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Abstract 

 
Several factors have been suggested to explain why employees engage in deviant behaviour at the 

workplace. To date, some of the factors that have been considered include perceived organisational 

politics perceived organizational justice, organizational trust, group cohesiveness and group identity, 
among others. Despite these studies, however, few studies have attempted to consider the influence of 

organisational formal controls and perceived group norms on workplace deviance. Even if any, they have 

reported conflicting findings. Therefore, a moderating variable is suggested. This paper proposes self-
regulatory efficacy as potential moderator on the relationship between organisational formal controls, 

perceived group norms and workplace deviance. 
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 

 

Workplace deviant behaviour is defined as a voluntary behaviour 

engaged by employee that is contrary to the significant 

organizational norms and it is considered as a threat to the well-

being of an organization and/or its members (Robinson & 

Bennett, 1995). Workplace deviance is pervasive phenomenon 

and costly to organisations (Aquino, Galperin, & Bennett, 2004; 

Lawrence & Robinson, 2007). For example, Zogby International 

(ZI), a leading polling firm in the United States was 

commissioned by the Workplace Bullying Institute (WBI) to 

conduct an online survey on workplace bullying involving 4,210 

adult Americans. One of the key findings from the survey was 

that in 2010, 35% of adult Americans experienced workplace 

bullying (WBI, 2010). In another related survey, employee theft 

was reported to be attributed to about 45% of the U.S. retailers' 

inventory shortage in the year 2010 (Hollinger & Adams, 2010). 

Workplace deviant behaviour was also found to be negatively 

related to both corporate profitability and customer satisfaction 

(Detert, Treviño, Burris, & Andiappan, 2007). Thus, workplace 

deviant behaviour is costly to organisation and its stakeholders. 

  Several factors have been suggested to explain why 

employees engage in deviant behaviour at the workplace. One of 

the key determinants of employee deviant behaviour is related to 

the organization. According to Robbins and Judge (2010), 

organizational factors are an important consideration in 

understanding employee attitude and behaviour at work because 

they are able to shape the way employees think, feel, and behave. 

To date, some of the organizational-related factors that have been 

considered include perceived organizational justice (Ambrose, 

Seabright, & Schminke, 2002; Devonish & Greenidge, 2010), 

organizational trust (Elangovan & Shapiro, 1998; Thau, Crossley, 

Bennett, & Sczesny, 2007), job stress  (Fox, Spector, & Miles, 

2001; Penney & Spector, 2005) and perceived organizational 

support (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986; 

Ferris, Brown, & Heller, 2009), among others. In general, these 

studies found that unfavourable work environment as reflected by 

injustice at the workplace, poor leadership, job stress, breach of 

trust and lack of organisational support, for example, are likely to 

have a significant influence on workplace deviant behaviours 

(WDBs). 

  Despite the aforementioned empirical studies on the role of 

organizational system and process in shaping employee behaviour 

at work, literatures indicate that less attention has been paid to the 

influence of organizational formal control on workplace deviance. 

Even if there are studies on control and workplace deviant 

behaviour, the studies were limited to examining specific types of 

workplace deviant behaviours such as employee absenteeism and 

theft at the workplace. But, in reality, employees engage in 

various types of deviant behaviour at work (Bennett & Robinson, 

2000; Hollinger & Clark, 1982). Considering specific types of 

workplace deviant behaviours will not allow better understanding 

of the variety of deviant behaviours employees engage in at work. 

Additionally, organizational formal control is considered in the 

present study because it could be a potentially important factor in 

shaping employee behaviour (Hollinger & Clark, 1982).  
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In addition to organisational formal control, perceived group norm 

is another important predictor of employee behaviour. A group 

norm is defined as established rules that determine acceptable and 

unacceptable behaviour in a group (Levi, 2011). Workgroup 

norms perform regulatory and survival functions; for these 

reasons alone they have strong influence on employee behaviour 

(Parks, 2004). Previous studies have generally revealed that a 

group norm is associated with organizational citizenship 

behaviour (Ehrhart & Naumann, 2004; Moorman & Blakely, 

1995), group performance (Gellatly, 1995; Janicik & Bartel, 2003; 

Ng & Van Dyne, 2005), and organisational performance (Cai & 

Yang, 2008; Langerak, 2001) among others. Despite the 

theoretical and empirical efforts to understand the influence of 

work group norms on employee performance, there is a paucity of 

studies on the influence of work group norms on workplace 

deviance, with some exceptions of the works of Dabney (1995) 

and Bamberger and Biron (2007).  The present paper will be 

significantly different from these two studies because the later 

mainly focused on specific forms of deviant behviour at work (i.e. 

drug diversion and employee absenteeism) respectively. Hence, 

further studies incorporating a broader form of workplace deviant 

behaviour construct (Robinson & Bennett, 1995) are needed. As 

argued by Parks (2004), as work group norms have bearing on 

employee positive behaviour, it is expected that they also have 

influence on employee negative behaviour. The present paper 

aims to fill these gaps in the existing organisational behaviour 

literature.    

 

 

2.0  WORKPLACE DEVIANCE 

 

Although deviant behaviour construct has gained a lot of 

momentum for several decades now, however, the reviews of the 

literature indicated that there is lack of agreement regarding not 

only the terminology used, but also the definition offered what is 

considered to be a similar construct(Robinson & Bennett, 1997; 

Shamsudin, 2006). For example, researchers have assigned 

different names to the deviant behaviour construct such as 

“Organizational misbehaviour”, “counterproductive work 

behaviour” “dysfunctional behaviour” and “non-complaint 

behaviour” among others. Although different terminologies are 

used, using different theoretical perspectives, organizational 

behaviour researchers apparently agree that such behaviour could 

bring harm to both individual and organization (Shamsudin, 

Chauhan, & Kura). Hence, in the present study, Robinson and 

Bennett’s (1995) definition of workplace deviant behaviours is 

recognized as the working definition of the construct WDB. 

Researchers have indicated that workplace deviant behaviour is 

potentially destructive or harmful to both organization and its 

members (Lawrence & Robinson, 2007; Spector & Fox, 2002).  

 

 

3.0  ORGANIZATIONAL FORMAL CONTROL 

 

Numerous definitions of organizational formal control can be 

found in the literature. However, these definitions have taken at 

least three different perspectives including marketing perspective, 

accounting perspective and human resource management 

perspective. From the marketing perspective, formal control is 

defined by Jaworski(1988) as a series of activities designed to 

ensure that specified plans are well implemented and desired 

outcomes are actually achieved. From the accounting perspective, 

Merchant (1998) defined organisational formal control as “all the 

devices managers use to ensure that the behaviours and decisions 

of people in the organization are consistent with the 

organization’s objectives and strategies” (p.2). From the human 

resource management perspective, formal control refers to 

mechanisms put in place by management such as rules and 

regulations, disciplinary measures and auditing with the aim of 

monitoring, detecting, punishing and minimizing the occurrence 

of improper conduct (Vardi & Weitz, 2004). While other 

perspectives of organizational formal control are equally 

important, however his study adopts human resource management 

perspective because the focus of this paper study is on human 

resource management practices. 

 

3.1  Organizational Formal Control And Workplace Deviance 

 

Empirical support for the relationship between organizational 

formal control and workplace deviant behaviour is limited. 

Specifically, some of these studies focused on a single component 

of formal control as the predictor of workplace deviant 

behaviours, while some other studies focused on multiple 

components of formal control as the antecedents of workplace 

deviant behaviours (Bello & Gilliland, 1997; Challagalla & 

Shervani, 1996; Chi-Ko, Wing Tung, & Ho, 2005; Evans, Landry, 

Po-Chien, & Shaoming, 2007; Fang, Evans, & Zou, 2005; 

Flamholtz, Das, & Tsui, 1985; Khakwani, Aslam, Ashraf, Javad, 

& Shabbir, 2012; Miao & Evans, 2012; Niehoff & Paul, 2000; 

Wang, Dou, & Zhou, 2012). 

  Additionally, most of the few existing studies that have been 

conducted the relationship between organizational formal control 

and workplace deviant behaviour  have considered specific types 

of WDB and their results were conflicting. For example, de Lara, 

Tacoronte, and Ding (2006) used Structural Equation Modeling 

(SEM) to investigate the relationship between formal control 

strategies and cyberloafing among 758 non-teaching staff from 

public university in Spain. The path diagram for the hypothesized 

model indicated that perceived organizational control was 

negatively related to cyberloafing (i.e. when employee perceived 

that management exercises strong control over organizational 

activities, he is less likely to engage in cyberloafing, defined as 

personal use of internet services by employees during work 

hours). 

  In another study Hollinger and Clark (1982) adopted a cross-

sectional research design to examine the effects of formal 

management sanctions, along with informal co-workers’ sanctions 

on workplace deviance among 9,175 employees from 47 different 

organizations in United States. The standardized regression 

coefficients and path analysis showed that perceptions of formal 

management sanctions was negatively related to deviant 

behaviour, defined as employee theft. In a related studies, Detert, 

Treviño, Burris, and Andiappan (2007) and Vardi and Weitz 

(2001) found that process controls have significant inverse 

relationship with workplace deviance. On the other hand process 

control in form of supervisory guidance was not found to be 

significant predictors of deviant behaviour (Dineen, Lewicki, & 

Tomlinson, 2006). 

  In another study, Parilla, Hollinger and Clark (Parilla, 

Hollinger, & Clark, 1988) employed triangulation approach to 

examine the effects of organisational control on deviant 

behaviour. The data for the study were collected from 47 different 

formal work organisations in United States. The results of 

quantitative study showed that organisational control in retail 

industry has significant negative association with employee theft.  

In a similar vein, Robertson and Anderson (1993) extended 

research on workplace deviance by investigating the effects of 

control system on sales task environment on behaviour among 

487 industrial field salespeople in United States. The study 

employed projective vignettes and sales scenarios in order to elicit 

candid response from the respondents. The results found no 

significant relationship between sales force control (i.e. a process 
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of monitoring, supervising and compensating employee) and 

ethical behaviour.  

  Taken together, while the above studies have made 

substantial contributions to the organizational behaviour literature 

by empirically demonstrating the influence of organizational 

formal controls on various work-related attitudes and behaviours, 

however, it is important to note that the findings of these studies 

were mixed.  Furthermore, several reasons may account for these 

conflicting findings. Hence, this suggests introducing a potential 

moderator towards better understanding the relationship between 

organizational formal controls and workplace deviance. 

Furthermore, as we noted earlier in chapter one of the present 

study, apart from organizational formal control, perceived group 

norm is another important factor that has been studied by 

organizational researchers and practitioners alike because of its 

significance role in determining employee behaviour. However, 

due to mixed results, the present study proposes the following: 

 

Proposition 1: Organizational formal control will be negatively 

associated with workplace deviance. 

 

 

4.0  PERCEIVED GROUP NORMS 

 

Every group develops norms; some conventions, habits, customs 

and/or expectations that regulate the behaviour of its members 

(Parks, 2004).  A group norm is defined as established rules that 

determine acceptable and unacceptable behaviour in a group 

(Levi, 2011).  This definition implies that, workgroup norms 

perform regulatory and survival functions; for these reasons alone 

they have strong influence on employee behaviour (Parks, 2004).  

 

4.1  Perceived Group Norms And Workplace Deviance 

 

Several studies have been conducted on the perception of group 

norms in different orgnisational settings. Furthermore, although 

there is abundant empirical research linking the perception of 

group norms with workplace deviant behaviour, however, the 

findings of these studies is mixed. Hence, this suggests that 

further studies are needed to better understand this relationship. 

Meanwhile, some of the many empirical studies on perceived 

group norms - workplace deviance relationship include the study 

conducted by Elek, Miller-Day and Hecht (2006), which 

examined the effects of group norms on adolescent use of 

substance. Four thousand, two hundred and thirty four (4,234) 

students agreed to be included in the study. The findings of the 

study revealed that group norms (i.e. descriptive and injunctive 

norms) have strongest significant effect on adolescent use of 

substance.  

  Similarly, Väänänen, Tordera, Kivimäki, Kouvonen, Pentti, 

Linna, and Vahtera (2008), the examined the effect of injunctive 

norms on sickness absence behaviour. The result of the study 

revealed that perceptions of work group members’ permissive 

absence norms did not have effect on sickness absence behaviour. 

Kivlighan, Kivlighan and Cole (2012) also conducted a study to 

examine the interaction effect of commitment on the relationship 

between group members’ absence norm and group member’s 

absence for the next academic session. The study found that 

frequency of other group members absence is significant predictor 

of group member absence in the next academic session. In another 

study, Smith and McSweeney (2007) investigated the influence of 

attitudes, group norms, perception of behavioural control and past 

behaviour on donating intentions and behaviour. The study found 

that attitudes, perceived behavioural control, injunctive norms, 

moral norms and past behaviour are significant predictors of 

donating intentions to charitable organisations. However, 

descriptive norm was not found to be a significant predictor of 

donating intentions to charitable organisations. Hence, the 

following proposition is offered: 

 

Proposition 2: Perceived group norms will be positively 

associated with workplace deviance. 

 

 

5.0  SELF-REGULATORY EFFICACY  

 

Organizational and social psychology literature revealed a large 

number of studies that have been conducted on the influence of 

self-regulatory efficacy on various attitudinal and behavioural 

outcomes such as academic achievement, health-related 

behaviours and work-related performance, among others 

(Bandura, Caprara, Barbaranelli, Gerbino, & Pastorelli, 2003; 

Caprara, Regalia, & Bandura, 2002; Caprara et al., 1998; Caprara 

& Steca, 2005; Kelly, Zyzanski, & Alemagno, 1991; Strecher, 

McEvoy DeVellis, Becker, & Rosenstock, 1986). Self-regulatory 

efficacy is defined as individual’s belief in their capacity to 

regulate and control thoughts, feelings, motivation and behaviour 

for attaining of goals(Bandura, 1986, 1993; Zimmerman, 

Bandura, & Martinez-Pons, 1992). 

  According to control theory (Flamholtz, et al., 1985; 

Jaworski, 1988; Ouchi, 1979; Snell, 1992), formal control 

instituted by an organization should theoretically able to regulate 

employee behaviour at work through discipline and punishment.  

Similarly, according to social learning control theory, group 

norms established by members of an organisation should also be 

theoretically able to regulate the behaviour of individual members 

of an organisation. However, empirical results on the effects of 

formal control on employee behaviours particularly in reducing 

deviant behaviour at work appear mixed. For example, Hollinger 

and Clark (1982), and Chi-Ko, Wing-Tung &Ho (2005) 

demonstrated a significant negative relationship between formal 

control, defined as supervisor’s reactions towards employees’ 

deviant behaviours and workplace deviance. Similarly, Evans, 

Landry, Li and Zou (2007), reported a significant association 

between input control, defined as method of imparting skills 

needed for the job and job-related outcomes.  Conversely, 

Fagbohungbe, Akinbode and Ayodeji (2012) investigated the 

relationship between perceived control environment and 

workplace deviance. They found no significant relationship. 

Similarly, Robertson and Anderson (1993), who examined the 

effects of control system and sales task environment on 

behaviours, found that sales force control is not a significant 

predictor of ethical behaviour.  

  Furthermore, empirical results on the relationship between 

perception of group norms and workplace deviant behaviour 

appear mixed. For example, Elek, Miller-Day and Hecht (2006), 

which examined the effects of group norms on adolescent use of 

substance. Four thousand, two hundred and thirty four students 

agreed to be included in the study. The findings of the study 

revealed that group norms (i.e. descriptive and injunctive norms) 

have strongest significant effect on adolescent use of substance.  

  Similarly, Väänänen, Tordera, Kivimäki, Kouvonen, Pentti, 

Linna, and Vahtera (2008), the examined the effect of injunctive 

norms on sickness absence behaviour. The result of the study 

revealed that perceptions of work group members’ permissive 

absence norms did not have effect on sickness absence behaviour. 

Kivlighan, Kivlighan and Cole (2012) also conducted a study to 

examine the interaction effect of commitment on the relationship 

between group members’ absence norm and group member’s 

absence for the next academic session. The study found that 

frequency of other group members absence is significant predictor 

of group member absence in the next academic session.  
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Frone and Brown (2010) extended research on workplace 

deviance by conducting a study to investigate the influence of 

perceived group norms (i.e. descriptive norms and injunctive 

norms) on workplace substance use among 2,829 public service 

employees in United States. As predicted, the results of the study 

revealed that both perceived injunctive norms and perceived 

descriptive norms were significant predictors of substance use. 

Gellatly (1995) also conducted a study to examine the influence 

of perceived absence norm on individual and group level 

absenteeism among 425 employees of hospital and food services 

in Canada. The study used objective measures of employee 

absenteeism, which was operationalized as the frequency of 

absence and total days absent. These objective data were obtained 

from the records office of each organisation. The results showed 

that perceived absence norm was positively related to both 

individual and group level absenteeism 

  On the basis of the mixed findings reported in the previous 

studies, the present study will incorporate self-regulatory efficacy 

as a potential moderator on the influence of organizational formal 

controls and perceived group norms on workplace deviance. This 

is in line with Baron and Kenny’s (1986) assertion that a 

moderator variable is usually incorporated when the relationship 

between a predictor and a criterion variable is found to be 

unexpectedly weak or inconsistent. Jaworski (1988) strongly 

argued that the effectiveness of various control mechanisms may 

be contingent upon internal and external contingency variables. 

Hence, this suggests the need for a moderator variable.  Therefore, 

in order to better understand the influence of organizational 

formal controls and perceived group norms on workplace 

deviance, this study suggests that self-regulatory efficacy might 

moderate the relationships. 

  Previous studies have examined the moderating role of self-

efficacy on the relationship between scholastic aptitude and 

persistence in academic performance(Brown, Lent, & Larkin, 

1989), transformational leadership and work-related attitudes 

(Walumbwa, Lawler, Avolio, Peng, & Kan, 2005), 

transformational leadership and job performance(Walumbwa, 

Avolio, & Zhu, 2008) and exposure to workplace bullying health 

complaints (Gemzøe-Mikkelsen & Einarsen, 2002).  Generally, 

the findings of these studies supported the notion that self-efficacy 

can override the tendency of employee to exhibit negative work-

related attitudes and behaviours. Yet, despite the substantial 

evidence that self-regulatory efficacy in override the tendency of 

employee to engage in deviant behaviour, researchers still do not 

adequately understand moderating role of self-regulatory efficacy 

on the effects of orgnisational formal controls and perceived 

group norms on workplace deviance. 

  Bandura’s (1986) self-efficacy theory may provide insight 

into the moderating role of self-regulatory efficacy on the effects 

of formal controls and perceived group norms on workplace 

deviance. Self-efficacy theory postulates that all aspects of human 

life such as health activities, academic activities and job related 

activities are influenced by perceived self-efficacy. The stronger 

individual's self-efficacy beliefs to resist peer pressure the less 

likely he or she will engage in deviant behaviours. From 

managerial perspective, it can be argued that organisational 

formal control and perceived group norms alone are not sufficient 

to reduce the occurrence of deviant behaviour in the workplace 

because, according to Ackroyd and Thompson (1999), individuals 

are creative people who will likely find ways on how to beat the 

formal system. Hence, the following proposition is offered: 

 

Proposition 3: Self-control will moderate the relationship between 

orgnisational formal controls, perceived group norms and 

workplace deviance. 

 

6.0  PROPOSED RESEARCH FRAMEWORK 

 

Based on the above empirical evidences, a proposed research 

framework for this study illustrating the moderating role of self-

regulatory efficacy on the influence of organisational formal 

controls and perceived group norms on workplace deviance is 

depicted in Figure 1.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1  Research framework 

 

 

  In explaining the moderating role of self-regulatory efficacy 

on the relationship between organisational formal controls, 

perceived group norms and workplace deviance,  the present 

paper proposes that that the extent to which organisational formal 

controls and perceived group norms influences employee to 

engage in deviant behaviour vary, depending upon the level of 

individual self-regulatory efficacy. The stronger individual's self-

efficacy beliefs to resist peer pressure the less likely he or she will 

engage in workplace deviant behaviours. Given the empirical 

support for the self- efficacy theory across various organizational 

settings, it is proposed that this theory would provided an 

empirical support for the moderating role of self-regulatory 

efficacy on the influence of organisational formal controls and 

perceived group norms on deviant behaviour in the workplace. 

 

 

7.0  CONCLUSION 

 

This paper has proposed the moderating role of self-regulatory 

efficacy on the relationship between organisational formal 

controls, perceived group norms and workplace deviance as 

depicted in Figure 1. If the proposed framework is validated, the 

finding will provide important insight to managers and 

practitioners into the significant role of formal controls, perceived 

group norms and self-regulatory efficacy, in reducing deviant 

behaviour at work. 
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