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COUNTERPRODUCTIVE WORK BEHAVIOUR OR JUST NEGATIVE
 JOB PERFORMANCE? 

Håkan Jensgård*

What  constitutes  job  performance  has  been  a  widely  covered  topic 
within organizational psychology. Counterproductive work behaviors 
(CWB) have often been seen as being comprised of two subfactors – 
Interpersonal  CWB  and  Organizational  CWB,  and  Contextual 
Performance has by some researchers been presented as a construct 
consisting  of  two  subfactors  –  Job  dedication  and  Interpersonal 
Facilitation. The purpose of this study was to test different models of 
these two constructs  by Confirmatory Factor Analysis,  investigating 
data from supervisors' ratings of CWB and contextual performance of 
370  employees  at  a  Swedish  telesales  company.  None  of  the 
hypothesized models reached an adequate fit with comparison indexes. 
However,  a  post  hoc  modification  of  the  model  displayed  a  more 
reasonable  fit,  albeit  still  not  adequate.  This,  together  with  the 
relationships between the subfactors suggest that CWB and contextual 
performance  indeed  are  separate  constructs,  but  also  that  the 
dimensionality of CWB is questionable.

In 2008, the total cost for loss in the Swedish retail industry mounted to approximately 
7,2 billion SEK, of which some 31% was accounted for by employee theft (The Global 
Retail Theft Barometer 2008). Employee theft is only one example of counterproductive 
behaviors (abbreviated to, and hereinafter referred to as CWB in this paper) that every 
year cause enormous costs, not only to organizations, but for individuals and general 
society  as  well.  However,  individuals  do  not  only  hurt  organizations,  they  are  also 
capable of inflicting severe damages to other individuals in the work place. In 1999, for 
example, it was reported that work place bullying costs society some 30 billion SKR,  - 
not to mention the psychological damage caused to each and every individual targeted by 
those behaviors (SOU 1999:69).

In psychological research, literature on counterproductive behaviors is now beginning to 
grow and  the  main  objective  of  this  paper  is  to  further  investigate  this  construct  in 
comparison  to  job  performance.  It  is  not  a  straightforward  question,  given  the  quite 
complex  task  research  has  when  it  comes  to  investigating  covert  behaviors  and  any 
contribution in this field is welcome, especially since many positive behaviors in the 
work place that contribute to job performance, also take place in private. Over the last 
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decade there have been conflicting thoughts on what job performance really is and how 
CWB relates to it.  A term often used for behaviors normally not covered by the job 
description is contextual performance, and since CWB actually fits this description, it is 
necessary to compare and contrast these theoretical constructs. Especially, since the costs 
from counterproductive acts are relatively easy to measure and calculate, whereas the 
contribution from individuals' contextual productivity pose quite the challenge. And if, 
which is quite likely, individuals involve in both counterproductive behaviors as well as 
productive,  it  gets  even trickier.  So,  it  is  not  an unimportant  question.  A consensual 
model for an individual's total contribution to an organization, would be of great interest 
to both researchers and practitioners in the field. 

The dimensionality of CWB
Although there are other, similar terms in the literature describing CWB, (e.g. “workplace 
aggression” [Neuman & Baron, 2005] or “organizational misbehavior” [Vardi &Weiner, 
1996]), they often overlap in concept and therefore the more comprehensive term CWB 
will be used in this paper. So what specific behaviors are CWB constituted of then, and 
what does the term really mean? Miles, Borman, Spector, and Fox (2002, p. 51) define 
CWB  as:  “...detrimental,  potentially  destructive  acts  that  hurt  colleagues  or 
organizations.” They use this definition as an umbrella covering a number of constructs 
overlapping  in  content,  but  all  dealing  with  some  sort  of  behaviors  breaking 
organizational or societal norms, or rules. It has been confirmed by meta analysis to be a 
hierarchical  construct,  consisting  of  a  general  factor  with  two  underlying  types  of 
behaviors targeting either other individuals or the organization itself  (Berry,  Ones, & 
Sackett, 2007).

Since  earlier  research  in  this  area  had  focused  on  more  specific  behaviors,  the  first 
researchers who tried to integrate the literature on negative behaviors in the work place 
into a more comprehensive theory was Robinson and Bennett (1995) who defined their 
version of CWB, Organizational Deviance (OD), as ”...voluntary behavior that violates 
significant  organizational  norms  and  in  so  doing  threatens  the  well-being  of  an 
organization, its members, or both.”  (p. 556). In the same study, using multidimensional 
scaling, they investigated the construct further and found that CWB was dimensioned 
around two axes; one which they labeled organizational and interpersonal deviance, and 
one which represented the severity of the behavior, from minor to serious. This typology 
reflects  the  target  of  the  behaviors  in  question,  and  the  seriousness  of  the  behavior, 
resulting  in  four  categories  of  organizational  deviance.  An  employee  theft  from the 
check-out, for example, would fall into the category organizational deviance, and the 
sum stolen would determine the severity of the act. 

The contribution of the typology of deviant work place behavior to research on CWB is 
that it  has provided a clear framework for describing and measuring these behaviors. 
Using this typology as stepping-stone, Bennett and Robinson (2000) also constructed a, 
since  then,  widely  used  self-report  questionnaire  measuring  CWB,  furthering  their 
contribution to this line of research. It is, however, a model that has been questioned. 
Gruys and Sackett (2003) investigated these dimensions and suggested that the minor-
serious  axis  was  scrapped,  in  favour  of  a  task  relevance  dimension.  However,  the 
dimension ID and OD still  matched the one first  proposed by Robinson and Bennett 
(1995). Gruys and Sackett (2003) also found a strong intercorrelation between ID and 
OD, which suggests that an individual involved in one type of behavior is also likely to 
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involve in other forms of CWB. Later meta analyses have replicated these dimensions 
(e.g. Dalal, 2005) and despite the fact that these dimensions show somewhat different 
external  relationships  (Berry,  Ones,  &  Sackett,  2007),  there  seems  to  be  sufficient 
support for this model of this construct. 

Apart  from  individual  variables,  other  factors  have  been  linked  to  CWB  and  are 
sometimes seen as possible causes of these behaviors. Group attitudes, organizational 
injustice  in  rewards  and  procedures,  job  constraints,  abusive  supervision  and  job 
dissatisfaction are some factors that have been investigated in conjuncture with CWB 
(for a review, see Fox & Spector, 2005). In order to sum it up, CWB as a construct could 
be described as a hierarchical model with a general CWB factor at the top, several  group 
factors (such as interpersonal and organizational deviance) below the general factor, and 
specific CWB domains such as theft below these group factors, as suggested by Sackett 
and DeVore (2002). 

The dimensionality of Job Performance
In  their  theory of  task  and contextual  performance,  Motiwidlo,  Borman,  and  Schmit 
(1997) described performance as behavioural, episodic and evaluative. They argued that 
a theory of performance must focus on behavior and not on outcomes, as they are not 
solely  under  the  individual´s  control.  Moreover,  performance  is  a  multidimensional 
construct, consisting of task performance, which relates to the processes and activities in 
an organization that serve to execute and maintain its technical core, e.g. teaching in a 
school  or  operating  a  production  machine  in  a  plant.  Also,  performance  consists  of 
contextual performance, which are behaviors that serve to contribute to the social and 
psychological environment in an organization, e.g. helping and cooperating with others, 
follow the organization's rules and endorsing its objectives. This definition  also fits well 
with other behaviors described in the performance literature, for example Organizational 
Citizenship Behaviors (OCB; Organ, 1988), or Prosocial Behaviors (Puffet, 1987). 

Motiwidlo et al. (1997) also predicted that these dimensions would differ from each other 
in  terms  of  individual  differences  as  antecedents  of  performance.  For  example,  they 
predicted that agreeableness would be more strongly linked to contextual performance 
and that conscientiousness would be more strongly linked to task performance. They did 
not,  however,  see  this  as  a  direct  link.  There  should  be  a  mediating  step  when  an 
individual acquire skills, attitudes, knowledge, and work habits in interaction with his or 
her work place environment. Thus, any direct links between ability and personality and 
job performance would at best, be moderate. 

The strength of their theory was that it generated more focus on behaviors, and also being 
general  and  simple  enough  to  be  applicable  to  a  wide  range  of  different  jobs  and 
organizations. The dimensions of task and contextual performance has been somewhat 
supported  in  later  research  (Kamdar  & Van Dyne,  2007;  Van Scotter  & Motowidlo, 
1996).  Furthermore,  in  their  recent  meta  analysis  of  OCB (organizational  citizenship 
behaviors) Podsakoff, Whiting, Podsakoff, and Blume (2009) were able to show several 
outcomes  related  to  contextual  performance  on  both  individual  level  (e.g.  turnover 
intentions,  absenteeism,  and  managerial  performance  ratings  of  employees)  and 
organizational level (e.g. productivity, efficiency, and customer satisfaction). Moreover, 
the construct of contextual performance, or organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB), 
has been discussed and propositions have been made that it consists of several 
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dimensions,  ranging from five: altruism, courtesy,  sportmanship,  civic  virtue,  and job 
conscientiousness (Organ, 1988), to two: organizational and individual OCB (Williams 
& Anderson, 1991). However, using confirmatory factor analysis in a recent quantitive 
meta-analysis  of OCB,   Hoffman,  Blair,  Meriae,  and Woehr (2007) found it  to  be a 
single, specific construct, albeit strongly related to task specific performance. 

A socio-analytical perspective is taken by  Hogan and Holland (2003) which states that 
job performance is best explained by two fundamental motivational drives - communion 
striving (get along) or status striving (get ahead). The former resulting in behaviors with 
the purpose of getting along with other people in the work place (e.g. being helpful, have 
a positive attitude, complying to rules) and the latter of behaviors with the purpose of 
getting ahead of people (e.g exhibit effort and work with energy). From this perspective, 
in performance appraisal,  individuals who display strong such drives would be worth 
rewarding as they would tend to function well socially - act rationally and show concern 
for quality and productivity.  However,  it  could be argued that  these drives  might  be 
somewhat  conflicting  as  a  person  who  is  willing  to  get  ahead  probably  would  act 
competitively in the work place, which in turn could lead to the irritation of colleagues 
and  sub-ordinates.  Nevertheless,  from  this  perspective,  contextual  performance  is 
comprised by two dimensions: communion striving and status striving. These dimensions 
closely overlap the underlying facets of contextual performance described by Van Scotter 
& Motowidlo (1996), namely job dedication and interpersonal facilitation. 

In order to sum up this section and clarify this area with many overlapping terms and 
concepts:  in  this  study contextual  performance,  or  OCB, will  be seen as  a  construct 
consisting of two underlying dimensions: Job Dedication and Interpersonal facilitation, 
as suggested by Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996).

The relationship between CWB and contextual performance.
Traditionally, research has provided much knowledge of how individual differences in, 
for example, personality factors and cognitive ability, relate to different aspects of job 
performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991, Schmidt, 2002). These relationships could perhaps 
give some clues to the nature of CWB and OCB, meaning that if  they should show 
different external correlates this would suggest that they indeed are distinct from each 
other.

Much of the research within organizational psychology concerning job performance and 
personality has used the Five Factor Model (Digman, 1990). Using the two dimensions 
of CWB described earlier -  organizational deviance (OD) and interpersonal deviance 
(ID) -  Berry et al. (2007) found substantial relationships in their meta analysis between 
three of the Big Five factors and CWB (measured by either self or peer reports), namely 
agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability. One important aspect of the 
study of Berry et al. (2007) was that they found that these personality factors correlated 
differently  with  ID  and  OD,  which  for  example  makes  conscientiousness  a  better 
predictor of organizational deviance (OD) than interpersonal deviance (ID), which shows 
stronger correlations to agreeableness. This supports the measuring of facets of CWB, 
since this gives a more clear picture of the construct.
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These  findings  support  the  use  of  personality-based  integrity  tests  in  selection 
procedures,  which  often  are  based  on  these  personality  factors.  Quite  a  few  other 
personality  variables  have  also  been  found to  predict  CWB,  for  example  narcissism 
(Penney & Spector, 2002), locus of control (Perlow & Latham, 1993), and self control 
(Marcus & Schuler, 2004) but the traits depicted above have not only won consistent 
support among researchers within organizational psychology, the linkage between them 
and integrity testing have also been to some real use by practitioners. 
 
However,  integrity  has  not  only been  linked  to  CWB. In  their  meta  analysis,  Ones, 
Viswesvaran, and Schmidt (1993) reported a predictive validity of .41 when integrity 
tests  were used for predicting work performance.  This has not only strengthened the 
support  for integrity testing in general,  but also contributed to the debate of whether 
CWB perhaps only is the reverse of the ”job performance coin” (Dalal,  2005; Puffet, 
1987; Sackett 2002). So, when comparing CWB to contextual performance, they share 
several similarities and common features between them. For example, they are based on 
behaviors,  and like many other theories out there,  they are both dimensioned around 
individuals  and  tasks.  They  also  share  some  antecedent  personality  facets,  i.e. 
agreeableness,  and  conscientiousness,  and  in  practice,  they  are  both  predicted  by 
integrity tests. According to this line of thought, the following hypothesis is derived:

Hypothesis 1: Job Performance is best viewed as a single, general factor. CWB 
is just the negative end of a performance continuum.

However,  one  recent  study  from  Sackett,  Berry,  Wiemann,  and  Laczo  (2006)  also 
investigated  extroversion  and  openness  to  experience,  two  factors  not  normally 
associated with performance constructs, and found that these factors actually showed a 
stronger relationship to contextual performance than with CWB, furthering strengthening 
the case that these are, in fact, separate constructs. Furthermore, Sackett (2002) reviewed 
earlier  research regarding this  relationship and after  analyzing three large studies,  he 
concluded that there is a strong convergence between contextual performance and CWB, 
but that task performance so far had  showed more spurious relationships, assumingly 
due to different methods of measuring and operationalizing performance. Despite this 
strong relationship between CWB and contextual performance, he concluded that there 
are three distinct facets of job performance: task, contextual, and CWB. These findings 
were later supported in Dalal's review of the relationship between CWB and OCB, in 
which it was reported that not only did the two constructs share antecedents (e.g., job 
satisfaction, and organizational injustice) but the size of the  correlation between them 
was a substantial  -.70 when supervisors' ratings were used.  However, the size of that 
correlation  dropped  to  -.12  when  self  ratings  were  investigated  (Dalal,  2005).  In 
accordance with these findings, the following hypothesis is derived:

Hypothesis  2:  Contextual  performance  and  CWB  are  best  viewed  as  two 
separate constructs - distinct from each other - together forming a two-factor 
model of Job Performance.

Sackett et al. (2006) investigated this relationship further when they included measures of 
CWB and OCB together with the Big Five in the same confirmatory factor analysis for 
the first time.  They investigated a large and diverse employee sample and subsequently, 
they  reported  the  best  fit  for  a  model  of  five  factors;  interpersonal  deviance  (ID), 
organizational deviance (OD), organizational support (OCB-O), personal support (OCB-
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I), and conscientious initiative (OCB-C). The classification of contextual performance 
was summed up in an article from Coleman and Borman (2000) in which they presented 
various  dimension  systems  of  this  construct.  The  support  for  the  two  underlying 
dimensions of Interpersonal Facilitation and Job Dedication is found in several of the 
dimensions reviewed, although with varying sub-dimensions. Therefore it is reasonable 
to believe that this might be the case. It leads to hypothesis three:

Hypothesis  3:  CWB  and  Contextual  Performance  comprises  two  distinct 
dimensions  each:  CWB  of  Interpersonal  and  Organizational  CWB  –  and 
Contextual Performance of Interpersonal Facilitation and Job Dedication. Thus, 
a Job Performance model is best viewed as one containing these four factors.

In sum, meanings are divided regarding the nature of- and relationship between CWB 
and contextual performance. Could it be that these constructs actually are two opposite 
ends  of  the  same  behavioral  continuum,  or  are  they  two  distinct  facets  of  job 
performance that co-exist? An answer to this, would hopefully contribute to performance 
research, and in the long run give practitioners more exact tools for measurement, which 
could  serve  to  strengthen  organizations'  recruitment-  and  performance  appraisals 
procedures.  The purpose of this study is to test the earlier theoretically and empirically 
derived dimensions of these constructs and their relationship to one another. 

Method

Participants and Procedure
Existing data from a recent study of personality and job performance by Lilius (2009) 
was re-analyzed with the aim of this study in mind. A total of 370 employees, working in 
telesales at a Swedish company, were rated on Contextual Performance (Interpersonal 
Facilitation and Job Dedication) and CWB (Organizational and Interpersonal) by their 
supervisors. The company had three offices based in different parts of the country, and 
the  employees’ job  was  primarily  to  sell  broadband  and  telephone  contracts.  In  the 
original study, the data collection was interrupted before all self-reports were obtained, 
and it therefore contained a smaller sample-size. Although the supervisors' ratings were 
obtained in full, they did not, however, contain any information about age, or gender. 
However, in order to provide some information, the sample in Lilius (2009)  comprised 
128 (76 female, 52 male) subjects. Their ages ranged from 17 to 70 years (mean= 23.48; 
SD= 9.61).

Initially,  the  subjects  and  their  supervisors  were  sent  an  email  providing  general 
information about the study and its procedure. Moreover, they were instructed to code all 
data using the employees’ identification numbers. In the first stage, the supervisors were 
instructed by their managers to complete a questionnaire comprised of two rating scales 
(the  CWB  scale  as  well  as  the  contextual  performance  scale)  for  each  of  their 
subordinates. The self-explanatory rating scales had been uploaded onto the company’s 
intranet  and required approximately 10 minutes  per  subordinate  to  complete.  A three 
week deadline was given for this initial stage.  A re-minder email was sent out by the 
author on one occasion. Thereafter, the telesales company sent the raw score ratings for 
the  measures, in excel files. The subjects, supervisors and company officials were 
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debriefed upon completion of the study.

Measures
The  Contextual   Performance  scale  (Sjöberg,  Sjöberg,  &  Forssén,  2006)  was 
operationalized in accordance with Hogan’s (1982) socio-analytic theory and the theory 
of task and contextual performance (Motowidlo et al., 1997). In this study, status striving 
was operationalized with six items measuring OCB – Job Dedication (e.g. “the employee 
works hard”) while communion striving was operationalized with six items measuring 
OCB – Interpersonal facilitation (e.g. “the employee rarely gets upset”). Accordingly, 
supervisors indicated how accurately each item described the employees’ behaviour on a 
seven-point rating scale (1 = Disagree; 7 = Agree). The following alphas were obtained: 
OCB – Interpersonal Facilitation (α= .87), OCB – Job Dedication (α= .87). 

The  Counterproductive  Work  Behaviour  (CWB; Sjöberg  &  Sjöberg,  2007)  based  on 
Bennett and Robinson’s (2000) theory of deviant behaviour, consisted of  10 statements 
measuring CWB. The items were rated on a 7-point rating scale according to how often a 
specific deviant behaviour was carried out (1 = Never; 7 = Daily). Five of the 10 items 
described deviant behaviour targeted toward other individuals (e.g. “  the employee has 
acted in a threatening manner towards someone at work”) and the remaining five items 
described deviant behaviour toward the organization (e.g. “the employee has been late for  
work”).  A measure of interpersonal and organizational CWB was acquired by adding 
together the ratings for the five items of each scale. The alpha coefficients obtained were: 
Interpersonal CWB (α= .73), Organizational CWB (α= .71).

Table 1 lists, means standard deviations, and correlations between the items of the two 
scales used. As can be seen, the means of the reversely scored CWB items were generally 
higher than the OCB items, and standard deviations of the CWB items were also smaller. 
Note that CWB items 15, 20, and 21, not only had the highest means, ranging from 6,92 – 
6,99, but they also displayed very little variance in this sample, with standard deviations 
ranging from 0,1 – 0,5, which means that these behaviors were rare in this sample.

The highest correlation was found in the OCB-O scale, between the items ”performing” 
and ”working very hard” (r  = .79,  p < .01). In the CWB scales, the highest correlation 
was between item 21 ”has showed up for work under the influence of drugs or alcohol” 
and item 15 ”has taken objects from work without permission” (r = .86, p < .01). Those 
were also the items with the highest mean and smallest standard deviations. 

Missing Data

The  analyses  was  performed  using  AMOS  17.0  software,  which  gives  the  option  of 
imputing missing data. This data set contained random missing data from 22 (6%) of the 
participants, which subsequently was imputed using the subcommand uEM (expectation-
maximization) algorithm in SPSS and thus a complete data set of 370 cases was achieved. 
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Analyses
First, descriptive data was computed for each item of the scales. This was followed by a 
confirmatory factor analysis, which was carried out in order to compare and contrast the 
theoretically supported model of four factors (CWB-I, CWB-O, OCB-IF, OCB-JD) with 
two other suggested models, and an adapted model. Thus, the following models were 
analyzed:

1.  A general performance factor. Meaning that CWB would be the negative end of a  
general performance continuum.

2. A two-factor model: general CWB and general OCB, meaning that these are separate 
constructs and individuals would be able to engage in both type of behaviors.

3. A  four-factor  model:  organizational  CWB,  interpersonal  CWB,  interpersonal  
facilitation OCB, and job dedication OCB, meaning that these constructs are best  
viewed as separate facets of CWB and OCB respectively.

4. An  adapted  model:in  which  items  that  displayed  systematic  error  variance  were  
allowed to correlate.

The  χ2 statistic was used to test for differences between the estimated covariance matrix 
and the observed covariances.  Several fit indexes were evaluated for determination of 
overall  model  fit:  the  root  mean  square  error  of  approximation  (RMSEA)  whith  a 
generally recommended cut off value of .08 or less indicating reasonable level of error of 
approximation in relation to degrees of freedom (Hu & Bentler, 1999); the comparative 
fit  index (CFI),  with a recommended cut  off  value of .95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999); the 
normed fit index (NFI) and the adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI), both ranging from 
0 to 1, with values greater than .90 indicating adequate fit of the model to data (Bentler & 
Bonnett, 1980).

Results

None of the hypothesized models exhibited adequate  fit  to  data,  but by letting some 
problematic  CWB items covary,  an alternative model  was  subsequently tested which 
came closer to a reasonable fit.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Table 2 lists the results of the confirmatory factor analyses. The first model - a general 
performance factor,  exhibited a poor fit  with the indexes.  For example,  CFI was  .40 
compared to the generally recommended .90. 

The second model which fitted two separate factors of performance, CWB and OCB, also 
displayed a poor fit, with a CFI of .54. However, the correlation obtained between the two 
factors  was  .42 suggesting  a  moderate  negative  relationship  between CWB (reversely 
scored) and OCB. 

Although model three achieved the best fit out of the hypothesized models in this study, a 
CFI of .65 does not sufficiently support such a model. Neither did the other fit indexes. It 
is worth pointing out,  though, that  the mean intercorrelation between OCB facets  and 
CWB facets was only .28, whereas the mean correlation between the facets within  OCB 
and CWB was .72, which is substantially larger, suggesting that these constructs are 
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distinct and separate entities.

Table 2. Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis.

Fit indexes

Models     χ2 RMSEA CFI NFI AGFI

One ”general” performance factor 3170.87 .20 .40 .38 .38

Two factors; OCB versus CWB 2462.21 .17 .54 .52  .46

Four factors; 1917.13 .15 .65 .63 .58

OCB-Job Dedication

OCB-Interpersonal facilitation

CWB-Interpersonal

CWB-Organizational

Adjusted model 983.11 .10 .84 .81 .76

Note.   χ2 = Minimum Fit Function Chi-Square;
 
RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CFI = 

Comparative Fit Index; NFI = Normed Fit Index; AGFI = Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index; OCB = Organizational 
Citizenship Behaviors; CWB = Counterproductive Work Behaviors

After further inspection of the total effects of each item and the modification indexes, a 
post hoc qualitative analysis was carried out, in which it was concluded that some items 
broke the assumption of non-systematic error variance and they were therefore allowed 
to correlate in a fourth, alternative model which was then fitted to data. The items in 
question were,  from the OCB scale:  ”performing” and ”working hard”,  and from the 
CWB scale it was ””has stolen from the employer”, “has acted in a threatening manner  
towards someone at work”, and ”has showed up at work under the influence of drugs or 
alcohol”. This alternative model exhibited a clearly improved fit compared to the other 
models, with a CFI of .84 and RMSEA of .10, but since this was reached in a post-hoc 
analysis,  any interpretation of this  model  and the items involved must  be made with 
caution. 

Each item's loading on its hypothesized factor in the four factor model is presented in 
table 3. In general, factor loadings were high, with the exception of two items from the 
CWB - Organizational scale, namely ”has taken objects from work without permission” 
and ”has showed up for work under the influence of drugs or alcohol” with loadings of .
19 and .23 respectively.
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Table 3. Standardized maximum likelihood estimates of factor loadings on the four sub factors of the suggested 
four factor model of job performance.

Items (scale) Sub factors

Note. All factor loadings are positive since CWB items were reversely scored in the analysis.

Discussion

The  purpose  of  this  study  was  to  investigate  the  construct  of  CWB  and  contextual 
performance (OCB) and how they relate  to  each other,  by using confirmatory factor 
analysis. None of the hypothesized models exhibited adequate fit to data, but by letting 
some problematic CWB items covary, an alternative model was tested which came close 
to a reasonable fit. This was not the case with OCB - whose factor loadings displayed 
two clear sub factors of Job Dedication and Interpersonal Facilitation. At a higher order 
level - the intercorrelations between the facets of the investigated scales also provided 
support for the notion that OCB and CWB in fact are two separate factors, and thus it 
makes sense to measure these at facet-level, separate from each other, when investigating 
the total contribution from an individual to an organization.

Considering  the  vast  support  throughout  literature  on  the  two  dimensions  of  CWB 
proposed in this study, the results obtained in this study are somewhat surprising, as it 
did not, for example, replicate the four dimensions confirmed by Sackett et al. (2006). 

OCB-IF OCB-JD CWB-I CWB-O
1. is relaxed and easy-going (OCB-IF) .82
2. rarely gets upset (OCB-IF) .61
3. trusts others – is not suspicious (OCB-IF) .74
4. gets along well with superiors (OCB-IF) .85
5. takes initiatives – solves problems on her own (OCB-JD) .77
6. is competitive (OCB-JD) .74
7. is positive (OCB-IF) .72
8. takes charge (OCB-JD) .74
9. has clear and consise career goals (OCB-JD) .66
10. is warm and friendly (OCB-IF) .70
11. works hard (OCB-JD) .74
12. performs (OCB-JD) .75
13. has seen to private affairs during work hours (CWB-O) .74
14. has made fun of co-workers (CWB-I) .67
15. has taken objects from work without permission (CWB-O) .19
16. has hurt someone´s feelings at work (CWB-I) .65
17. has taken more, or longer breaks, than necessary (CWB-O) .85
18. has commented or made fun of others´descent, or religion (CWB-I) .65
19. has been late for work (CWB-O) .79
20. has acted in a threatening manner towards other at work (CWB-I) .57
21. has showed up for work under the influence of drugs or alcohol (CWB-O) .23
22. has acted rudely towards co-workers or customers (CWB-I) .66
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However,  the  relationship  between  interpersonal  and  organizational  CWB  is  a  well 
debated topic.  Two large meta analyses both reported a large correlation between these 
two  dimensions  which  could  point  to  a  distinction  of  little  meaning;  Dalal  (2005) 
reported  a  correlation  of  .70,  and  Berry  et  al.  (2007)  reported  a  correlation  of  .62, 
corrected for unreliability. In this study, .42 was reported, but it was also quite clear that 
more severe forms of CWB are rare, covary and are likely to affect the nature of the 
relationship between these dimensions. Although Bennett and Robinson (2000) also used 
confirmatory factor  analysis  when they presented support  for  these dimensions,  their 
findings have been questioned on occasions (e.g., Berry et al. 2007). The main reason is 
the method they used when creating their widely used CWB questionnaire.  Instead of 
investigating actual covariance between behaviors evident in the work place, they opted 
to base it  on people's  perceptions of  similarities of  these behaviors,  and perhaps the 
distinction between the targets of these behaviors - persons and organizations - comes 
intuitively  to  people  (e.g.,  Gruys  &  Sackett,  2003;  Robinson  &  Bennett,  1995). 
Moreover,  their choice of cut off values for their model fit in their confirmatory factor 
analysis has also been criticized for being too generous (Berry et al. 2007). This was also 
the case for Lee and Allen (2002), who also supported the distinction of interpersonal 
and organizational CWB, despite having found insufficient support for it in their study.

In any case, the severity of CWB types ought to be an issue to consider. The alternative 
model tried in this study, which allowed for covariance between the CWB items  ”has 
stolen  from the  employer”,  “has acted in  a  threatening manner  towards  someone at  
work”,  and ”has showed up at  work under the influence of  drugs or alcohol”  could 
possibly be interpreted as model comprising a latent distinct factor of criminal behaviors. 
This is not all news, as this would correspond to the earlier dimension ”seriousness” of 
CWB  originally  proposed  by  Robinson  and  Bennett  (1995).  It  was  also  recently 
suggested by Stewart, Bing, Davison, Woehr, and McIntyre (2009) that CWB actually 
consists  of  three  factors:  production  deviance,  property  deviance,  and  personal 
aggression. This was confirmed by Confirmatory Factor Analysis. However, in contrast 
to this study an inspection of their factor loadings of each item shows that the two items 
”has stolen from the employer” and ”has showed up at work under the influence of drugs  
or  alcohol”  load  on  property  deviance,  whereas  items  similar  to  “has  acted  in  a  
threatening manner towards someone at work” loaded on Personal Aggression. Whether 
the  factors  Stewart  et  al.  (2009)  suggest,  or  a  possible  “criminal”  factor  which  is 
suggested in this study is closest to the truth is up to future studies to decide on. 

Bowling and Gruys (2009) also gave suggestions along these lines in their recent article 
in  which they discussed overlooked issues in CWB research.  More specifically, they 
called for more research of the dimension criminal vs. non-criminal activities alongside 
the dimensions of task-related vs. non task-related CWB, and hostile vs. instrumental 
aggression. Another issue they brought to attention is that many measures of CWB are 
generic, adapted for usage across organizations and job-roles. This is a criticism shared 
by Dalal (2005), who sees both CWB and OCB as adaptive behaviors, meaning that the 
situation is likely to play a crucial role for what kind of behaviors individuals decide to 
involve in. Thus, a reasonable method in future studies would be to use situation-specific 
measures of this construct.  

Some contextual and situational factors have been linked to both OCB and CWB, for 
example  the  interaction  between  job  constraints,  stress,  organizational  justice,  and 
individual differences in personality and cognitive ability (Dalal, 2005; Miles et al. 
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2002).  So  far  so  good,  but  most  studies  are  of  quantitative  nature,  which  is  quite 
paradoxical, given the difficulties involved in the measurement of these constructs. This 
field is likely to benefit from more qualitative research into the causality and dynamics of 
these behaviors. Moreover, there is also much to be gained by expanding research into 
other psychological fields like forensic and neurobiological psychology. For example, it 
is  not  unlikely  that  the  most  serious  forms  of  CWB  have  some  sorts  of  common 
denominators that can be found within those areas of psychology. It is, for example, not 
uncommon for  people  suffering  from compulsory gambling  to  steal  from their  jobs. 
Cross pollution between these areas of psychology could result in new knowledge of 
how these problems might be prevented and best dealt with by employers. Since it is this 
author's  suspicion  that  more  severe  forms  of  CWB  involves  higher  costs  for 
organizations and individuals,  this could prove to be an important area in which HR 
practitioners surely would benefit from more and better research.

From  the  OCB  scales,  the  items  ”performing”  and  ”working  very  hard”  were  also 
allowed to covary in the adapted model. One possible explanation for these items' strong 
correlation could be that it might be difficult for supervisors to distinguish between these 
behaviors. An individual who is working very hard is probably likely to perform better 
in real life as well. As this study investigated staff at a telesales company, it is reasonable 
to assume that a salesperson who makes a large number of calls (working very hard), 
also will have closed more sales at the end of the day (performing). In any case, these 
items are  semantically  similar,  sharing the meaning of  job performance viewed as  a 
behavioral construct – not focused on outcomes.

Also, in general the terminology of OCB research is a matter to consider. By the time for 
the  writing  of  this  study,  numerous  different,  often  overlapping,  terms  and  concepts 
overflow  performance  literature.  Already  in  their  article  from  almost  a  decade  ago, 
Coleman and Borman (2000) called out for a consensual terminology within this field 
and this  was followed by Organ (2007)  who basically  wanted to  redefine contextual 
performance and OCB of being the same construct. If any future findings in this area are 
going to be comparable and put to any viable tests it would certainly be an advantage if 
researchers were operationalizing the same definitions of the same constructs. Anything 
else must be considered less of a success for organizational psychology. In this study 
contextual performance was operationalized using measures of Interpersonal Facilitation 
and Job dedication, as facets of OCB, and - in line with other studies having investigated 
this matter (e.g. Coleman & Borman, 2000) - they  seem to hold up. 

Summing  up  the  results,  considering  the  obtained  intercorrelations  between  the  four 
facets,  some  support  was  found  for  the  distinction  between  CWB  and  OCB.  After 
inspection of the data at item-level, it was CWB items that turned out to be somewhat 
problematic in this study. Whether this is best explained by a possible latent factor or due 
to method effects is for future studies to comment on, but an adapted model showed a 
clearly better fit to data nevertheless. 

Methodological issues
When  it  comes  to  measurement  of  CWB  and  OCB,  there  are  some  methodological 
problems involved. These are a collection of behaviors that lie outside the job description 
and often take place in a private manner. Add to this the delicate nature of the items that 
tap into criminal behavior, and then it is questionable if even self-reports are valid 
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instruments,  despite  the fact  that  knowledge about  these behaviors resides  within the 
individual only.  They might be the best way to go but perhaps a multi source method is 
more advantegous. Although Fox, Spector, Goh, and Bruursema (2007) found a strong 
convergence between self and peer reports when they  collected both work situational 
variables and behavioral outcome variables  from both job holders and their coworkers, 
this  convergence  was  stronger  for  interpersonal  CWB,  which  perhaps  comes  as  no 
surprise  given  the  easy  observable  nature  of  these  situations.  It  is  likely  that 
organizational CWB (e.g trying to look busy, taking home objects from work) is more 
difficult to notice by peers and thus more often goes undetected. Fox et al. (2007, p. 41) 
therefore  recommends  a  360  degree  strategy  for  investigating  this  phenomenon: 
”...multisourced triangulation to cover perceptual, experiential, and behavioral domains  
is  recommended.”.  Moreover,  peer  ratings  of  both  OCB and  CWB are  likely  to  be 
affected  by horn-  or  halo-effect  (raters  general  attitude  to  the  co-worker)  since  peer 
ratings  show stronger  relationships  between  these  two  variables  than  do  self  ratings 
(Berry  et  al.,  2007;  Dalal,  2005).  Another  possible  direction  to  choose  in  the 
measurement  challenge  is  to  collect  objective  data  in  conjuncture  with  performance 
measures. This a complex task though since there are a great deal of factors outside the 
individual that contribute to the outcome. An example of how this can be done at unit-
level  is  from  a  study  of  the  relationship  between  supervisory  style  and 
counterproductivity  in  a  fast  food  chain  of  restaurants  (Detert,  Trevino,  Burris  & 
Andiappan, 2007).  They used food loss as the objective criteria for counterproductivity 
and in their analysis they controlled for eleven outside variables affecting food loss. Also, 
they lifted performance and counterproductivity to unit level which is a shift in focus in 
this literature – a shift which is hopefully followed in future research.

Strengths and limitations of this study
Much of the research within the CWB and the OCB fields have so far been quite distinct 
from each other and only a few studies (reviews aside) so far has previously included 
both measures of OCB and CWB in the same investigation (e.g., Sackett et al. 2006). 
Therefore, the inclusion of these two constructs in this study, coupled with the use of 
confirmatory factor analysis, can hopefully contribute  to the debate on where to place 
CWB in the performance domain. Another strength is the use of already existing data, 
stemming from questionnaires  with psychometrically sound properties.  It  is  not  only 
cost-efficient, but the results of this study has not been affected by any errors deriving 
from collection procedures, which is a contribution to the internal validity of this study.

Turning to the limitations of this study, one obvious is the lack of external variables, 
against which OCB and CWB could have been discriminated. However, the unfortunate 
missing  background  data  on  the  participants  would  not  have  affected  the  internal 
relationships between the items and scales anyway. Assessing construct validity is an 
ongoing process though, and this time a discriminant procedure was outside the scope for 
this paper. Furthermore, for this study, only supervisors' ratings of CWB and OCB were 
chosen for analysis as this was allowing any error variance deriving from different data 
sources to be held to a constant. But, more importantly - by doing so this study was not 
able  to  capture  any behaviors  not  caught,  or  performed privately in  the  work place. 
Supervisors' ratings normally display stronger relationships between these factors, than 
do self-reports (Dalal, 2005) and the corrected correlation of .42 between OCB and CWB 
retrieved from this data set is not only lower than the one reported by Dalal (2005) -  the 
relationship is also likely to be even weaker when asking employees directly about their 
behaviors. After all, they are the prime source for their private behaviors. 
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Moreover, as any study using only one data source, this one could also be affected by 
same source  bias,  in  this  case  strictness/leniency,  or  horn/halo-effects  on  part  of  the 
raters.  However, this is likely to be the case for both OCB and CWB, and it is possible 
that any under- or over-reporting from supervisors have leveled each other out to some 
extent. Another possible limitation of this study might be the relative short scales that 
were  used  for  measuring  CWB  and  OCB.  Although  reliable  in  terms  of  internal 
consistency, they might have been too short to adequately capture all aspects of these 
behaviors using only five or six items. Moreover, three of the CWB items were found to 
be rather problematic as they displayed only little variance and thus, for future studies 
longer, situation-specific, scales would be preferred, coupled with analysis of a possible 
latent ”criminal” CWB factor in mind.

Conclusion
This study did not manage to fully confirm the hypothesized factorial structures of OCB 
and CWB. Only a post-hoc adapted model attained a better fit, albeit still not adequate. 
This cast some doubts regarding the structure of these constructs, or at least as they were 
measured by these scales. Future research concerning this issue can hopefully clarify this 
and further revive the question of whether there is support for a sub factor of criminal 
behavior in CWB, or not. 

However, this study still provided some support for the notion that CWB and OCB at 
least are separate from each other, and in future studies, researchers or practicians are 
likely  to  benefit  from  measuring  these  constructs  at  facet  level,  to  understand  an 
individual's total job performance. For HR practitioners, this is important to understand 
when they opt for selection and performance appraisal procedures, in order to get the full 
and balanced picture of their subordinates. However, following the recommendations of 
Barrick and Mount (1991) there might still be situations in which is makes more sense to 
use aggregated measures of performance. So, in order to avoid ”band width” problems, 
general performance will still probably be best predicted by general measures, and vice 
versa. This would probably be a proper procedure at organizational level, considering 
that Van Scotter (2000) showed that contextual performance relate to job satisfaction, 
commitment, and reduced employee turnover, which are quite important areas in today's 
organizational life. Moreover, in the case with CWB and OCB, some recent research has 
also shown different correlates with different personality factors (Sackett et al. 2006). 
The implications of these findings might well lead to organizations taking a more holistic 
view in their recruitment procedures. In any case, this is promising and future research 
that  should  strive for  replication and new studies  investigating  relationships  between 
subfactors of CWB and OCB with subfactors of the Big Five is warranted.
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