of all the others and can be 
evaluated based on an element or all elements 
above it. 
3. During evaluation, the scale of absolute values 
can be converted to a ratio scale. 
4. After pairwise comparison, the reciprocal matrix 
is symmetric about the main diagonal and a 
positive reciprocal matrix can be used. 
5. Preference relations fulfill the condition of 
transitivity, but intransitivity is also allowed, 
because complete transitivity is difficult to 
achieve. However, the consistency of the 

preferences must be tested to determine the level 
of inconsistency. 
6. The priority weight of each element is obtained 
by the weighted principle. 
7. Any element in the hierarchical structure, 
irrespective of its priority weight, is related to the 
overall goal. 
 
Based on the referenced academic papers and 
the analytic hierarchy process (AHP) research 
framework, level 1 (dimension) and level 2 
(criterion) were derived for evaluation. For leader-
member exchanges (LMX), three attribution 

processes in a model by Dienesch and Liden 
(1986) were adopted as the evaluation factors. In 
addition, the three dimensions required to become 
in-group members (Dienesch and Liden, 1986), 
namely contribution, loyalty, and affect, were also 
involved. The factors are explained in Table 3. 
 
 
MATERIALS AND METHODS 
 
This study analyzes the key factors affecting organizational 
deviant behavior by employing the analytic hierarchy 
process (AHP). Questionnaires were distributed to gather 
the opinions of experts from industry, government, and 
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Figure 1. Complete and incomplete hierarchical structure. 
Source: Saaty (1977). 

 
 
 
Table 4. The AHP evaluation scale. 
 

Scale Definition Explanation 

1 Equal importance Two elements contribute equally to the objective 

3 Weak importance Experience and judgment slightly favor one element over another 

5 Essential importance Experience and judgment strongly favor one element over another 

7 Very strong importance One element is favored very strongly over another, its dominance demonstrated in practice 

9 Absolute importance The evidence favoring one element over another is of the highest possible order of affirmation 

2, 4, 6, 8 Intermediate values When compromise is needed 
 

Source: Rong (2011). 

 
 
 
academia. The factors were then ranked according to the priority 
weights assigned by the experts.  

For the items considered top priorities, this study makes 
suggestions for improvement. The opinions of scholars, experts, 
and decision makers at each level were collected for the pairwise 
comparisons between every two elements based on a nominal 
scale. After quantifying the opinions, pairwise matrices were 
constructed. A set of eigenvectors for each matrix was computed 
and translated into the priorities of the elements at each hierarchical 
level. Eventually, the maximum eigenvalue was calculated to 
determine the relative weights of the decision criteria, which serve 
as the consistency indices of the comparison matrices, to provide a 
reference for the decision-making process (Rong, 2011). 

As the analytic hierarchy process (AHP) relies on professional 
judgment, the appropriate number of participating experts is 10 to 
15 respondents (Deng, 2005). To ensure higher quality and 
predictability of the research results, the experts must possess 
sufficient understanding and professional knowledge and skills in a 
field related to the research. In this study, senior managers with 
more than ten years of experience in administrative management, 
government officials in related departments like the Police Agency 
and City Government, and scholars in related fields such as 
organizational theory, strategic management, and operational 
research were invited to complete the questionnaire. Exploring both 
theoretical and practical viewpoints provides a comprehensive 
perspective from which to determine the key factors affecting 
deviant workplace behavior. 

The analytic hierarchy process (AHP) method is employed by 
experts and scholars to assess the various elements of the 
hierarchical structure. Analysis is conducted by setting up a matrix 
and the scale of assessment in order to perform the pairwise 

comparison. In addition, steps are taken to find the eigenvector in 
order to compare the level of order elements and verify the 
consistency of paired comparison matrices. The hierarchical 
structure shown in Figure 1 is divided into two kinds; one is the 
complete level, where the two adjacent elements are related, and 
the other is the incomplete level, which indicates that the adjacent 
two layers of elements do not necessarily have a complete 
relationship. 

The analytic hierarchy process (AHP) evaluation scale comprises 
five levels: equal importance, weak importance, essential 
importance, very strong importance, and absolute importance, 
which are quantified into a nominal scale of indices 1, 3, 5, 7, and 9. 
There are four intermediate values between the five basic levels—
2, 4, 6, and 8. Each level of the scale is explained in Table 4. 

The analytic hierarchy process (AHP) includes the following 
steps: (1) creating a pairwise comparison matrix, (2) obtaining the 
maximum eigenvalue of the matrices, (3) computing the weight of 
each decision item, and (4) conducting consistency tests on the 
matrices. Wind and Saaty (1980) suggested that the consistency of 
the matrix should be examined using a consistency index (CI) and 
consistency ratio (CR)—the higher the consistency, the more 
acceptable the matrix values. A matrix is considered to have passed 
the consistency test when CR <0.1 and CI <0.1. Weighting in the 
analytic hierarchy process (AHP) mainly relies on experts or 
decision makers, who conduct pairwise comparisons of every two 
criteria to evaluate the relative importance of the items and use the 
maximum eigenvalue of the comparison matrices to determine the 
relative weights. As a result, the analytic hierarchy process (AHP) 
can more accurately measure the differences between criteria than 
conventional weighting methods. Therefore, this study uses the 
analytic  hierarchy  process  (AHP)   to   compute   the   weights   of 
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Table 5. Weights and ranking of key behavioral factors affecting deviant workplace behavior. 
 

Goal Level 1 (Dimension) Rank Weight Level 2 (Criterion) Rank Weight Overall rank 

Key behavioral factors 
affecting deviant workplace 
behavior 

C.I.H.=0.04877 

C.R.H.=0.05419 

Organizational deviance 

CI=0.04052 

CR=0.06986 

1 0.36367 

Production deviance 1 0.44169 2 

Property deviance 2 0.29317 6 

Perception of situational factors 3 0.26514 9 

       

Interpersonal deviance 

CI=0.05327 

CR=0.09184 

2 0.31520 

Political deviance 3 0.23271 11 

Personal aggression 2 0.27841 8 

Anti-organizational behavior 1 0.48880 1 

       

Leader–member exchange 

CI=0.00751 

CR=0.01295 

3 0.17137 

Leaders’ behavior and attribution 3 0.25056 10 

Members’ behavior and attribution 1 0.37982 3 

Leaders’ response 2 0.36962 4 

       

Corporate culture 

CI=0.07199 

CR=0.07999 

4 0.14976 

Developmental 2 0.29111 7 

Rational 3 0.20129 12 

Hierarchical 1 0.34729 5 

Consensual 4 0.16031 13 

 
 
 
decision items. 

 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
This study explores the key factors affecting deviant 
workplace behaviors based on various dimensions such 
as organizational deviance, interpersonal deviance, 
leader-member exchange, and corporate culture. The 
multiple-criteria decision-making analysis method was 
applied and dimensions developed based on scale 
factors devised in previous literature. Based on the 
results of the study, we would like to put forward 
suggestions for improvements of the approach. 

The study uses the analytic hierarchy process (AHP) 
hierarchy for computations. Based on previous academic 
papers, four dimensions and 13 criteria were derived and 
then ranked according to their computed weights. During 
the analytic hierarchy process (AHP), pairwise 
comparison matrices are constructed and the CI and CR 
of each matrix calculated to test its consistency and that 
of the overall hierarchy. If CI <0.1 and CR <0.1, the 
comparison matrix is considered consistent. The 
calculated weights of all the criteria in this study match 
the consistency requirement. The weights and rankings 
are listed in Table 5. Therefore, the organization should 
establish formal and transparent channels of 
communication to encourage employees to interact with 
each other in a rational and respectful manner. At the 
same time, organization leaders should avoid 
communication through improper methods to avoid 
vicious competition and political infiltration within the 
organization (He et al., 2014). 

The  results  indicate  that  among  the  key   behavioral 

factors affecting deviant workplace behavior, 
organizational deviance has the highest weight 
(0.36367), followed by interpersonal deviance (0.31520). 
Among the criteria for organizational deviance, 
production deviance has the highest weight (0.44169), 
indicating that deviant behaviors such as lethargy, leaving 
early, and extending the duration of breaks have the 
greatest impact on the organization. These findings are 
aligned with studies by other scholars (Coffin, 2003; Lau 
et al., 2003). In the overall ranking of the criteria, anti-
organizational behavior was assigned the highest weight 
(0.48880). This shows that behaviors such as verbal and 
physical attacks on the organization and voluntary 
turnover have the most significant impacts on 
organizational development. This result is consistent with 
the findings of other scholars (Wind and Saaty, 1980; 
Elsbach and Bhattacharya, 2001). 

This study adopted the analytic hierarchy process 
(AHP) to evaluate the dimensions and criteria at each 
hierarchical level, before ranking them based on their 
priorities. The opinions of experts from industry, 
government, and academia show that production 
deviance, a variable of organizational deviance, is the 
most damaging to organizational development. Behavior 
that reduces employees’ productivity such as 
absenteeism and lethargy, hinder the overall performance 
of the organization and its sustainable development. 
Related academic papers also show that situational 
factors in the workplace are crucial determinants of 
employees’ production deviance. If organizational and 
career development can focus on building an 
environment in which both managers and employees can 
leverage their skills and strengths, while continuous and 
formal  efforts  are  put  into   developing   and   improving  



 
 
 
 
human resources based on the needs of employees and 
the organization, the cost of employee turnover and 
incidence of production deviation can be lowered. 

Therefore, companies are advised to regularly evaluate 
how well employees have adapted to the organization, as 
well as to their duties, teams, and managers. This can 
deter the production deviance resulting from a low-level 
of adaptation. Effective education and training should 
also be provided to leaders to develop their empathy and 
ability to offer support, so that they can adjust their 
management based on a true understanding of 
employees’ feelings and ensure a friendly working 
environment that can mitigate production deviance. To 
effectively reduce interpersonal deviance, a supportive 
organizational culture and positive working atmosphere 
should be developed to expand manager–employee 
interaction patterns and encourage employees to voice 
their opinions and feelings and act in the public interest 
outside their duties. Furthermore, regulations, 
promotional measures, training, and courses related to 
the prevention of interpersonal deviance should also be 
developed to curb deviant behavior (Liu et al., 2010). 

There are two approaches to organizational discipline 
management, namely preventive and corrective. The 
former prevents misbehavior by encouraging members’ 
compliance with organizational standards and rules, while 
the latter stops further actions when misbehavior occurs 
to ensure the conformity of future behavior. Another factor 
that can abate deviant workplace behavior is material or 
financial rewards, which enhance employees’ sense of 
belonging and morale and reduces their job 
dissatisfaction. In addition, social exchange can lessen 
workplace deviance when used to improve the working 
environment and reduce pressure and negativity at the 
source. Moreover, as the pressure relief valve of the 
company, a complaint handling system can moderate 
employees’ resentment arising from their job 
dissatisfaction, thereby alleviating labor disputes. It is 
recommended that future studies explore and test these 
factors to complement existing research on deviant 
workplace behavior. 
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