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Abstract 

Extant empirical researches on deviant workplace behaviour have concentrated on negative 

deviant acts directed simultaneously towards both the organizations (organizational) and its 

members (interpersonal) while others solely focused on deviant behaviours directed at 

organization and its attributes (organizational deviance). However, no published studies have 

investigated interpersonal deviance as a main antecedent without considering organizational 

deviance. Drawing from the theory of neutralization and job demand control model, the 

present study examined the mediating role of neutralization on the relationships between 
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workload, work pressure and interpersonal deviance. The data was obtained from 356 

academics in public universities in Nigeria. Using partial least square structural equation 

modeling, results revealed that workload and work pressure were significantly related to 

interpersonal deviance. On the other hand, neutralization significantly mediated the positive 

relationship between workload and interpersonal deviance. Similarly, neutralization mediated 

the relationship between work pressure and interpersonal deviance. Conclusively, it is 

essential to review the existing workloads and working conditions of faculty members in 

Nigerian public tertiary institutions with a view of minimizing interpersonal deviance. 

Keywords: workload, work pressure, neutralization, interpersonal deviance 

1. Introduction 

Researchers have noted that deviant workplace behaviour (DWB) is complex in public 

establishments compared to private entities (Aquino et al., 2006; Mayhew & McCarthy, 

2005). DWB constitutes a threat to public tertiary institutions in developing countries like 

Nigeria (Adebisi, Adebisi, & Arogundade, 2012; Nasir & Bashir, 2012). DWB is a common 

and costly phenomenon for organizations (Robinson, 2008). Studies have shown that 

workplace deviance not only cost organizations substantial amount of money annually, but 

have negative consequences on employees as well (Lawrence & Robinson, 2007). Employee 

deviance is negatively related to profitability and customer satisfaction (Detert, Treviño, 

Burris, & Andiappan, 2007). 

Generally, teaching is a stressful occupation because of high workload, large class sizes, 

inadequate salary, and pressure to attract external funding for publications, role conflict, 

student deviant behaviour and the perceived low status of the profession (Bakker, & 

Demerouti, 2016; Hakanen, Bakker & Schaufeli, 2006). The cumulative effects of high job 

demands on faculty members’ emotions, productivity and attitudes affect their relationships 

with colleagues and students negatively.  

Precisely, this study extends the emerging works on deviant workplace behaviour in many 

ways. First, we propose a model of mediating processes that links work overload and work 

pressure to key outcomes in interpersonal deviance. The mediating variable is essential 

because before employees will engage in DWB, he/she must be convinced that such unethical 

acts are justified or rationalized. This cognitive process of justification or giving of excuses is 

what is termed neutralization. Therefore, no matter the employees’ perception of workload 

and work pressure, if such employees cannot submerge their moral compass or convince 

themselves of the need to behave in an undesired manner, then there cannot be interpersonal 

deviance. In addition, studies have predicted strong relationship between workload, work 

pressure and negative behavioural outcomes in organizations (Karasek, 1979; Karasek & 

Theorell, 1996; Houston, Meyer & Paewei, 2006). This strong relationship warrants the 

introduction of a mediating variable (Baron, & Kenny, 1986). Hence, we proposed 

neutralization as a mediator in our research model. Also, we advanced workplace deviance 

literature by supporting our model with job demand control model and theory of 

neutralization. 
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Furthermore, most studies on DWB have solely focused on multifaceted dimensions of 

workplace deviance namely interpersonal and organizational deviance (Bennett & Robinson, 

2000; Fagbohungbe, Akinbode, & Ayodeji, 2012; Lawrence & Robinson, 2007) while other 

studies concentrated on organizational deviance (Kura, Shamsudin, & Chauhan, 2015) but 

studies which solely focused on interpersonal deviance are non-existent. Regrettably, most 

noticeable acts of deviance among academics in Nigeria are not directed to the organization 

or its properties but are directed towards colleagues and /or students, however, studies have 

neglected this aspect of deviance.  

In furtherance to the preceding paragraph, Kura et al. (2015, p.2) observed that ‘deviant 

behaviours directed toward individuals within the organization provide opportunity for future 

research,” the current study is heeding the calls for further studies on interpersonal deviance.    

2. Literature Review 

2.1 Workplace Deviant Behaviour    

Basically, there is positive and negative workplace deviance but the present study focused on 

negative deviance because of the peculiar challenges in public institutions in Nigeria. 

Robinson and Bennett (1995) described negative deviant workplace behaviour (DWB) as a 

voluntary behaviour that breaks organizational norms significantly thereby threatens the 

well-being of an organization, its workforce or both. Also in the words of Kaplan (1975), it 

has been described as voluntary behaviours exhibited by employees when they become 

motivated to violate the expectations placed on them in organizations due to lack of 

motivation to conform to normative expectations of the social setting they have found 

themselves. Also, Omar and Sulaiman (2013) described DWB as acts which violate 

performance standards as set by the organization, thereby resulting in harms to the 

organization and organizational members.  

According to Bennett and Robinson (2000), DWB has two major dimensions namely 

organizational and interpersonal deviance. In its simplest forms, both forms are judged based 

on the targeted victims. Those deviant acts whose victims are colleagues and other 

individuals in the organization are called interpersonal deviance while deviant acts directed at 

the organization or its properties and production schedules are known as organizational 

deviance. The focus of the present study is on norm-violating behaviours directed at fellow 

faculty members, students and other individuals in public HEIs.   

In the present study, we conceptualized DWB as any intentional and destructive behaviour 

exhibited by teaching staff members of HEIs for purpose of personal gains as against 

morality and which contributes to low standards of education thereby causing harm to the 

stakeholders.   

2.2 Interpersonal Deviance 

Interpersonal deviance denotes acts that are injurious to members of an organization, such as 

humiliating colleagues or students, silent treatment, raising voice at students or colleagues, 

snide treatment, withholding of official information from colleagues, theft from co-workers, 
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assigning blame to colleagues, sexual harassment, and gossiping about colleagues (Bennett & 

Robinson, 2000). Although DWB has been conceived as a multidimensional concept, we 

explicitly emphasized the behaviours targeted at an individual and/or student in HEIs in order 

to ensure parsimony (Arthur, 2011; Kura, Shamsudin, & Chauhan, 2015). Cases of deviant 

acts directed at colleagues, and students in HEIs are reported in media on daily basis which 

signifies that there are more incidences of interpersonal deviance than organizational 

deviance on campuses. However, in our attempt to focus on interpersonal deviance instead of 

multifaceted dimensions, we are aware of arguments by Blalock (1979) which postulates that 

authors cannot attain accuracy, simplicity and generality concurrently. Consequently, our 

focus is on a specific form of deviance instead of generality.   

Victims of interpersonal deviance in the forms of harassment and bullying reported lower 

levels of organisational commitment, increased absenteeism, lower levels of self-confidence, 

quitting work or intention to quit and increased on-the-job drug use (Lim & Teo, 2009; 

Bartlett & Bartlett, 2011; Taylor, Bedeian, & Kluemper, 2012). The main focus of the present 

study is to examine the mediating role of neutralization on the relationship between workload, 

work pressure and interpersonal deviance among faculty members.  

2.3 Theory of Neutralization and Job Demand Control Model  

2.3.1 Theory of neutralization  

Neutralization theory asserts that individuals are free to participate in misbehaviours that they 

would otherwise believe to be wrong once they can adduce moral reasons for their wrongful 

acts (Sykes & Matza, 1957; Lim, 2002). It further states that individuals are largely allegiant 

(rather than oppositional) to a normative belief system, and must employ justifications to 

engage in deviant behaviours. Ordinarily, the pressure of work on faculty members may lead 

to frustration, anger and depression with ability to severe interpersonal relationship with 

colleagues and/or students. Therefore, if faculty members in Nigerian public HEIs experience 

excess workload and intense work pressure, they may give moral reasons to engage in 

interpersonal deviance.  

2.3.2 Job Demand Control 

Karasek’s (1979) job demand-control model (JDC) posits that high jobs demand produce a 

state of normal arousal (increased breathing rate), which enables the body to respond to the 

demands. However, if there is an environmental constraint, such as low control, the arousal 

cannot be channelled into an effective coping response. Also, unresolved strain may in turn 

accumulate and as it builds up can result in anxiety, and depression. Perception of excessive 

workload and work pressure can result in negative deviant behaviour (Lim, Cortina, & 

Magley, 2008). According to the job-stress process model, individuals react negatively to 

perceived stressors in the workplace including being uncivil to colleagues (Spector, 1998). 

2.4 Workload, Work Pressure and Interpersonal Deviance     

Extant literature revealed two major dimensions of job demands namely academic workload 

and work pressure (Houston et al., 2006; Karasek & Theorell, 1996). Academic workload is 
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operationalized as the professional efforts a faculty member devotes to activities such as 

teaching, research, administration, community services, and other academic related tasks 

while work pressure is conceptualized as the degree to which an academic has to work fast 

and hard, has a great deal to do, but with too little time (Karasek & Theorell, 1990). 

Work overload and work pressure can result in incivil behaviour (Lim, Cortina, & Magley, 

2008) whenever lecturers perceive high job demands. According to the job-stress process 

model individuals react negatively to perceived stressors in the workplace by being uncivil 

(Johnson & Indvik, 2001). Moreover, as academics try to complete their work tasks quickly, 

their ability to interact politely with colleagues and students is likely to suffer. On the other 

hand, if faculty members wish to sustain good effort in the face of growing job demands, it 

will be tough for them to relate courteously with students and colleagues. Therefore, this 

inability to interact politely will affect interpersonal relationship in HEIs (Hockey, 1997; 

Johnson & Indvik, 2001) and result in interpersonal deviance. 

Empirically, Fox, Spector and Miles (2001) found that job demands produced stressor, which 

is related to both negative emotions and counterproductive work behaviours. Similarly, Omar, 

Halim, Zainah, and Farhadi (2011) found that positive relationship exists between stress and 

deviant workplace behaviours. Spector and Fox (2005) developed a stressor-emotion model 

of workplace deviant behaviour which suggests that deviant behaviours are responses to job 

demands at work and that perceived high job demands in workplace leads to emotional 

reactions which can induce deviant behaviours in organizations. 

Furthermore, Hakanen et al. (2006) revealed that teachers who perceived work overload and 

time pressure (high job demands) experienced greater burnout and turnover intentions. Also, 

Stouten, Baillien, Van den Broeck, Camps, De Witte, and Euwema (2010) demonstrated that 

higher job demands contributed to a higher likelihood of workplace bullying in organizations. 

In public HEIs, exposure to excessive work pressure and work overload increases lecturers’ 

perceptions of high job demands, which reduces ability to interact with colleagues and 

students harmoniously.  

Theoretically, Karasek (1979) stated that high job demands were not harmful in themselves, 

but when accompanied by low decision latitude would result in psychological strain. 

However, only a few studies have been dedicated to work pressure and such studies found 

that work pressure is significantly and positively related to workplace bullying and 

aggression (Stouten et al., 2010; Baillien et al., 2011). On the bases of the above theoretical 

views and past empirical studies, we hypothesize thus:    

H1: Workload will be positively related to interpersonal deviance among faculty members.  

H2: Work pressure will be positively related to interpersonal deviance among faculty 

members. 

2.4 Neutralization 

Theory of neutralization postulates that deviants must neutralize their moral beliefs and 

standards which can prevent wrong-doing (Sykes & Matza, 1957). This follows the notion 
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that human beings are moral agents, knowing the rights from the bad and for them to engage 

in the ‘bad’ behaviours, they must justify such undesired behaviours. Furthermore, Sykes and 

Matza (1957) and Hinduja (2007) described neutralization techniques to include such 

statements as ‘nobody got hurt by my acts’ (denial of victim), ‘my colleagues and students 

did not suffer any harm from my engagement in interpersonal deviant acts’ (denial of victim), 

‘it is not my making, the academic workload and job pressure forced me to act unethically’ 

(denial of responsibility), ‘the management of this institution, my colleagues and students are 

unethical, deviants and wrong-doers as well’ (condemnation of the condemners) and ‘I hold a 

responsibility to defend academic staff union in this institution’ (appeal to higher loyalties). 

2.4.1 Neutralization as a Mediator in the Relationship between Workload, Work Pressure and 

Interpersonal Deviance 

Neutralization stipulates that people can engage in unethical acts provided they can justify 

their involvement based on reasoning but when the justification is not strong in the sight of 

the deviants, then, it becomes difficult to partake in deviance. Generally, before employees 

engage in norm-violating behaviours, neutralization techniques as sets of cognitive response 

modes must provide valuable explanations (Gruber, & Schlegelmilch, 2014). In the light of 

the foregoing, we submit that neutralization techniques bridge the missing link between 

norm-violating behaviours among lecturers and societal expectations or values.  

Empirically, in a study that sought to know the justifications for digital piracy, Yu (2013) 

found that Asian international students justified digital piracy than American students. The 

study concluded that neutralization techniques enabled students to engage in digital piracy. 

Digital piracy was described as an unethical act which involved unauthorized copying of 

digital audio, software and digital video without express permission from the copy wright 

holder (Yu, 2012).   

Practically, when lecturers adopt neutralization techniques, they would not recognize any 

wrong in committing interpersonal deviance towards colleagues or students. In other words, 

neutralization techniques make deviants not to consider their acts as morally reprehensible 

(Morris & Higgins, 2009). Similarly, borrowing from disorganization theory, Sykes and 

Matza’s (1957) neutralization theory and deviance literature, consumers have adopted 

techniques of neutralization to justify non-normative and negative behaviours of both 

consumers and corporations (De Bock, & Van Kenhove, 2011). Hence, De Bock and Van 

Kenhove (2011) found that consumers are less tolerant towards questionable corporate 

practices compared to similar questionable practices exhibited by the consumers. In other 

words, it is easier for consumers to justify their own deviant acts using neutralization 

techniques while consumers condemn organizations easily.   

Similarly, high workload and pressure can make academics to engage in interpersonal 

deviance because they will seek alternatives to show their dissatisfaction. In addition, 

job-related stress and pressure can make employees to become frustrated, impatient, irritated 

and such emotions can lead to variety of deviant behaviours. Hence, positive relationship is 

predicted between neutralization and multiple forms of deviance (Lim, 2002). 
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Therefore, drawing from neutralization theory (Sykes & Matza, 1957), the researchers posit 

that it is reasonable for lecturers who perceived stressful workload and work pressure in HEIs 

to engage in self-justifications before engaging in interpersonal deviance. In this case, 

academics may say ‘the management of this institution, my colleagues and students are 

unethical, deviants and wrong-doers as well’ (condemnation of the condemners). Also, 

faculty members may say ‘interpersonal deviance and conflicts are normal things among 

people in organizations’ (claim of normalcy). Based on theoretical perspectives and empirical 

submissions, the following hypotheses emerged: 

H3: Neutralization mediates the relationship between workload and interpersonal deviance 

among faculty members. 

H4: Neutralization mediates the relationship between work pressure and interpersonal 

deviance among faculty members. 

The relationship between work overload, work pressure, and interpersonal deviance with 

neutralization as a mediating variable is depicted in Figure 1. 

 

 

 

                        

                                                    

 

Figure 1. Theoretical Framework   

The theoretical framework is connected by job-demand control model, neutralization theory 

and past empirical studies.   

3. Methodology 

3.1 Research Design 

We adopted a cross-sectional research design. Self-administered questionnaire was used to 

collect data from 356 full time faculty members in Nigerian public higher educational 

institutions (HEIs). Statistical packages for social sciences (SPSS version 24) was used for 

initial data screening while partial least square structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM 3.2) 

was employed for data analysis. 

3.2 Participants and Data Collection 

The sample is made up of 356 teaching staff of public universities in Nigeria. The choice of 

Workload 

Work Pressure 

Interpersonal 

deviance                                   

Neutralization 
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public HEIs is justified because negative deviance is higher in Nigerian public HEIs than 

private HEIs (Geidam, Njoku, & Bako, 2011; Makinde, 2013) In terms of gender, 274 

participants were males (77% of the participants) while 82 participants which represented 

23% were females. Educationally, 29.2% of the participants were first degree holders, 45.2% 

possessed Masters’ degrees while 25.6% of the participants were doctorate degree holders. 

About 70% of the participants have spent 6 years and above on the job. In terms of age, 39% 

of the participants aged 41-50 years, 34% aged 31-40 years, 21.1% of the participants aged 

50 years and above while 5.9% of the participants aged 21-30 years.      

3.2 Measures/Instruments  

This study adapted survey instruments to obtain data from the participants. 

a. Interpersonal deviance 

Interpersonal deviance was assessed with 8-item (α =0.78) adapted to suit Nigerian context. 

The original scale was developed by Bennett and Robinson (2000). The validation procedures 

recommended by Polit and Beck (2006) were observed. All items were scored on a 5-point 

Likert scale (1 = never; 2 = rarely; 3 = sometimes; 4 = often; 5 = always).  

b. Workload  

Workload was assessed with 8 items (α =0.74 to 0.78) adapted from and Houston, Meyer and 

Paewei (2006) job demands scale. Participants were asked to indicate their perception of 

workload on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). 

c. Work pressure (WP) 

WP was assessed with 5 items (α = 0.73 to 0.85) adapted from Karasek and Theorell’s (1990) 

scale. All participants were requested to specify their level of agreement on a 5-point Likert 

scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). The original items were rephrased from 

question form to statement form.  

d. Neutralization 

Neutralization was measured with 6 items (α = 0.861) adapted from Rogers and Buffalo 

(1974) neutralization scale. All participants were requested to indicate their level of 

agreement on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = neither disagree 

nor agree; 4 = Agree; 5 = strongly agree).  

g. Demographics 

Participants responded to demographic variables by choosing from the alternatives provided 

in the scale covering age, gender, highest educational qualifications, length of service and 

marital status.  

3.3 Analysis  

We employed SmartPLS-SEM 3.2 as a tool of analysis notwithstanding the weaknesses of 

partial least square structural equation modeling. PLS-SEM has the benefit of estimating the 
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correlations among structural and measurement models concurrently (Chin, Newsted, & 

Marcolin, 2003). Second, SmartPLS helps users to test a mediating effect using Preacher and 

Hayes’s (2004, 2008) bootstrapping techniques of estimating indirect effects in mediation 

models. Third, the present study has a complex model (Hair, Ringle, and Sarstedt, 2013). 

4. Results and Findings 

4.1 Data Screening   

In order to overcome common method variance (CMV), we observed both procedural and 

statistical remedies to lessen the impacts of CMV as recommended by Podsakoff et al. (2012). 

According to Hair, Ringle and Sarstedt (2011), multicollinearity is not a problem in the 

present study because VIF values are less than 5 (O’Brien, 2007; Rogerson, 2001) and 

tolerance values for all variables range from 0.425 to .837, indicating higher values than the 

threshold 0.20. Additionally, the normality test revealed that none of the items in the dataset 

has a skewness and kurtosis statistics above ±3 and ±10 respectively. After satisfying all 

preliminary screening conditions and all statistics fit within recommended parameters, we 

analyzed both measurement and structural models as shown in subsequent sub-sections: 

4.2 Results of Measurement Model     

First, we assessed individual item reliability and construct reliability (internal consistency 

reliability) using composite reliability index (CRI) because CRI has been proved to be more 

superior to cronbach’s alpha (Hair, Sarstedt, Ringle, & Mena, 2012). Table 1 revealed that the 

CRI of each construct ranged from 0.883 to 0.975, exceeding the minimum acceptable level 

of 0.70 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). In terms of individual item reliability, Table 1 and Figure 1 

showed items with loadings 0.70 and above (Hair et al., 2014). 

Table 1. Outer loadings, composite reliability (CR), average variance extracted (AVE) 

(Measurement model) 

Constructs and Indicators Loadings Composite 

Reliability 

AVE 

Workload  0.903 0.652 

WL01 0.881   

WL02 0.885   

WL03 0.752   

WL05 0.771   

WL06 0.735   

Work pressure  0.883 0.716 

WP01 0.901   

WP02 0.781   

WP04 0.851   

Neutralization  0.975 0.865 

NT01 0.922   

NT02 0.865   
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NT03 0.955   

NT04 0.944   

NT05 0.954   

NT06 0.937   

Interpersonal deviance  0.948 0.819 

ID01 0.830   

ID02 0.926   

ID03 0.928   

ID04 0.933     

 

Furthermore, Table 1 shows that average variance extracted (AVE) to ascertain convergent 

validity in the present study. According to Chin (1998a), the AVE for each latent construct 

should not be less than 0.50. A look at Table 1 revealed that the AVE values ranged from 

0.652 to 0.865, indicating adequate convergent validity.   

 

Figure 2. Measurement model graph 

Next, we analyzed discriminant validity (Table 2) by comparing the square roots of AVE for 

each latent construct with the correlations among latent constructs and our results suggest 

satisfactory discriminant validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). 
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Table 2. Discriminant Validity (Fornell-Larcker Criterion) 

  1 2 3 4 

1.   Workload 0.807    

2.   Work pressure 0.709 0.846   

3.   Neutralization 0.624 0.604 0.930  

4.   Interpersonal deviance 0.523 0.572 0.607 0.905 

Furthermore, in order to cross-examine the results of Fornell-Larker criterion, we appraised 

discriminant validity by computing Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio (HTMT). Table 3 presents 

result of discriminant validity using HTMT. 

 

Table 3. Discriminant Validity - (Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) 

  1 2   3 4 

1.   Workload     

2.   Work pressure 0.828    

3.   Neutralization 0.670 0.676   

4.   Interpersonal deviance 0.577 0.651 0.638   

Table 3 revealed that the highest correlation is between workload and work pressure 0.828. All 

correlation values obtained are less than the cut-off value of 0.850 which confirms an 

acceptable level of HTMT in assessing discriminant validity (Clark & Watson, 1995; 

Henseler, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2015). Also, all the parameters used to judge the validity and 

reliability of our constructs proved satisfactory. Next sub-section describes the structural 

model of this study.  

4.3 Structural Model   

We employed bootstrapping techniques of estimating indirect effects in mediation models as 

suggested by Hayes (2013), as well as Preacher and Hayes (2004, 2008). This procedure 

provides “higher levels of statistical power compared with the Sobel’s test” (Spector & Jex, 

1998, p. 223). First, we evaluated the path coefficients by testing the direct relationship 

between workload, work pressure and interpersonal deviance (H1, H2).  

Table 4. Structural model results (Hypotheses testing for direct effect) 

Hypotheses Relations Beta SE t-value 95% CI Findings 

H1 Workload Interpersonal deviance 0.234 0.072 3.279 [0.127; 0.365] Supported 

H2 Work pressure  Interpersonal 

deviance 

0.406 0.086 4.717 [0.248; 0.537] Supported 

  ID     

 R2  35.5%     

 Q2  0.270     

  SRMR 0.067         



 International Journal of Human Resource Studies 

ISSN 2162-3058 

2017, Vol. 7, No. 4 

http://ijhrs.macrothink.org 12 

Based on results in Table 4, H1 and H2 were both supported. Specifically, the results for 

Hypothesis 1 revealed a significant positive relationship between perceived workload and 

interpersonal deviance (β = 0.234; t =3.279) and at 95% confidence interval (CI), both lower 

and upper values were positive (0.127; 0.365), indicating significant support for Hypothesis 1. 

Also, the predicted positive relationship between perceived work pressure and interpersonal 

deviance showed a significant positive relationship (β=0.406; t=4.717). Additionally, both 

lower and upper level values were significantly positive at 95% confidence (0.248; 0.537), 

which suggests strong support for Hypothesis 2. 

As shown in Table 4, SmartPLS-SEM 3.0 can estimate coefficient of determination (R2) and 

predictive relevance (Q2) simultaneously. Stone-Geisser test of predictive relevance-Q² 

(Geisser, 1974; Stone, 1974) was observed after running the blindfolding procedure (Chin, 

1998b; Spector & Jex, 1998). The R2 value for the direct effect is 0.36 (see Table 4 and 

Figure 3), which implies that the model explained 36% of the total variance in interpersonal 

deviance. Also, the Q² value for interpersonal deviance was 0.270 (Table 4). The Q2 value 

exceeded zero, which suggests satisfactory predictive relevance of the model (Chin, 1998a). 

We measured goodness of fit using standardized root mean residual (SRMR). Our model 

recorded SRMR value of 0.067, which is less than 0.10 signifying a satisfactory value for 

goodness of fit (Henseler et al., 2014). 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Structural model graph (Direct Effect R2 ) 
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Figure 4. Structural model results (Direct Effect) 

Furthermore, when a mediator was incorporated in the PLS path model, we applied the 

standard bootstrapping procedure with a number of 5000 bootstrap samples and 356 cases to 

assess significance of the path coefficients (Spector & Jex, 1998; Henseler et al., 2012). The 

results in Table 5 showed that the indirect effect of perceived workload on interpersonal 

deviance via neutralization (mediator) was found to be significant (β= 0.153; t=4.777) and 

predicted interpersonal deviance in positive direction (H3). In addition, at 95% confidence 

interval, both lower and upper level values were positive (0.101; 0.205). This implies that 

Hypothesis 3 is supported. Similarly, the positive relationship between perceived work 

pressure and interpersonal deviance was mediated significantly by neutralization (β=0.124; 

t=3.475) giving credence to Hypothesis 4. Also, an attempt was made to test Hypothesis 4 at 

95% confidence interval and the results yielded positive values for lower and upper level 

(0.070; 0.187), which signifies acceptance of Hypothesis 4.  

Table 5. Structural model results (mediation test- indirect effect) 

Hypotheses Relations Beta SE t-value 95% CI Findings 

H3 Workload  Interp. Deviance  0.153 0.032 4.777 [0.101; 0.205] Supported 

H4 Work pressure Interp. Deviance 0.124 0.036 3.475 [0.070; 0.187] Supported 

  ID     

 R2  44%     

 Q2  0.332        

  SRMR 0.055         

 

As shown in Table 5, the coefficient of determination (R2) was 44% (.44), which indicates 

that the indirect effect model explained 44% of the total variance in interpersonal deviance. 

After running the blindfolding procedure (Chin, 1998), the results revealed Q² value for 

interpersonal deviance 0.332. Statistically, all values were greater than zero, thus, indicating 

acceptable predictive relevance of the indirect model (Chin, 1998).    
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Figure 5. Structural model results (Indirect effect) 

Figure 5 showed a significant positive relationship between workload and neutralization, a 

positive relationship between work pressure and neutralization and significant mediating 

effect of neutralization on the constructs. These values justified the introduction of a 

mediating variable in the model (Baron & Kenny, 1986). 

5. Discussion and Conclusion 

This study set-out to examine the mediating role of neutralization on the relationship between 

workload and interpersonal deviance on one hand and to determine the mediating effect of 

neutralization on the relationship between work pressure and interpersonal deviance among 

faculty members in Nigeria’s universities. Results indicated that neutralization significantly 

mediated the relationship between workload and interpersonal deviance in a positive 

direction at 95% confidence interval. Furthermore, neutralization mediated significantly the 

positive relationship between work pressure and interpersonal deviance. 

One plausible explanation for these results is that the presence of neutralization enables 

faculty members to justify their involvement in interpersonal deviance, especially when they 

experience high workload and excessive work pressure over a long period. This argument is 

supported by theory of neutralization which posits that deviants need to neutralize their moral 

beliefs and values that would normally prevent wrong-doing. The essence is to enable 

deviants to present themselves acceptably to the society and overcome guilt feelings (Sykes 

& Matza, 1957; Hinduja, 2007).  

Empirically, there is an agreement between our results and neutralization theory and we have 

contributed to knowledge by testing and confirming neutralization as a mediator. Extant 

literature found that cyber loafers used neutralization to justify their engagement in 

cyberloafing when they experienced organizational injustice (Lim, 2002). Similarly, Yu (2013) 
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found that Asian international students adopted neutralization techniques to justify their role 

in digital piracy while another study found that consumers employed different neutralization 

techniques to justify shoplifting (De Bock & Van Kenhove, 2011). Additionally, the results of 

the direct effect model shown in Table 4 agreed with past studies which found positive 

relationship between high workload and work pressure and interpersonal conflicts/deviance 

in different contexts (Karasek & Theorell, 1990; Houston, Meyer & Paewei, 2006; 

Jovanovich, Lazaridis, & Stefanović, 2006). Specifically, high job demands are perceived to 

be a problem in jobs with high pressure and low pay, such as teaching.  

In conclusion, the present study has proved that neutralization mediated the relationship 

between perceived workload, work pressure and interpersonal deviance among lecturers in 

public universities in Nigeria. The results showed that both workload and work pressure are 

positively related to neutralization, which in turn predicted interpersonal deviance in a 

positive way at 95% confidence interval. Accordingly, the present study proves that 

neutralization techniques are fundamental mechanisms through which perceived work 

pressure and workload can predict interpersonal deviance. Therefore, it is essential to review 

the existing workloads and working conditions of faculty members in Nigerian public 

universities with a view of minimizing interpersonal deviance.  

6. Implications for Research and Practice 

The present study contributed to the existing literature on organizational behaviour and 

particularly, deviant workplace behaviour (DWB). The researchers are of the view that most 

existing literature have western settings and application of their findings in Africa, especially 

Nigeria is limited due to differences in culture and values. We proposed and validated a 

model which reflects realities in Nigerian public institutions, a sector which has been grossly 

under-researched. The present study adds value to DWB literature by testing a mediating 

variable on the constructs. The results of the mediation indicated that Nigerian lecturers in 

public HEIs are experiencing excess workload and severe work pressure which have led to 

their involvement in interpersonal deviance.  

The major theoretical contribution of this study is the enhancement of neutralization theory 

and job demand control model (JDC model) in explaining interpersonal deviance among 

faculty members in Nigerian public HEIs. Extant literature revealed that neutralization theory 

was originally used to predict adolescent delinquency but the present study proved that the 

same theory can be used to predict deviance among adult participants. Also, available studies 

indicated that JDC model has been used in stress-related studies but we extended its usage to 

predict interpersonal deviance, thereby extending frontiers of knowledge.   

In furtherance to the above, understanding the predictors of interpersonal deviance as 

discussed in this study have practical implications. For example, our results suggest that 

management of HEIs can minimize incidence of interpersonal deviance by taking holistic 

review of the existing workload of academics and improve physical working conditions in 

institutions. It is evident that lecturers in public universities in Nigeria are experiencing high 

job demands. Therefore, the state and federal ministries of education and administrators of 

HEIs need to identify proactively the lecturers’ perceptions on teaching, research, community 



 International Journal of Human Resource Studies 

ISSN 2162-3058 

2017, Vol. 7, No. 4 

http://ijhrs.macrothink.org 16 

service and other administrative responsibilities to foster harmonious relationships in HEIs.    

Relatedly, Spector and Fox (2005) developed a stressor-emotion model of workplace deviant 

behaviour that suggests deviant behaviours are responses to job demands at work. According 

to Spector and Fox’s model, perceived high job demands in workplace can lead to emotional 

reactions and as a result can induce deviant behaviours in organizations. Therefore, there is 

need to reduce job stressors in form of job demands in order to minimize interpersonal 

deviance. Also, the management needs to show empathy towards the faculty members in 

order to discourage application of neutralization techniques.  

7. Limitations and Future Research 

The following constraints and guides for future researchers should be considered when 

interpreting the results of the present study. First, the cross-sectional nature of the present 

study implies that the findings have limited generalization. Hence, this study needs to be 

replicated using longitudinal research to allow for causal inferences. Secondly, the sample 

was drawn from lecturers in public universities in Nigeria. Therefore, we suggest that future 

researchers should include faculty members in private HEIs in order to generalize their 

findings to the whole HEIs in Nigeria. Thirdly, neutralization may not be the only mediating 

variable that may be introduced in the relationship between workload, work pressure and 

interpersonal deviance. Therefore, other variables such as age, workplace spirituality and 

length of service should be considered by future researchers. Finally, we assessed 

interpersonal deviance using self-report measures. Self-reports may generate common 

method variance and social desirability bias (Podsakoff et al., 2012; Dodaj, 2012). Although, 

we took precautions to reduce bias by removing ambiguities in items, confidentiality and 

anonymity were observed and we computed Harman’s one factor to test CMV (Podsakoff et 

al., 2012). However, future researchers should consider peer-rating in order to control 

common method variance.   

Lastly, our focus on interpersonal deviance opens avenues for coming researchers on DWB to 

study deviant acts directed towards the organization and organizational properties 

(organizational deviance).     
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