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ABSTRACT 
 

Job performance is one of the most important issues for industrial and organizational psychologists. 
Psychologists have pursued identifying the basis of job performance for many years. Actually they believe that 
in addition to positive behaviors, a group of negative behaviors such as aggression, theft and absence exists that 
influences on employees' performance.The main purpose of this study is determining the level of employees' 
counterproductive work behavior (CWB). For this purpose, the statistical society of the whole employers of 
Isfahan Sepah Bank is thoughtful. The sample volume has been determined 94 individuals by using sampling 
model in a limited society (Cochran Formula). The tool for gathering the needed data is researcher’s 
questionnaire with 0.943 total reliability and formal validity. The results of testing hypotheses indicate that 
abuse, production deviance, sabotage, theft, withdrawal and finally employees' CWB are lower than the average 
level and result indicate there is a meaningful correlation among the dimensions of employees' CWB. 
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Introduction 

 
The importance of discretionary behaviors 

(counterproductive work behavior and organizational 
citizenship behavior) has increased so high. These 
are because of many factors. Researchers have 
shown that the interpersonal relationships among the 
employees guaranty the organization health. So, 
developing healthy relationships by reducing 
counterproductive work behaviors and increasing the 
organizational citizenship behaviors lead to the 
organizational health [15]. Discretionary behaviors 
are located out of the job description, but 
nevertheless, they’ve got crucial effects on the 
organization and its employees. The increasing 
effects of discretionary behaviors on the 
organizational and individual performance caused 
many researchers to search for their predictions. 

The complex and highly competitive conditions 
of the work environment in the companies or 
manufacturing and service organizations have made 
them try to optimize their productivity, efficiency 
and effectiveness and survive their limited and 
worthful resources. It is clear that the basic and most 
important sources in every organization are the 
human resources. These resources affect other 
sources in the organization, so paying attention to 
them means evaluating other important items at 

workplaces. 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, pro-social 
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 [19]. 

To Spector, Fox, Penney, Bruursema, Goh, and 
Kessler, the counterproductive behaviors are a set of 
distinct acts that share the characteristics that they 
are volitional (as opposed to accidental or mandated) 
and harm or intend to harm organizations and/or 
organization stakeholders, such as clients, coworkers, 
customers, and supervisors. In fact, 
counterproductive behaviors are threats that are 
highly costly and dangerous for organizations for 
ever. Vardi and Weitz [30] announced that 
discretionary behaviors have got two main costs: 
financial costs (such as productivity loss, lawsuits 
and compensation, reputation) and social costs (such 
as mental and physical injuries, psychological 
withdrawal, Job dissatisfaction). Despite the costs 
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and prevalence of counterproductive behaviors in 
organizations, the information related to deviance in 
workplace is limited. So, the abnormal nature of 
these behaviors studying and identifying their 
predictions make crucial. 

Regarding the above mentioned cases, this 
research has been done to identify and classify these 
items among the employees. In the case of the 
counterproductive behaviors and their effective 
factors, researchers tend to pay attention to the 
perceptions of workplace or personal features 
separately. But, as Sackett and DeVore [24] pointed 
out if we mean to get a deep concept of this case, we 
should keep a balance between these two items. 
Some recent researchers have paid attention to this 
fact [21].  
 
Literature Review: 
 
Counterproductive Work Behavior (CWB): 

 
In recent years, organizational scholars have 

increasingly focused on various forms of bad 
behavior in the workplace.Notable examples of these 
behaviors include deviance, aggression, antisocial 
behavior, and violence. Unfortunately, as thisbody of 
work has grown, so too has a proliferation of 
concepts, constructs, and definitions. 
Negativeworkplace behavior has been referred to as 
organizational misbehavior, antisocial behavior, and 
dysfunctional workplace behavior,employee vice, 
organizational retaliation behavior, workplace 
deviance, counterproductive work behavior and 
aggression inworkplace. These behaviors are similar 
because all of them violate significant organizational 
norms and in so doing threatensthe well-being of an 
organization, its members, or both. 

Counterproductive work behaviors are “a 
collection of deliberate behaviors that harm the 
organization or its members” [21]. Chang and 
Smithikrai [8] describe CWB as “voluntary or 
intentional behavior that acts against the interests of 
the organization”. Gruys and Sackett [12] regard 
these behaviors as the ones which are intentional on 
the part of an organization member viewed by the 
organization as contrary to its legitimate interests.  

CWBs have been described as deviance [22], 
antisocial behaviors, unruliness, destructive and 
hazardous behaviors and have been shown to be 
pervasive and costly both to organizations and to 
employees’ well-being [8]. Deviance is a specific 
form of counterproductive behavior in workplace. 
Bennett and Robinson have classified deviance into 
two forms: organizational (harming one’s 
organization) and interpersonal (harming individuals 
within one’s organization).  

Examples of the latter, interpersonal deviance 
include ignoring someone’s comment or playing a 
mean prank on someone. But organizational deviance 
can include increased tardiness, increased 

absenteeism, and decline in employee engagement, 
amongst a myriad of other consequences, all of 
which ultimately affect profitability [7]. 
 
Dimensions of CWB: 

 
Spector et al. [27] have classified CWBs into 

five main dimensions and have explained each 
dimension: 

1. Abuse: It consists of harmful behaviors 
directed toward coworkers and others that harm 
either physically or psychologically through making 
threats, nasty comments, ignoring the person, or 
undermining the person’s ability to work effectively. 

2. Production Deviance: It is the purposeful 
failure to perform job tasks effectively the way they 
are supposed to be performed. 

3. Sabotage: It is defacing or destroying 
physical property belonging to the employer; 
intentional wasting of the materials in the 
organization and Purposely dirtied or littered the 
place of work.    

4. Theft: Stole something belonging to your 
employer, delaying the duties to get extra-time 
salary. 

5. Withdrawal: It is consists of behaviors that 
restrict the amount of time working to less than is 
required by the organization. It includes absence, 
arriving late or leaving early, and taking longer 
breaks than authorized. 
 
Hypotheses development: 
 

1. Abuse in Isfahan Sepah bank branches is 
lower than the average level. 

2. Production Deviance in Isfahan Sepah bank 
branches is lower than the average level. 

3. Sabotage in Isfahan Sepah bank branches is 
lower than the average level. 

4. Theft in Isfahan Sepah bank branches is 
lower than the average level. 

5. Withdrawal in Isfahan Sepah bank branches 
is lower than the average level. 

6. CWB in Isfahan Sepah bank branches is 
lower than the average level. 
 
Methodology: 

 
From its purpose aspect, the present study is 

considered as an applied research and from the way 
of gathering data it’s a descriptive research from 
field studies branch. The researcher’s questionnaire 
device has been used to gather the needed 
information. This questionnaire has a five degree 
range of Likert from 1 (very low) to 5 (very high). In 
this study, the formal validity method was used to 
confirm the validity of questionnaire. To determine 
the reliability of the questionnaire, its internal 
adaptation was obtained for different factors of the 
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questionnaire by the help of SPSS software and Cronbach’s alpha index (as it is shown in Table 1).
 

 

 
 
Fig.1: dimensions of CWB 
 
Table 1: Cronbach’s Alpha 

Factors 
Questionnaire Abuse Production 

Deviance Sabotage Theft Withdrawal CWB 

Cronbach's 
alpha 0/865 0/780 0/763 0/812 0/883 0/943 

 
The study population includes all employees of 

Isfahan Sepah Bank and it includes a total population 
size of 950 people. The appropriate sample size for 
the study was determined to be 94 persons by sample 
size formula for the finite population in an error level 
of 0.05. The way sample size was calculated is as 
follows: 
 

n =  
𝐍𝐍×𝐙𝐙𝛂𝛂

𝟐𝟐�
𝟐𝟐 × 𝛔𝛔𝟐𝟐

𝐝𝐝𝟐𝟐(𝐍𝐍−𝟐𝟐)+ 𝐙𝐙𝛂𝛂
𝟐𝟐�

𝟐𝟐  ×𝛔𝛔𝟐𝟐
= 94 

 
Data Analysis: 

 
Demographic characteristics and other items 

corresponding to the sample under study are shown 
in Table 2. 

 
Table 2: Abundances and frequencies of participants 

Demographic Variables Categories Abundance Frequency 

Sex Female 29 %31 
Male 65 %69 

Age 

20-30 33 %35 
31-40 47 %50 
41-50 8 %8/75 
51-60 6 %6/25 

Marriage Single 8 %8/6 
Married 86 %91/4 

Education Degree 

Diploma 20 %21/2 
Associate degree 20 %21/2 
B.S. 47 %50 
M.S. or more 7 %7/6 

Job Background 

0-5 17 %18 
6-10 31 %32/9 
11-15 31 %32/9 
16-20 5 %5/4 
21-25 5 %5/4 
26-30 5 %5/4 

 
 
 
 

CWB

Production 
Deviance

Abuse

TheftWithdrawal

Sabotage
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Testing research hypotheses: 
 
Normality or abnormality of data distribution 

should be gone under investigation in order to test 
the hypothesis; then in the next phase, either 
parametric or non-parametric statistics can be 
selected accordingly. Thus, in the first stage, 

Kolmogorov - Smirnov test was used; results are 
represented in Table 3. According to the results, as 
obtained significant value was greater than 0.05, the 
null hypothesis is confirmed; this means that 
variables are normally distributed. Thus, parametric 
test is used to test the hypotheses. 

 
Table 3: Kolmogorov-Smirnov test 

 N Mean Standard deviation Z Sig 
CWB 94 4/46 0/91 1/004 0/265 

 
Considering the normality of data distribution, 

comparing averages testing has been used to study 
the compiled hypotheses. To test the first hypotheses, 

the following statistical assumptions have been 
considered: 

Hypothesis1: Abuse in Isfahan Sepah bank 
branches is lower than the average level. 

 
Table 4: One-sample t-test for abuse 

Test Value = 3 
 95% Confidence Interval of the 

Difference Mean Difference Sig df T 
Upper Lower 
-0/0219 -0/2219 0/10000 0/007 93 1/623 Abuse 

 
Testing the purposed hypothesis is a right 

segment test kind. The meaningful values in above 
table have been divided into 2 and the obtained 
values have been used to test hypothesis. 
Considering the above table, it’s concluded that the 
average of abuse has a meaningful difference with 3 
(sig-value < 0.05). In fact, the average of this 

variable is less than 3. So it’s concluded that abuse in 
Isfahan Sepah bank branches is lower than the 
average level and the hypothesis would be 
confirmed. 

Hypothesis2: Production Deviancein Isfahan 
Sepah bank branches is lower than the average level.

 
Table 5: One-sample t-test for Production Deviance 

Test Value = 3 
 95% Confidence Interval of the 

Difference Mean Difference Sig df T 
Upper Lower 

0/0139 --0/2293 0/10769 0/042 93 1/752 Production 
Deviance 

 
Testing the purposed hypothesis is a right 

segment test kind. The meaningful values in above 
table have been divided into 2 and the obtained 
values have been used to test hypothesis. 
Considering the above table, it’s concluded that the 
average of production deviancehas a meaningful 
difference with 3 (sig-value < 0.05). In fact, the 

average of this variable is less than 3. So it’s 
concluded that production deviancein Isfahan Sepah 
bank branches is lower than the average level and the 
hypothesis would be confirmed. 

Hypothesis3: Sabotagein Isfahan Sepah bank 
branches is lower than the average level. 

 
Table 6: One-sample t-test for Sabotage 

Test Value = 3 

 95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference Mean 

Difference Sig df T 
Upper Lower 
0/0839 --0/1454 0/03077 0/006 93 0/531 Sabotage 

 
Testing the purposed hypothesis is a right 

segment test kind. The meaningful values in above 
table have been divided into 2 and the obtained 
values have been used to test hypothesis. 
Considering the above table, it’s concluded that the 
average of sabotagehas a meaningful difference with 
3 (sig-value < 0.05). In fact, the average of this 

variable is less than 3. So it’s concluded that 
sabotage in Isfahan Sepah bank branches is lower 
than the average level and the hypothesis would be 
confirmed. 

Hypothesis4: Theftin Isfahan Sepah bank 
branches is lower than the average level. 
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Table 7: One-sample t-test for Theft 
Test Value = 3 

 95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference Mean 

Difference Sig df T 
Upper Lower 
0/1029 --0/1260 0/01154 0/042 93 0/199 Theft 

 
Testing the purposed hypothesis is a right 

segment test kind. The meaningful values in above 
table have been divided into 2 and the obtained 
values have been used to test hypothesis. 
Considering the above table, it’s concluded that the 
average of thefthas a meaningful difference with 3 
(sig-value < 0.05). In fact, the average of this 

variable is less than 3. So it’s concluded that theftin 
Isfahan Sepah bank branches is lower than the 
average level and the hypothesis would be 
confirmed. 

Hypothesis5: Withdrawalin Isfahan Sepah bank 
branches is lower than the average level. 

 
Table 8: One-sample t-test for withdrawal 

Test Value = 3 
 95% Confidence Interval of the 

Difference Mean Difference Sig df T 
Upper Lower 

0/0839 --0/1454 0/03077 0/006 93 0/531 Withdrawal 
 

Testing the purposed hypothesis is a right 
segment test kind. The meaningful values in above 
table have been divided into 2 and the obtained 
values have been used to test hypothesis. 
Considering the above table, it’s concluded that the 
average of withdrawal has a meaningful difference 
with 3 (sig-value < 0.05). In fact, the average of this 

variable is less than 3. So it’s concluded that 
withdrawal in Isfahan Sepah bank branches is lower 
than the average level and the hypothesis would be 
confirmed. 

Hypothesis6: CWBin Isfahan Sepah bank 
branches is lower than the average level. 

 
Table 9: One-sample t-test for CWB 

Test Value = 3 
 95% Confidence Interval of the 

Difference Mean Difference Sig df T 
Upper Lower 

0/1172 --0/3251 0/05412 0/013 93 0/214 CWB 
 

Testing the purposed hypothesis is a right 
segment test kind. The meaningful values in above 
table have been divided into 2 and the obtained 
values have been used to test hypothesis. 
Considering the above table, it’s concluded that the 
average of CWB has a meaningful difference with 3 
(sig-value < 0.05). In fact, the average of this 
variable is less than 3. So it’s concluded that CWB in 

Isfahan Sepah bank branches is lower than the 
average level and the hypothesis would be 
confirmed. 

In this part, the correlation of the dimensions of 
the study’s multi-dimensional variable (CWB) has 
been studied. For this purpose, Pierson’s correlation 
index has been used. 

 
Table 10: correlation coefficient between Dimensions of CWB 

Dimensions of CWB Abuse Production 
Deviance Sabotage Theft Withdrawal 

Abuse 1 - - - - 

Production Deviance **0/550 1 - - - 

Sabotage **0/422 **0/537 1 - - 

Theft **0/451 **0/605 **0/547 1 - 

Withdrawal **0/448 **0/491 **0/464 **0/498 1 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two-sided). 
Considering Table 10, there is a meaningful correlation among the dimensions of CWB. 

 
Conclusion and Suggestion: 

 
The human resources, these days, are regarded 

as the most important advantages in every 
organization. In fact, the humanresources are more 
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important than any other time in the history. These 
resources can help the organizations do well in 
thecompetitions, but it can also be a serious barrier 
ahead of them. Some of the disasters in the 
organizations causing problems areabsentees, 
dodging responsibilities, violence and revenge. These 
behaviors cause to develop malfunctions in the 
organizations,and as a result, reduction of income. It, 
finally, lead to undermine the reputation of 
organizations and it will have consequencesfor 
society. Thus, what is important twice as before is to 
identify the fundamental factors of these negative 
behaviors andmaking a peaceful work environment 
in order to prevent these behaviors. 

 Managers and bosses should develop justice 
concepts among their employees. Justice 
appreciation in organizations causes employees to 
increase their self-confidence and decrease their 
revenge and negative attitudes about the laws and 
regulations. Repairing the systems for the rewards 
through correct factors and criteria causes the 
constituent competitions and justice appreciation in 
performance evaluation. The performance evaluation 
systems in organizations should be based on correct 
standards. In this way, employees feel that the 
regulations are fair and this causes to decrease their 
deviances. 

 Managers are suggested to have more 
varieties at workplace. It causes employees to use 
their personal talents and skills more and more. 
These varieties are such as job rotation and job 
enrichment.  

 Managers should take steps to decrease 
constraints in order to make work conditions better 
and better. We suggest some cases to facilitate this 
case: (1) Using educational courses; (2) Giving 
different facilities and equipment to the employees; 
(3) Supporting and cooperating employees; and (4) 
Surveying job descriptions to adjust them so that 
employees enable to understand tasks and methods of 
doing those better (sharing more information about 
tasks).    

 Making an ethical and based on trust 
climate in workplace and fostering sense of 
belonging, commitment and loyalty of employees’ 
cause counterproductive behaviors reduction. 
Employees who are commitment to their 
organizations are most likely to follow the 
organizations’ norms. As a result, they will less 
likely engage in acts of deviance. If employees feel 
that they are supported by their companies, they will 
more likely refrain from stealing and other deviant 
behavior. Hence, it is crucial to create strong ethical 
climates in order to prevent unethical acts. By 
installing codes of ethics, principled climates can be 
fostered. Besides, benevolent and principled climates 
encourage “Organizational Citizenship Behavior”, 
which is negatively related to deviant behavior. 
Deviant behavior can be seen as retaliation to being 
treated inequitably in the workplace (Justice). If 

organizations and its leaders are perceived as fair and 
supportive, employees are more committed to their 
firms. 

 By creating a unitary and cohesive 
organizational culture around core ethical values 
employees receive clues about the behavior that is 
expected from them. The employees must share and 
value this culture which has to possess the ability to 
affect their behavior. Top management has to 
transfer the values down to the operational ranks. 
Hence, the two main points in order to establish an 
ethical culture are: (1) “Formulate a clear philosophy 
or mission statement”; (2) “Actions of top managers 
must reflect the moral climate that is desired” [23]. 

 Paying more attention to staffing and 
personnel selection directly affect the organization’s 
ignoring unacceptable behaviors. The scope of 
personnel selection is to select honest and reliable 
employees from the pool of applicants. For this 
respect, the suitable pre-fabricated questionnaires are 
really useful to identify people who have potential 
for deviant behavior and once these are detected, 
they are eliminated from the hiring process. 
Instruments that are used frequently are background 
checks, polygraph tests, employment interviews, and 
honesty tests. 
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