International Business Research; Vol. 8, No. 4; 2015
ISSN 1913-9004  E-ISSN 1913-9012
Published by Canadian Center of Science and Education

Determinants of Constructive Deviance: The Mediator Role of
Psychological Ownership

Bora Yildiz*, Litfihak Alpkanz, Hamza Ates® & Bilent Sezen®
! Faculty of Business Administration, Gebze Technical University, Gebze, Turkey
2 Faculty of Management, Istanbul Technical University, Istanbul, Turkey
3 Faculty of Political Sciences, Istanbul Medeniyet University, Istanbul, Turkey

Correspondence: Bora Yildiz, Faculty of Business Administration, Gebze Technical University, Gebze, Kocaeli,
Turkey. Tel: 90-555-721-3425. E-mail: dr.borayildiz@gmail.com

Received: January 25, 2015 Accepted: February 10, 2015 Online Published: March 25, 2015
doi:10.5539/ibr.v8n4p107 URL.: http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v8n4p107
Abstract

Today’s organizations are more flexible, creative, innovative and decentralized than past organizations.
Constructive deviant workplace behaviors have a vital importance for organizations in terms of their positive
effects. Although numerous researchers in the literature have tried to determine and clarify antecedents and
consequences of constructive deviant behaviors, studies on both psychological ownership and constructive
deviance are limited. In this respect, after a literature review on the concept of constructive workplace deviance,
this paper provides a theoretical framework on some rarely studied predictors (i.e. psychological ownership,
participative decision making, person-organization fit, idealism, justice perception), where psychological
ownership is supposed to play a mediator role. Managerial and further research implications are provided.

Keywords: constructive deviance, idealism, justice perception, participative decision making, person-organization
fit, psychological ownership

1. Introduction

Workplace deviance is one of the most important research topics affecting well-being of organization and its
members, thereby also having considerable impact on its outcomes. In the literature, there are two types of
workplace deviance behaviors; namely, constructive and destructive (Bennet & Stamper, 2001). Destructive
deviant behaviors have been defined as “voluntary behavior that violates significant organizational norms and in
so doing threatens the well-being of an organization and its members or both” (Robinson & Bennett, 1995;
Bennett & Robinson, 2000). On the other hand, constructive deviant behaviors defined as “intentionally
behaviors, which break significant organizational norms and rules to improve and contribute to well being of
organization, its members or both” (Galperin, 2002). It is clear that these behaviors are not only harmful
(destructive) (Yildiz & Alpkan, 2014) but also can be beneficial (constructive) for organizations. In the literature,
past researches mainly investigated the dark side of these behaviors (Yildiz & Alpkan, 2014; Oriicii & Yildiz,
2014; Yildiz & Yildiz, 2014). However, workplace deviance has also positive and constructive impact on
organizations and its member or both. For instance, constructive deviant workplace literature shows that violating
significant organizational norms, to well-being of an organization, provides an innovative atmosphere (Howell &
Higgins, 1990; Robbins & Galperin, 2010; Vadera et al., 2013). In this respect, the positive side of these
behaviors was evaluated in this study.

Besides the aforementioned explanations, researches clearly indicate that constructive deviant workplace
behaviors are getting more and more important in today’s organizations. The recent studies with related to causes
and consequences of constructive deviant workplace behaviors reflect the rising research interest in these
behaviors. These studies include many individual and organizational factors. However the predictors, used in
those studies, might trigger off constructive deviance not directly but trough some positive attitudes. In other
words, according to Blau’s (1964) social exchange theory perceptions cause attitudes that cause behaviors. In light
of this theory, employees’ personal feelings, expectations, perceptions, characteristics etc. may develop some
positive attitudes towards the work and organization, which then cause some positive behaviors.

In this study, we highlighted psychological ownership as a positive attitude (Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004) that links
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some possible predictors to constructive deviant behaviors. Despite its importance, relations between these two
positive concepts, both at the expense of the organizational milieu and norms, psychological ownership -a positive
attitude, and constructive workplace deviance -a set of positive behaviors, are rarely studied until now. Thus, the
present study has two main research questions: (a) what might be some less studied antecedents of constructive
deviant workplace behaviors, and (b) is psychological ownership a missing link between the antecedents and
behaviors? It develops a conceptual model that incorporates some possible causes and a theoretical mediator for
constructive deviant workplace behaviors.

The paper proceeds in the following manner. It begins with a literature review on constructive deviant workplace
behaviors and psychological ownership. Then the mediator role of psychological ownership is discussed in the
relations of idealism, participative decision-making, person-organization fit (P-O fit), and justice perceptions to
constructive deviant behaviors. Lastly, conclusions and implications are forwarded.

2. Constructive Deviant Workplace Behaviors and Psychological Ownership

The concepts of constructive deviance and psychological ownership have gained popularity in recent
organizational behavior studies. There are many different types of constructive deviance definitions according to
different studies in the literature. For instance, constructive or positive workplace deviant behaviors are defined
by Galperin (2002) as intentionally behaviors, which break significant organizational norms and rules to improve
and contribute to well-being of organization or its members or both. In Spreitzer and Sonenshein’s (2003) study
this concept is defined as “intentional behaviors that depart from the norms of a referent group in honorable
ways”. Additionally, Warren (2003) defined it as “behavior that deviates from the reference group norms but
conforms to hypernorms”. To reach a more comprehensive definition, Vadera and colleagues (2013) combined
these definitions as “behaviors that deviate from the norms of the reference group such that they benefit the
reference group and conform to hypernorms”. In line with this definition, it can be said that the concept of
constructive deviance has three main characteristics; “(a) deviate from reference group norms, (b) benefit the
reference group and (c) conform to hypernorms” (Vadera et al., 2013). Although these behaviors are out of the
formal job definition, performing these behaviors assists to achieve organizational goals and gets benefit to the
organization (Galperin & Burke, 2006; Robbins & Galperin, 2010). According to Galperin’s (2012) study
employees who break the organizational norms to organization’s well-being are source of the innovation and
pioneer actors of organizational change. Because of the innovation’s increasing affect on competitive advantage,
constructive deviance is a pivotal factor for organizations (Howell et al., 2005; Howell & Higgins, 1990).
Galperin and Burke (2006) categorized this construct into three dimensions; interpersonal constructive deviance,
challenging organizational constructive deviance and innovative organizational constructive deviance.
According to their definition interpersonal constructive deviance refers to such behaviors as; disobeying the
others or reporting wrongdoing to co-workers to positive organizational change. Challenging organizational
constructive deviance refers to such behaviors as; breaking organization’s significant norms and rules to
wellbeing of it. Lastly, innovative organizational constructive deviance refers to such behaviors as; searching for
innovative methods to routine daily tasks and generating creative solutions to overcome problems.

Brief and Motowidlo (1986) stated that “acts such as helping, sharing, donating, cooperating, and volunteering
are forms of the pro-social behavior”. Like the other pro-social behaviors (i.e. organizational citizenship
behavior, corporate social responsibility, employee voice, whistleblowing and creativity/innovation) constructive
deviant behaviors are also pro-social behaviors (Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 2004; Galperin, 2012). Although these
constructs are located in the same category, constructive deviance differs from these constructs with some
important aspects. For instance, although OCB and constructive deviance are similar in terms of their nature,
which goes beyond the existing role expectations, OCB has a passive nature. In other words, OCB requires
obeying to the organizational and managerial norms and rules. However, constructive deviance requires
employee’s proactive action to norm violation. Given the Crant’s (2000) definition, proactive behaviors are
defined as “taking initiative in improving current circumstances or creating new ones; it involves challenging the
status quo rather than passively adapting to present conditions”. According to this definition, we can say that
employees engaging constructive deviance are more prone to risk-taking than the others (Galperin, 2012).

Although constructive deviance is an important factor in terms of facilitating innovation and organizational
change, in comparison with the destructive deviant workplace behaviors, the studies, defining the antecedents of
constructive deviance, are interestingly limited and require more theoretical and empirical approach to clarify its
nature (Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 2004; Robbins & Galperin, 2010; Vadera et al., 2013). The antecedents of
constructive deviant behaviors such as; psychological ownership (Chung & Moon, 2011; Vandewalle et al.,
1995), personality traits (Big Five) (Bodankin & Tziner, 2009), cultural factors (Galperin, 2002) and
leader-member-exchange (Tziner et al., 2010) have been widely studied in last decade. However, in Vadera and
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colleagues’ (2013) study, they summed these factors into three mechanisms; intrinsic motivation, felt obligation
and psychological empowerment. In this respect, intrinsic motivation refers to “the inherent tendency to seek out
novelty and challenges, to extend and exercise one's capacities, to explore, and to learn” (Ryan & Deci, 2000).
According to Ates et al. (2012) intrinsic motivation is an important factor affecting employee’s satisfaction and
self-motivation. Felt obligation is defined within Blau’s (1964) social exchange theory. According to this theory,
if people perceive their organizations positively, they may feel obligated to behave positively to contribute its
well-being. Lastly, psychological empowerment refer to “a myriad of variables that work to fortify or strengthen
the individual in some way, allowing her or him the capacity to engage in constructive deviance” (Vadera et al.,
2013). Based on these studies, it is easy to say that there are some person and organization-related variables that
relate to the constructive deviance and employees engage these behaviors via three mechanisms.

Psychological ownership, which can be accepted as a common result of work and organization-related positive
factors, is one of rarely studied drivers of positive behaviors (e.g. Chung & Moon, 2011; Avey et al., 2009;
Vandewalle et al., 1995; Avey et al., 2012; Buchko, 1993; O’driscoll et al., 2006). Pierce and colleagues (2003)
defined psychological ownership as “that state where an individual feels as though the target of ownership or a
piece of that target is ‘theirs’ (i.e., it is MINE!)”. Pierce and colleagues (2001) also state that “feeling of
possession and being tided an object psychologically” are root of the psychological ownership construct.
Pierce and colleagues (2001, 2003) also state that psychological ownership is “an attitude with affective and
cognitive elements”. Therefore, given the people’s satisfactions as a result of the possessiveness of target object,
it can be said that satisfied people in organizations may engage in positive or constructive deviant behaviors.
Psychological ownership as an attitudinal positive variable has been rarely related to deviant behaviors in the
past literature. Although psychological ownership has a positive nature like organizational commitment,
organizational citizenship behaviour, employee voice, job satisfaction, organizational effectiveness etc. (e.g.
Avey et al., 2009, 2012; Buchko, 1993; Wagner et al., 2003), there is a paucity of research on this subject (Pierce
& Morgan, 1991). From this aspect, organizations should look psychological ownership as a must to its
well-being.

Although psychological ownership, as a positive construct, conceptually differs from other related constructs,
there is some confusion about it. To clarify this confusion, Pierce and colleagues (2001) stated that because of its
possession and motivational bases, it is distinct from other constructs. VVan Dyne and Pierce (2004) also clarified
this confusion with a few examples. For instance, ‘“Psychological ownership asks, “How much do | feel this
organization (workplace) is mine?” Organizational commitment asks, “Why should I maintain my membership in
this organization?” Organizational identification asks, “Who I am”, Internalization ask “What do I believe?”
Psychological empowerment asks, “ Do I feel capable and intrinsically motivated in my work role?” Job
involvement asks “How important is the job and job performance to my self image?”” (Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004).

In social sciences many studies are explained in light of the Blau’s (1964) social exchange theory
(Suaez-Mendoza & Zoghbi-Manrique-de-Lara, 2008). In this respect, because of this theory’s interactional
nature we can say that people have some positive and negative perceptions and these perceptions link some
positive behaviors through some positive attitudes (Greenberg & Scott, 1996; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994).
According to this theory, psychological ownership as a positive attitude might cause constructive deviance.

After the aforementioned explanations, we can say that the concept of psychological ownership has been widely
studied in recent literature (Liu et al., 2012; Mayhew et al., 2007; Ozler et al., 2008; Pierce et al., 2003, 2004;
Sieger et al., 2011, 2013). However, its relation to constructive deviant behaviors is rarely studied (Chung &
Moon, 2011). Therefore, in the present study, we propose that using some new predictors with the mediating
effect of psychological ownership can advance our understanding of constructive deviance construct. To achieve
this, a conceptual model (see Figure 3) was developed.

3. Mediator Roles of Psychological Ownership

Studying and understanding constructive deviant workplace behaviors is an important research area because of
its positive effects (Galperin, 2002; Howell & Higgins, 1990; Robbins & Galperin, 2010; Vadera et al., 2013). In
literature, the studies trying to define predictors of constructive deviance are limited. Accordingly, the research
interest, which is necessary to close this gap, is also limited. From this aspect, the main difference of the
present study from the past researches is the mediator role of psychological ownership in the proposed model.
Past researches indicate that psychological ownership is an attitude that has some positive effects on
organizations (i.e. job satisfaction, performance, extra-role behavior, commitment, and reduced negative
behaviors) (Pierce et al., 1992; Liu et al., 2012; Pierce et al., 2004; Avey et al., 2009; Sieger et al., 2013). Of
course, psychological ownership has already been studied as mediator in past researches (see Table 1). However,
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in this study, predictor variables do not predict other positive behaviors but they are used as a predictor for
constructive deviance. Additionally, these relations are not considered to be directly but they are considered to be
through some positive attitudes in the proposed model. In other words, we propose that positive employee
feelings may lead to positive behaviors through the positive attitudes, i.e. psychological ownership in this study.

Table 1. The mediator roles of psychological ownership

Study Independent Variables Mediator Variable Dependent Variables

- Participation in employee ownership initiative - Employee attitudes toward the organization
Wagner et al., 2003

- Climate of self determination - Financial Performance

- Autonomy - Organizational citizenship behavior
O’Driscoll et al., 2006

Psychological - Organizational commitment
-Work environment structure Ownership - Job satisfaction

Mayhew et al., 2007
- Organizational commitment

) - Distributive Justice - Affective commitment
Sieger et al., 2011
- Procedural Justice - Job Satisfaction
- Self-managing team climate - Organizational based self esteem
Liuetal., 2012 - Participative decision-making - Affective commitment

- Organizational citizenship behavior

Avey et al., 2012 - Ethical leadership - Job satisfaction

3.1 Mediator Role of Psychological Ownership in the Relation of Idealism to Constructive Deviant Workplace
Behaviors

The concept of ethics and ethics related constructs have been widely studied in recent literature (Arslan et al.,
2013; Elg & Alpkan, 2009; Henle et al., 2005; EIg et al., 2012). Most of these studies have mainly emphasized
that ethics can be an important factor, which is a guide for actions and to evaluating the morally questionable
activities. For instance, in El¢i and Alpkan’s (2006) study, they found that ethical climate has a positive impact
on the organizational citizenship behavior. In another study, a positive relationship was found between ethical
climate and organizational performance (EIq et al., 2004). On the other hand, many researches on constructive
deviance have been studied with related to some personality traits, perceptions, attitudes and behaviors (Chung
& Moon, 2011; Vandewalle et al., 1995; Bodankin & Tziner, 2009; Galperin, 2012; Tziner et al., 2010). Despite
the numerous studies, there are paucity of research investigating the relationship between ethical ideology
(idealism and relativism) and workplace deviance (Henle et al., 2005; Hastings & Finegan, 2011). Of course,
there are studies investigating the relationship among ethical ideology, personality, moral identity, perceived
moral intensity and moral behaviors (McFerran et al., 2009; Nye & Forsyth, 1984; Singhapakdi et al., 1999).
However, there are very few studies investigating the direct relationship between ethical ideology and
constructive deviance.

In Forsyth (1980), ethical ideology is categorized into two sub-dimensions; idealism and relativism. According
to his definition relativism is defined as “the individual rejects universal moral rules in favor of relativism”. In
line with this definition it is clear that people who has a relativist characteristics do not fit the universal moral
rules or moralization towards to these rules. In other words, relativists’ actions depend upon the nature of
situation instead of universal moral rules (Forsyth, 1992). Relativists believe that their moral reasoning depend
on the situation. According to relativists, sometimes harm to others can be seen necessary. More over, relativists
do not believe in the universal moral rules when judging what is wrong or right. The right depends on their
personal value in that situation (Forsyth, 1992). The low-level relativists believe that there is always one right
action, which is related to the universal moral rules but regardless of the context (Hastings & Finegan, 2011). On
the other hand people who have high-level idealistic characteristics, as opposite to relativism, presume that
“desirable consequences can, with the right action, always be obtained”. This definition shows that idealist
people follow universal moral rules more than the relativists. According to idealists, harming others is wrong
(Singhapakdi et al., 1999). They believe that wellbeing of others is more important than the other gains (Forsyth,
1992; Henle et al., 2005). However, low-level of it is not concern for the possible consequences to others.
Forsyth (1980) classified these definitions in a 2x2 table; idealistic or non-idealistic and believe moral rules are
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universal or relative. However, to better understand this classification we showed this classification in a quadrant
instead of 2x2 table (see Figure 1).

Relativism

Idealism

High

A

Situationists

- Reject moral rules; Advocates
individualistic; analysis of each act in
each situation; relativistic.

High <

Absolutists

Assumes that the best possible outcome
can always be achieved by following
universal moral rules

> Low

Subjectivists

- Appraisals based on personal values
and perspective rather than universal
moral principles; relativistic.

Exceptionists

Moral absolutes guide judgments but
pragmatically open to exceptions to
these standards: utilitarian

v

Low

Figure 1. Taxonomy of ethical ideologies (Forsyth, 1980)

According to Figure 1, it can be said that Absolutist, who have high-level idealism and low-level relativism is the
most idealistic character in this typology. Schlenker and Forsyht (1977) stated that “Exceptionists are more focus
on the positive aspects”. On the other hand, the common side of high-level relativism (i.e. Situationists,
Subjectivists) is personal values that are more important than the universal moral rules.

Past researches indicate that ethical ideology is one of the significant predictors of workplace deviance (Henle et
al., 2005; Hastings & Finegan, 2011). Because of its ethically questionable nature, workplace deviance differs
from person to person as a function of their ethical ideology (Henle et al., 2005). In their study, Hastings and
Finegan (2011) state that employees with high-level idealism work for well-being of others and benefit them.
Although the relationship between ethical ideology and destructive deviant workplace behaviors was
investigated in past researches (Henle et al., 2005; Hastings & Finegan, 2011), we did not find any study that
investigates the relationship between constructive deviance and ethical ideology (idealism) in the literature. In
aforementioned studies, the positive relationship between destructive deviance and relativism, and the negative
relationship between idealism and destructive deviance were hypothesized. Although McHoskey (1996)
suggested that idealists have fewer propensities to rule breaking, it may be valid for universal norms or rules but
organizational norms or rules. It is also possible that idealist may break the rules to well being of the others
trough some positive attitudes (i.e. psychological ownership). In this respect, because of its positive nature, it can
be proposed that there may be a positive relationship between high-level idealism and constructive deviant
workplace behaviors. Therefore, we propose that an employee who pursues idealist orientations may develop
feeling of possession, which is core of the psychological ownership, towards to organization and then develop
constructive deviant workplace behaviors.

Proposition 1: Psychological ownership mediates the positive relationship between idealism and constructive
deviant workplace behaviors.

3.2 Mediator Role of Psychological Ownership in the Relation of Participative Decision Making to Constructive
Deviant Workplace Behaviors

Quality, flexibility, and innovativeness are seen as critical concerns for organizational performance (e.g., Alpkan
et al., 2003; Ergun et al., 2004) where employee participation is a must. Participative decision-making is defined
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by Aiken and Hage (1966) as “the degree to which staff members participate in setting the goals and policies of
the entire organization”. This concept is also defined by Pierce and colleagues (2004) as distribution of authority
among employee in decision-making process. In Nassehi’s (2005) study, he used “decision machine” metaphor
to emphasize the importance of decision-making process in organizations. For instance, Eren et al. (2000) found
that in most companies middle managers were consulted in the strategic planning process. Although poor level of
it has undesirable effects on organizations such as; alienation, low-level performance (Aiken & Hage, 1966;
Allen & LaFollette, 1977; Black & Gregersen, 1997), high-level participation decision-making is also related to
the some positive effects on organizations (i.e. organizational citizenship behavior, job satisfaction,
organizational commitment, organization-based self-esteem) (Porter et al., 1996; Black & Gregersen, 1997;
Wagner et al., 2003; Bulut and Alpkan, 2006; Gilbert et al., 2010; Liu et al., 2012; Sieger et al., 2011).
Additionally, there are also studies indicating the positive effects of it on employees (i.e. psychological
ownership) (Chi & Han, 2008). In their study, Chi and Han (2008) stated that employee’s participation decision
making is one of the significant predictors of psychological ownership. In Liu and colleagues’ (2012) study, they
found a positive relationship between participative decision-making and psychological ownership. Additionally,
Wagner and colleagues (2003) found a positive relationship between psychological ownership and financial
performance. Of course, in many studies positive outcomes of psychological ownership such as helping and
extra-role behaviors, organizational commitment and job satisfaction were investigated. (Mayhew et al., 2007;
Pierce et al., 2004; Avey et al., 2009; Sieger et al., 2013). However, there are limited researches focusing on the
relationship between psychological ownership and constructive deviance (Chung & Moon, 2011). In their study,
Chung and Moon (2011) found a positive and significant relationship between interpersonal constructive
deviance and psychological ownership. In light of these studies, it can be said that these constructs are widely
studied in the past researches. However, to better understand these relations, a comprehensive model, which
includes these three constructs (i.e. participative decision making, psychological ownership, and constructive
deviance) is lacking in literature. Given the Blau’s (1964) social exchange theory, if employees feel themselves
as a part of their organizations and take part in decision-making process, they might develop some positive
attitude and behaviors. Because of the participative decision-making as an antecedent of psychological
ownership (Chi & Han, 2008) and psychological ownership as an antecedent of constructive deviance (Chung &
Moon, 2011) we can propose that high-level participative decision-making might be a source of constructive
deviance and psychological ownership may mediate this relationship. In other words, if employees feel
themselves as a part of the decision making process in their organizations, they may develop a feeling of
possession, which is psychologically, towards to organization and then exhibit constructive deviant workplace
behaviors.

Proposition 2: Psychological ownership mediates the positive relationship between participative
decision-making and constructive deviant workplace behaviors.

3.3 Mediator Role of Psychological Ownership in the Relation of Justice Perception to Constructive Deviant
Workplace Behavior

The concept of organizational justice is based on Adam’s (1963, 1965) equity theory. According to this theory,
employees who has perception of inequity or injustice with related to the their organizations develop some
cognitive and behavioral attitudes as a response to their organizations (Fox et al., 2001). This concept is related
to the “employee’s perception of fairness and just treatment on the job” (Fox et al., 2001). Although early stage
of this concept mainly refers to distributive justice (e.g., Khan et al., 2013; Byrne & Cropanzano, 2001;
Greenberg, 1990b), there are also procedural and interactional justices. In line with this classification, it can be
said that the concept of justice categorized into three sub-dimensions (Ambrose et al., 2002). Respectively,
distributive justice refers to the perceived fairness of one’s received outcomes such as pay (Skarlicki & Folger,
1997; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998), procedural justice refers to fairness of the procedures that are used to
determine one’s outcomes and decisions are made (Ambrose et al., 2002; Leventhal et al., 1980; Konovsky, 2000)
and lastly interactional justice refers to “the quality of the interpersonal interaction between individuals”
(Cropanzano et al., 2002). According to Henle (2005), this construct addresses the perception of fairness in the
workplace and plays a critical role in explanation of the workplace deviance’s situational based explanation. In
this respect, justice is an important factor for organizations. In Trevino and Brown’s (2005) study, they address
that if employees perceive some unacceptable behaviors acted by other employees, they expect these behaviors
will be punished. Conversely, if these acts are not punished, employees may feel disappointment and accordingly
develop some negative behaviors (i.e. destructive deviance; sabotage, theft, stress, cyberloafing) (e.g., Yildiz et
al., 2014; Syaebani & Sobri, 2011; Ambrose et al., 2002; Jones & Skarlicki, 2005; Greenberg, 1990; Judge &
Colquitt, 2004; Greenberg, 2004; Krings & Facchin, 2009).
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In literature, fairness has a vital importance from the social exchange perspective (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994;
Vadera et al., 2013). To illustrate, in Appelbaum et al.’s (2007) study, they stated that employees compare their
input-output ratio to others’ ratios. As a result of this comparison, if employees perceive their ratios as similar to
others, they may feel equity. Conversely, if they do not perceive fairness or equity with related to their ratios,
they may feel inequity. Therefore, Henle (2005) states that employees, who experienced inequity, compensate
this negative feeling as acting deviantlly. Additionally, Greenberg and Alge (1998) also emphasized that
organizational justice is an up coming predictor of workplace deviance. From this point of view, if employees’
perception of fairness is enough to their satisfaction they might have some positive attitudes and accordingly
exhibit some positive behaviors. Although past studies indicate that poor level of organizational justice, in other
words injustice, is associated with the negative outcomes, high-level of justice is also associated with some
positive outcomes such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behavior,
positive work outcomes and constructive deviance etc. (e.g., Moorman, 1991; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992;
Moorman et al., 1993; Ang et al., 2003; Appelbaum et al., 2007; Galperin, 2002; Vadera et al., 2013; Cakar et al.,
2004). In this respect, it can be said that people having high-level of justice perception against to their
organizations may exhibit constructive deviant behaviors.

Psychological ownership as an important positive attitude may play such a linking role between the employees’
perception of justice and constructive deviant behaviors. As aforementioned, psychological ownership is
associated with the constructive deviance (Chung & Moon, 2011; Vandewalle et al., 1995) and it was used as
mediator between some perceptions and positive behaviors (see Table 1). From these studies it can be understood
that psychological ownership serves as a bridge between positive perceptions and behaviors. On the other hand,
there are also studies investigating the relationship between organizational justice and psychological ownership
(Chi & Han, 2008). In their study, Chi and Han (2008) proposed that organizational justice (procedural and
distributive) might play a mediator role in the relationship between formal ownership (profit sharing plans,
participation decision-making and access to business information) and psychological ownership. However, in
this study, the mediator role of psychological ownership was used between perceived organizational justice and
constructive deviance. In the proposed model we suggest that if people perceive their organizational milieu as
fair or equitable they may develop some positive attitudes (i.e. psychological ownership) and, in turn, exhibit
some positive behaviors (i.e. constructive deviant behaviors). Therefore, in the proposed model, the perception
of justice could work through the mechanism of psychological ownership.

Proposition 3: Psychological ownership mediates the positive relationship between justice perception and
constructive deviant workplace behaviors.

3.4 Mediator Role of Psychological Ownership in the Relation of Person-Organization Fit to Constructive
Deviant Workplace Behaviors

Generally, the principle of right person to right organization is a pivotal factor for business life. Organizations
spend excessive effort (i.e. time, money, manpower) to do this. In this respect, Person-Organization fit (P-O fit)
is critical for organizations. In the literature, there are many different definitions of it according to different
studies. Kristof-Brown and colleagues’ (2005) definition is one of them, which is “the compatibility between
people and entire organization”. Although this definition is broadly accepted in the literature, there is some
confusion about it (Judge & Ferris, 1992). Therefore, the following explanations are required to clarify these
confusions. The first of these, distinction is between complementary fit and supplementary fit (Kristof, 1996).
These two types of fit are defined by Muchinsky and Monahan (1987). They defined complementary fit as “it
occurs when a person’s characteristics make whole the environment or add to it what is missing”. On the other
hand, supplementary fit is defined as when a person “supplements, embellishes, or possesses characteristics
which are similar to other individual in an environment”. The second distinction is between needs-supplies and
demand-abilities perspectives. From the needs-supplies perspective P-O fit occurs, when employee’s
expectations are satisfied by organization. On the other hand, from the demand-abilities perspective P-O fit
occurs, when the employees has some skills to satisfy organizational requirements (Caplan, 1987). These two
distinctions was integrated into one definition by Kirstof (1996). According to Kristof (1996), P-O fit defined as
“the compatibility between people and organizations that occurs when: (a) at least one entity provides what the
other needs, or (b) they share similar fundamental characteristics, or (c) both”.

In the literature, many studies indicate that high-level of P-O fit is associated with the some positive outcomes
(i.e. job satisfaction, organizational performance, organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship
behavior) (e.g. Elg et al., 2008; Liu et al., 2010; O'Reilly et al., 1991; Bretz & Judge, 1994; Suaez-Mendoza &
Zoghbi-Manrique-de-Lara, 2008). However, there are also studies, which relate to the undesirable effects of poor
level of P-O fit such as; turnover intention, alienation, dissatisfaction, and counter productive workplace
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behaviors (e.g. Liu et al, 2010; Sharkavi et al., 2013, Jawad et al., 2013; Su&ez-Mendoza &
Zoghbi-Manrique-de-Lara, 2008). These studies show that high-level of P-O fit is a desirable factor for
organizations. Cable and Judge (1996) state that employee’s perception of P-O fit is strongly associated with the
employees’ attitudes. Given the Balu’s (1964) social exchange explanation, there are interactions among
perceptions, attitudes and behaviours. In this respect, although we did not find any study that investigates the
direct relationship between P-O fit and constructive deviance, according to this theory P-O fit can be a predictor
of constructive deviance.

As aforementioned, psychological ownership, as a positive attitude, is associated with the constructive deviance
(Chung & Moon, 2011; Vandewalle et al., 1995). In Van Dyene and colleagues’ (1994) study, they investigated
the relationship between some predictors (i.e. positive job attitudes, cynicism, workplace values, motivating job
characteristics, tenure, job level) and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). Also, in their study, they
suggested that the relationship is not directly but trough some possible mediators (Netemeyer et al., 1997;
Podsakoff et al., 1990). Given the OCB is a pro-social behavior (Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 2004; Galperin, 2012),
constructive deviance, which is to focus on helping others, is also prosocial behavior. In other words, the
relationship between P-O fit and constructive deviance may not be directly but through some possible attitudes
(i.e. psychological ownership). According to these studies, we propose that an employee, who feels that there is a
good fit between his characteristics and those of the organization he serves, may develop feeling of possession,
which is psychologically, and then engages in constructive deviant behaviors.

Proposition 4: Psychological ownership mediates the positive relationship between person-organization fit (P-O
fit) and constructive deviant workplace behaviors.

Idealism P1
Participative Decision P2
Making
Psychological Constructive Deviant
Ownership Workplace Behaviors

Justice Perception

Person- Organization Fit P4

Figure 2. Proposed model

4. Conclusion

Because of today’s organizations’ focus on being more flexible, creative, innovative, decentralized and global,
adding some extra values to contribute organization’s well-being has become an obligation for its members to
survive in their organizations. Of course, to do this, sometimes existing norms and procedures may not be
sufficient. At this point, behaving deviantlly may be necessary to contribute organization’s well-being and to
maintain their existences in organizations. Although, the concept of deviance is widely used with negative
meanings, as mentioned before, it is also used as a positive meaning in the literature. In this study, the concept of
constructive (positive) deviance was investigated.

The present study began defining some constructs with related to the proposed model and reviewing the relevant
literature of constructive deviant workplace behaviors. After explaining their rationales, we suggested several
propositions related with six variables; constructive deviant workplace behaviors, participative decision-making,
psychological ownership, person-organization fit, idealism and lastly justice perception. In this respect, several
propositions were developed to test these predictive relationships (see Figure 2).

After the comprehensive literature review, we thought that this study shed light on these questions; (a) what
might be some less studied antecedents of constructive deviant workplace behaviors, and (b) is psychological
ownership a missing link between the antecedents and behaviors? According to these questions, based on the
theoretical rationales it is easy to say that with regard to this study we tried to close the gap in constructive
deviance literature. To do this, we discussed past researches, their contribution to the existing literature and
shortcomings of it. Than, we determined some rarely studied predictors (i.e. justice perception, idealism, P-O fit
and participative decision making, and psychological ownership). To present the relations among these variables
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we developed a conceptual model and propositions. An important contribution of this study, psychological
ownership, as a positive attitude, was used as mediator in the proposed model (see Figure 2). Of course, in the
past studies, psychological ownership has already been used as a mediator (see Table 1). However, in our
proposed model, we proposed that some positive perceptions might cause constructive deviance trough
psychological ownership. In other words, we propose that psychological ownership might be a missing link
between predictors and constructive deviance.

Considering this relationship within the Blau’s (1964) social exchange theory, we can say that if people perceive
their organizations positively, they may feel obligated to behave positively to contribute its well-being (Vadera et
al., 2013). From this aspect, we thought employee’s feelings and propensities could lead to the constructive
deviant behaviors trough the agency of psychological ownership. Besides, this theoretical study can be beneficial
for practitioners and researchers. By means of this study, managers might develop some strategies to conduct
some positive organizational changes and establish a favourable organizational milieu to support constructive
deviance. For instance, managers should ensure fair and equitable environment to prevent negative perceptions
and attitudes, which employees might have. In other words, they should establish a fair and trust focused
organizational milieu to trigger positive attitudes. Top managers should encourage employees to participate in
decision-making process and set ground for a suitable organizational structure to achieve this aim. HRM
managers also should look for P-O fit as must in selecting or hiring activities to contribute to the organization’s
well-being. Informed about how ethical ideology has an effect on the morally questionable behaviors, managers
may look for ethical ideology as an effective instrument, which used for predict and manage deviant behaviors.
If these suggestions are realized and psychological ownership is maximized, positive attitudes such as;
organizational trust and commitment may increase which then lead to constructive deviance.

Despite the aforementioned strengths, this study is not without limitations. Firstly, although there are two types of
deviance (i.e. constructive and destructive) we only investigated constructive deviance. Therefore, destructive
deviance lies outside the scope of this study. Further researches should investigate these two types of deviance at
the same time to determine whether the dynamics underlying these two constructs are unique or not. Secondly, in
this paper we tried to define some rarely used predictors that may be antecedents of constructive deviance. Further
researches should try to define consequences of the constructive deviance such as; employee creative performance
and innovative performance. Thirdly, it is obvious that in social sciences there are a great deal of attitudes or
behaviors, which may affect constructive deviance, however, we only used five of them. Therefore, further
research should explore the possibility that some other situational and contextual variables mediate or moderate
these relations. In addition, further researcher may investigate the direct or moderator effect of personality
variables.

So far, the theoretical limitations have been mentioned, however, there are also some demographic,
instrumentation and research limitations. To illustrate, although the relationships among different constructs, in
proposed model, have respectable theoretical rationales, it needs to apply on some suitable samples to its validity.
For instance, this model can be used on employees working in informatics sector or other sectors, where
innovativeness, flexibility and constructive deviance are required. Of course, although the construct definitions of
the variables have explained in detail, there is still need to conduct robust quantitative analyses to test our
propositions. Given the comprehensiveness of this study, any single study could test our propositions separately.
Thereby, by means of these studies we could look at whether the theoretical linkages of our proposed model are
supported or not. Another limitation concern, although the proposed model was not tested empirically in this
study, it may be a guide for possible researches that according to past studies the measuring deviance by
self-reported can be the best way (Bowling et al., 2011; Bowling & Eschleman, 2010). Additionally, in this study
we did not consider any emotional or situational factors, which can be control variables (i.e. emotional stability,
negative affect, risk taking propensity) affecting our proposed linkages. Thus, further researches should take into
account of these factors to better understand these relations. Lastly, although the present study is based on
qualitative rationales, we believe that it will achieve its primary purpose when it is empirically tested by future
researches.
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