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This paper describes the development of the 45-item Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist (CWB-C), a standard measure of employee intentional behaviors that harm organizations and people in organizations. Described are the development and psychometric properties of the scale. The items can be combined into a single total score, a two-dimension scheme (organization versus person target) and a five-dimension scheme (abuse toward others, production deviance, sabotage, theft, and withdrawal). Data from three combined studies provide evidence for predictive validity. Issues concerning the merits of combining items into one of the two subscale schemes are discussed.


Counterproductive work behavior (CWB) has emerged as a major area of concern among both researchers and the general public. These behaviors are a set of distinct acts that share the characteristics that they are volitional (as opposed to accidental or mandated) and harm organizations and/or organization stakeholders (e.g., clients, coworkers, customers, and supervisors). CWB results from an employees choice or decision to behave in such a way that is either intended specifically to harm, or harms by purposeful action even if unintentionally (Spector & Fox, In Press). CWB has been studied under different labels from a variety of theoretical perspectives, such as aggression (Douglas & Martinko, 2001; Neuman & Baron, 1998; O’Leary-Kelly, Griffin, & Glew, 1996; Spector, 1978), deviance (Hollinger, 1986; Robinson & Bennett, 1995), retaliation (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997), and revenge (Bies, Tripp, & Kramer, 1997). An inspection of various scales used across studies shows that they each contain an overlapping set of behaviors (Spector & Fox, in press). However, with all the recent research there are almost no CWB measures that are recognized and shared among different researchers in the field, as most researchers have developed their own ad hoc behavior checklists. A notable exception is Bennett and Robinson (2000), who provided a 19-item self-report measure of deviance.


We have developed the 44-item Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist (CWB-C) that has been used in at least 11 studies. The scale has gone through several revisions since its first use (Spector, 1975), and today we have amassed considerable data to support construct validity. Two important issues arise with scales of behaviors such as CWB. First, there is the issue of the number and nature of dimensions into which these behaviors should be placed. Second, the nature of this sort of scale is different from the usual scale of attitudes or personality, in that the individual items are not all indicators of a single underlying theoretical construct. As we will discuss, this is a “causal indicator” rather than “effect indicator” scale (Bollen & Lennox, 1991). In this paper we will discuss these issues as well as the development of the CWB-C.

Dimensions of CWB

If we consider CWB broadly as intentional behavior that harms organizations and its members, we might include a number of research streams that vary in specificity from single behaviors such as absence (Dalton & Mesch, 1991), physical aggression (Perlow & Latham, 1993), or theft (Greenberg, 1990) to groups of behaviors. Chen and Spector (1992) for example, divided 21 behaviors into six categories: aggression, sabotage, hostility and complaining, theft, substance use, and absence. More recently some researchers have adopted the Robinson and Bennett (1995) distinction of behaviors targeting the organization versus people (e.g., Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Fox & Spector, 1999; Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2001), a popular approach which is paralleled in the study of Organizational Citizenship Behavior (McNeely & Meglino, 1994). Hollinger (1986), dealing only with the organization side, distinguished property deviance (theft) from production deviance (doing work incorrectly and withdrawal from work). Still others have computed a single score of CWB (e.g., Martinko, Gundlach, & Douglas, 2002; Miles, Borman, Spector, & Fox, 2002; Penney & Spector, 2002), although perhaps calling it by a different term (e.g., retaliation, Skarlicki & Folger, 1997).

Efforts to categorize distinct counterproductive behaviors should be driven by purpose and theory. Although there are theories that don’t distinguish among types of CWBs, others might predict differential relationships of CWB categories. For example, Fox et al. (2001) tied justice more to CWB directed toward organizations and interpersonal conflict more to CWB directed toward other people. Lee and Spector (2004) showed that conflict with coworkers was more likely to result in CWB directed toward people, whereas conflict with supervisors was more likely to result in CWB directed toward the organization. More fine-grained research has focused exclusively on employee withdrawal, combining various forms into an index (Hanisch, Hulin, & Roznowski, 1998). Still others have studied the single behavior of absence, but divided it into types based on reasons (Dalton & Mesch, 1991).

The CWB-C can be scored in three ways depending upon the specific purpose. All 44 items can be combined into an overall index of CWB, or the items can be divided into two different sets of subscales. The overall index approach has dominated the study of CWB and related constructs where most authors compute a single overall score. In a handful of studies (e.g., Fox & Spector, 1999; Fox et al. 2001), the CWB-C items were divided into two subscales reflecting the target, based on Robinson and Bennett’s (1995) distinction of organization versus person. A more recent scheme provides a finer grained assessment of CWB by dividing the items into five subscales (abuse, production deviance, sabotage, theft, and withdrawal), based on existing literature related to CWB.

Abuse consists of harmful behaviors directed toward coworkers that harm largely through nasty comments, ignoring the person, or making threats. These behaviors reflect aspects of emotional abuse (Keashly & Harvey, in press), workplace bullying (Rayner & Keashly, in press), and incivility (Pearson, Andersson, & Porath, in press). The distinction between these areas and CWB is that they focus on experiences of recipients whereas the CWB literature and the CWB-C focus on behaviors by those who commit them. Production deviance is the purposeful failure to perform job tasks effectively the way they are supposed to be performed. It is based in part on Hollinger’s (1986) concept, except that we have separated withdrawal into a separate subscale. Sabotage is defacing or destroying physical property belonging to the employer (Chen & Spector, 1992). Theft corresponds to Hollinger’s (1986) property deviance, although we include stealing from another person at work. Withdrawal is absence, lateness, and taking longer breaks than authorized. Both absence and lateness have been studied separately and have their own literatures, although a number of studies have linked various forms of withdrawal (e.g., Hanisch et al., 1998).

Causal Vs. Effect Indicators
In psychology and related social sciences it is common practice to combine multiple assessments (items) into composites that are presumed to reflect underlying theoretical constructs. There are good reasons for this practice as multiple items can enhance reliability, content validity, and construct validity (DeVellis, 1991). Generally researchers use existence of inter-item relations as an indicator that they assess a single underlying construct. However, one must be cautious in the interpretation of constructs, assuming that multiple items are equivalent measures of a common underlying theoretical construct based on the usual indicators of interrelationship, such as coefficient alpha for internal consistency reliability, or on factor structure from either exploratory or confirmatory factor analysis. Distinctions have been made between the classical type of multi-item measures that are assumed to reflect an underlying construct (effect indicators) from measures that comprise conceptually related but distinct items that are combined to define a construct (causal indicators) (e.g., Bollen & Lennox, 1991; Edwards & Bagozzi, 2000).


A construct is a theoretical property of entities (typically people or social units) that can vary along a continuum. Based on classical psychometric theory, with the typical multiple item test, items are all designed to assess the same underlying theoretical construct. Thus items are interchangeable, parallel measures of the same thing, sampled at least in theory from some universe of all possible items that might have been chosen. Heterogeneous constructs might require that items tap different aspects of the construct, but the idea remains that items represent, in theory, random samples of all possible items that might reflect the entire construct. Bollen and Lennox (1991) discussed this from a causal modeling perspective, suggesting that one can consider the items to be effects of the underlying constructs (hence the term “effect indicator”), or that the construct causes or leads to the person’s responses to the items. An implication of this conception is that manipulations of the underlying construct will affect responses to the items (Edwards & Bagozzi, 2000). For example, with the typical job satisfaction scale that is an effect indicator, an intervention that improves the job and thereby job attitudes (underlying construct) should lead to a shift in all item responses in the satisfied direction.


A causal indicator on the other hand, is a measure in which the content of the items defines the construct rather than the other way around. From a causal modeling perspective, one would say that the items are the cause of the construct (Bollen & Lennox, 1991). Items can themselves represent individual and distinct constructs, and do not have to be intercorrelated. For example socio-economic status (SES) is a causal indicator that is comprised of distinct and nonequivalent items, such as education level and income (Bollen & Lennox, 1991). These two components, when combined, define SES, but they are not interchangeable measures of SES. One would not assume that if SES increased, both education and income would necessarily have increased. An increase in income would cause a corresponding increase in SES, but this would not affect education.

Checklists of behaviors or other variables are often causal indicators. Edwards and Bagozzi (2000), for example, illustrated that stressful life events scales such as the Social Readjustment Rating Scale (Holmes and Rahe, 1967) are causal indicators. The various events are summed into a total score, but the individual events are not interchangeable or measures of the same thing, and many events are likely unrelated, being perhaps due to random circumstances. Getting a divorce, for example, is not the same as having an illness. Furthermore, they note that level of stress is the result of life events rather than life events being the outcome of level of stress. In other words, people don’t check having experienced events because they feel under a high level of stress, but rather they feel under a high level of stress because of the events.


The difference between causal and effect indicator measures is particularly important in the assessment of behavior where it has become common practice to sum different acts into a composite that is considered an underlying theoretical construct. We see this practice in the CWB domain where disparate behaviors are summed into measures that are given a variety of construct labels depending upon the theoretical perspective of the researcher. We argue here that these measures represent, not constructs in the classical test-theory sense in which each item (behavior) is a parallel measure of the same thing, but rather in a causal indicator sense in which the items assess different things that combined define the construct. The nature of such constructs has implications for interpretation of findings, and it is not always clear whether and under what circumstances composites as opposed to individual items should be the focus of study. Furthermore, since causal indicators are not necessarily related, internal consistency reliability can be low for such scales.

Issues With Existing Measures of Counterproductive Work Behavior

Various CWB researchers have developed their own behavior checklists either by collecting critical incidents of behavior from employees, by themselves listing behaviors known to them, by consulting lists from other researchers, or a combination (e.g., Bennett & Robinson, 2000 reported using all three approaches). Each of the checklists consist of distinct and non-interchangeable behaviors, i.e., spreading a rumor is not the same as physically assaulting someone; being late is not equivalent to doing work incorrectly. There is a great deal of overlap among the checklists, which is perhaps not surprising since similar procedures have been used to generate behaviors, and the various scales have informed one another.

Although there have been studies of individual types of behaviors, such as stealing (Hollinger, 1986), most of the work in this area that has appeared in I/O and OB journals has sampled a wide range of behaviors that were combined into total scores or a small number of subscales. For example, in early work Spector (1975) and Storms and Spector (1987) used factor analysis to identify underlying dimensions of CWB, placing items into six scales (aggression, sabotage, hostility and complaining, theft, substance use, and absence) based on their interrelationships. They then related the subscale scores to other variables. Bennett and Robinson (2000) discussed how they applied typical scale development approaches to refining their deviance measure, using item analysis and factor analysis to select those items that were interrelated. Their original 58 items were reduced to 19 that could produce two internally consistent scales of organizational and personal deviance. Not surprisingly for a causal indicator scale, most of the large set of behaviors that Bennett and Robinson (2000) carefully and thoroughly collected were not very correlated, and didn’t conform to the expected theoretical two dimensions.

These early efforts illustrate two issues of treating causal indicators as effect indicators. First, it leads to elimination of important behaviors because they don’t correlate with other behaviors. The elimination problem can occur when items that reflect the same intended category of behavior don’t relate to one another. Just because two items fit into the same category doesn’t mean that the same individuals tend to do them both. In fact, it is possible that different individuals would choose different behaviors to engage in when motivated to do something to harm the organization.

The second issue with the combination of behaviors is the interpretation of results. If several behavior items are summed into a composite, one must be cautious not to overgeneralize results of relations between another variable and that composite to all the elements of that composite. It is possible that the observed relation is due to a small number of individual behaviors and not to all the behaviors in the given subscale. With the Skarlicki and Folger (1997) study, for example, one might reasonably conclude that the greater the injustice, the more retaliatory behaviors, but one should not assume that injustice is associated with each of the individual behaviors in their 17-item measure. Of course, even here we should be careful with these sorts of checklists that ask how often the person performs each behavior. The scoring does not necessarily reflect the number of different behaviors that the person endorses. Two people might have the same score with one engaging occasionally in many behaviors whereas the other engages very often in few behaviors.

In summary, problems of interpretation can occur when individual items within a composite score are not related, and more importantly when only some of the individual items  relate to other variables (i.e., variables assigned nomological roles of antecedents or outcomes of CWB). The correlation of the composite score with another variable might be driven by a small number of the individual items, so one must be cautious in drawing conclusions from the composite itself to each of the specific items contained in the composite. 

Stressor-Emotion Model of Counterproductive Work Behavior.
The ongoing development of the CWB-C has proceeded as a reflection, and a measure to serve in the assessment, of the stressor-emotion model of counterproductive work behavior. This view of CWB is derived from an integration of the human aggression and occupational stress literatures. The key contribution of human aggression theory is the linkage between anger/frustration and aggression (e.g., Anderson, Deuser, & DeNeve, 1995; Berkowitz, 1989; Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer, & Sears, 1939; Neuman & Baron, 1997). Dollard et al.’s (1939) frustration-aggression hypothesis suggested that frustration, defined as interference with a person’s goal-oriented behavior, can lead to aggression, depending on factors such as availability of alternative responses and perceived danger of punishment. Fox and Spector (1999) fleshed out this hypothesis in the domain of the workplace, looking at connections between frustration as an environmental condition (i.e., organizational constraints), emotional reactions (usually anger) to such conditions, cognitive elements (e.g., perceived control), personality, and workplace aggression. 

The job stress perspective enriches the aggression model by offering psychological insight from the stress literature. At the heart of the stressor-emotion model is the connection from the environment to perceptions, to emotions, and then to CWB. The CWB process begins with a stressor, an objective feature of the workplace that, if perceived and appraised as an environmental threat, may induce negative emotional reactions (Spector, 1998), including but not limited to anger or frustration. The job stress process may lead to several possible outcomes, such as psychological, physical, or behavioral strains. The model defines a subset of these behavioral strains as CWB, including but not limited to workplace aggression. Once again, perception, appraisal, control beliefs, and personality play critical intermediary roles in the process. 

A number of empirical studies have tested relations among antecedent (stressor), intermediary, and outcome (CWB) variables, based on the Stressor-Emotion Model of CWB (e.g., Fox & Spector, 1999; Fox et al., 2001; Goh, Bruursema, Fox, & Spector, 2003; Miles et al., 2002; Penney, 2003; Penney & Spector, 2002). The key concern of the current paper, given the issues raised about composite CWB scales, is the validity of relations found between measures of CWB and the key variables that tests of the Stressor-Emotion Model have found to relate to CWB, namely job satisfaction, organizational constraints, interpersonal conflict, negative emotion, positive emotion, and justice.


The remainder of this paper will discuss psychometric properties and evidence for validity of the CWB-C. We will present data from three combined studies that address the dimensionality of the scale as well as provide some evidence for predictive validity, based on the Stressor-Emotion Model of CWB. 
Method

Overview

Data were combined from three studies (Bruursema, Kessler, Fox, & Spector, 2004; Goh et al., 2003; Penney, 2003) that used a similar methodology and contained the final version of the CWB-C. Our first step was to decide on the dimensionality of the scale, which was done in two ways. We had subject matter experts (SMEs) place the original 45 items into the Robinson and Bennett (1995) categories of organization versus person target, and our five categories of abuse, production deviance, sabotage, theft, and withdrawal. Once we determined the dimensions, we correlated the subscale scores with five criteria.

Determination of Dimensions

For the placement of items into dimensions, we had 12 SMEs sort the items. All 12 were industrial/organizational psychology doctoral students familiar with CWB. We began by placing the original 45-item pool into the organization versus person categories, producing the scales CWB-O and CWB-P. Our criterion was that at least 80% of the SMEs had to agree on item placement. We were able to put 43 of 45 items into these categories, 21 items for organization and 22 items for person. Two items, “Being nasty or rude to a customer or client” and “Avoided returning a phone call to someone you should at work” were not reliably classified across raters, and therefore were omitted from the resulting subscales. The appendix shows which items go in each of the two subscales. 


We then had the same 12 SMEs sort into our five categories. Again using the 80% rule, we were able to classify 33 of 45 behaviors (see the Appendix). Considering both sorting schemes, 44 of the 45 items fit into at least one of them. The last item “Failing to return a phone call to someone you should” did not fit either set of subscales and was used only for the total CWB score. 

Participants and Procedure

For the Goh et al. (2003) sample, surveys were distributed in five organizations in Chicago and Tampa. Participants were mailed survey packets with instructions to return them by mail. In addition the snowball method was used in Chicago asking Master’s in Human Resources and Industrial Relations students, all full-time employees and mostly managers, to distribute questionnaires at work. The five samples were support staff of two universities and employees of a financial consulting firm, an accounting firm, and a behavioral health services company. With the five organizations the response rate was 23%. It should be noted that with one university, the response rate was based on the number who returned completed questionnaires out of the number who agreed to do so after a phone request. With the snowball method it is difficult to be precise with the response rate as students who picked up a questionnaire might not have asked anyone to participate, or might have asked more than one. However, based on the number of distributed questionnaires, the response rate was 32% for employees. The total sample size was 169 (21.6% male, 26.4% managerial positions, and 91.3% white-collar). Due to the sensitive nature of the questionnaire items, no further demographic data were collected. Each participant in the study was given a survey packet containing a cover letter with instructions, a questionnaire booklet, a return envelope, and a bookmark as a token of appreciation.


The Penney (2003) sample consisted of employed individuals taking mostly night classes at the University of South Florida in chemistry, computer science, engineering, interdisciplinary social science, management, and psychology. Criteria for inclusion were working at least 25 hours per week and tenure at the current job of at least two months. Two hundred ninety-nine respondents met these requirements (8 additional ones were dropped). The sample was 23% male, with an average age of 23.3 and average tenure on the job of two years. Approximately half (47%) of the sample worked 30 hours or more per week, with the remainder working between 25 and 29 hours. Comparisons were made between these two groups on all the study variables using independent group t-tests, and only one was found to be significant for organizational constraints (means = 21.36 vs. 19.04 for full-time and part-time, respectively, t = 2.42, p < .05). Participants were recruited in classes where they completed questionnaires and returned them anonymously to a box in front of the classroom.


The Bruursema et al. (2004) sample consisted of 279 employed individuals taking coursework at the University of South Florida. The criterion for participation was working at least 20 hours per week and having worked at least 6 months at the current job. Twenty-four percent of the sample was male, and 17.4% held management or supervisory positions. Data were collected in two ways. First, experimenters attended three introductory psychology classes where participants completed questionnaires and returned them at the end of class. Second, participants made appointments to come by an office in the psychology building where they completed the questionnaire and handed it to the researcher.

Measures

In addition to the CWB-C, participants were given measures of key Stressor-Emotion Model variables. All three studies included job stressor scales (organizational constraints and interpersonal conflict) and a measure of job satisfaction. Organizational constraints were assessed with the Spector and Jex (1998) Organizational Constraints Scale (OCS), an 11-item measure that assesses the major areas of constraints identified by Peters and O’Connor (1980).  Each item asks for a rating of how frequently a constraint is encountered using 5-point scales ranging from 1 = never to 5 = every day. Examples include poor equipment or supplies, inadequate training, and conflicting job demands. Spector and Jex (1998) reported a mean internal consistency reliability (coefficient alpha) of .85 across eight samples. Interpersonal conflict was measured with the four item Interpersonal Conflict at Work Scale (ICAWS; Spector & Jex, 1998). It assesses the frequency with which employees experience arguments and yelling in their interactions with coworkers, using the same 5-point response scale as the OCS. Spector and Jex (1998) reported a mean alpha across 13 samples of .74.


The 3-item Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins and Klesh (1979) job satisfaction measure from the Michigan Organizational Assessment Scale was used. Response choices ranged from 1 (disagree very much) to 6 (agree very much). Van Katwyk, Fox, Spector, and Kelloway (2000) found a .90 coefficient alpha for this scale.


The short 10-item negative emotion subscale of the Job-Related Affective Well-Being Scale, JAWS (Van Katwyk, Fox, Spector, & Kelloway, 2000) was used in the Goh et al. (2003) sample to assess people’s negative emotional experiences at work. Instructions ask respondents to indicate how often they have experienced each of 10 distinct negative emotions (e.g., anger or boredom) at work, using five response choices ranging from 1 = Never to 5 = Every day. Fox et al. (2001) reported coefficient alpha for the negative emotion 15-item subscales of .91, which was close to the value in the current study of .88 using the shorter form. 


Measures of distributive and procedural justice reported in Moorman (1991) were used in the Bruursema et al. (2004) and Penney (2003) samples. Distributive justice was assessed with a 6-item scale originally developed by Price and Mueller (1986). The scale has five response choices ranging from 1 (very unfairly) to 5 (very fairly), with high scores indicating high levels of justice. Procedural justice was measured with Moorman’s (1991) the 12-item scale. This scale included interactional justice items that Moorman suggests should be included because of no discriminability from the procedural justice items (R. H. Moorman, personal communication, February 3, 1999). Five response choices ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Moorman (1991) reported coefficient alphas of .94 for both justice scales. 

Results

The study variables, upon which the following analyses are based, consist of an overall CWB score (CWB-Total), two different schemes of dividing the CWB items into meaningful subscales, and six additional variables predicted by the Stressor-Emotion Model to relate to CWB (interpersonal conflict, organizational constraints, distributive justice, procedural justice, job satisfaction, and negative emotion). The first division of CWB classifies behaviors according to target, resulting in two subscales: CWB directed at people (CWB-P) and CWB directed at the organization (CWB-O). The second division of CWB, based upon identified forms of CWB in the literature, consists of five subscales: abuse, production deviance, sabotage, theft, and withdrawal.

Table 1

Descriptive Statistics For Constraints, Interpersonal Conflict, Job Satisfaction, Emotions, and CWB Subscales

	Variable
	N
	Mean
	SD
	Observed

Range
	Possible

Range
	Coefficient

Alpha

	Interpersonal conflict
	739
	6.1
	2.6
	4-19
	4-20
	.77

	Organizational constraints
	733
	22.9
	8.3
	11-55
	11-55
	.88

	Distributive justice
	441
	19.6
	6.2
	6-30
	6-30
	.93

	Procedural justice
	435
	59.7
	16.3
	12-84
	12-84
	.96

	Job satisfaction
	737
	13.3
	4.1
	3-18
	3-18
	.90

	Negative emotion
	166
	23.0
	7.7
	10-45
	10-50
	.88

	Abuse
	736
	24.1
	6.7
	18-82
	18-90
	.811

	Production deviance
	737
	3.7
	1.3
	3-12
	3-15
	.61

	Sabotage
	738
	3.6
	1.1
	3-11
	3-15
	.42

	Theft
	738
	5.8
	1.5
	5-20
	5-25
	.58

	Withdrawal
	738
	6.9
	2.3
	4-16
	4-20
	.63

	CWB-Organization
	735
	31.1
	7.4
	21-81
	21-105
	.84

	CWB-Person
	735
	26.3
	6.3
	22-88
	22-110
	.851

	CWB-Total
	731
	58.9
	12.6
	44-173
	44-220
	.871


1N = 460 for coefficient alpha due to one missing item in Sample 3.

Data from the three studies were combined to increase statistical power and simplify interpretation. Before combining the samples, however, we compared them on means and correlations of the CWB scales with the five additional variables common across at least two samples. A series of one-way ANOVAs were conducted to compare means on all variables among the samples. Eleven of the thirteen comparisons were statistically significant (job satisfaction and procedural justice were not), which is not surprising considering the power to detect mean differences with our sample sizes. Effect sizes, however, were not large in most cases, with a median .03 without the two nonsignificant variables. The Bruursema sample tended to report the most CWB and the Goh sample the least. We also compared the samples pairwise using z-tests for independent correlations on all four stressors and job satisfaction versus the CWB subscales (120 comparisons across the three samples). Only nine were statistically significant (7.5%), all but one involving interpersonal conflict. In only 3 of those cases was one sample significant and the other nonsignificant.


Table 1 contains descriptive statistics for the variables in the study, including means, standard deviations, observed and possible ranges, and coefficient alphas. Coefficient alphas exceeded the generally accepted minimum of .70 for most but not all scales, although it should be kept in mind that internal consistency for causal indicator scales is largely irrelevant. Alphas ranged from .42 (sabotage) to .87 (CWB-Total) for the CWB scales.


Table 2 shows correlations among the CWB-C subscales. Included are both the total scale (CWB-Total), 2-category, and 5-category scoring schemes. An examination of the correlations among subscales with the 5-dimension scheme shows that most are moderately correlated, ranging from .29 (sabotage and withdrawal) to .53 (production deviance and sabotage). CWB-O and CWB-P were correlated (r = .62). As might be expected, abuse was related more strongly to CWB-P than CWB-O, whereas theft, sabotage, withdrawal and production deviance were more strongly related to CWB-O than CWB-P. This is certainly expected considering the overlap in items (see the Appendix).

Table 2

Correlations Among CWB Subscales

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	1. Abuse
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Production deviance
	.49
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Sabotage
	.49
	.53
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Theft
	.43
	.40
	.46
	
	
	
	

	5. Withdrawal
	.35
	.37
	.29
	.40
	
	
	

	6. CWB-Organization
	.65
	.73
	.65
	.65
	.74
	
	

	7. CWB-Person
	.94
	.48
	.51
	.45
	.33
	.62
	

	8. CWB-Total
	.88
	.69
	.65
	.61
	.61
	.91
	.88


Note: n = 731-738. All correlations are statistically significant at p < .05


Table 3 provides evidence for predictive validity, relating the eight subscales scores to six other variables (interpersonal conflict, organizational constraints, distributive justice, procedural justice, job satisfaction, and negative emotion). As can be seen, conflict related more strongly to abuse and CWB-P than the other forms of CWB. Considering the five-subscale scheme, each tended to have it’s own pattern of relations with the other variables. Abuse related most strongly to interpersonal conflict, but correlated significantly with all stressors and strains. Production deviance also correlated significantly with all the other variables at close to the same level with all but one correlation being in the .20s. Sabotage had a similar pattern to production deviance, although all correlations were smaller, and the correlation with distributive justice was nonsignificant. Theft correlated significantly with 3 of 4 stressors and job satisfaction, but correlations tended to be quite small. Withdrawal correlated more strongly with job satisfaction and negative emotion than with stressors. There was less discriminability among CWB organization versus person. Both correlated significantly with all the other variables. The largest differences were that CWB-person correlated more strongly with interpersonal conflict and CWB-organization correlated more strongly with job satisfaction and negative emotion.

Table 3

Correlations of CWB Subscales With Interpersonal Conflict, Organizational Constraints, Justice, Job Satisfaction, and Emotions

	CWB Scale
	Interpersonal

Conflict
	Constraints
	Distributive

justice
	Procedural

justice
	Job

satisfaction
	Negative

emotion

	Abuse
	.54*
	.32*
	-.14*
	-.31*
	-.23*
	.28*

	Production deviance
	.28*
	.23*
	-.13*
	-.21*
	-.24*
	.21*

	Sabotage
	.26
	.19*
	-.04
	-.19*
	-.14*
	.15*

	Theft
	.19*
	.15*
	-.06
	-.16*
	-.08*
	.05

	Withdrawal
	.14*
	.18*
	-.12*
	-.18*
	-.22*
	.25*

	CWB-Organization
	.35*
	.31*
	-.18*
	-.19*
	-.35*
	.39*

	CWB-Person
	.46*
	.26*
	-.10*
	-.25*
	-.14*
	.16*

	CWB-Total
	.45*
	.32*
	-.15*
	-.31*
	-.28*
	.35*

	N
	731-738
	729-732
	443-440
	427-434
	729-736
	166


*p < .05


Table 4 shows the percent of employees who reported to have engaged in each CWB. The mean percentage across all 45 items was 23.7%  (standard deviation = 21.2), and the median was 14.1%. As can be seen, there was considerable variation in the frequency with which these behaviors are reported, ranging from less than 1% of the sample for destroying someone’s property to 83% of the sample who admit to daydreaming rather than working.

Table 4

Percent of Participants Reported To Have Engaged In Each CWB

	Item
	Percent reporting

	 1 Purposely wasted your employer’s materials/supplies
	29.8

	 2 Daydreamed rather than did your work
	83.2

	 3 Complained about insignificant things at work
	72.5

	 4 Told people outside the job what a lousy place you work for
	48.7

	 5 Purposely did your work incorrectly
	11.2

	 6 Came to work late without permission
	54.1

	 7 Stayed home from work and said you were sick when you weren’t
	49.9

	 8 Purposely damaged a piece of equipment or property
	3.0

	 9 Purposely dirtied or littered your place of work
	7.9

	10 Stolen something belonging to your employer
	11.8

	11 Started or continued a damaging or harmful rumor at work
	10.1

	12 Been nasty or rude to a client or customer
	32.5

	13 Purposely worked slowly when things needed to get done
	29.2

	14 Refused to take on an assignment when asked
	23.4

	15 Purposely came late to an appointment or meeting
	7.4

	16 Failed to report a problem so it would get worse
	8.2

	17 Taken a longer break than you were allowed to take
	61.6

	18 Purposely failed to follow instructions
	12.7

	19 Left work earlier than you were allowed to
	43.0

	20 Insulted someone about their job performance
	26.0

	21 Made fun of someone’s personal life
	28.0

	22 Took supplies or tools home without permission
	26.1

	23 Tried to look busy while doing nothing
	77.4

	24 Put in to be paid for more hours than you worked
	15.4

	25 Took money from your employer without permission
	3.5

	26 Ignored someone at work
	50.1

	27 Refused to help someone at work
	22.5

	28 Withheld needed information from someone at work
	12.0

	29 Purposely interfered with someone at work doing his/her job
	11.4

	30 Blamed someone at work for error you made
	15.7

	31 Started an argument with someone at work
	26.0

	32 Stole something belonging to someone at work
	2.6

	33 Verbally abused someone at work
	10.7

	34 Made an obscene gesture (the finger) to someone at work
	18.5

	35 Threatened someone at work with violence
	2.8

	36 Threatened someone at work, but not physically
	6.4

	37 Said something obscene to someone at work to make them feel bad
	8.5

	38 Hid something so someone at work couldn’t find it
	10.8

	39 Did something to make someone at work look bad
	8.1

	40 Played a mean prank to embarrass someone at work
	7.0

	41 Destroyed property belonging to someone at work
	.9

	42 Looked at someone at work’s private mail/property without permission
	12.2

	43 Hit or pushed someone at work
	3.4

	44 Insulted or made fun of someone at work
	26.4

	45 Avoided returning a phone call to someone you should at work
	34.1


Discussion

The CWB-C has evolved in terms of number of items and scoring system over several uses to its current version of 45-items. What remains is a scale that consists of workplace behaviors, some directed at individuals and some at organizations. As a causal indicator scale, criteria for evaluation and development of this measure are somewhat different than for the usual effect indicator scale. What we provided here was the basis for devising two scoring schemes, plus a total score and validation evidence based on relations with other theoretically relevant measures.


We derived our two-dimension scoring from the Robinson and Bennett (1995) organization versus person dichotomy. However, we were not completely convinced that these 45 items should always be reduced to such large categories, so we had judges sort the items into a five-dimension structure. SMEs were able to reliably place subsets of items into these different dimensions for both scoring schemes. Although not theoretically relevant for causal indicator scales, we reported coefficient alphas in Table 1. As can be seen, in some cases the alphas were quite low (e.g., .42 for sabotage), suggesting low levels of relation among items. This isn’t unexpected for this sort of scale, since items are combined that reflect different acts that can be combined into a meaningful category even though the acts might not tend to be committed by the same individuals.


Predictive validity for the CWB-C is provided by the correlations in Table 3, relating the various CWB-C subscales to stressors, job satisfaction, and negative emotion. Forty-five of 48 correlations were significant, although magnitude of correlations varied, and in some cases were quite small. Interpersonal conflict at work related more strongly with abuse and CWB-P than the organization-focused forms of CWB. This would be expected since conflict is interpersonal and so the behavioral response should target other people. Job satisfaction, on the other hand, related more strongly to two of the CWB subscales targeting the organization (production deviance and withdrawal) than to CWB-P or abuse. Again this makes sense that being dissatisfied with the job would be associated with behaviors directed toward the employer and not coworkers.


An issue here is whether the five-dimension scoring really provides an advantage over the two. One of the things that this more fine-grained analysis shows is that there can be distinctions in relations with other variables. For example, in Table 3, the two-dimension CWB-O versus CWB-P scheme shows less variability across variables than does the five-dimensions. Spector and Fox (2003) related the five dimensions of CWB to specific emotional reactions to work, distinguishing being upset at work (e.g., angry and anxious) from being bored. Notably, being upset was significantly correlated with all five dimensions of CWB, but being bored was not significantly correlated with abuse or theft. Such distinctions can’t be as easily seen when the items are combined in broader categories. When these items are combined into the CWB-O dimension (which is where all but one fits), there can be a temptation to associate the construct of sabotage or theft with variables that they don’t in fact relate to.


Another issue concerns the generalization from subscale scores to the individual component items. Although not shown here, not all items within these scales correlated with the various criteria, even though their associated subscales did. For example, only 29 of the 45 items correlated significantly with job satisfaction. This suggests caution in drawing conclusions from the composite to each of its components. It can certainly be concluded that these classes of behaviors are related to criteria, but not each member of the class.


This suggests the need for additional work on specific behaviors in addition to the broader CWB categories that have dominated work in this area recently. One complicating issue is that there can be alternative and multiple explanations for some of these behaviors. For example, Bies, Tripp, and Kramer (1997) discuss how some of the behaviors classified here as abuse can have a positive social regulatory function when part of a strategy of revenge when an individual is confronted with abusive behavior from others. Withdrawal has already received more specific attention, particularly absence. It can reflect escape from work, competing demands at home, or choosing to work in an alternative location, such as coming back late from lunch with an important client. Merely knowing that an employee was missing does not give much insight into the reasons and whether or not the absence facilitated or inhibited performance.


There are other important constructs in organizational research that use causal indicator scales. Organizational citizenship behavior (Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983) is similar to CWB in that scales ask about the frequency with which an employee engages in specific acts, and workplace bullying scales (Fox & Stallworth, 2004) ask about the frequency with which an employee is the target of specific acts. As noted in the introduction, Edwards and Bagozzi (2000) discuss how measures of life events, popularly used in stress research, are causal indicator measures, as well. 


The past few years has seen rapid development in the study of CWB and other related constructs in the workplace. The research has shown clear connections between these sorts of behaviors and both organizational and personal factors. Despite all this work, few measures have been developed for general use, but rather individual researchers tend to put together their own ad hoc instruments. In this paper we have discussed the development of a CWB measure that might prove useful to researchers in the area. 
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Appendix: Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist Items By Subscale

How often have you done each of the following things on your present job?

1=Never 2=Once or twice 3=Once or twice per month 4=Once or twice per week 5=Every day

	CWB Item Number and Item
	2 Factor
	5 Factor

	 1 Purposely wasted your employer’s materials/supplies
	CWB-O
	Sabotage

	 8 Purposely damaged a piece of equipment or property
	CWB-O
	Sabotage

	 9 Purposely dirtied or littered your place of work
	CWB-O
	Sabotage

	 6 Came to work late without permission
	CWB-O
	Withdrawal

	 7 Stayed home from work and said you were sick when you weren’t
	CWB-O
	Withdrawal

	17 Taken a longer break than you were allowed to take
	CWB-O
	Withdrawal

	19 Left work earlier than you were allowed to
	CWB-O
	Withdrawal

	 5 Purposely did your work incorrectly
	CWB-O
	Production deviance

	13 Purposely worked slowly when things needed to get done
	CWB-O
	Production deviance

	18 Purposely failed to follow instructions
	CWB-O
	Production deviance

	10 Stolen something belonging to your employer
	CWB-O
	Theft

	22 Took supplies or tools home without permission
	CWB-O
	Theft 

	24 Put in to be paid for more hours than you worked
	CWB-O
	Theft 

	25 Took money from your employer without permission
	CWB-O
	Theft 

	32 Stole something belonging to someone at work
	CWB-P
	Theft 

	 2 Daydreamed rather than did your work
	CWB-O
	

	 3 Complained about insignificant things at work
	CWB-O
	

	14 Refused to take on an assignment when asked
	CWB-O
	

	15 Purposely came late to an appointment or meeting
	CWB-O
	

	16 Failed to report a problem so it would get worse
	CWB-O
	

	23 Tried to look busy while doing nothing
	CWB-O
	

	 4 Told people outside the job what a lousy place you work for
	CWB-O
	Abuse

	11 Started or continued a damaging or harmful rumor at work
	CWB-P
	Abuse

	12 Been nasty or rude to a client or customer
	
	Abuse

	20 Insulted someone about their job performance
	CWB-P
	Abuse

	21 Made fun of someone’s personal life
	CWB-P
	Abuse

	26 Ignored someone at work
	CWB-P
	Abuse

	30 Blamed someone at work for error you made
	CWB-P
	Abuse

	31 Started an argument with someone at work
	CWB-P
	Abuse

	33 Verbally abused someone at work
	CWB-P
	Abuse

	34 Made an obscene gesture (the finger) to someone at work
	CWB-P
	Abuse

	35 Threatened someone at work with violence
	CWB-P
	Abuse

	36 Threatened someone at work, but not physically
	CWB-P
	Abuse

	37 Said something obscene to someone at work to make them feel bad
	CWB-P
	Abuse

	39 Did something to make someone at work look bad
	CWB-P
	Abuse

	40 Played a mean prank to embarrass someone at work
	CWB-P
	Abuse

	42 Looked at someone at work’s private mail/property without permission
	CWB-P
	Abuse

	43 Hit or pushed someone at work
	CWB-P
	Abuse

	44 Insulted or made fun of someone at work
	CWB-P
	Abuse

	27 Refused to help someone at work
	CWB-P
	

	28 Withheld needed information from someone at work
	CWB-P
	

	29 Purposely interfered with someone at work doing his/her job
	CWB-P
	

	38 Hid something so someone at work couldn’t find it
	CWB-P
	

	41 Destroyed property belonging to someone at work
	CWB-P
	

	45 Avoided returning a phone call to someone you should at work
	
	


Note: Response choices are 1 = Never, 2 = Once or twice, 3 = Once or twice per month, 4 = Once or twice per week, 5 = Every day. The CWB-C is Copyright Suzy Fox and Paul E. Spector, All rights reserved 2003, reproduced by permission.

