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Abstract

Antecedents destructive organizational behaviors impose many direct and indirect costs on
organizations, therefore, in the current situation, paying attention to it has gone beyond a choice and has
become a necessity. This research was done with the aim of identifying the antecedents of destructive
organizational behavior in the banking system. The research method of is Meta synthesis. In fact the
type of research is developmental in terms of purpose. For this purpose, after searching the databases,
582 articles were evaluated in the field of destructive organizational behaviors between 2000 and 2022,
and finally 55 articles were selected in a targeted way and entered the analysis stage. Based on the final
framework of the research, the antecedents of destructive organizational behaviors were categorized in
the form of two main categories and six subcategories. The main categories resulting from the research
results are: facilitating antecedents and limiting antecedents of destructive organizational behaviors.
Facilitating and limiting antecedents of destructive organizational behaviors each include three
categories of behavioral, structural and contextual facilitating and limiting factors. The obtained
framework can be used as a tool for strategic planning in the field of destructive organizational
behaviors.

Keywords: Destructive organizational behaviors, Social exchange theory, Metasynthesis
method

Introduction

Today, the employees of organizations,
especially in the banking system, are one of
the most important effective factors in
creating transformation and professional
organizational growth (Wallace et al., 2020).
To achieve this goal, the existence of
organizational commitment and the absence
of destructive behavior among employees is a
requirement (Ranto et al., 2022, Siebens,
2020). Therefore, in recent years, the study of
its behaviors has been increasingly paid
attention to (Vossen & Hofmans, 2021).
Destructive and intentionally  harmful

behaviors in organizations mean the lack of
alignment of human resources with
organizational goals, which is a vital obstacle
and challenge for organizations, with the
emergence of behaviors Destructive, even if
an organization is at a very good level in
terms of equipment and facilities, the speed
and progress in work will be significantly far
from its ideal, and the organization will be
destroyed from the inside; Because the
human force, which must act as a barricade,
will play the role of a hypocrite and will
quickly cause the collapse of an
organization’s structure and create a deep gap
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between the efforts of managers and the
achievement of organizational goals (Okeke
et al., 2022, Miao et al., 2020).

Numerous empirical evidences confirmed
this proposition that it is not possible to
achieve organizational goals with non-
committed and destructive human resources
(Heidari et al., 2021). This principle has
caused increasing efforts among researchers
in recent years to identify the factors
influencing the formation of destructive
behaviors. Some of these factors will act in a
negative way and some in the form of positive
effects. Obstacles should be identified and
removed, and on the other hand, drivers and
helping factors should be used in order to
control and manage the factors that cause
destructive behavior. However, there are still
no comprehensive and review studies in this
field and this shows that researchers should
seriously identify, test and explain these
factors in order to have a clear understanding
of role-playing. These factors in the
organization should be pursued in the field of
organizational behavior management
(Thibault & Kelloway, 2020; Modjtahedi &
Daneshvar, 2020 ).

The main problem of research is the
occurrence of destructive behavior by some
employees in service organizations, including
the country's banking system; which
manifests itself with behaviors that have
direct negative consequences on the
organization, such as organizational silence
or creating dissatisfaction among service
recipients and customers. Destructive
behaviors in the banking system, in addition
to damaging effects within the organization
such as lowering productivity, can also cause
bank customers to turn away as a result of
reducing organizational reputation
(Namaayande & Zarei, 2021). At the same
time, attracting new customers costs nearly
95% more than maintaining existing
customers. On this basis, special attention
should be paid to the emergence of
destructive organizational behaviors in
service organizations; However, limited
studies in this field can be mentioned and the
theoretical models presented have paid less
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attention to service organizations and have
often been conducted among manufacturing
companies (Siebens, 2020).

Therefore, it seems that in order to
eliminate or minimize the consequences
caused by the absence of a model of the
antecedents of destructive organizational
behaviors  designed with the meta-
combination method, it is necessary to
formulate a model in this field in order to
cover the relative knowledge gap. The
importance and necessity of the present
research can be investigated in two
theoretical and practical aspects (Sadeghi Far
et al., 2022). In the theoretical dimension,
despite the existence of extensive literature
on destructive organizational behaviors, the
existing knowledge in this regard in the field
of services is not rich enough and there are
still many uncertainties in this field, which
requires conducting research and collecting
more empirical data.

Therefore, this research can help to fill the
theoretical gap, identify as much as possible
the concept, components and indicators and
how they interact in a more precise and
operational manner and lead to an integrated
and coherent model. From a practical point of
view, this research can play an effective role
in improving the organizational performance
of the banking system and realizing the goals
and plans of the country's upstream
documents, especially the law document of
the sixth development plan of the country in
the field of banking, by explaining the
antecedents of destructive organizational
behaviors. Increasing the existing knowledge
in this field can help to create and develop the
model of the antecedents of destructive
organizational behaviors and create a suitable
basis for strengthening the efficiency of the
banking system. Therefore, this research has
been carried out with the aim of identifying
the antecedents of destructive organizational
behaviors in the banking system and it tries to
examine the scientific texts and existing
literature in the field of destructive
organizational behaviors, while expressing
the concepts related to destructive
organizational behaviors, antecedents and
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factors affecting to study and examine its
increase with the help of social exchange
theory.

Theoretical Framework

Disruptive work behavior at the general
level refers to all intentional behaviors on the
part of a member of the organization, which
seems to be against the interests of the
organization. "Destructive behavior" is
different from "harmful" because the latter is
considered as the concrete results of
destructive behavior. Disruptive behavior is
seen as an aspect of job performance.
According to the current conceptualization of
job performance, performance is considered
as the consequences of reflective behaviors.
Therefore, intentional violation of the usual
procedures is an example of destructive
behavior (Grijalva et al., 2015). The cost of
damage caused by destructive behavior can
be very high, and while it cannot be measured
in practice, we can only investigate the
importance of what factors affect destructive
behavior. There are positive and negative
aspects (Cropanzano et al., 2017). In a certain
period of time, the violation of normal and
expected procedures may not lead to any
specific consequences, but its continuation
will definitely cause numerous losses for the
organization based on deviation from
achieving its goals, in other words,
destructive behaviors. In fact, it is the basis of
the organization's distance from its goals and
policies (Grijalva et al., 2015).

Table 1
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The above definition of destructive
behavior clearly considers the perspective of
the organization. Some behaviors (for
example, leaving one's job to improve one's
job) are meant to be contrary to the interests
of the organization, but they still do not have
the concept of destructive behaviors that are
accompanied by characteristics that are
illegal, unethical, and destructive. On the
other hand, unwillingness to do this active
and spontaneous participation does not mean
wrong actions. Therefore, the term legitimate
in the definition of destructive behavior is
considered as behavior contrary to the legal
interests of the organization (Cropanzano et
al., 2017).

Destructive behaviors can be classified into
two broad categories. The first category is
financial deviation or a situation that includes
the misuse of assets and privileges provided
to employees. For example, we can refer to
abuse of position, discrimination, damage to
assets, and abuse of privileges. The second
category is work deviance, which includes
the violation of norms about how to do work.
This includes not being at work as planned
(absenteeism, inactivity, long breaks) and
behaviors that prevent productivity during
work (arrogance or carelessness) (Pletzer et
al., 2019). Table 1 below shows the most
important definitions and classifications of
destructive behaviors from the perspective of
researchers:

Definitions and classification of destructive behaviors of employees

Title Researcher /Year  Definition Classification/Example
Employee Kang (2021) An arbitrary behavior that -Low importance interpersonal
Deviance violates the important norms abnormality: such as gossiping

threatens the "goodness" of the

of the organization and thus and fault-finding about
colleagues;
Anomalies of little

organization, its members, or -

both.

organizational importance: such
as waste of resources and
deliberate slowness;

-Serious interpersonal
abnormality: such as bad
mouthing and  endangering
colleagues;

-Serious organizational
abnormality: such as destruction
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Title Researcher /Year  Definition Classification/Example
of equipment or theft from the
organization.
Antisocial Philp & Pyle Negative behaviors that are -Behavior within the organization
Behavior (2021) harmful or have the potential and harm to individuals: such as

to harm people or assets of an
organization.

theft and interpersonal violence;
-Behavior inside the organization
and damage to the organization:
such as creating a fire and
vandalism;

-behavior outside the organization
and harming people: such as
extortion and bribery;

-Behavior outside the
organization and damage to the
organization: like espionage

Organizational
misconduct

Byun et al (2020)

Any deliberate action by the
members of the organization
that violates core norms or
social norms.

-Violation of regulations,
-Behavior for personal
(lying),

-Behavior with the intention of
benefiting the organization,
-Behavior with the intention of
eliminating the conflict between
the organization's norms (such as
exaggerating about the
organization's performance in
society)

gain

Counterproductive
work behavior

Mao et al (2019)

A behavior that is done with
the intention of harming the
organization or its other
members.

-Harmful behavior to people:
such as physical assault;
-Harmful  behavior to the
organization: such as vandalism;
Harmful behavior to both: like
stealing from people and
organization.

Organization
Aggression

Li & Chen
(2018)

Violent behaviors that threaten
the psychological atmosphere
of the organization.

-Expressing hostility and enmity:
such as making faces and
attacking language that causes
emotional damage in the long run;
-Tampering and vandalism: such
as preventing the expression of an

individual's ability or
manipulating the organization's
ability;

-Overt aggression: such as

workplace violence.

Dysfunction Work
behavior

Knight & Baune
(2017)

Behaviors provoked by an
employee or a group of
employees that have negative
consequences for the people of
the organization, groups active
in it, or the organization itself.

-Behavior aimed at self-harm:
such as suicide, and unsafe work
practices;

-Behavior aimed at harming
others: sexual abuse and physical
violence;

-Behaviors that harm the
organization at a specific cost:
such as absenteeism and theft;

- With public expenses: such as
dysfunctional political behaviors.

Some of the factors that were investigated
as antecedents of disruptive work behaviors

include  personality
organizational  support,

traits,  perceived
transformational
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leadership, and organizational justice.
Organizations can reduce these factors to
reduce destructive work behaviors. However,
considering that individual behaviors are
often determined by their personality traits
and their situations, and situational factors
have a greater impact on behaviors than
personality traits, it is possible to examine
situational factors more effectively than It is
individual factors, which is a clear study gap
in this field (Cropanzano et al., 2017).

The only way to minimize disruptive work
behaviors is through awareness of individual
factors and choosing people who are less
likely to engage in disruptive work behaviors.
On the other hand, organizations have wider
options to deal with destructive work
behaviors through awareness of situational
factors such as transformational leadership
and organizational support. In addition,
researchers have not yet fully investigated
whether situational factors can predict
organizational destructive behaviors beyond
individual factors (such as personality traits)
(Lugosi, 2019). Dadi (2012) believed that the
violation of the work contract at the
psychological level leads to the occurrence of
a number of negative behaviors and
negligence and resistance to change. It also
leads to a decrease in the level of
organizational loyalty of employees. This
kind of destructive behavior can make the
organization face the turning away of
customers and this issue will also lead to the
bankruptcy of the organization (Al-A’wasa,
2018).

Priesemuth et al. (2013) studied the
proposed social learning theory and the social
information processing theory proposed by
Salancik & Pfeffer (1978). These researchers
believed that the organization's employees
observe and learn destructive and unfair
behavior from others, or interpret signs of
equality in their environment, which leads to
appropriate behavior in the future. These
researchers also stated that if an employee is
treated fairly, he will show a positive attitude
and high morale, and will be proud of his
work group and avoid destructive behaviors.
This causes him to have a high level of job
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loyalty and sense of belonging and to show
positive behaviors. If an employee is treated
unfairly, he shows a low level of job loyalty
and a sense of belonging and is encouraged to
perform destructive behaviors and actions
that only lead to his own personal interests
(Al-A’wasa, 2018). Brimecombe et al. (2014)
showed that the concepts and values of
perceived justice have a major impact on the
behavior of employees and the procedures
they perform. The use of organizational
power and position, or to control employees,
causes the downstream work groups to
express negative attitudes and negative and
destructive behaviors and create a sense of
hatred in themselves. This also leads to
conflict between employees. Based on the
study of Le Roy et al. (2012), it has been
shown that statistically, interactional justice
has a significant effect on counterproductive

work behavior. Monanu et al. (2015)
investigated the relationship  between
dimensions of perceived justice (i.e.,

distributive, procedural, and interactional
justice) and dimensions of destructive work
behavior (for example, interpersonal abuse,
vandalism, misbehavior, and diversion). Bilal
et al., (2020) investigated the impact of
employees' attitude towards the organization
on the dimensions of destructive work
behavior (for example, misbehavior and
deviance). They also investigated the effect
of work pressure (as a mediating variable).
They concluded that the attitude of
employees has a statistically significant effect
on the dimensions of destructive work
behavior. Also, work pressure (as a mediating
variable) has a significant effect on the
relationship between perceived justice and
destructive work behavior.

The theory of social exchange was formed
under the influence of the psychological
school of behaviorism by Homans. From his
point of view, humans are active beings who
are exchanging rewards and always
calculating their joys, pleasures and pains; to
maximize their profits and reduce their
losses. According to this school, a human
being is a creature with nervous mechanisms,
which has two main tasks:
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1. Learning values and norms in contact with
the environment

2. Adapting to the environment based on what
has been learned. According to this school,
human beings have the power and ability to
learn and are able to adapt and harmonize
with environmental conditions, which is
called "intelligence". In addition to
intelligence, they refer to another power in
humans that causes the pull towards
happiness and escape from unpleasant and
depriving things, which they named the
tendency to pleasure and painlessness (Cheng
etal., 2022).

The experts of this school believe that the
human mind, under the influence of the social
environment and culture, and according to the
principles of pleasure and pain avoidance and
rationalism  (calculating and rational
thinking), learns what is necessary and the
ultimate intention of human behavior. It
organizes towards profit and benefit and
directs people to activities that have double
benefits. According to this theory, the
interaction of humans and the relationships
that govern their behavior with each other are
based on exchanges that are based on the
measurement of profit and loss and cause
similar behaviors to occur in them (Shi et al.,
2021).

The relationship between destructive
organizational behaviors and social exchange
theory can be explained as follows:
Organizations have a social nature and the
behaviors of most people in the organization
are affected by the social environment of the
organization. Now, if destructive
organizational behavior is considered as a
valuable phenomenon in the organization, it
will be considered as a pleasant behavior.
Because according to the theory of social
exchange, people in the organization turn to
social agreement, social contract and social
acceptance, and if these behaviors are favored
and accepted in the organization, other people
will also be inspired and influenced by the
existing ideas. In the organization will
express themselves.

The Antecedents of Destructive Organizational

9(4), 2023

Page 211 of 220

Research Background

Garcia-Contreras et al. (2022) in their
research showed that the alienation of
employees in government organizations has
an effect on destructive organizational
behaviors. The study of Mostafa et al. (2022)
showed that there is an inverse relationship
between employee participation and the
occurrence of destructive organizational
behaviors. The result of Pletzer study (2021)
showed that older employees have less
deviant behaviors and more organizational
citizenship behavior. Also, the study of De
Clercg et al. (2021) also showed that
organizational injustice has an effect on
destructive organizational behaviors and
organizational identity plays a mediating role
in this relationship. In their study, Kundi &
Badar (2021) showed that interpersonal
conflict is positively related to destructive
organizational behaviors, but this relationship
is weaker at higher levels of emotional
intelligence. Also, Mansour et al. (2020)
found in their study that talent management
includes the processes of talent attraction,
talent retention, talent development, and job
success, and has a negative impact on
destructive organizational behaviors such as
sabotage, withdrawal, work deviation, theft,
and bribery. Bilal et al. (2020) found in their
studies that employee loyalty has a negative
effect on destructive organizational behaviors
of banking sector employees. The result of
Zhuang et al study (2020) showed that
friendship opportunities and the prevalence
of friendship among hotel employees have a
negative effect on destructive organizational
behaviors, and the prevalence of employee
friendship has a negative effect on political
deviance, property diversion, and personal
aggression.

A review of existing studies and researches
in the field of destructive organizational
behaviors shows that, firstly, there is no
comprehensive model of the antecedents of
destructive organizational behaviors based on
social exchange theory, or there are
deficiencies in this field. Second, the fact that
each of the past studies and researches have
addressed this field from a specific angle. For
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example, some studies investigate the impact
of leadership and management style
individual characteristics such as emotional
intelligence, job attitudes such as job
satisfaction, organizational commitment and
organizational loyalty (Bilal et al., 2020), job
burnout and organizational factors such as
organizational justice (De Clercq et al.,
2021), talent management (Mansour et al.,
2020) on  destructive  organizational
behaviors are Another group of studies have
investigated the relationship  between
destructive organizational behaviors and
variables such as citizenship behavior, ethical
culture, organizational culture, organizational
performance, etc. However, different
researches have not had the same results, and
in some cases, different models in different
contexts have not reached the same results,
which shows that according to organizational
structures, organizational culture, etc., there
can be differences. Although there are few for
different organizations. On the other hand, no
comprehensive research has been found that
deals with the development of a model of the
antecedents of destructive organizational
behaviors based on the theory of social
exchange with a comprehensive approach.

Therefore, according to the theoretical gap
in the experimental backgrounds, the
transcombination approach can be considered
as a suitable approach for a comprehensive
examination of this concept. Therefore, by
analyzing the qualitative data obtained from
the studies conducted in this field, the model
was designed in this field, and the main
question of the research is: What is the model
of the antecedents of  destructive
organizational behaviors based on social
exchange theory?

Methodology

In terms of the development aim and in
terms of the method of data collection, this
research is of a documentary-meta-composite
type done to integrate several studies to create
comprehensive and interpretative findings. In
this research, it has been tried to discover new
and basic issues with a systematic approach
and through the combination of different
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qualitative researches, and with this method,
a comprehensive and broad view of the issues
has been created. For this purpose, the
researchers have done a detailed and deep
review of the research subject and combined
the findings of related qualitative researches.
In this research, the statistical population
includes all previous researches (articles)
related to the subject under study. In terms of
sampling, the most relevant Latin and Persian
studies have been selected using a targeted
approach to the number of 55 articles in
which the factors affecting organizational
destructive behaviors were discussed directly
and also in the context of other variables.

Findings

In order to implement this method in this
study, the seven-step method of Sandelowski
and Barros (2003) was used, and the steps
carried out in the research are described
below.
Step 1: Specifying the goal and setting the
research questions: In this regard, to set the
research questions, the parameters of what,
the studied community and the time limit
have been used according to Table 2.

Table 2
Parameters and answers to questions

Question Question Answer

parameters

What? What are the factors that cause
destructive organizational
behavior?

Who? All research areas in databases,
journals and conferences

When? 2000-2022

In this research, based on previous studies,
an in-depth analysis of the factors affecting
organizational destructive behaviors based on
social interaction theory was tried.

Step 2: systematic review of texts; All
scientific documents, research reports,
databases and domestic and foreign
publications in the field of the research
subject during the years 2000 to 2022 formed
the statistical population of the research. In
this regard, 7 keywords listed in table (3)
have been searched from the external
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databases of Web of science, Google scholar
and the internal scientific database of the
Academic Jihad Center, the database of
Noormags, Civilica, the comprehensive
portal of humanities and Irandoc.

Table 3
Keywords searched in databases

Row  Keywords

1 Organizational deviant behaviors

Organizational destructive behaviors
Organiztional Anti-Productivity Behaviors
Organizational Anti-Citizenship Behaviors
Anti-productive behaviors
Hypocritical behaviors
Selfish behaviors

~N[ooh~wWN

Step 3: searching and choosing suitable
articles; In this step, the compatibility of the
found articles with the research questions was
examined. In addition to being relevant, the
documents were evaluated based on the
criteria that determine the quality of the
documents, and some contributions were
excluded from the results. This step was
repeated several times and a number of
documents were deleted in each repetition.
By searching 7 key words in the websites of
Web of Science and Google Scholar, a
number of 1557 articles were found, and
considering the type of document in the form
of an article, English language and the field
of study of management and organizational
behavior, the number of articles decreased to
582 articles. The review among the found
articles was done in such a way that various
parameters such as title, abstract and content
were determined and in each round of review,
documents were reduced based on one of
them. In the first round, the documents were
evaluated based on the title. In this round,
definitely unrelated cases were removed and
doubtful cases were kept for further
investigations and grouped together with
definitely related cases. The biggest reduction
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in the volume of documents was in this stage.
After that, the remaining cases have been
reviewed based on the abstract. At this stage,
a significant number of documents have been
reduced. In these two stages, i.e. review based
on the title and abstract, the main criteria for
retaining or removing documents has been
relevance. After that, the documents have
been evaluated based on content and method.
At this stage, the number of remaining
articles was reduced to 110. In other words,
in the end, 110 articles were the most relevant
to the research topic and were extracted for
review. In the next step, the methodological
quality of the studies has been evaluated. The
purpose of this step is to remove articles
whose findings the researcher does not trust.
At this stage, the researcher has prepared a
table to check the quality of the documents in
which each document is scored based on
parameters. The tool that is usually used in
such cases is the CASP method or "Critical

Assessment Skills Program”. This tool
includes 10 parameters that help the
researcher to evaluate the accuracy,

importance and validity of qualitative studies.
These parameters include the following:

1) Research objectives;

2) Method logic;

3) Research design;

4) Sampling method;

5) Collect data;

6) Reflectivity of results;

7) Ethical considerations;

8) Accuracy of data analysis;

9) Clear expression of findings;

10) Research value. In the case of each
parameter, the researchers have scored based
on one (poor) to five (excellent).

The articles whose total score is 25 and above
are qualitatively confirmed and the rest of the
articles are removed. At this stage, 55 articles
have been selected. The process of searching
and selecting articles is shown in Figure (1):
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Number of articles rejected due to
title= 284

v
All articles in English= 168

The number of articles rejected in

terms of ahstracts= 130

v
Total number of primary
articles= 110

v

The number of articles rejected in
terms of content= 58

A\ 4
All final articles= 55

The number of articles that scored less
than 25 points in the evaluation= 55

Figure 1. The process of searching and selecting articles for meta-synthesis

Step 4: extracting the results; At this stage,
the selected articles are continuously selected
in order to reach the findings within the
separate content in which the main and
primary studies have been carried out. It has
been reviewed several times and after
selecting selected documents and reports,
codes have been extracted from selected
texts.

Step 5: analysis and integration of qualitative
findings; In this research, based on previous

studies, a code was considered for all
extracted information. Based on this, themes
or concepts were formed and a classification
was created. Then similar and relevant
classes were placed in a subject (category)
that describes it in the best way. In Table (4),
examples of coding have been made and the
sources of each code have been presented for
the reader's familiarity.

Table 4.
An example of information coding including codes and sources
Row Code Source

1 Violation of the psychological contract Kayani & Alasan (2021); Ma et al (2019); Griep &
Vantilborgh (2018)

2 Authoritarian or autocratic leadership Jiatong et al (2021); Ocel (2018); Puni et al (2016)

3 Corporate hypocrisy Miao & Zhou (2020)

4 Emotional exhaustion Jiatong et al (2021); Chen et al (2020)

5 Organizational malice or pessimism Jiatong et al (2021)

6 Poisonous leadership Kayani & Alasan (2021); Puni et al (2016)

7 Active personality Kayani & Alasan (2021); Spector & Fox (2010)

8 Injustice Cohen & Abedallah (2021); Khattak et al (2019)

9 Job burnout Cohen & Abedallah (2021); Chen et al (2020)

10 Machiavellian leadership Cohen & Abedallah (2021)

11 Narcissism Cohen & Abedallah (2021); Roopa et al (2016)

12 Mental and psychological disorders Cohen & Abedallah (2021); Aubé et al (2009)

13 Organizational policies Meisler et al (2019); Baloch et al (2017)

14 Self-evaluation Cohen & Abedallah (2021)

15 Hostility Meisler et al (2019)

16 Personality traits (negative) Khattak et al (2019)

17 Interpersonal deviance or conflict Wang et al (2018); Kundi & Badar (2021)

18 Strict and unfair organizational rules Sulea (2016)

19 Cultural weakness Ramshida & Manikandan (2013)
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Row Code

Source

20 Inappropriate reward structure

Zheng etal (2017)

21 Distrust of employees

Lubbadeh (2021)

22 Negative and pessimistic attitudes

Ziapour et al (2015); Goh (2017)

23 Ambiguity in job performance

Kanten & Ulker (2013)

24 Moral atmosphere

Baloch et al (2017)

25 Job stress

Farrastama et al (2019)

26 Self-interested behaviors of managers

Puni et al (2016)

27 Official and unofficial controls

Tsai et al (2015); Everton et al (2007)

28 Structured versus unstructured activities

Tsai et al (2015)

29 Negative emotion

Bauer & Spector (2015); Mahdi et al (2018)

30 Destructive leadership

Puni et al (2016)

31 Propensity for violence

Spector et al (2006)

32 Abusive leadership

Low et al (2021)

33 leader-member  relationship  (negative
relationship)

Eschleman et al (2014)

34 Jealousy at work

Kim & Lee (2021)

35 Instrumental use of employees

Bauer & Spector (2015)

36 Psychological bias

Sackett & DeVore (2002); Greco et al (2015)

37 The dark direction of organization-
management

Chichoblazinski (2016); Stanescu & Mohorea (2016)

38 Organizational silence

Kwon (2017); Shahjehan (2016)

39 Work system with high participation

Manzoor & khalil (2021); Chen et al (2020)

40 Psychological capital

Manzoor & khalil (2021); Avey et al (2010)

41 Organizational citizenship behavior

Griep et al (2021); Khokhar et al (2017); Pletzer
(2021)

42 Moral spirit

Griep et al (2021)

43 Loyalty to the organization

Bilal et al (2019); Kelloway et al (2010)

44 Corporate identity

Zhuang et al (2020); Ciampa et al (2021); De Clercq
et al (2021)

45 Friendship at work

Zhuang et al (2020)

46 Employee-oriented human resource
management

Estifo et al (2019); Clercq et al (2021)

47 Organizational support

Estifo et al (2019)

48 Organizational Justice

Rafiee et al (2015)

49 Perceived external validity

Tuna et al (2016)

50 Job Satisfaction

Tuna et al (2016)

51 Organizational values

Toosi et al (2020)

52 Organizational Commitment

Arkan (2016)

53 Emotional Intelligence

Cohen & Abedallah (2021

54 Perception of working conditions

Galperin & Burke (2006)

55 Positive emotion

Newton & Perlow (2021)

56 Leader-member interaction

Suyasa (2017)

57 Employee talent management

Mansour et al (2020)

58 Quality of working life

Masoomzadeh (2013)

59 Perceived corporate social responsibility

Shin et al (2017)

60 Spirituality at work

Hur et al (2018)

61 Adaptability at work

Miao & Zhou (2020)

62 Work conscience

Shin et al (2017)

Based on the main aim of the research,
which is to identify the antecedents of
destructive organizational behaviors based on
social exchange theory, primary codes were

The Antecedents of Destructive Organizational

extracted and categorized from the
researches. After identifying the codes, a
subject classification was formed, where
similar subjects were placed together under
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that subject, which are called sub-categories,
and the subject classification of sub-
categories is also the main categories. and
finally the concept of facilitating antecedents
of destructive organizational behaviors and

Table 5.
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limiting  antecedents  of  destructive
organizational behaviors was formed, which
are shown in Table 5 of the codes related to
each main and subcategory.

An example of information coding including codes, categories and concepts

Concept Main categories Subcategories Codes
Behavioral Narcissism, emotional exhaustion,
facilitating factors psychological contract violation, job

Facilitative
antecedents

burnout, mental and intellectual disorders,
hostility, negative personality,
interpersonal  hostility and  conflict,
occupational  stress,  negative  and
pessimistic attitude, self-interested
behaviors, tendency to  violence,
instrumental use of employees and
Psychological bias

Structural

facilitating factors

The antecedents of

Autocratic  leadership,  Machiavellian
leadership, destructive leadership, abusive
leadership, organizational policies, strict
rules and regulations, inappropriate reward
structure and formal controls.

destructive
organizational
behaviors

Contextual

facilitating factors

The atmosphere of  organizational
cynicism, corporate hypocrisy, injustice,
the atmosphere of organizational mistrust,
weak  organizational  culture,  the
atmosphere of jealousy in the work
environment and the atmosphere of
organizational silence.

Behavioral limiting

factors

Organizational  citizenship  behavior,
loyalty to the organization, morale of
employees, job satisfaction, emotional
intelligence, organizational commitment,
positive affect, conscientiousness and
adaptability of employees.

Structural
factors

Restrictive

limiting Work system with high participation,
efficient human resource management
system, organizational support system,
leader-member interaction, talent
management system, quality of work life
and social responsibilities of the

organization.

antecedents
factors

Contextual limiting

Psychological capital of the organization,
organizational identity, ethical climate of
the organization, friendly atmosphere at
the workplace, organizational justice,
organizational values and spirituality in the
workplace.

Step 6: control of extracted codes; The
validity of the presented framework is
achieved through content validity. This
validity has been done from two aspects: the
first aspect is the use of components and
factors presented in previous researches,

The Antecedents of Destructive Organizational

which themselves have validity, and the
second aspect is the confirmation of the
model obtained by professors and experts
related to the field of study. Also, to measure
the reliability of the obtained framework,
several experts familiar with the subject
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under study (PhD student) were used to
control the extracted concepts. To achieve
this purpose, a number of selected texts were
available to one of the experts and the results
were evaluated through the Kappa index, the
result of which was K=0.886. Due to the
significant value of 0.001, this index was
accepted.

Step 7: presentation of findings; Based on the
previous studies and the extracted codes, the
antecedents affecting destructive
organizational behaviors based on the social
exchange theory are classified into two
categories: facilitating antecedents and
limiting  antecedents  of  destructive
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organizational behaviors. The sub-categories
of facilitating antecedents of destructive
organizational behaviors are:

1) facilitating behavioral factors,

(2) facilitating structural factors

(3) facilitating background factors.

The sub-categories of limiting antecedents of
destructive organizational behaviors are:

1) limiting behavioral factors,

(2) limiting structural factors and

(3) limiting background factors.

Figure 2 shows the extracted framework of
the antecedents of destructive organizational
behaviors based on its social exchange
theory:

Behavioral facilitating factors

Facilitating
antecedents of
destructive
organizational
behaviors

Contextual facilitating factors

Structural facilitating factors

Organizational
destructive
behaviors

Behavioral limiting factors

Limiting antecedents
of destructive
organizational

behaviors

Structural limiting factors

Contextual limiting factors

Figure 2. Antecedents of destructive organizational behaviors based on the theory of social
interactionism

Discussion

This research has been done with the aim
of synthesizing the antecedents of destructive
organizational behaviors based on social
exchange theory. Because by conducting
studies in this field, the results obtained did
not have a comprehensive approach and a
research gap was felt in this field. In this
regard, researchers have tried to present the
concepts of organizational destructive
behaviors and social exchange theory and
their explanation, and to design a model of
the antecedents of organizational destructive
behaviors based on social exchange theory. In
this research, with a meta-combination
approach, a classification of facilitating and

The Antecedents of Destructive Organizational

limiting antecedents effective on destructive
organizational behaviors was presented, and
based on the obtained results, 2 main
categories and 6 sub-categories of the final
model were drawn. The results of the
analyzes show that the antecedents of
destructive organizational behaviors based on
the theory of social interactionism are in the
form of antecedents in two categories as
follows:

1) Facilitating behavioral factors,

(2) Facilitating structural factors

(3) Facilitating contextual factors. The sub-
categories of limiting antecedents of
destructive organizational behaviors are:

1) limiting behavioral factors,
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(2) limiting structural factors
(3) limiting background factors.

Identifying factors affecting organizational
destructive behaviors with the approach of
social exchange theory helps managers to
recognize the facilitating antecedents of
organizational destructive behaviors and
relying on its limiting antecedents such as
organizational citizenship behaviors,
emotional intelligence, adaptability of
employees, work system With high
participation, efficient human resources
management system, organizational support
system, quality of work life, social
responsibilities of the  organization,
psychological capital of the organization,
organizational identity, friendly and ethical
atmosphere in the organization, strengthening
of organizational justice and spirituality, and
improving organizational productivity. Give
Focusing on the antecedents that facilitate
destructive organizational behaviors can be
used by managers in managing and
controlling the factors that create and lay the
foundation for destructive organizational
behaviors.

Conclusion

From the classification of identified factors
is that the nature of facilitating and limiting
antecedents of destructive organizational
behavior cannot be summed up in just one
macro category. This result clearly reveals
the difficulty and complexity of managing
destructive organizational behaviors.
Another very important conclusion that can
be made regarding the facilitating and
limiting  antecedents  of  destructive
organizational behaviors is their dual nature.
In such a way that managers should also take
into account facilitating  antecedents
including: burnout, mental and intellectual
disorders, hostility, hostility and
interpersonal conflict, occupational stress,
negative and pessimistic attitudes, self-
interested  behaviors, autocratic  and
destructive leadership, laws and strict
regulations, inappropriate reward structure,
organizational pessimism, lack  of
organizational trust, jealousy in the work

The Antecedents of Destructive Organizational
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environment and organizational silence,
should pay attention to limiting destructive
behaviors and act in such a way as to

strengthen organizational citizenship
behaviors, loyalty to the organization,
emotional  intelligence,  organizational
commitment, work  conscience  and

adaptability of employees, compliance with
organizational justice, strengthening
organizational values and spirituality in the
work environment, destructive organizational
behaviors should be controlled. Because
according to the theory of social exchange
which is based on the school of utilitarianism,
the employees of the organization behave
based on the two principles of "tendency to
pleasure and pain  avoidance" and
"rationalism™ and seek to gain more profit and
benefit and by using From the mechanisms of
understanding the environment, they learn
values, environmental norms and adapt to
them.

Now, if the norms of the occurrence of
destructive behaviors in the organization are
strong and the necessary conditions and
mechanisms to control them are not
established, the occurrence of these behaviors
will be widespread in the organization.

Suggestions

+ Based on the results of the research,
limiting antecedents include behavioral
factors, limiting structural and contextual
factors, among the factors affecting
destructive organizational behaviors. In
addition, according to the social exchange
theory, the occurrence of destructive
organizational behavior by individuals
with the aim of obtaining benefits from it
occurs. Therefore, organizations should
emphasize more on the limiting
behavioral, structural and contextual
antecedents of these behaviors in order to
be able to improve the performance of the
organization while controlling them;

++ Based on the results of the research, one
of the limiting antecedents of destructive
organizational behavior is the leadership
and management of the organization.
Therefore, managers and leaders of
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organizations should take steps in this
field with a correct and calculated
approach and act as a practical model in
this field; Because employees consider
leaders and managers as representatives
of the organization, and all the behaviors
of leaders and managers affect even their
individual  behaviors, and  when
employees witness destructive
organizational behaviors in them, efforts
are made based on social exchange
theory. to take a step in that direction in
order to acquire benefits from destructive
organizational behaviors;

+« Organizational processes are among the
antecedents limiting destructive
organizational behaviors. In this context,
it is suggested that along with the
pathology of organizational processes,
steps should be taken to continuously
strengthen and improve the key processes
of the organization by carrying out
projects to improve and correct defective
organizational processes;

+ In conclusion, it should be mentioned that
although researches about the antecedents
of destructive organizational behavior
will help to manage it in organizations,
there is a need for research focusing on
the obstacles to reducing destructive
organizational behavior in Iran. Part of it
can be studying the lived experience of
successful managers in this field through
phenomenological studies.
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