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Abstract - The present study was aimed to investigate the relationship between counterproductive work behaviour (CWB) 
and personality (Big Five) within the context of manufacturing industry situated in Baddi, Himachal Pradesh. The sample 
comprised 300 employees of production department (150 male and 150 female respondents). The analysis revealed that for 
the total sample, conscientiousness (11%),neuroticism (6%), extraversion (2%) and openness to experience (2) have 
contributed 21% of variance in totality for Organizational-Counterproductive Work Behaviour and for Interpersonal- 
Counterproductive Work Behaviour, neuroticism (13%),conscientiousness (3%) and extraversion (2%) contributed for 18% 
variance in totality. A significant difference between males and females for agreeableness, neuroticism and organizational 
counterproductive work behaviour has been found. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
In the dawn of competition employee behaviour has 
emerged as an important concern for organizations 
(Gruys&Scaketl, 2003). Employee behaviour refers 
to what employees say and do at their workplace 
(Robbins and Coutter, 2002; Hiriyappa, 2008). 
Organizations are characterizing forums where a 
variety of different behaviours are expressed, each 
with a different consequence to the individuals within 
the organization as well as the entire organization. 
These behaviours can be classified into those that 
benefit the organization and those that harm the 
organization. The former contributes positively 
towards organizational performance whereas the 
latter is detrimental to the organizations (Spector & 
Fox, 2002). The latter category is called 
counterproductive work behaviour.  There has been a 
growing interest in counterproductive work behaviour 
due to common counterproductive behaviour 
occurrences in organizations which has posed adverse 
relationships on both organizations in terms of low 
productivity, loss or damage of property and 
increased turnover (Penny & Spector, 2002) and the 
people in terms of increased dissatisfaction and 
expressed job stress. Such losses to organization and 
negative emotions to individuals will only affect 
organizational performance (Dunlop & Lee, 2004; 
Harper, 1990). In the view of the cost they bring 
about to the organizations and individuals most 
researches have focused on predicting the 
counterproductive work behaviour in an attempt to 
understand why individuals would engage in these 
behaviours and how they might be prevented. 
Counterproductive behaviour has gained importance 
due to its influences on organizations and employees. 
Recently, researchers have conducted studies which 
show its causes on individual and organizational 

levels (Appelbaum&Matousek2007). Individual and 
organizational factors are known to influence the 
behaviour and attitudes of their employees. One of 
the major concerns of many organizations that need 
urgent attention is counterproductive work behaviour 
which is assumed to be a problem that violates 
significant organizational norms and threatens the 
wellbeing of an organization, its members, or both. 
Counterproductive work behaviour is an urgent 
concern for the organizations because it is assumed to 
cost organizations billions of dollars each year 
(Bennett & Robinson, 2000). Counterproductive 
work behaviour imposes numerous costs on 
organizations such as decreased performance 
(Hussain, 2014), lower levels of productivity, lost 
work time, higher intention to quit and stress 
problems for other workers (Appelbaum&Matousek 
2007).  
 
Today organizations operate in a very competitive 
global environment. Given the major expense for 
most organizations is the cost of labor, any step that 
can be taken to reduce these costs will be beneficial. 
Therefore, increasing productivity and reducing 
counterproductive work behaviour are better 
strategies along with Person-organization fit 
(Silversthorne, 2000). Since well-run corporations of 
the world have distinctive cultures that somehow are 
responsible for their ability to create, implement, and 
maintain their world leadership positions (Schwartz 
and Davis, 1981), finding employees that have good 
fit with the organization is critical. 
Organizations are increasingly interested in measures 
assessing CWBs, in addition to discerning how 
certain personality traits may increase the likelihood 
of committing these behaviours. CWB are destructive 
and injurious to the health of an organization. These 
diverging behaviors have serious adverse effects on 
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the overall productivity, efficiency and profitability 
of an organization (Nasir and Bashir, 2012).  
Personality has the potential to influence the CWB 
process. It can affect people's perceptions and 
appraisalof the environment, their attributions for 
causes of events, their emotional responses, and their 
ability toinhibit aggressive and counterproductive 
impulses (Spector, 2010). Penney et al., 2011, also 
argued that personality is an important determinant of 
individual behavior in the workplace. The 
personality-CWB was supported by the attitude-
behaviour theory (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). The 
manufacturing employees are under great stress and 
their turnover rate is considerably high because of 
their poor work environments, long working hours 
and mandatory work on holidays, and low wages 
(Jung and Yoon, 2012). The following diagram 
presents conceptual model of the study. 
 

 
 
II. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 
2.1 Sample and Population 
The population of relevance was all employees 
working in the manufacturing industries in Baddi, 
Himachal Pradesh. This excluded administrative 
personnel as well as human resource management 
department. The unit of analysis was therefore the 
employees related to production and their 
supervisor.The present study involves voluntary 
participation by the employees. Researcher used 
convenient sampling method to collect the responses 
of all the participants. The size of the sample is 300 
(N=300). The sample consists of 150 male 
participants and 150 female participants.The age of 
the respondents ranged between 18-58 years. In the 
total sample of 300 respondents 207 respondents 
were married and 93 respondents were unmarried. 
126 of 300 respondents were temporary employees in 
the companies, 114 respondents were working on 
contract basis in their respective companies and 60 
respondents were regular employees. 
 
2.2 Design 
Correlational research design has been employed to 
understand the relationship between variables of 
interest and to see if these variables are significantly 
related to each other. Further, regression analysis was 
computed for the total to find out the best set of 
predictors of counterproductive work behaviour. t-test 
was also computed to find out the significance of 

difference between males and females on all the 
independent and dependent variables. 
 
2.3 Tools 
2.3.1 Counterproductive Work Behaviour 
Participants responded to a 45-item self-report CWB-
Checklist scale developed by Spector (2006). Items 
asked respondents to rate the extent to which they 
engaged in counterproductive work behaviour. Items 
were rated on a 5-point Likert scale with 1= Never to 
5= Every day. Sample items include “Purposely 
worked slowly when things needed to get done” and 
“Took supplies or tools home without permission”. 
Cronbach alpha of 0.86 was reported for this scale. 
 
2.3.2 Personality:  
Personality traits were measured by using 44-item 
Big Five Personality Inventory developed by John 
and Srivastava, (1999). This assessment measures the 
five main personality traits: extraversion, 
agreeableness, conscientiousness,neuroticism and 
openness to experience. Out of the 44-item, 16 
reverse-scored items of the questions were recoded. 
The reliability of Big Five personality traits was 
range from 0.74 to 0.86. Responses indicated on a 
five-point Likert scale ranging from 1= “strongly 
disagree”, to 5 = “strongly agree”. 
 
III. RESULTS 
 
Table 1 shows Pearson correlation obtained for the 
total sample for the variables. Extraversion has been 
found to have weak correlation with organizational as 
well as interpersonal counterproductive work 
behaviour. Openness to experience has significant 
negative correlation with organizational (-.312**, 
p<.01) and also with interpersonal counterproductive 
work behaviour (-.277**, p<.01). Agreeableness has 
significant negative correlation with organizational (-
.235**, p<.01) and also with interpersonal 
counterproductive work behaviour (-.244**, p<.01). 
Neuroticism has significant positive correlation with 
organizational (-.312**, p<.01) and also with 
interpersonal counterproductive work behaviour (-
.277**, p<.01). Conscientiousness has significant 
negative correlation with organizational (-.327**, 
p<.01) and also with interpersonal counterproductive 
work behaviour (-.257**, p<.01). 
 

Table 1: Pearson’s Correlation for the Total Sample (N=300) 

 
Note: **p<.01, *p<.05. 
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Table 2 indicates that when independent variables 
were entered in the regression model with 
organizational-cwb as criterion for the total sample, 
conscientiousness itself contributed 11% of the total 
variance. A significant increase of 6% was observed 
in R2 when it was entered along with neuroticism 
accounting for 17% of the total variance. A 
significant increase of 2% in R2 was observed when 
these variables were entered along with extraversion 
accounting for 19% of variance. A significant 
increase of 2% was observed in in R2 was observed 
when these variables were entered along with 
openness to experience accounting for 24% of the 
total variance. Figure 1 represents graphical 
representation of the said results. 
 

Table 2: Step-Wise Regression Analysis for Total Sample: 
Predictors of Organizational-CWB (N=300) 

 
Table 3 indicates that that when independent 
variables were entered in the regression model with 
interpersonal-cwb as criterion for the total sample, 
neuroticism itself contributed 13% of the variance. A 
significant increase of 3% was observed in R2 when it 
was entered along with conscientiousness accounting 
for 16% of the variance. A significant increase of 2% 
in R2 was observed when these variables were entered 
along with extraversion accounting for 18% of the 
total variance. Figure 2 represents graphical 
representation of the said results. 
 

Table 3: Step-Wise Regression Analysis for Total  
Sample: Predictors of Interpersonal-CWB (N-=300) 

 
 

 
Figure 1: Graphical Representation of Variance 

Explained by Significant Predictors of Organizational 
Counterproductive Work Behaviour (CWB-O) for the 

Total Sample. 

 

 
Figure 2: Graphical Representation of Variance Explained by 

Significant Predictors of Interpersonal Counterproductive 
Work Behaviour (CWB-I) for the Total Sample. 

 
 
Table 4 indicates gender mean difference between 
male and female employees.  It can be seen from the 
table that there is significant difference between 
males and females for agreeableness, neuroticism and 
organizational counterproductive work behaviour. 
Other than these variables no significant difference 
has been found between males and females for 
extraversion, openness to experience, 
conscientiousness and interpersonal 
counterproductive work behaviour. 
 

Table 4: Comparative Analysis between Males’ and Females’ 
Sample on Variables of Interest in the Present Study. 

 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
This research investigated the influence of Big Five 
personality traits towards CWB, targeted on CWB-O 
and CWB-I. The findings showed there was a 
relationship between CWB-O and CWB-I and Big 
Five personality traits, except for extraversion. It was 
observed that the agreeableness, conscientiousness, 
and neuroticism factors and openness to experience, 
associated with a greater magnitude CWB-General, 
as reported by Salgado (2002), Berry et al (2007) and 
Pankaj and Patel (2011).Agreeableness was found to 
have a negative relationship with CWB-O and CWB-
I, which indicated employees with high agreeableness 
were more likely to demonstrate lower CWB-O and 
CWB-I, this was similar with the study made by 
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Bolton, 2010, and O’Neill et al., 2011. The result of 
this study for agreeableness was similar with the 
previous study made by Bolton, 2010. 
Conscientiousness havebeen found to influence 
CWB-O and CWB-I. This was similar with study 
made by Bolton, 2010, and O’Neill et al., 2011, 
which showed that there was a relationship between 
conscientiousness and CWB-O and CWB-I.Results 
indicate, therefore, that employees who present 
themselves as highly conscientious in relation to 
planning, organizing and conducting tasks and also 
agreeable, more predisposed to sympathize with 
situations that relate to others are less likely to 
showCWBs. In the case of the Neuroticism factor, 
lower score on this factor suggests better emotional 
adjustment, ability to control impulses and stress 
(Costa &McCrae, 2007). Thus, employees who have 
low scores on neuroticism were therefore less likely 
to engage in counterproductive behavior both facing 
the organization and co-workers (Pankaj& Patel, 
2011).  
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