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Abstract: The purpose of this study is to investigate empirically the influence of person-
ality traits to workplace deviant behavior among civil servants in Pekanbaru, Indonesia.
Using cross-sectional survey method and stratified proportionate random sampling data
were conducted to 263 civil servants from various departments and Agencies in Pekanbaru
by using questionnaires. The data analyzed using Partial Least Square (PLS). The findings
emphasize the importance of taking personality traits into consideration during employee
recruitment processes to minimize workplace deviant behavior. This study contributes the
important role of employee personality traits in minimizing workplace deviant behavior.
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Many years, researchers
have studied organizational
workplace deviance behav-
ior (WDB), employee be-
havior which violates sig-
nificant organizational norm
and in doing so threaten
well-being the organization,
the worker or  both
(Robinson and Bennett,
1995). WDB continues to
be a serious and pervasive
problem for organizations
globally (Vardi and Weitz,
2004). Billions of dollars are
lost annually due to WDB
(Johnson and Indvik, 2001).
Greenberg (1997) found
that organizations in the
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United States suffered a loss of $ 200 million per
year in cases of theft by workers

While workers who are targeted to WDB may
influence work stress, have a feeling of insecurity
in the workplace, so discussions about the effect of
this behavior is a very interesting topic for the re-
searcher and organization. However, numerous stud-
ies are more focused on desirable behavioral such
as prosaically behavior, citizenship behaviors that
have a positive impact on the organization (Robinson
and Bennett, 1995).

WDB can be influenced by situational factors
such as work stress, job satisfaction and work jus-
tice (Spector and Fox, 2005). However, individual
factors as a person have potential to influence the
WDB. It can affect people’s perceptions and ap-
praisal of the environment, their attributions for
causes of an event, their emotional responses, and
their ability to engage WDB (Spector, 2010).
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ioral dispositions, and stability over time, and that
person can be elaborated into specific and funda-
mental parts. Personality is made up of character-
istics pattern of thought, feelings, and behaviors that
make a person unique (Eysenck, 1967). The per-
sonality factors that will be used in this study are
big five personality traits because from the previ-
ous research it has confirmed that big five person-
ality traits are consistent when used for different
populations including the population of children, stu-
dents and adults (McCrae, et al., 2004 and Aluja, et
al., 2005) can even be used for cross-cultural ones
(Feldman, 2003). The dimensions of factors of per-
sonality consist of:

Agreeableness can be categorized as an indi-
vidual that have compassionate, likes to cooperate
and does not like to be suspicious and do not like
create hostility with other. This trait is more indica-
tive of individual differences in their concern for
creating social harmonization. Nice person, easy
going with others, caring, friendly, optimistic, gener-
ous, helpful and willing to compromise (Rothmann
and Coetzer, 2013). Extraversion is characterized
as a person that has positive emotions because indi-
viduals with high extraversion will tend to be confi-
dent, dominant, active and happy to seek joy, likes
to interact with people and are full of energy.

Conscientiousness is an individual who tends
to show self-discipline, act obediently, and aim to
achieve above expectations. This trait emphasizes
action that is always planned rather than spontane-
ous action (Costa and McCrae, 1992). Neuroticism
is a personality trait that is associated with a person’s
emotional stability, the person has a high neuroti-
cism is a tendency to experience negative emotions,
such as irritability, easily anxiety, or depression.

Openness to experience shows individuals who
are more creative, imaginative and have an interest
in new things because they have great curiosity
(Woo, et al., 2013). The employees with more open
personalities were more likely to be emotionally
exhausted and easy to engage in deviant behavior
in the workplace. Bolton, et al. (2010), argued that
higher openness to experience has related to devi-
ance behavior in the workplace.

Personality assessment is common in the orga-
nizational context both in the process of selection
and employee development. The results show that
these personality factors are attributed to work per-
formance forms of various forms of activity
(Baumgartl, et al. 2009). Colbert, et al. (2004),
Jensen and Patel (2011) state that using a personal-
ity trait approach can make a significant contribu-
tion to WDB.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Workplace Deviant Behavior

WDB is defined as intentional acts that harm
the organization or people in the organization (Spector
and Fox, 2005). Many researchers use different
terms, such as counterproductive behavior (Spector,
et al., 2010), antisocial behavior (Giacalone, et a.,
1997), misbehavior (Vardi and Weiner, 1992), de-
structive behavior (Murphy, 1993) and many more
terms used to replace deviant behavior in the work-
place. WDB covers a wide range of employee nega-
tive behaviors that threaten survival, productivity and
other legitimate purposes of an organization. The
most researched WDB including absence, theft,
Sabotage, use the drug and overt acts of aggression
or extreme apathy. As a result, the term of WDB
become the umbrella of any directed negative be-
havior

In Indonesia, data show that public sector or-
ganizations are engaged with organizational and in-
terpersonal deviances. This leads to the inefficiency
of public organizations in the distribution of resources,
resulting in substantial losses to governments, espe-
cially regarding the financial and human resources.
Economic and social planning is disturbed thus af-
fecting organizational effectiveness (Indonesian
Corruption Watch, 2017). Thus, many studies con-
sider that person as individual factors are related to
WDB (Abdullah and Marican, 2016 and Ferreira
and Nascimento, 2016)

Big Five Personality Trait
Personality definitions are varied. However, all

definitions seem to have common characteristics of
personality, including individual differences, behav-
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WDB and Big Five Personality Traits
Research on the big five personality traits and

WDB has been thoroughly studied but empirical
research finds inconsistency (Bolton, et al., 2010,
Ferreira and Nascimento, 2016, Nielsen, et al.,
2017). Bolton, et al. (2010), found that agreeable-
ness, conscientiousness, and extraversion were valid
predictor deviant behavior in the workplace, in which
agreeableness predicts workplace deviant interper-
sonal and conscientiousness as predictors of work-
place deviant organizational. However, the results
of this study have different findings in Kozako, et
al. (2013), in which neuroticism, openness to expe-
rience and agreeableness have a relationship with
workplace deviant organizational while neuroticism,
openness to experience, extraversion and agreeable-
ness have a relationship to workplace deviant inter-
personal. Further, extraversion has no relationship
to workplace deviant organizational and conscien-
tiousness has no relation to both forms workplace
deviant organizational and interpersonal. Weldali and
Lubis (2016) only found that emotional stability (op-
posite of neuroticism) had a negative significant to
workplace deviant, but found there is no significant
relationship between agreeableness, conscientious-
ness to WDB. So, in this study need to test again
relationship of big five personality traits and WDB.

RESEARCH METHODS
A survey was conducted to collect data for this

study. The population is men and women employ-
ees who work as a civil servant in Pekanbaru. With
stratified proportionate random sampling, they are
500 set of questionnaires were distributed and got
returned questionnaires are 331, finally, 264 respon-
dents are used for data analysis after excluded from
missing data and outlier.

There are two variables are being studied, per-
sonality trait and workplace deviance and before
distributed to the respondent all variables in this re-
search were done back translation process. Ques-
tionnaires are divided into three parts, namely sec-
tion A, B and C. Part A consists of demographic
data of respondents consisting of, gender, age, rank,
education level and working period. Part B consists
of questions about personality using BFI (big five

inventory) and section C is a list of questions about
WDB. Workplace deviant behavior is measured
using Bennett and Robinson’s (2000) Workplace
Deviant Behavior Scale, which consists of 19 items
question and measured using a Likert scale of value
from 1 to 7.  Item questions will show how often
respondents who engage in WDB. The higher score
obtained showed the higher rate of occurrence fre-
quency WDB. In contrast, the lower the score ob-
tained indicate the low frequency of occurrence of
the workplace of deviant behavior. Examples of
workplace deviant item: ‘Being racist”, “drug use
in working time”. Personality traits measurement
was measured using Big Five Personality (BFI) was
adapted from John and Srivastava (1999). The 44
items question with 5 points Likert scale was used,
respondents were asked to answer 1 to 5 from ex-
tremely inaccurate to extremely accurate.

DATA ANALYSIS
Measurement Model

In the analysis using PLS-SEM testing mea-
surement models is important because of the pur-
pose of measuring model is to ensure that the items
measure a construct are valid and so proves the
instrument is reliable.  Besides the purpose of test-
ing the measurement model is analyzed the rela-
tionship between the items to the constructs. This
measurement model testing is essential to ensure
the use of indicators that can be ascertained is suit-
able a construct to run well (Churchill, 1979).

Based on table 1 above, for model measure-
ment found that reliability indicator shows the load-
ing of each item is between 0.413 and 0.902, while
the loading number did not reach 0.4 is aborted in
question items (Hair, et al., 2013). Meanwhile, the
value of the average variance extracted (AVE) of
each item should exceed the number 0.50.  So is
the value of the composite reliability (CR) is above
0.70 (Hair, et al., 2010).

Structural Model
After measurement model of PLS Analysis is

done, next step is calculating the structural model.
In this study, an applied standard bootstrapping
method to obtain significant levels of any relation-
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Table 1 Measurement Model Result

Workplace Deviant Behavior
(WDB)

Agreeableness

Extraversion

Conscientiousness

Neuroticism

WDB1
WDB 2
WDB 3
WDB 4
WDB 5
WDB 6
WDB 7
WDB 8
WDB 9
WDB 10
WDB11

A1
A2
A3
A4
A5
A6
A7
A8
A9

E1
E2
E3
E4
E5
E6
E7

C1
C2
C3
C4
C5
C6
C9

N1
N2
N3
N4
N5
N6
N7
N8

0.578
0.479
0.551
0.476
0.851
0.872
0.806
0.752
0.797
0.729
0.814

0.753
0.753
0.746
0.852
0.893
0.794
0.672
0.720
0.413

0.452
0.739
0.776
0.884
0.823
0.764
0.597

0.784
0.902
0.714
0.865
0.571
0.573
0.573

0.798
0.828
0.567
0.749
0.735
0.689
0.780
0.499

0.917

0.916

0.886

0.882

0.890

0.511

0.554

0.536

0.524

0.510

Construct Item CRa AVE
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the predictive relevance and last examine the mod-
erating effect (Henseler, et al., 2009). And the table
below will show the results of structural model

From the table 2, there is a significant relation-
ship between a personality trait and WBD, agree-
ableness (=-0.015, t= 0.424, p>0.1), not support-
ing H1, its means there is no significant relationship
between agreeableness and WDB. Result also sug-
gested relationship extraversion and WDB (=-
0.136, t= 3.434, p <0.000), conscientiousness, (=-
0.320, t= 7.255, p <0.00), and thus H2 and H3 were
supported, then neuroticism and openness to expe-
rience are (=0.556, t= 10.040, p <0.000) and
(=0.110, t= 2.442, p <0.001) respectively where
H4 and H5 also supported

Furthermore, other criteria that are important
in looking at the structural model is seeing the value
of R2 which is coefficients of determination (Hair,
et al., 2012 and Henseler, et al., 2009). The R2 value
has symbolized the proportion of variation in depen-
dent variables(s) that can be explained by the inde-
pendent variable(s) (Hair, et al., 2010). Although an
acceptable value of R2 depends on the context of
study (Cohen, 1998) shows the value of 0.26, 0.13,
0.02 represent high, moderate and weak sequen-
tially, but in this study, R2 is considered high for 0,528
that means as much as 52.8% explained the vari-
ance of WDB.

Effect size (f2) personality trait and WDB were
evaluated using Cohen’s effect size.  Effect size f2

Construct Item CRa AVE

Openness to experience O10
O2
O3
O4
O5
O6
O7
O8
O9

0.750
0.724
0.729
0.682
0.609
0.693
0.744
0.732
0.735

0.902 0.507

ship between the construct. In the structural model
is an important thing to determine the significant

Source: Data proceed, 2017

effect of path coefficients, evaluating the level of
R2, then determine the effect size (f2), determining

Hypothesis Beta t value P value Result

Agreeableness->WDB -0.015 0.424 0.336 No Significant
Extraversion->WDB -0.136 3.434 0.000 Significant
Concsiencientiousness->WDB -0.320 7.255 0.000 Significant
Neuroticism->WDB 0.556 10.040 0.000 Significant
Openness to exp. ->WDB 0.110 2.442 0.007 Significant

R20.528
Q20.245
f2 (agree= 0.00, extra= 0.035, cons= 0.203, neuro= 0.625, open= 0.026)

Table 2 Structural Model Result

Source: Data proceed, 2017
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is the impact given by exogenous latent variable (in-
dependent) specific to the endogenous latent vari-
able (dependent) to see how big the contribution of
exogenous latent variable specific to an endogenous
latent variable (Chin, 1998). Effect size values of
0.02, 0.15 and 0.35 that suggest small, medium and
large effect, respectively (Henseler, et al, 2009). The
table shows effect size 0.00 for agreeableness, thus
the effect size was no effect, also extraversion
shows that small effect. For conscientiousness, neu-
roticism and openness to experience the effect size
showed 0.203. 0.625 and 0.026 that means the ef-
fect sizes were from large and small). With applied
Stone Geisser’s Q2 (Stone, 1974), blindfolding pro-
cedure is used to determine the predictive relevance
of the research model. A value greater than zero
indicates relevant model (Henseler, at al., 2009). The
table shows Q2 WDB is 0.245, indicating models is
accepted 0.245

DISCUSSION
This paper studies the relationship personality

trait and WDB among civil servant in Pekanbaru,
Indonesia. From the analysis of data found shows
that the agreeableness does not show the effect to
WDB. The results of this study are the same with
studies by Weldali and Lubis (2016) as well as Lima,
et al. (2016). Besides, conscientiousness has a nega-
tive effect on WDB. The high conscientiousness is
someone who has a responsibility, hardworking,
well-organized, well behaved, moral and avoids en-
gaging WDB. This study has also been supported
by previous studies of Ferreira and Nascimento
(2016). Nor do extraversion factors also have a
negative relationship to WDB, this is because indi-
viduals with high extraversion in themselves will tend
to be friendly, full of energy, and like to talk so that
this situation makes them not to do the negative
behavior in the workplace (Kozako, et al., 2013).
Similarly, the study also found that neuroticism and
openness to experience factors have a positive re-
lationship WDB, but this result also been supported
by previous studies (Santos and Eger, 2014; Kozako,
et al., 2013)

CONCLUSIONS
Workplace deviance as a construct has major

implication for employees as well as for organiza-
tions. The present research explored workplace
deviance behavior in personality traits context
among public’s employees in Pekanbaru. The re-
sult revealed that employee of public sectors en-
gages workplace deviance behavior. And the more
important that personality factors such neuroticism
and openness to experience are critical factors that
always associated to WDB.

RECOMMENDATIONS
As mentions in the beginning that workplace

deviance has huge financial implications, and the
objective of this study to explore the relationship of
it. The organization’s policies and procedures have
a definite bearing on the workplace deviance, and
organizations must be transparent and while man-
aging human beings at work. The implications for
Human Resources Development must work hard
to determine the personality type of workers who
have the potential to conduct WDB, especially when
selecting, recruiting and undertaking worker place-
ment.
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