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Abstract 

 

Within the actual practical day to day activities, even within an academic setting, 

counterproductive work behaviors (CWB) exist. Taking note of the harm that CWBs are able 

to induce on both individuals and organizations, it would seem appropriate that antecedents of 

CWBs be clearly understood. More so within an academic setting, wherein there is a system 

of monitoring and sanctioning in placed, CWBs should be kept to a minimum. However, this 

is not the case, previous CWB studies suggests a moderate occurrence of deviant behaviors 

within academic institutions. To better understand this phenomenon, the current study 

hypothesized that perceived loafing (PL) of peers is mediated by an individual’s revenge 

motive (RM), which in turn affects the prevalence of CWBs. Furthermore, the current study 

also investigates the role of monitoring and sanctioning (MAS) towards an individual’s 

tendency to loaf. Participants are 935 teachers employed during the 2015 school year in 

Taiwan. Survey items include the Mulvey and Klein’s (1998) loafing scale, Jones’ (2009) 

revenge motive scale, Fine, Horowitz, Weigler, and Basis’s (2010) monitoring and sanctioning 

scale, and Hu, Hung, and Ching’s (2015) CWB Taiwan scale (CWB-T). Using the statistical 

method of structured equation modelling (SEM), results suggest that PL has an increasing 

effect on both RM and CWB-T. In addition, RM seems to act as a mediator between PL and 

CWB-T, while MAS exhibits a decreasing effect on PL. In sum, findings suggest that in order 

for academic institutions to minimize the occurrence of CWBs, appropriate monitoring and 

sanctioning must be implemented. 
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The impact of monitoring and sanctioning and perceived loafing towards revenge motive 

and tendency to commit counterproductive work behaviors within the academic 

workplace 

 

1. Introduction 

Studies has proven that a healthy workplace can lead to increase productivity (Danna & Griffin, 1999). A 

healthy workplace would mean that the organization practices and promotes work-life balance, employee growth 

and development, health and safety, recognition, and employee involvement (Grawitch, Gottschalk, & Munz, 

2006). More important is the sense of equality within the workplace (Cornelius, 2002). However, this sense of 

equal treatment is tested, when the honest employee experiences coworkers getting away with loafing (Mulvey 

& Klein, 1998). Recent studies have categorized loafing as a type of deviant or counterproductive work behavior 

(CWB) (Ahmadi, Bagheri, Ebrahimi, Rokni, & Safari-Kahreh, 2011), wherein its effect can be damaging to the 

organization (Semmer, Tschan, Meier, Facchin, & Jacobshagen, 2009). 

Similar to other workplace, CWB exists even within academic institutions (Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2001; 

Fox & Stallworth, 2010; Y.-L. Hu, Hung, & Ching, 2015; Salami, 2010). One might thought that the 

implementation of a school wide positive behavior support (Sugai & Horner, 2008; Sugai & Horner, 2009), 

should diminish if not minimize any misconducts or deviant behaviors. However, even with a monitoring and 

sanctioning system in place, loafing within the workplace still thrive (Carpenter, 2007). In Taiwan, teaching 

within a public academic institution can be translated into being tenured for life. Permanent teachers working in 

public elementary or high school are actually considered as public servant and/or government employees; thus, 

most of the faculty tends to work till they retire. More important is that as long as the teacher is working within 

the boundaries of what is expected of them, rarely does a faculty get terminated. In effect, faculty might become 

relax and let down their guard, hence, CWBs becomes a common activity (Y.-L. Hu et al., 2015).  

Within the above-mentioned issues, the current study hypothesizes that perceived loafing (PL) of peers 

and/or co-teachers is mediated by an individual’s revenge motive (RM), which in turn affects the prevalence of 

CWBs. Furthermore, the current study also investigates the role of monitoring and sanctioning (MAS) towards 

an individual’s tendency to loaf. As with understanding of the various inter-relationships of the different 

antecedents of CWBs, further policy that can help minimize or even hinders deviant behaviors from occurring 

can be properly implemented.  

2. Background literature 

2.1 Counterproductive work behavior 

The notion of CWB is not new with various studies suggesting different structures and concepts (Marcus, 

Taylor, Hastings, Sturm, & Weigelt, 2016). Different interpretations of the behaviors are shown in different 

studies, some common concepts are unethical behaviors (G. E. Jones & Kavanagh, 1996; Reiss & Mitra, 1998; 

Umphress, Bingham, & Mitchell, 2010), deviant behaviors (Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Peterson, 2002; 

Robinson & Bennett, 1995), and even anti-social behaviors (Bodla & Danish, 2011; Giacolone & Greenberg, 

1997). However, one specific common fact is that CWBs seems to exists in all types of workplace (Spector et al., 

2006). 

A distinct idea within CWB is that it may be targeted towards the organization or to a specific individual 

within that organization (Robinson & Bennett, 1995). In addition, CWB can also be distinguished by the extent 

of its damage, such as the behavior might be minor or simple as reading newspaper during office hours or the 
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serious issues of theft and sabotage (Y.-L. Hu et al., 2015). Simply put, CWB can be considered as an 

intentional act that is contrary to the institution’s goal (Gruys & Sackett, 2003; Sackett, 2002). Note the word 

intentional, denoting that the perpetrator is aware of what he or she is doing (Martinko, Gundlach, & Douglas, 

2002).  

Looking into the various factors in classifying CWBs, Robinson and Bennett (1995) mentioned four distinct 

classification. The four factors are production deviance – these are the minor behaviors that are still considered 

harmful towards the institution, such as low work quality, property deviance – these are the major offenses that 

are damaging to the institution, such as theft, political deviance – these are the minor behaviors towards peers 

and co-workers, such as blaming or finger pointing, and personal aggression – these are the major offenses 

towards peers and co-workers, such as abuse and harassment (Robinson & Bennett, 1995, p. 565). Later on, 

Spector et al. (2006) re-classify the four factors into five groups, namely: abuse towards others, production 

deviance, sabotage, theft, and withdrawal. Withdrawal in the workplace is best described as exhibiting altruism, 

lateness to work, and absenteeism (Barling & Phillips, 1993; Hammer, Bauer, & Grandey, 2003; Paillé & Grima, 

2011), while the remaining four are previously discussed and self-explanatory.  

In Taiwan, a recent study on the CWB model in Taiwan (CWB-T) by Hu et al. (2015) noted eight distinct 

factors that are present within the academic workplace. The factors are as follows: time theft (TT) – these 

include any form of improper or inappropriate reasons for reducing work hours, inappropriate use of resources 

(IUR) – these include the deliberate use, waste, theft, or destruction of schools’ properties, inappropriate 

student-teacher relationship (ISR) – these include any inappropriate, unethical, or unprofessional interactions 

between teachers and students, inappropriate parent-teacher relationship (IPR) – these include any 

inappropriate, unethical, or unprofessional interactions between teachers and parents, lack of professionalism 

(LOP) – these include all the reasons resulting to poor teaching performance, might be from the lack of 

pedagogical and professional content knowledge in the part of the teacher, apathy (AP) – these include the lack 

of enthusiasm and/or altruism, and unwilling to improve oneself, political tactics (PT) – these include forming 

alliances to gain control of a situation and/or initiate personal attacks, and reluctant to accept administrative 

duties (RAD) – these include the situation wherein a teacher is unwilling to accept any administrative 

responsibilities besides teaching (Y.-L. Hu et al., 2015, p. 71). 

In sum, the concept of CWB is both varied and multi-dimensional. More importantly, the effects of CWB 

are serious, no matter if it is just a simple and minor action. Within the school, students are able to observe how 

teachers undertake their everyday activities. Students are able to learn by just observing their teachers (Lumpkin, 

2008), therefore, it is quite important that CWB be kept to a minimum within the academic workplace. 

2.2 Loafing 

The concept of loafing has been evolving. Even within a study published twenty years ago, Sunoo (1996) 

already noted the changing nature of loafing. To further understand loafing, some early papers are discussed. 

Starting with a seminal German literature, Moede (1927) noted that within a rope pulling task, adding people to 

the task (or increasing the group size) is not actually equivalent to sum of all the individual efforts of each of the 

group member. In other words, within any given task, increasing the number of people working on the task does 

not necessary translate to faster task completion. Adding individuals to the task might even promote social 

loafing (Latané, Williams, & Harkins, 1979). This is more evident when an individual believes that his or her 

own personal contribution to the group effort is vague and unrecognized (Liden, Wayne, Jaworski, & Bennett, 

2004; Mulvey & Klein, 1998; Price, Harrison, & Gavin, 2006). In fact, as the group size increases, the chances 

of social loafing also increases (Breckler, Olson, & Wiggins, 2006). 

As the concept of loafing evolves, the extent of time wasted in the workplace also increases. There is already 

a blurring of the thin line between working and loafing, while, at the same time, new ways in wasting time are 

also forming. Sunoo (1996) noted the uncertainty of what can be considered as loafing. For instance, the need for 
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sales agents to familiarized with all of the company’s products, which is usually done through browsing the 

company’s website. In fact, how can a manager tell if the employee is really studying or just browsing other sites? 

In reality, the practice of self-responsibility in part of the employee and the employer having faith or believing 

in their employees, as far more encouraging in the workplace (Sunoo, 1996). With the advent of the social 

networking era, loafing now takes the form of cyberspace as what is known as cyberloafing (Ahmadi et al., 2011; 

Çınar & Karcıoğlu, 2015; Lim & Chen, 2012; Lim & Teo, 2005). Needless to say, the problem of loafing is 

increasing and exists in all types of organization (Kidwell, 2010). 

As for the various causes of loafing, Price and his colleagues (2006) noted the two prominent reasons for 

loafing, which are dispensability and fairness. As mentioned before, dispensability happens when an employee 

perceived that his or her work contributions as negligible; hence, they will just the let the other employees with 

greater responsibility accomplished the task (Price et al., 2006). As with fairness within the workplace, much 

research has been made in this line of thinking. Fairness in the workplace is affected, when inequality is 

perceived by the employee (Ahmadi et al., 2011; Hung, Chi, & Lu, 2009; Murphy, Wayne, Liden, & Erdogan, 

2003). More so, when the employee is a member of a certain age group, ethnicity/culture, gender, or even marital 

status (Tsaw, Murphy, & Detgen, 2011); when the majority rule always take precedence, fairness in the 

workplace is affected. In essence, the occurrence of loafing in the workplace is greatly influenced by how 

management decision making take place and how each individual employee value his or her own work within the 

organization. 

2.3 Monitoring and sanctioning 

The notion of monitoring and sanctioning within the workplace is a fairly new concept, wherein the idea is 

initially discussed within organizational studies. Early studies suggest that monitoring and sanctioning to be 

observed between peers in order to prevent and preempt misconduct (Lazega, 2000). However, some believed 

that mutual monitoring can actually decrease the willingness of the group members to cooperate with each other 

(Orr, 2001). Monitoring and sanctioning ironically is usually compared with the Orwell’s classic 1984, which 

cited the possibility of somebody is always watching over (Alge & Hansen, 2014). Although the notion of Big 

brother seems to denote a negative atmosphere, nonetheless, monitoring seems to work better when used 

appropriately with just the right amount sanctioning (Zoghbi-Manrique-de-Lara, 2011).  

In some studies, it is noted that monitoring also moderates the occurrence of both integrity and CWB (Fine, 

Horowitz, Weigler, & Basis, 2010), which performs a sort of policing within the workplace. In other words, 

when there is a policeman on the corner, people behave and patiently wait for the red signal to turn green, before 

driving on, however, one can just take a right turn when the cop is not around. In another spectrum, within the 

academic setting, monitoring and sanctioning is often portrayed within students (Kelly, 2008; Sloep et al., 2007), 

appropriate discipline actions are actually seen as a necessity in supporting positive behaviors (Sugai & Horner, 

2008; Sugai, Sprague, Horner, & Walker, 2000). In sum, as teachers are role models of integrity and 

accountability, proper monitoring and sanctioning can be seen as just normal day to day function within the 

school. 

2.4 Revenge motive 

As mentioned in the above literature, when inequality exists within the workplace, employees react. This 

inequality or sometimes also referred to as injustice is believed to be quite related to the occurrence of CWB (D. 

A. Jones, 2009). More important is that the resulting reaction from the presence of injustice and/or inequality 

within the workplace can be manifested in terms of a type of revenge (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). A unique 

perspective is that this urge for revenge is often considered as a mediator for retaliatory behavior; attitudes that 

can be considered as CWBs (Hung et al., 2009). However, this is contingent to the perceived level of procedural 

justice or in other words how monitoring and sanctioning is actually taking place (Aquino, Galperin, & Bennett, 

2004). In essence, the desire for revenge can be seen as a way to get even with the perceived inequality that is 
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happening in the workplace.  

3. Design 

3.1 Framework 

This quantitative study is designed as a cross-sectional one, wherein data is collected at one point in time 

(Mann, 2003). Data is collected in order to evaluate a proposed model explaining the CWB within Taiwan 

academic setting. Based on the previous mentioned literature, the framework of this study builds on the theory of 

perceived loafing (PL), monitoring and sanctioning (MAS) within the campus, revenge motive (RM) as an 

aggressive intention, and the concept of CWB-T. Within the model, it is assumed that PL and MAS are the latent 

independent variables (IV), while RM as the latent mediator, and CWB-T as the latent dependent variable (DV). 

Proposed hypotheses are as follows (see figure 1 for the hypothesized theoretical model of the study): 

� Hypothesis 1 (H1): PL has significant positive effect on RM. 

� Hypothesis 2 (H2): RM has significant positive effect on CWB-T. 

� Hypothesis 3 (H3): RM mediates the relationship between PL and CWB-T. 

� Hypothesis 4 (H4): MAS has significant negative effect on CWB-T. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Hypothesized theoretical model 

3.2 Participants 

Participants of the study are 935 teachers from randomly selected primary and secondary (junior and senior 

high school) schools from the Northern and Central Taiwan region. Table 1 shows the various demographical 

backgrounds of the participants. The numbers of male and female teachers are almost equal with 467 and 468 

respondents respectively. Of the participants 30% are teachers with teaching only duties, 35% are teachers who 

are also class advisers (these teachers have additional responsibilities of taking care of the students during 

homeroom periods), 27% are teachers with administrative duties (these are teachers that have lesser teaching 

loads, but need to assume other responsibilities as an administrator), 6% are administrative staff, and the 

remaining 3% are school principals. For the respondents’ educational attainment, 45% of the teachers have a 

bachelor’s degree, while the remaining 55% are graduate degree holders (either masters or doctoral degree). This 
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is actually quite impressive, wherein more than half of the participants have high educational attainment.  

As for the participants’ school location, 44% are from the Northern Taiwan (the capital region: Taipei and 

New Taipei City), while 47% are from the Central Taiwan area. For the school size, 10% are from small schools 

(these are schools with 12 or less than 12 classes), 44% are from medium schools (number of classes of medium 

schools are from 13 to 48 classes), and 46% are from large schools (these are schools with more than 48 classes). 

For the school district, 70% are from the urban cities, 25% are from the rural areas, and the remaining 5% are 

from remote locations such as the outer islands and/or mountain regions. 

Table 1 

Participants' demographic background (N=935) 

Demographics n % Demographics n % 

Gender 
  

School location   

Male 467 50% Northern Taiwan 411 44% 

Female 468 50% Central Taiwan 437 47% 

Position 
  

School size   

Subject teacher 276 30% Small (12 class and below) 94 10% 

Teacher w/ class adviser duties 324 35% Medium (13 to 48 class) 413 44% 

Teacher w/ administrative duties 251 27% Large (49 class and above) 428 46% 

Administrative staff 53 6% District   

School Principal 31 3% Urban (city) 652 70% 

Educational attainment 
  

Rural 234 25% 

Bachelor degree 424 45% Remote (outer islands and/or 

mountain region) 

49 5% 

Graduate program 511 55%   
 

3.3 Procedures 

A call to participate in the study was disseminated to strategically selected schools located at the Northern 

and Central Taiwan region. Schools were selected to reflect the actual ratio based on the school size gathered 

from the 2015 Ministry of Education database. After the school selection process, an invitation for volunteer 

participation was sent. To comply with the requirements of the research protocol, participants are informed that 

they are allowed to skip any question or withdraw from survey any time they wish. After one month of data 

collection, a total of 935 valid responds are collected. Data analysis included the recoding of the CWB-T scores, 

social desirability check, reliability check, and model fit analysis using the structured equation modelling (SEM). 

3.4 Measures 

Counterproductive Work Behaviors Taiwan (CWB-T) – The CWB-T is recent scale developed by Hu and 

her associates (2015) specifically designed for collecting the perceived CWB occurrence within an academic 

setting. Within their study, a total of eight factors are determined. The factors are as follows: time theft (TT) – 

these include any form of improper or inappropriate reasons for reducing work hours, inappropriate use of 

resources (IUR) – these include the deliberate use, waste, theft, or destruction of schools’ properties, 

inappropriate student-teacher relationship (ISR) – these include any inappropriate, unethical, or unprofessional 

interactions between teachers and students, inappropriate parent-teacher relationship (IPR) – these include any 

inappropriate, unethical, or unprofessional interactions between teachers and parents, lack of professionalism 

(LOP) – these include all the reasons resulting to poor teaching performance, might be from the lack of 

pedagogical and professional content knowledge in the part of the teacher, apathy (AP) – these include the lack 

of enthusiasm and/or altruism, and unwilling to improve oneself, political tactics (PT) – these include forming 

alliances to gain control of a situation and/or initiate personal attacks, and reluctant to accept administrative 

duties (RAD) – these include the situation wherein a teacher is unwilling to accept any administrative 

responsibilities besides teaching (Y.-L. Hu et al., 2015, p. 71). The composite reliabilities (CR) of the original 

factors range from .83 to .92.  
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Items are initially collected with a 4-point Likert (1932) type scale ranging from 0 to 3; denoting never to 

always. These are recoded based on Hu et al. (2015) suggestions to either 0 for none occurrence and 1 for 

possible occurrence. Hence, items are now dichotomous ranging from none to possible occurrence. After 

recoding, Cronbach (1951) alpha values of the factors are computed again with resulting to increased reliabilities. 

Lastly, in order to lower the complexity of the computation, the eight factors are used into the model as manifest 

variables. 

Perceived loafing (PL) – To collect the perceived loafing of coworkers, the current study used the scale 

developed by Mulvey and Klein (1998) exhibiting a four item scale, for instance: Teachers in my school are 

trying as hard as they can do (reverse coded) and Teachers in my school are contributing less than I anticipated. 

Responses are collected based on a 4-point Likert (1932) type scale denoting 1 as strongly disagree to 4 strongly 

agree. Lastly, Cronbach (1951) alpha reliability of the original scale is computed at .74, denoting a reliable scale.  

Revenge Motive (RM) – To collect the tendency for revenge, the current study used the scales developed by 

Jones (2009), wherein there are two factors with two duplicating items each referring to either organization or 

coworkers, namely: Revenge motive towards the organization (RMTO) and revenge motive towards coworkers 

(RMTC). Sample items are as such: If I were mistreated by the school, the satisfaction of "getting even" would 

outweigh the risks of getting caught (RMTO) and If I were mistreated by my coworkers, it would feel good to 

"get back" in some way (RMTC). Responses are also collected based on a 4-point Likert (1932) type scale 

denoting 1 as strongly disagree to 4 strongly agree. Cronbach (1951) alpha reliabilities of the original scales are 

computed at .87 and .82, denoting a quite reliable scale. Lastly, according to the study made by Hung et al. (2009) 

and Jones (2009), both RMTO and RMTC should be regarded as two latent variables separately in order to 

predict CWB-Organization and CWB-Individual. However, in our model, CWB-T is considered as a higher 

order factor; hence, both CWBs towards organization and individual are already included. Therefore, within the 

current study, RMTO and RMTC are combined to form one single construct called revenge motive (RM). 

Monitoring and sanctioning (MAS) – For the current study, monitoring and sanctioning is collected with 

the use of the security control norm scale developed by Fine et al. (2010) to measure the perceived monitoring 

and consequences of CWBs. Within their scale, eight items were used to collect the perceived monitoring and 

sanction dimension of security control norm. Some items are Employees’ understandings of what happens if they 

deviate from company policy and instruction, This workplace tends to deal strictly with employees who deviate 

from policies and instructions, and This place of work actively monitors and inspects its employees. However, it 

is noted that the security control norm scale is highly related to an individual’s integrity (Furnham & Taylor, 

2011), hence, within the academic setting, it would be in the teachers’ nature to be aware of the monitoring and 

sanctioning that is occurring within the academic workplace. Original Cronbach (1951) alpha reliabilities of the 

scale is computed at .80 with data collected using a 4-point Likert (1932) type scale denoting 1 as strongly 

disagree to 4 strongly agree. Lastly, in order to lower the complexity of computation, the researchers used the 

mean score of the eight items and place the resulting mean into the model as a single indicator. 

3.5 Reliability and validity 

It is always important that within a self-reported survey; especially within sensitive issues such as CWB, 

that the case of social desirability is handled carefully (Fisher & Katz, 2000; Kreuter, Presser, & Tourangeau, 

2008; van de Mortel, 2008). To handle this situation, the current study followed the recoding scheme of Hu et al. 

(2015), wherein the initial Likert (1932) type scale ranging from 0 to 3 for the CWB-T; denoting the perceived 

occurrence of CWBs from never to always, was recoded into either 0 for none occurrence and 1 for possible 

occurrence of CWBs. After the recoding of the CWB-T items, all of the Cronbach (1951) alpha reliabilities 

increased slightly. Therefore, making the scale more reliable (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007). 

As for the effects of social desirability, the current study also administered the 10 item short-form of 

Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (SDS) (Fisher & Katz, 2000) together with the other scale and 
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compared the correlation of the results with the different CWB-T factors. Table 2 shows the various mean scores 

of the SDS scale. As for the correctional analyses, results show that only three CWB-T factors are slightly 

correlated with SDS. Such as IUR with r = .067, p = .041, n = 935, ISR with r = .085, p = .010, n = 935, and 

LOP with r = .076, p = .020, n = 935. In sum, most of the CWB-T factors are still unaffected by SDS, hence, 

results of the scale can be considered as an actual reflection of the CWB situations within the academic 

workplace. 

Table 2 

Mean scores of social desirability scale (N=935) 

Code Factor/Items/Cronbach Alpha reliability M SD 

SDS Social Desirability Scale (α=.76) 2.48 0.40 

SD01* There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others 2.08 0.70 

SD02* I sometimes feel resentful when I don't get my own way 2.16 0.70 

SD03* On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I thought too 

little of my ability 

2.21 0.85 

SD04* There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone 1.91 0.75 

SD05* I can remember "playing sick" to get out of something 1.91 0.80 

SD06 I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from my 

own 

2.61 0.72 

SD07 I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable 2.85 0.68 

SD08 No matter who I'm talking to, I'm always a good listener 2.97 0.68 

SD09 I'm always willing to admit it when I make a mistake 3.04 0.59 

SD10 When I don't know something I don't mind at all admitting it 3.07 0.59 
Note. Data collected using 4-point Likert scale. *Reverse coded items. 

3.6 Descriptive statistics 

For the data analysis, the current study used the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 

20 software to accomplished the various computation, while the model verification is accomplished using the 

statistical method of structure equation modelling (SEM) with the help of the program Amos version 20 software. 

Table 3 shows the various mean scores of the CWB-T items and factors, together with the various Cronbach 

(1951) alpha reliabilities. Note that the reliabilities of the CWB-T factors ranges from .70 to .89 reflecting a 

reliable instrument (Cohen et al., 2007).  

Looking at the mean scores, Table 3 shows that TT has the highest perceived occurrence with an overall 

mean score of 0.66; denoting that around 66% likely occurrence of stealing time and doing inappropriate tasks. 

Actually these are in fact considered as loafing (Brock, Martin, & Buckley, 2013; Snider, 2001). Highest item 

within TT are Doing personal stuff while on duty with a mean of 0.86, Being online (personal internet surfing; 

FB) while on duty with a mean of 0.75, Chatting while on duty with a mean of 0.73, Leaving without asking for 

leave with a mean of 0.71, and Coming to school late and/or going home early with a mean of 0.70. The 

occurrence of these CWBs is actually quite high, as their mean scores are higher than 70% indicating a high 

chance of happening within the academic workplace.  

Table 3 

Mean scores of CWB-T items (N=935) 

Code Factors/Items/Cronbach Alpha reliability M SD 

TT Time Theft (α=.81) 0.66 0.31 

TT01 Lying about being sick 0.45 0.50 

TT02 Leaving without asking for leave 0.71 0.45 

TT03 Coming to school late and/or going home early 0.70 0.46 

TT04 Asking for leave regardless of the work situation 0.39 0.49 

TT05 Doing personal stuff while on duty 0.86 0.35 

TT06 Being online (personal internet surfing; FB) while on duty 0.75 0.43 

TT07 Chatting while on duty 0.73 0.44 
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Table 3 … continued 

Code Factors/Items/Cronbach Alpha reliability M SD 

IUR Inappropriate Use of Resources (α=.70) 0.29 0.30 

IUR01 Waste of school's resources 0.52 0.50 

IUR02 Occupying school's resources as if one's own property 0.44 0.50 

IUR03 Stealing school resources 0.11 0.31 

IUR04 Destruction of school's resources 0.09 0.29 

ISR Inappropriate Student-teacher Relationship (α=.85) 0.50 0.34 

ISR01 Favoritism or discriminating specific students 0.72 0.45 

ISR02 Improper student punishment 0.63 0.48 

ISR03 Mocking students 0.51 0.50 

ISR04 Discrimination against students 0.22 0.41 

ISR05 Deliberate singling out of specific students 0.33 0.47 

ISR06 Focusing only on students with good grades and ignoring others 0.49 0.50 

ISR07 Separated and cold towards students' problems 0.57 0.50 

IPR Inappropriate Parent-teacher Relationship (α=.81) 0.28 0.34 

IPR01 Deliberate concealment or providing misleading information 0.36 0.48 

IPR02 Improper behavior in front of parents 0.37 0.48 

IPR03 Encouraging parents to go against the school 0.24 0.43 

IPR04 Conniving with parents 0.14 0.34 

IPR05 Ignoring or unwilling to communicate with parents 0.32 0.46 

LOP Lack of Professionalism (α=.85) 0.55 0.37 

LOP01 Inadequate teacher preparation 0.57 0.50 

LOP02 Not following proper curriculum 0.55 0.50 

LOP03 Saying improper things during class 0.50 0.50 

LOP04 Too few or too much assignments/class activities 0.70 0.46 

LOP05 Casual checking of students' assignments 0.43 0.49 

LOP06 Improper use of teaching pedagogy (such as too much movie time) 0.54 0.50 

AP Apathy (α=.82) 0.59 0.35 

AP01 Unwilling to undergo tutoring 0.40 0.49 

AP02 Lacks teaching enthusiasm 0.73 0.44 

AP03 Wrong use of educational resources 0.75 0.44 

AP04 Lacks professional content knowledge 0.48 0.50 

AP05 Unwilling to participate in professional development workshops 0.60 0.49 

AP06 Lacks the motivation to join professional development programs 0.61 0.49 

PT Political Tactics (α=.89) 0.46 0.38 

PT01 Gossiping 0.72 0.45 

PT02 Spreading wrong/bad information 0.43 0.49 

PT03 Improver verbal conduct 0.36 0.48 

PT04 Deliberate neglect or ignoring others 0.52 0.50 

PT05 Deliberate singling out others 0.42 0.49 

PT06 Forming small groups/alliances to go against others 0.45 0.50 

PT07 Convincing others to go against the school 0.35 0.48 

RAD Reluctant to accept Administrative Duties (α=.79) 0.61 0.37 

RAD01 Unwilling to cooperate with school administration 0.51 0.50 

RAD02 Going against all educational reforms 0.49 0.50 

RAD03 Unwilling to undertake administrative responsibilities 0.75 0.43 

RAD04 Miscommunication between teachers and administrators 0.69 0.46 
Note. Mean scores recoded into either 0 - no occurrence, 1 - possible occurrence. 

 

Following TT, the second highest CWB-T factor is RAD with an overall mean score of 0.61. Note that the 

item Unwilling to undertake administrative responsibilities with a mean score of 0.75 denotes that around 75% 

of the time, faculty has refrained from accepting other duties except teaching. In addition, the CWB-T factor AP 

also has an overall mean of 0.59, which is still quite high. It is sad that around 73% of the time, respondents 

perceived that teachers Lacks teaching enthusiasm with a mean of 0.73. Furthermore, teachers also commit 

Wrong use of educational resources with a mean of 0.75. Lastly, within the LOP factor, the item Too few or too 

much assignments/class activities with a mean of 0.70 is also quite high. These results are actually in-line with 

the recent finding of Ching, Tsay, Hu, and Hung (2016), wherein TT and RAD are the highest CWB-T factors 
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within the academic setting. In sum, these CWBs are seen as occurring within a moderate to high level. It is 

hoped that the succeeding sections should be able to shed some light with regards to the impact of perceived 

loafing, and monitoring and sanctioning towards an individual’s revenge motive and counterproductive work 

behaviors. 

Table 4 shows the various overall mean scores of the other factors and items used. Note that this part of the 

study is only distributed to 575 respondents, while the table below only depicts two items from each of the 

factors used in the scale. In addition, the data is collected with the use of a 4-point Likert (1932) type scale 

denoting 1 as strongly disagree to 4 strongly agree. Cronbach (1951) alpha reliabilities are computed from .68 

to .77, hence, scale can be considered as reliable. As for the correlational analyses of the factors, Table 5 shows 

the various results with all the factors except MAS are quite correlated with each other.  

Table 4 

Mean scores of perceived loafing, revenge motive, and monitoring and sanctioning (n=575) 

Code Factors/Items/Cronbach Alpha reliability M SD 

PL Perceived loafing (α=.71) 1.98 0.42 

PL01* Teachers in my school are trying as hard as they can do 1.93 0.48 

PL02 Teachers in my school are "free-loaders" 1.77 0.57 

PL03 Teachers in my school are contributing less than I anticipated 2.09 0.61 

PL04* Given their abilities, teachers in my school are doing the best they can 2.12 0.64 

RMTO Revenge motive towards organization (α=.69) 2.23 0.51 

RMTO1 If I were mistreated by the school, the satisfaction of "getting even" would 

outweigh the risks of getting caught 

2.13 0.54 

RMTO2 If I were mistreated by the school, it would feel good to "get back" in some way 2.33 0.63 

RMTC Revenge motive towards co-worker (α=.77) 2.25 0.54 

RMTC1 If I were mistreated by my coworkers, the satisfaction of "getting even" would 

outweigh the risks of getting caught 

2.14 0.57 

RMTC2 If I were mistreated by my coworkers, it would feel good to "get back" in some 

way 

2.35 0.63 

MAS Monitoring and sanctioning (α=.68) 2.22 0.50 

MAS1 This workplace tends to deal strictly with employees who deviate from policies 

and instructions 

2.02 0.64 

MAS2 This place of work actively monitors and inspects its employees 2.42 0.63 
Note. Only two sample items from each of the different type of factors are presented above. Data collected using 4-point Likert scale. 

*Reverse coded items. 

 

Table 5 

Correlational analysis of the various factors (N=935) 

Factors TT IUR ISR IPR LOP AP PT RAD PL RMTO RMTC MAS 

TT 1 
           

IUR .627** 1 
          

ISR .592** .647** 1 
         

IPR .516** .635** .688** 1 
        

LOP .578** .615** .722** .674** 1 
       

AP .545** .563** .663** .625** .750** 1 
      

PT .520** .534** .638** .660** .642** .659** 1 
     

RAD .504** .495** .561** .579** .630** .690** .698** 1 
    

PL .193** .234** .200** .266** .197** .240** .259** .258** 1 
   

RMTO .285** .243** .274** .309** .231** .278** .321** .246** .315** 1 
  

RMTC .295** .246** .287** .355** .279** .328** .348** .305** .372** .780** 1 
 

MAS -.069 -.084* -.054 -.014 -.011 -.034 .014 .022 .210** .235** .276** 1 

Note. ** p < .01 (2-tailed).  * p < .05 (2-tailed).  Shaded values = no significant correlation. 
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4. Model verification 

4.1 Preliminary analyses 

For the preliminary analysis, CR and average variance extracted (AVE) of the proposed model was used to 

prove the reliability and validity of measurement model, while the structure model was used to explain the 

relationship and effect among latent variables. SEM was estimated using the maximum-likelihood method in the 

AMOS 20 program (Arbuckle, 2011). With the different (uneven/unequal) number of items for each of the factor, 

for simplicity, the overall mean scores of each of the factors are used to represent the different variables. 

Multivariate normality test was used to examine whether the data met the normality assumptions underlying the 

maximum-likelihood procedure used to test the models in the present study. The results of the multivariate 

normality test indicated that the data were multivariate normal, multivariate kurtosis was 12.30. Hence, 

maximum-likelihood method was considered appropriate (see Tables 3 and 4 for the various overall mean scores 

and standard deviations). 

4.2 Measurement model 

Before a structural model is tested, Anderson and Gerbing (1988) suggested conducting a confirmatory 

factor analysis to examine whether the measurement model provides an acceptable fit to the data. Once an 

acceptable measurement model is developed, the structural model can be tested. Furthermore, following (Tucker 

and Lewis (1973), Byrne (2009), and Hu and Bentler (1999) suggestions, six fit indices were used to assess 

goodness of fit for the models. The indices are as such: the goodness of fit index (GFI; values >0.90 indicate 

good fit), the comparative fit index (CFI; values >0.90 indicate good fit), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI; values 

>0.90 indicate good fit), the non-normed fit index (NFI; values >0.90 indicate good fit), the root-mean-square 

error of approximation (RMSEA; values <0.08 indicate good fit), and the standardized root mean square 

residual (SRMR; values <0.08 indicate good fit). 

A test of the measurement model resulted in a relatively good fit to the data (χ
2 
= 184.90

***
, df = 72, GFI 

= .93, CFI = .96, TLI＝.95, NFI= .94, RMSEA = .066, SRMR = .035). All of the standardized loadings of the 

measured variables on the latent variables were statistically significant with p < .001 (see Table 6). CR of the 

latent variables ranging from .73~.93, AVE ranging from .48~.79, while both CR and AVE are fit to the standards 

suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981) and Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson (2010). Therefore, all of the 

latent variables appear to have been adequately operationalized by their respective indicators. In addition, most 

of correlations among the independent latent variables, the mediator latent variable, and dependent latent 

variables were statistically significant with p < .001 (see Table 7 for the correlational analysis and Table 8 for the 

factor loadings, CR, and AVE of the measurement model). 

Table 6 

Model fit indices 

Indices Measurement model Structural model Criteria 

n 309 626  

χ
2
 184.90

***
 356.74  

df 72 73  

GFI .93 .93 >.90 

CFI .96 .95 >.90 

TLI .95 .94 >.90 

NFI .94 .93 >.90 

RMSEA .066 .068 <.08 

SRMR .035 .040 <.05 
Note. *** p < .001. 
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Table 7 

Correlations matrix for the Measurement Model (33% sample, n = 309) 

Latent variables (1) (2) (3) (4) 

(1) CWB-T 1    

(2) Revenge motive .42
***

 1   

(3) Perceived loafing .35
***

 .46
***

 1  

(4) Monitoring and sanctioning -.02 .29
***

 .31
***

 1 
Note. *** p < .001.  Shaded values = no significant correlation. 

 

Table 8 

Factor loadings for the Measurement Model (33% of sample, n = 309) 

Factors/Items Standardized factor loading SE t AVE CR 

CWB-T    .63 .93 

TT .68     

IUR .73 0.08 12.72   

ISR .83 0.09 14.30   

IPR .82 0.09 14.05   

LOP .85 0.10 14.53   

AP .84 0.09 14.40   

PT .80 0.10 13.87   

RAD .77 0.10 13.38   

Revenge motive    .79 .88 

RMTO .85     

RMTC .93 0.08 14.06   

Perceived loafing    .48 .73 

PL01 .63     

PL02 .78 0.16 9.43   

PL03 .66 0.15 9.08   

Monitoring and sanctioning      

MAS 1.00     
Note. All standardized factor loading are significant (p < .001). 

 

4.3 Structural model for testing the mediated effects 

For the testing of the mediated effects of the structural model, SEM was also used. Within the computation 

for the mediated effects, PL and MAS were taken as latent IV, RM as latent mediator, and CWB-T as latent DV. 

Results of SEM analysis shows a good fit of the model to the data with χ
2 
=356.74

***
, df = 73, GFI = .93, CFI 

= .95, TLI＝.94, NFI= .93, RMSEA = .068, SRMR = .040 (see Figure 2). In addition, path effect (or sometimes 

referred to as direct effect) are computed to be significant with p < .001, while exhibiting a medium effect size. 

Furthermore, MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, and Sheets (2002) noted the many approaches in 

examining mediation with consideration for Type I error and statistical power. They mentioned that although 

most studies used the strategy as proposed by Baron and Kenny (1986); which has the least power, many also 

relied on the application of the Sobel (1982) in examining the significance of mediation effect. However, there is 

evidence that the distribution of the mediation effect is not normal (Bollen & Stine, 1990; MacKinnon & Dwyer, 

1993; Stone & Sobel, 1990), while the utilization of the significance tests such as the Sobel test, which assumes a 

normal distribution when examining the mediation effect, is actually not appropriate. Therefore, in order to 

remedy this, Shrout and Bolger (2002) suggested the use of the bootstrap method, which they proposed should 

be a better way of examining mediation. 

Within Shrout and Bolger (2002) suggestion, the bootstrap method acquires 95% confidence intervals (CI) 

for the indirect effect by resampling procedure. Based on the central limit theorem, bootstrap method is still 

considered to be robust even if the distribution of mediation effect is not normal. If 95% CI for the estimates of 
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the indirect effects based on 5000 indirect effect estimates does not include zero, then it can be concluded that 

the indirect effect is statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, after the structural models were examined 

through the AMOS 20 program, the bootstrap procedure was used to test whether or not the indirect effects were 

statistically significant. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Structure equation model with maximum likelihood estimates (standardized) 

It is computed that the indirect effect (or mediation effect) from PL to CWB-T is -.17. The 95% CI for the 

estimates of the indirect effects ranges from .11~.24 and does not include zero, therefore, it can be concluded 

that the mediation effect is statistically significant at the .05 level (see Table 9). In practical terms, results show 

that within the Taiwan school campus, RM plays the role of mediator between PL and CWB-T. In addition, the 

total effect is computed using the summation of the direct and indirect effect, hence, the total effect from PL to 

CWB-T is .42, with 95% CI for total effects ranging from .29~.52 and does not include zero. Therefore, the total 

effect is also statistically significant at the .05 level. Lastly, the total effect from MAS to CWB-T is computed to 

be -.20 with the 95% CI for total effects ranging from -.30~-.10 and does not include zero, hence, the total effect 

is statistically significant at the .05 level. This result suggests a good explained variance on CWB-T in both 

positive and negative path (see Figure 2 and Table 9 for more details).  

Table 9 

Bootstrap analysis of Structural Model (67% of sample, n = 626) 

 Path Standardized Coefficient 95% CI 

H1 Perceived loafing�Revenge motive .48
***

  

H2 Revenge motive �CWB-T .35
***

  

H3 Perceived loafing�Revenge motive �CWB-T .17 .11~.24 

H4 Monitoring and sanctioning �CWB-T -.20
***

  

 Total effect on CWB-T by Perceived loafing .42 .29~.52 

 Total effect on CWB-T by Monitoring and sanctioning -.20 -.30~-.10 
Note. *** p < .001. 

 

5. Conclusion 

Achieving equality within the workplace is important. Inside the school, students are able to learn not only 

during class time, but also by just observing how their teachers interact. Therefore it is quite important that 

teachers are always providing a good role model for the students to follow. In other words, teachers should 

always be aware of their behaviors and attitudes. Within the studies of organizational workplace, many revealed 
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that there always exists a certain amount of CWB. This also holds true within academic institutions, wherein 

recent studies have shown that there are moderate occurrences of some types of these deviant behaviors. In 

Taiwan, previous CWB studies within the academic setting have shown that stealing time (or killing time) as the 

highest rated deviant activity, which the current study also confirmed. Furthermore, the occurrence of these 

CWB seemed to have increased as compared to previous findings.  

As for the underlying relationship between PL, RM, MAS, and CWB-T, the current study proposed a 

structural model depicting a theory in explaining the occurrence of these deviant behaviors within the Taiwan 

school campus. Using the statistical method of SEM, results suggest that PL has an increasing effect on both RM 

and CWB-T. In addition, RM seems to act as a mediator between PL and CWB-T, while MAS exhibits a 

decreasing effect on PL. Therefore, the proposed hypotheses (1 to 4) are all supported. The test of mediation also 

confirmed the mediator role of RM between PL and CWB-T. In sum, one path from PL and RM will tend to 

increase the CWB-T, while the other path from MAS can decrease CWB-T. 

These findings actually suggest that even within the school setting, monitoring and sanctioning of faculty 

should be practiced religiously. Although that policies preventing and/or preempting the occurrence of CWBs 

might actually be in placed even long before, many still are not aware of their existence. More importantly, since 

most full-time teachers within national (or public) institutions are tenured, they do not have the fear of being laid 

off. In some sense, nobody wants to be the whistle blower, and break the status-quo. It is hoped that the current 

study can become an eye opener for policy changes that would help decrease the levels of CWBs within the 

academic setting. Lastly, in terms of the methodology, Baron and Kenny (1986) noted that if the path of the 

direct effect is still significant, the mediation of the model can only be considered as only having partial 

mediation, therefore, there might still be other effective mediator that can be taken into consideration in future 

studies with regards to CWB within the academic setting.  
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