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Abstract 

Psychological ownership has been theorized to result in positive organizational consequences because feelings of 
ownership can increase an individual’s sense of responsibility and prioritize organizational interests. Previous 
studies have found psychological ownership to be significantly related to job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, and organizational citizenship behavior; therefore, this study proposes psychological ownership to 
be significantly related to constructive deviant behavior because it is considered to be functional behavior that is 
intended to improve the organization’s well-being. Furthermore, this study investigates the moderating effects of 
collectivistic orientation on psychological ownership and constructive deviant behavior. The study sampled 465 
Korean employees and has found psychological ownership to be significantly related to innovative constructive 
deviant behavior and interpersonal constructive deviant behavior. For the moderating effects, collectivistic 
orientation moderated the relationships between psychological ownership and organizational constructive 
deviant behavior and interpersonal constructive deviant behavior. 
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1. Introduction 

Feelings of ownership have been theorized to increase a sense of responsibility and shared understanding that 
results in positive attitudinal and behavioral outcomes. Psychological ownership literature has mainly focused on 
those consequences such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship behavior 
(e.g., Mayhew, Ashkanasy, Bramble, & Gardner, 2007; O’Driscoll, Pierce, & Coghlan, 2006; Van Dyne & Pierce, 
2004; Vandewalle, Van Dyne, & Kostova, 1995). Recently, Avey, Avolio, Crossley, and Luthans (2009) examined 
psychological ownership with deviant behavior and have found it to be negatively correlated which further 
strengthens the positive effects of psychological ownership. And within deviant behavior, researchers have 
mentioned that there is another side of deviant behavior that is functional and constructive (e.g., Brief, Buttram, 
& Dukerich, 2001; Dehler & Welsh, 1998; Dodge, 1985; Hackman, 1992; Hanke & Saxberg, 1985). Further, 
Galperin (2003) and Warren (2003) have conceptualized constructive deviant behavior and have argued that 
despite being deviant in nature; constructive deviant behavior emphasizes the good intentions and the favorable 
outcomes that can be beneficial toward the organization and although constructive deviant behavior has been 
frequently mentioned, there is a lack of empirical research within constructive deviant behavior.  

The aim of this study is to first extend the effects of psychological ownership. Given the significant relationship 
research has found between psychological ownership and organizational citizenship behavior, feelings of 
ownership should also be positively related with constructive deviant behavior because it is intended to benefit 
the organization. Second, psychological ownership has yet to be examined with boundary conditions and this 
study examines how collectivistic orientation will moderate the relationship between psychological ownership 
and constructive deviant behavior. Today, organizations are frequently implementing work teams to improve 
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organizational performance and the nature of work itself has become less individual-oriented and more 
team-based; therefore, collectivistic orientation can be an important aspect to understand how an employee reacts 
to organizational work processes that can affect group processes, group effectiveness, and overall organizational 
performance. In addition, since collectivistic orientation has not received much academic attention (Eby & 
Dobbins, 1997) and has been mentioned to affect deviant behavior (Miles, Borman, Spector, & Fox, 2002), an 
individual’s collectivistic orientation should be conditional as collectivists will focus on the maintaining the 
organization’s equilibrium while individualists will focus more on self-interests and individual achievements. 

2. Theoretical Background 

2.1 Psychological Ownership 

Pierce, Rubenfeld, and Morgan (1991) explained psychological ownership to be a state of mind that makes an 
individual feel a specific target object is his or her own (i.e., “It is MINE!”). Psychological ownership is based 
on an individual’s perception about his or her possession and in general, possessions will generate positive 
feelings about the target object, feel the target of ownership as an extension of the self, and feel a sense of 
responsibility toward the target object (Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004). Hence, psychological ownership toward a 
target object has psychological and emotional consequences. Possession produces a positive and uplifting effect 
(Formanek, 1991) that make owned objects to be more attractive and favorable (Beggan, 1992), especially when 
they are compared to un-owned objects (Nuttin, 1987). In context, feelings of ownership are naturally pleasure 
producing because possession can result from self-enhancing biases, individual effort, controllability, and 
approval and acceptance from others (Pierce, Kostova, & Dirks, 2003). They also mentioned that psychological 
ownership consists of an affective and cognitive state: the affective state being psychological ownership to be 
pleasure producing while the cognitive state makes an individual perceive feelings of ownership as it reflects his 
or her awareness, thoughts, and beliefs regarding the target object. Therefore, psychological ownership is rather 
a complex phenomenon as these two states compose the core aspects of psychological ownership. 

As psychological ownership develops, the individual will likely form a close association with the target object 
just as what we experience with our own possessions such as our homes, automobiles, and space (Dittmar, 1992). 
Sartre (1969: 591-592) argued that “the totality of my possessions reflects the totality of my being…I am what I 
have…What is mine is myself.” And James (1890: 291-292) commented that “A man’s self is the sum total of all 
that he CAN call his, not only his body and his psychic powers, but…his wife and children,… his land, and 
yacht and bank account.” Therefore, “What is mine becomes (in my feelings) part of ME,” explaining that when 
individuals develop feelings of ownership, they will perceive possessions as a part of their extended self (Belk, 
1988; Dittmar, 1992; Furby, 1978). 

2.2 Constructive Deviant Behaviors 

Most research on deviant behavior has focused on the detrimental consequences such as employee theft, personal 
aggression, and sabotage. However, there is a different facet of deviant behavior that can result in positive and 
functional consequences. Robinson and Bennett (1995) mentioned that constructive deviant behavior should also 
be included within workplace deviance as it violates the organization’s norms, rules, and policies just like 
destructive deviant behavior. Recently, several studies have attempted to theoretically develop and conceptualize 
a typology identifying constructive deviant behavior as a construct (Galperin, 2003; Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 
2004; Warren, 2003). Warren (2003) broadly defined deviant behavior as behaviors that depart from norms and 
reference groups and argued that destructive deviant behaviors are socially or organizationally harmful while 
constructive deviant behaviors are socially or organizationally beneficial. Further, she conceptualized an 
integrative typology by identifying specific forms of constructive deviant behavior such as tempered radicalism, 
counter-role behavior, whistle-blowing, principled organizational dissent, exercising voice, prosocial behaviors, 
organizational citizenship behaviors, and functional or creative disobedience. 

Galperin and Burke (2006) defined constructive deviant behavior as voluntary behavior that violates significant 
organizational norms but contributes to the well-being of an organization and/or its members. They argued that 
constructive deviant behavior is unauthorized but are helpful acts that can facilitate in achieving organizational 
goals. They categorized constructive deviant behaviors into three distinct dimensions: innovative organizational 
constructive deviant behavior, challenging organizational constructive deviant behavior, and interpersonal 
constructive deviant behavior. Innovative organizational constructive deviant behavior refers to behaviors and 
unconventional ways that help the organization such as implementing innovative ways to perform daily 
procedures and developing creative solutions to organizational problems. Challenging organizational 
constructive deviant behavior refers to behaviors that challenge the existing organizational norms and break 
organizational rules in order to help the organization such as breaking and bending the rules to perform jobs and 
violating company procedures to solve organizational problems. And interpersonal constructive behavior refers 
to behaviors such as disobeying the orders given from a supervisor or reporting a wrong doing by coworkers in 



www.ccsenet.org/ijbm         International Journal of Business and Management        Vol. 6, No. 12; December 2011 

Published by Canadian Center of Science and Education 67

order to bring a positive organizational change. 

Similarly, Spreitzer and Sonenshein (2004) defined positive deviant behavior as intentional behaviors that depart 
from the norms of a referent group in honorable ways. They emphasized that positive deviant behavior must be 
praiseworthy and must focus on actions that have honorable intentions, irrespective of their outcomes. However, 
they did not elaborate the specific types of behavior but rather compared it with four other types of behaviors 
that have overlapping characteristics: whistle-blowing, organizational citizenship behavior, corporate social 
responsibility, and creativity/innovation. And they concluded that positive deviant behavior is similar to the four 
behaviors because they all go beyond the lines of organizational norms and are not practiced by the majority; 
therefore, making them deviant in nature. 

2.3 Collectivistic Orientation 

Hofstede (1980) researched and identified cultural characteristics that differentiate cultural values. Of the five 
cultural dimensions, collectivism and individualism have been found to show distinct cultural characteristics as 
Asian cultures were found to be more collectivistic while many western cultures were more individualistic. 
Research further extended collectivism to the individual level as collectivistic orientation is the degree an 
individual emphasizes responsibility to groups and organizations and depending on the situation, an individual 
may either act collectively or individually (Triandis, 1995). Consequently, studies have shown that there are both 
collectivists and individualists within a society (Morris, Avila, & Allen, 1993) and Triandis and Suh (2002) 
argued that around 60% of individuals in an individualistic culture will be idiocentric while 60% of individuals 
in collectivistic culture will be allocentric. Further, Oyserman, Coon, and Kemmelmeier’s (2002) meta-analysis 
found that between-culture differences in collectivism were “neither as large nor as systematic as often 
perceived.” 

To elaborate collectivistic orientation at the individual level, collectivists emphasize four key attributes: (1) they 
define themselves by their membership in various social groups (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), (2) they tend to 
subordinate their personal goals to group goals (Yamaguchi, 1994) and sacrifice personal interests for the sake of 
collective interests when there are in conflict between personal interests and collective interests (Parsons, 1951), 
(3) their behaviors are more driven by social norms, duties, and obligations (Bontempo & Rivero, 1992), and (4) 
they pay more attention to harmonious social relationships within the in-group, sometimes even at the cost of 
task achievement (Kim, Triandis, Kagitcibasi, Choi, & Yoon, 1994). In addition, collectivists perceive 
themselves highly interdependent with the in-group (Triandis, 1993) which makes them engage in more 
cooperative behaviors toward the group’s interest (Hofstede, 1980; Kagitcibasi & Berry, 1989). Therefore, 
collectivists prioritize in-group solidarity (Ungston, Steers, & Park, 1997) and are more concerned with 
long-term relationships, conformity, security, and tradition (Tiessen, 1997). In contrast, individualists are more 
concerned with short-term relationships, achievement, self-direction, social power, and stimulation. 
Individualists are more willing to accept confrontation with the in-group and accept conflict with the out-group 
and in general, attribute their success to their own individual ability and blame failure to external factors (Tiessen, 
1997). Hence, individualists will prioritize personal interests over the importance of the group’s interests because 
they are more likely to look out for themselves and prioritize the accomplishments of their personal goals (Early, 
1989; Wagner & Moch, 1986) and place more value on autonomy, freedom, assertiveness, and a sense of 
personal uniqueness (Singelis, 1994). 

3. Hypothesis Development 

3.1 Psychological Ownership and Constructive Deviant Behavior 

Long (1978) argued that employee ownership can produce positive affect because it provides opportunities to 
exercise organizational influence. The positive moods enhance a target object’s value and make an individual to 
more likely recall more positive information and experiences that can result in prosocial behaviors such as 
helping other coworkers (Brief & Motowildo, 1986). In perspective, studies have found employee ownership to 
be positively related to satisfaction (e.g., Klein, 1987; Long, 1978) and organizational citizenship behavior 
literature (e.g., Dalal, 2005; LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002) has found job satisfaction to predict citizenship 
behavior because satisfied individuals reciprocate by promoting the organization through citizenship behaviors. 
And as psychological ownership has an affective state (Pierce et al., 2003), feelings of ownership should produce 
positive evaluative judgments that can promote an individual to reciprocate in behaviors that are beneficial 
toward the organization. Psychological ownership literature has suggested that a number of positive 
organizational effects can emerge from feelings of ownership and Pierce et al. (1991) argued that psychological 
ownership should be positively related to constructive organizational behaviors such as organizational 
citizenship behavior and organizational efficiency and effectiveness. Furthermore, research has mentioned 
psychological ownership should be related to feelings of responsibility and stewardship and the willingness to 
take risk and make personal sacrifice (e.g. Dirks, Cummings, & Pierce, 1996; Pierce, Kostova, & Dirks, 2001). 
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Therefore, previous studies have found psychological ownership to be significantly related to organizational 
citizenship behavior and extra-role behavior (e.g., Avey et al., 2009; O’Driscoll et al., 2006; Vandewalle et al., 
1995; Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004) and according to Davis, Schoorman, and Donaldson’s stewardship theory, 
stewards act in the best interests of the principals and as “owners,” employees will be likely to engage in 
behaviors that are pro-organizational and collectivistic rather than individualistic and self-serving and seek to 
attain organizational objectives such as growth and profitability; therefore, making their behaviors to center 
toward the organization. 

Brief and Motowidlo (1986) argued that owners will have prosocial behavioral feelings because they have more 
intentions to promote the welfare of the individual, group, and/or organization. And since ownership is 
associated with pride, it should minimize employee shirking and rather increase an individual’s motivation to 
perform at high levels (Bernstein, 1979) because feelings of ownership have been argued to stimulate common 
interest, psychological partnership, shared responsibility, collective consciousness, and worker commitment and 
integration (Pierce et al., 1991). In context, studies in personality have found conscientiousness to be 
significantly related with organizational citizenship behavior (e.g., Borman, Penner, Allen, & Motowildo, 2001; 
LePine, et al., 2002) as conscientiousness employees are more dependable and achievement oriented (Mount, 
Ilies, & Johnson, 2006) and are more likely to pursue task-related goals at work (Penney, Hunter, & Perry, 2011). 
And as organizational citizenship behavior and constructive deviant behavior are both favorable organizational 
behaviors and are performed for the sake of the organization, we therefore propose the following: 

Hypothesis 1: Psychological ownership will be positively related to constructive deviant behavior. 

3.2 Psychological Ownership, Constructive Deviant Behaviors, and Collective Orientation 

The relationship between psychological ownership and constructive deviant behavior will be moderated by an 
individual’s preference on collectivistic orientation. Individuals with strong collectivistic orientation are likely to 
engage in behaviors that are beneficial to the organization such as organizational citizenship behavior (e.g., 
Moorman & Blakely, 1995; Van Dyne, Vandewalle, Kostova, Latham, & Cummings, 2000) and are less likely to 
engage in constructive deviant behavior because constructive deviant behavior is not in congruence with 
organizational policies and norms. Collectivists strongly embrace organizational norms and values and feel that 
it is their duty and obligation to follow organizational policies and norms. Further, collectivists emphasize 
harmonious interpersonal relationships within the in-group (Kim et al., 1994) and do not prefer to stand out from 
their group by competitive acts of achievement (Kitayama, Markus, & Lieberman, 1995). Therefore, 
collectivistic orientation will buffer the relationship between psychological ownership and constructive deviant 
behavior because collectivists are more likely to internalize with the organization’s values as their own and 
therefore be less likely to engage in constructive deviant behavior. 

On the contrary, individualists are more likely to engage in behaviors that may benefit themselves due to their 
motivation to satisfy their own personal self-interests and immediate gratification of needs. Individualists 
emphasize personal outcomes and value competitiveness, autonomy, and achievement and perceive diversity as 
bringing unique qualities and multiple perspectives on solving problem (Eisenhardt & Tabrizi, 1995). Also, 
individualists are more likely to perceive functional heterogeneity as a positive characteristic that improves 
group effectiveness (Sosik & Jung, 2002) and Kim and Markus (1999) suggested that uniqueness can be 
perceived as a form of deviant behavior while conformity is associated with harmony in a more collectivistic 
culture; therefore, we propose the following: 

Hypothesis 2: Collectivistic orientation will moderate the relationship between psychological ownership and 
constructive deviant behavior as high collectivistic orientation will weaken the relationship while low 
collectivistic orientation will strengthen the relationship. 

4. Methodology 

4.1 Sample 

The study sample was intentionally diversified in order to increase the response variance for deviant behavior. 
The sample consisted of numerous organizations and varied in organizational characteristics such as industry and 
size. Out of the 534 respondents, 465 surveys were usable (87.08 percent), as cases with missing data on one or 
more variables were deleted. Of the 465 cases, 62 percent were male and 39 percent female. The mean age was 
32.22 years (s.d. 6.51) and the average for organizational tenure was 4.61 years (s.d. 5.12). The majority of the 
sample had a college degree (60.2 percent) and was within the entry level position (41.1 percent). 

4.2 Measures 

Psychological ownership was measured with Pierce, Van Dyne, and Cummings’ (1992) 5-item scale. The items 
measured how much ownership an individual perceived about his/her organization (e.g., “I sense that this is my 
company” and “I feel a very high degree of personal ownership for this company”). The Cronbach’s coefficient 
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alpha was .933. 

Constructive deviant behavior was measured with Galperin’s (2002) measure of constructive workplace deviance. 
The 16-item scale measured the three dimensions of constructive deviant behavior: innovative organizational 
constructive deviant behavior (e.g., “Developed creative solutions to problems” and “Searched for innovative 
ways to perform day to day procedures”), challenging organizational constructive deviant behavior (e.g., 
“Sought to bend or break the rules in order to perform your job” and “Departed from organizational requirements 
in order to increase the quality of services/products/job”), and interpersonal constructive deviant behavior (e.g., 
“Did not follow the orders of your supervisor to improve work procedures” and “Reported a wrong-doing to 
another person in your company to bring about a positive organizational change”). The Cronbach’s coefficient 
alpha were .818, .919, and .889, respectively. 

Collectivistic orientation was measured with Jung and Avolio’s (1999) typology. The 9-item scale measured an 
individual’s work preference in terms of whether he or she preferred individualistic or collectivistic preferences 
(e.g., “I can be more productive in a work group when the group decides what I need to do” and “I achieve my 
best performance by working on group challenges”). The Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was .862. 

Age, gender, education, organizational tenure, and position were obtained as demographic variables. In addition, 
since deviant behavior is vulnerable to social desirability bias, a shortened version of the Crowne-Marlowe’s 
Social Desirability Scale (Reynolds, 1982) was also included. The 13-item scale was factored in as a control 
variable and the scale measured the desirability effects of certain situations (e.g., “There have been times when I 
felt like rebelling against people in authority even though I knew they were right” and “There have been times 
when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others”). 

4.3 Confirmatory Factor Analyses 

Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were conducted to examine the discriminant validity of the constructs in our 
study using AMOS 18.0. We conducted a confirmatory first-order factor analysis to test whether each dimension 
of constructive deviant behavior has discriminant validity and as shown in Table 1, the results show that the 
three-factor model had a better fit (χ² = 170.89, χ²/df = 5.34, GFI = .932, CFI = .953, TLI = .934, RMSEA 
= .097) in comparison to the other models. 

Insert Table 1 - here 

5. Results 

The means, standard deviations, and correlations for the variables used in the study are shown in Table 2. 

Insert Table 2 - here 

Hierarchical multiple regression analysis was used to test the hypotheses. For Hypothesis 1 the demographic 
variables and the social desirability scale were first entered followed by the predictor variable. As shown in Table 
3, psychological ownership was significantly related to innovative constructive deviant behavior (β = .39, p 
< .001) and interpersonal constructive deviant behavior (β = .13, p < .01) while not significantly related to 
organizational constructive deviant behavior. Hence, Hypothesis 1 was partially supported. 

Insert Table 3 - here 

For Hypothesis 2, we followed the steps recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986) to test for the moderation 
effects of collectivistic orientation on psychological ownership and constructive deviant behavior. The predictor 
and moderator variables were both mean-centered before the regression analysis and Table 3 shows that 
collectivistic orientation significantly moderated the relationships between psychological ownership with 
organizational constructive deviant behavior (β = -.15, p < .01) and interpersonal constructive deviant behavior 
(β = -.11, p < .05) but was not significantly related with innovative constructive deviant behavior. We then 
plotted the moderation graphs by dividing the two groups by one standard deviation. Figure 1 shows that 
organizational constructive behavior decreased when employees preferred collectivistic while organizational 
constructive deviant behavior increased when employees were more individualistic. Figure 2 shows that 
interpersonal constructive deviant behavior increased for both groups but employees who preferred 
individualistic orientation engaged in interpersonal constructive behavior more frequently compared to 
collectivistic employees. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was also partially supported. 

Insert Figures 1 & 2 - here 

6. Conclusion 

6.1 Discussion 

Feelings of ownership increased the likelihood for employees to implement innovative and unconventional work 
processes and report other employee’s wrongdoing in order to improve organizational effectiveness. As expected, 
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psychological ownership was significantly related to innovative constructive deviant behaviors because feelings 
of ownership are likely to make employees work harder, be constructive, and feel more dedicated to their work. 
And when employees perceive psychological ownership, it can allow them to believe they have certain rights 
and are entitled to develop and implement innovative and non-compliant work processes. For interpersonal 
constructive deviant behavior, psychological ownership is likely to increase responsible behavior that will allow 
employees to feel it is their duty and obligation to report other employees’ wrongdoings in order to protect the 
organization because if they do not, the wrongdoings may detrimentally affect the organization. Hence, the 
relationship between psychological ownership and innovative constructive deviant behavior and interpersonal 
constructive deviant behavior is supported by the stewardship theory (Davis, et al. 1997) as employees with 
feelings of ownership will be more likely to behave as ‘stewards’ that are more motivated to act in the best 
interest of the organization. 

However, the insignificant relationship between psychological ownership and organizational constructive deviant 
behavior is quite intriguing because it suggests that employees were ambivalent about organizational 
constructive deviant behavior. Employees may be at the crossroads due to the fact that in one side, organizational 
constructive deviant behavior can improve organizational performance but on the contrary, engaging in 
constructive deviant behavior violates organizational policies and rules that involves personal risk and 
discomfort from cognitive dissonance In addition, self-identity is an important aspect for psychological 
ownership as possessions help define themselves and express self-identity to others (Pierce et al., 2003) and 
according to the social identity theory, individuals will perceive themselves within social groups (Tajfel & Turner, 
1985) and will be more likely to engage in behaviors that are congruent with the norms within their social 
identities (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Therefore, employees who perceive feelings of ownership may not be 
comfortable in acts that bend and break organizational policies and rules. 

For the moderating effects of collectivistic orientation, the study found collectivistic orientation to buffer the 
relationship between psychological ownership and organizational constructive behavior. As hypothesized, this 
confirms that collectivistic orientation promotes an employee to prioritize organizational norms and policies 
while employees with individualistic orientation centered more on their own individual performance and 
self-interests. For interpersonal constructive deviant behavior, surprisingly, both collectivistic and individualistic 
employees were likely to engage in interpersonal constructive behavior, although individualistic employees were 
more frequently reporting their coworkers’ wrongdoing in comparison to collectivistic employees. Individualistic 
employees may perceive that reporting employee wrongdoing can be more advantageous to them as they want to 
distinguish themselves from deviant employees and they may also have less concern about interpersonal 
relationships and concentrate on short-term perspectives. In contrast, collectivists may be more likely to feel 
discomfort and guilt when they report other employee’s wrongdoings because by doing so, it will most likely 
damage interpersonal relationships that can disrupt organizational harmony and equilibrium. Further, since 
collectivists prefer to maintain organizational membership, collectivists would not want to be labeled as 
‘whistleblowers’ as they are often ostracized and negatively looked upon within the organization. Hence, this 
finding supports that employees with collectivistic orientation prioritize organizational harmony and can act as 
an organizational buffer toward deviant behavior while in the contrary, individualistic orientation focuses more 
on behaviors that can increase an individual’s self-achievements and personal interests. 

6.2 Implications 

Empirical studies on psychological ownership have been sparse and this study can initiate further interest as it 
opens a new avenue of research. By extending the nomological network of psychological, this study is the first to 
empirically test the relationship between psychological ownership and constructive deviant behavior and the first 
to include boundary conditions within psychological ownership. Since psychological ownership may still be 
considered to be in its nascent stages of research development, our study initializes to understand the diverse 
effects of psychological ownership on different workplace outcomes such as the different forms of constructive 
deviant behavior. 

From a managerial standpoint, psychological ownership appears to be a phenomenon that can increase 
organizational effectiveness. However, Pierce et al. (2003) have mentioned that psychological ownership can 
potentially have a dark side and organizations must realize that ownership feelings can permit employees to 
engage in deviant behavior as our study has found. According to Sykes & Matza (1957), neutralization tactics 
affects an individual’s perception on deviant behavior. In perspective, psychological ownership may also distort 
an employee’s perceptions about deviant behavior as they may believe as ‘owners,’ they have certain 
organizational rights to engage in deviant behavior because ‘owners’ have organizational privileges. And through 
these perceptions, employees may prioritize organizational outcomes while overlooking organizational policies 
and norms because they are engaging in acts that are in the interest of the organization. In addition, 
psychological ownership can distort an employee’s perception on entitlement because ‘as owners,’ perception on 
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entitlement are likely to increase. Previous studies on employee entitlement perceptions have been found to be 
problematic as entitlement has been found to be significantly related with non-compliant work behaviors such as 
aggression, conflict with managers, unethical behavior, self-centered behaviors, and poor working conditions 
(e.g., Bushman & Baumeister, 1998; Campbell, Bonacci, Shelton, Exline, & Bushman, 2004; Harvey & 
Martinko, 2009; Levine, 2005).  

In addition, the actual consequences of constructive deviant behavior must also be considered because 
constructive deviant behavior may not always result in organizational improvement. Constructive deviant 
behavior involves behavioral changes that cannot be foreseen which may then increase organizational 
uncertainty and organizational costs. For example, interpersonal constructive deviant behavior will be likely to 
decrease employee cooperation and increase interpersonal conflict which can exacerbate organizational 
effectiveness. Therefore, organizations must realize that feelings of ownership and constructive deviant behavior 
have to be managed because they can act as a double edged sword. 

6.3 Limitations and Future Research 

There are a few limitations of this study that must be mentioned. First, the study variables were measured using 
self-reports that were from the same source and social desirability bias can exist as individuals may have 
favorably responded to psychological ownership and negatively to constructive deviant behavior. However, these 
can be justified as we conducted a single-common-method factor analysis and included a social desirability bias 
score into our regression analysis. Further, several researchers have argued that self-reporting for deviant 
behaviors is more appropriate and reliable because they usually go undetected (Bennett & Robinson, 2000). Also, 
several meta-analyses have shown that self-reporting still has a higher validity than other-reporting for deviant 
behavior (McDaniel & Jones, 1988; Ones, Viswesvaran, & Schmidt, 1993) and Berry, Ones, and Sackett’s 
(2007) meta-analysis found that there was not a significant difference between self-reporting and 
nonself-reporting for deviant behavior. However, future research should attempt to measure constructive deviant 
behavior using multiple sources such as peers and supervisors as Stewart, Bing, Davison, Woehr, and McIntyre 
(2009) have suggested for deviant behavior and Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach (2000) for 
organizational citizenship behavior. Second, Triandis and Suh (2002) have stated that societies have both 
idiocentric and allocentric populations despite the society’s collectivistic/individualistic preference. However, the 
majority of our study sample has preferred collectivistic work orientation due to the Korea’s cultural 
characteristic and in order to further validate the moderating effect of collectivistic orientation, a larger sample 
for individualistic preferences may be necessary to properly capture the effects of individualistic work 
preferences. Third, constructive deviant behavior may be differently perceived by different organizational 
members and may not be prevalent for all employees. For instance, supplementary analysis shows when the 
entry level employees were only considered, psychological ownership was negatively related to organizational 
constructive deviant behavior (β = -.15, p > .05). In addition, although insignificant, psychological ownership 
was positively associated with organizational constructive deviant behavior as organizational status increased. 
Hence, we can generalize that constructive deviant behavior may not be applicable for all employees as 
opportunities to engage in constructive deviant behavior may differ among employees with different status. 
Fourth, other control variables may be more relevant and appropriate when investigating constructive deviant 
behavior. Since constructive deviant behavior can involve substantial personal risk, an individual’s 
characteristics such as ethical orientation, risk-taking propensity, moral judgment, and empathy should also be 
considered as control variables as studies have found risk taking to affect deviant behavior (Harris & Ogbonna, 
2006) and the frequency in theft to differ in respect to moral development (Greenberg, 2002). 

Due to the study results, we suggest a few research directions. First, our findings suggest that psychological 
ownership may have different effects on constructive deviant behavior. This relationship should be examined by 
how and why individuals have motives to both cooperate and compete with each other in order to maximize the 
collective interest as well as to maximize self-interests at the cost of the collective interest (Ferrin, Bligh, & 
Kohles, 2007) as the mixed-motive social dilemma has been frequented in the prisoner’s dilemma. In perspective, 
are there underlying factors that can cause these different behaviors? Also, can the strength of ownership feelings 
allow individuals to behave in differently? Psychological ownership should also be investigated if there is a 
curvilinear relationship with behavioral outcomes such as deviant behavior. 

Second, additional boundary conditions should be investigated such as affective traits, autonomy, and 
self-regulatory focus as they can further enhance the relationship between psychological ownership and 
constructive deviant behavior. Spector and Fox (2002) argued how positive affect and negative affect can 
influence an individual engaging in counterproductive work behavior and organizational citizenship behavior. 
Avey et al. (2009) argued that there can be promotive and preventive forms of psychological ownership and 
according to the regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1997, 1998), the promotion focus is more concerned with 
pursuing goals, accomplishments, and aspirations that can motivate development and improvement while the 
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prevention focus is more concerned with duties and obligations that ensures stability and safety. Therefore, 
promotive focus can increase the likelihood of individuals to engage in constructive deviant behavior while the 
preventive focus will decrease the likelihood of constructive deviant behavior. Third, psychological ownership 
should further be investigated with dysfunctional deviant behavior such as theft, workplace sabotage, and 
employee shirking. In theory, psychological ownership should be negatively related deviant behavior but due to 
the study’s findings, psychological ownership may have potential to be positively related to certain forms of 
workplace deviant behavior as ‘owners’ may feel they are entitled and have the rights to engage in certain 
deviant behaviors.  

In conclusion, this study highlights the effects of psychological ownership on constructive deviant behavior and 
the moderating effects of collectivistic orientation. As mentioned, organizations must realize that promoting 
psychological ownership and constructive deviant behavior can have a double standard as feelings of ownership 
can result in behaviors that may not always be congruent with organizational norms and rules while constructive 
deviant behavior may have good intentions toward the organization but it involves in employees violating 
organizational norms and policies. 
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Table 1. Results of Confirmatory Factor Analyses 

Models χ²(df) χ²/df GFI CFI TLI RMSEA 
1. 1-Factor model 1083.72(35) 30.96 .704 .644 .542 .254 
2. 2-Factor modela 693.76(34) 20.40 .771 .776 .704 .204 
3. 2-Factor modelb 701.20(34) 20.62 .769 .773 .700 .206 
4. 2-Factor modelc 574.15(34) 16.89 .834 .817 .757 .185 
5. 3-Factor model 170.89(32) 5.34 .932 .953 .934 .097 
a: Innovative constructive deviant behavior & Organizational constructive deviant behavior, interpersonal 
constructive deviant behavior 
b: Innovative constructive deviant behavior & Interpersonal constructive deviant behavior, Organizational 
constructive deviant behavior 
c: Organizational constructive deviant behavior & Interpersonal constructive deviant behavior, Innovative 
constructive deviant behavior 

Table 2. Correlations and Descriptive Statistics 

Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1. Gender .38 .49 1 
2. Age 32.22 6.51 -.37** 1 
3. Education 3.56 1.17 -.08 -.01 1 
4. Position 2.62 1.93 -.09* .46** .21** 1 
5. Tenure 4.61 5.12 -.12** .68** -.10* .28** 1 
6. SDB 4.55 .86 -.01 -.01 .09 .05 .01 1 
7. PO 4.72 1.32 -.10* .16** -.12* .09 .22** .28** 1 
8. CDBINV 4.47 1.07 -.22** .32** .09* .24** .25** .12** .43** 1 
9. CDBO 3.47 1.37 -.14** .23** .04 .14** .19** -.16** -.02 .29** 1 
10. CDBI 2.70 1.55 .04 .18** .01 .12** .18** -.15** .10* .26** .42** 1 
11. CO 5.03 .98 -.16** .18** -.07 .15** .17** .26** .46** .33** -.02 .05 1 
N=465, * p<.05, ** p<.01 
SDB: Social desirability bias, PO: Psychological ownership, CDBINV: Innovative constructive deviant behavior,  
CDBO: Organizational constructive deviant behavior, CDBI: Interpersonal constructive deviant behavior,  
CO: Collectivistic orientation 
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Table 3. Hierarchical Regression Analysis 

  
Innovative Constructive 

Deviant Behavior 

Organizational Constructive 

Deviant Behavior 

Interpersonal Constructive 

Deviant Behavior 

  Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 

Gender -.13** -.10* -.08 -.09 -.08 -.08 -.08 -.09 .11* .12* .13* .12* 

Age .15* .16* .16* .16** .10 .10 .10 .10 .14 .14* .14* .14* 

Education .06 .11** .12** .12** .05 .04 .04 .05 .03 .05 .05 .06 

Tenure .10 .02 .02 .02 .10 .10 .10 .11 .10 .07 .07 .08 

Position .12* .10* .09 .09 .06 .06 .06 .07 .04 .04 .03 .04 

SDB .11* .00 -.02 -.02 -.17*** -.16** .15** -.15** -.15** -.19*** -.20*** -.19*** 

PO .39*** .34*** .34*** -.02 -.01 .00 .13** .12* .13* 

CO .13** .13** -.03 -.05 .03 .01 

POxCO -.03 -.15** -.11* 

ΔR² .15 .13 .01 .00 .09 .00 .00 .02 .08 .02 .00 .01 

R² .15 .28 .29 .29 .09 .09 .09 .11 .08 .10 .10 .11 

F 13.13*** 25.04*** 23.21*** 20.65*** 7.38*** 6.33*** 5.59*** 6.39*** 6.31*** 6.58*** 5.79*** 5.88*** 

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 

SDB: social desirability bias, PO: Psychological ownership, CO: Collective orientation 

 
Figure 1. Collectivistic Orientation as a Moderator of the Relationship between Psychological Ownership and 

Organizational Constructive Deviant Behavior 

 

Figure 2. Collectivistic Orientation as a Moderator of the Relationship between Psychological Ownership and 
Interpersonal Constructive Deviant Behavior 




