
SEA - Practical Application of Science 
Volume VIII, Issue 24 (3 / 2020) 

 

 
363 

Daniela Nicoleta BOTONE 
Lucian Blaga University of Sibiu,  

Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences, Department of Psychology 
 
 
 
 

PSYCHOLOGICAL ASPECTS OF 
COUNTERPRODUCTIVE WORK 

BEHAVIOR IN ROMANIAN HOTEL 
INDUSTRY ORGANIZATIONS 

Case 
Study 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Keywords 
Organizational behavior; 

Counterproductive behavior; 
Hospitality industry; 

 
 

Abstract 
 

In this article, the author tried to outline a model of the main features that describe the CWB of nine 
Romanian hotel industry organizations. Counterproductive work behaviors are behaviors that are intended 
to harm the organization and are quite common among employees worldwide. The data showed that in the 
case of Romanian hotel industry, CWB can be related to a multitude of factors: seniority in the employer 
organization, the size of the organization, the leadership style and organizational culture. Hotel 
organizations that have implemented clear policies for managing complex workloads (especially four- and 
five-star hotels) recorded a lower level of sabotage and dishonesty among employees. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Many organizations from the hospitality industry 

are concerned with achieving the best performance 

and, of course, investing in a management style 

that is appropriate to achieve the best results. In the 

present study, the author tries to outline a model of 

the main features that describe the CWB of nine 

Romanian hotel industry organizations.  

Counterproductive work behaviors are behaviors 

that are intended to harm the organization and are 

quite common among employees worldwide; in 

most cases, they appear unnoticed (Bennett & 

Robinson, 2000). As an essential component of 

total quality management (TQM), the dark side of 

performance, counterproductive work behavior 

(CWB) includes acts directed towards 

organizations and people; the most common CWB 

typology distinguishes between CWB targeted at 

the organization and CWB targeted at the 

individuals (Robinson & Bennett, 1995).  

Sackett & DeVore (2001) have developed a 

hierarchical model of CWB: interpersonal deviance 

(harassment, gossip, verbal abuse, fighting) and 

organizational deviance (property deviance and 

production deviance). Property deviance consists 

of: theft, property damage and sabotage. 

Production deviance consists of: absence, tardiness, 

long breaks, substance abuse, sloppy work. Gruys 

& Sackett (2003) have found 11 categories of 

CWB: theft and related behavior, destruction of 

property, misuse of information, misuse of time and 

resources, unsafe behavior, poor attendance, poor 

quality of work, alcohol use, drugs use, 

inappropriate verbal and physical actions. 

Landy & Conte (2010) have considered three 

common counterproductive behaviors: dishonesty, 

absenteeism and sabotage. The sabotage or “the 

Lordstown Syndrome” is strongly determined by 

stress and frustration among employees. Alias & 

Rasdi (2015) have defined the sabotage from a 

double perspective: interpersonal sabotage and 

organizational sabotage. In general, higher control 

over a situation tends to increase the likelihood of 

positive behavior and reduce the likelihood of 

negative behavior, while lower control tends to 

have opposite effects (Spector & Fox, 2002). 

Though some studies have examined control in 

relation to CWB, researchers have noted that 

empirical support for the link between LOC and 

CWB is limited (Spector, 1988; Spector et al., 

2002; Spector & Fox, 2002). A notable exception 

that has examined work LOC as it relates to CWB 

is the work of Fox & Spector (1999): among a 

sample of full-time employees, they found that 

work LOC was positively associated with 

experienced frustration, and frustration was 

positively associated with CWB (i.e. work 

frustration-aggression model). Accordingly, it may 

be that employees from Romanian hotel industry 

who feel they lack control at work, experience 

more frustration than employees who feel they 

have control. This increased frustration may serve 

as the means by which work LOC leads to CWB; 

also, engaging in CWB may allow the employees 

to release their frustrations (Fox, Spector & Miles, 

2001; Spector & Fox, 2003; Spector et al., 2006). 

 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

The present study used a descriptive exploratory 

methodology that analyzes the presence and type of 

counterproductive work behavior in profile 

companies from Romania. CWB was assessed 

through a self-report questionnaire and in-depth 

interview with each employee. 

Alternative sources for the assessment of CWB 

included objective indicators retrieved from 

organizational records: key performance indicator 

and monitoring of conflict situations. 

Questions of semi-structured in-depth interview 

included: aspects of individual differences among 

personnel at work, handling with high level of 

stress at work: dissatisfied customers, unexpected 

situations, product delays. A variety of occupations 

were represented in the research’ sample: hotel 

managers (9), house - keeping managers (14), 

maids (46), waiters/waitresses (52), chef/ trained 

professional cook (12), security guards (15). All 

employees belong to private-owned organizations. 

The survey for CWB consists of two sections. The 

first section contains questions about 

counterproductive work behavior and its 

dimensions (organizational conformity – 

dishonesty; loyalty to the organization - 

organizational sabotage and personal development- 

low commitment, absenteeism). The last section of 

the survey is connected with identifying personal 

characteristics of respondents (gender, working 

position, seniority in organization). For the testing 

of the research assumptions were used several 

statistical methods processed in SPSS 23 program. 

Respondents completed the questionnaire 

individually in their own home or their work unit in 

one sitting under the supervision of an interviewer. 

After completing the questionnaires all the 

materials were passed to supervisors and further 

sent to the author to be analyzed. Prior to 

conducting the survey, participants were informed 

that the purpose of this study was to learn about 

their working behavior conditions and problems 

from their organization. All of the participants were 

assured that they were free to refuse participation if 

they did not agree with the objective of the study. 

The respondents’ confidentiality was assured. 

 

Hypothesis 

In this research, the author has started from these 



SEA - Practical Application of Science 
Volume VIII, Issue 24 (3 / 2020) 

 

 
365 

hypotheses: 

1. The seniority of the employees within the 

employer organization will be negatively related 

to measures of CWB. 

2. The organizational sabotage expressed by 

employees will be negatively related to measures 

of seniority within the employer organization. 

3. The dishonesty expressed by employees will be 

negatively related to measures of seniority within 

the employer organization. 

4. The absenteeism expressed by employees will be 

negatively related to measures of seniority within 

the employer organization. 

 

 

RESULTS 
 

The author made several statistics analysis to test 

the hypotheses. The total score of the CWB 

registered a mean of 13.77, with a standard 

deviation of 3.03 (see Table 1). Regarding the 

seniority in the employer organization, (expressed 

in months), the author obtained a mean of 2.96, 

with a standard deviation of 1.43. In relation to 

CWB forms, the highest average was recorded by 

sabotage (m = 5.67; s =1.430) followed by 

dishonesty (m = 5.21; s =1.57). 

It was obtained a negative correlation between the 

variables: CWB (total score) and variable “The 

seniority of the employees within the employer 

organization” (r = - .802; p<.01). These results 

confirm assumption no. 1 (see Figure 1). It can be 

observed (Table 2) that there are significant 

negative correlations between the variables 

seniority- sabotage (r = - .856; p<.01) and 

seniority- dishonesty (r = - .697; p<.01). These 

results confirm hypotheses number 2 and number 

3. It can be observed that there is a negative 

correlation between the variables Seniority and 

Absenteeism, but the correlation is weak and 

statistically insignificant (r = - .099; p<.24). This 

result does not confirm hypothesis number 4. 

Therefore, apparently among the three dimensions 

of the CWB, only sabotage and dishonesty are in a 

significant correlation with seniority of the 

employees within the employer organization. An 

interesting aspect that that they discovered was that 

there is a significant negative correlation between 

the total value of CWB and the type of hotel in 

which the employee carries out his professional 

activity. (r = - .732; p<.01). In words, on the 

analyzed sample, it seems that the level of CWB is 

decreasing in the case of employees who work in 

four- or five-star hotels. This fact led to the 

conclusion that there could be a connection 

between the economic motivation (salary) and 

others variables such us: organizational culture, 

management style or organizational commitment of 

the employees. From the records obtained by semi-

structured interview, the author deduced that it is 

essential what happens inside each hotel 

organization. Hotel organizations that have 

implemented clear policies for managing complex 

workloads (especially four- and five-star hotels) 

recorded a lower level of sabotage and dishonesty 

among employees.  

 

 

CONCLUSIONS AND LIMITS 

 

The emergence of counterproductive work 

behavior in Romanian hotel industry can be related 

to a multitude of factors: the size of the 

organization, the leadership style or the 

organizational culture. Currently, Romanian hotel 

industry is mainly dominated by three- and four-

star hotels. In other words, the structure of hotel 

industry from the communist period can be 

observed, dedicated mainly to domestic budget 

tourists with no alternatives than to spend their 

annual holiday within the country. In the last 40 

years, the number of five-star hotels also grew, but 

their importance within the hotel segment remains 

low. In the case of hotels that have implemented 

clear policies for managing complex workloads 

(specialized training in working with clients at 

reception / restaurant; personnel policies, training 

of all staff on improved protocols for working with 

clients, conflict management techniques, personal 

development techniques and others), CWB is lower 

than in others hotel organizations. From this 

context, it can be assumed that employees were 

more professionally involved and showed more 

loyalty to the employer organization, from which 

they would have obtained a higher seniority. 
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Table 1 

Descriptive statistics of the data 

 

 N Mean Std. Deviation 

CWB 148 13,77 3,033 

Absenteeism 148 2,89 1,089 

Sabotage 148 5,67 1,430 

Dishonesty 148 5,21 1,579 

Seniority 148 2,96 1,433 

Valid N (listwise) 148   

 

 

 

 

Table 2 

Correlations between the variables 

 

  CWB seniority dishonesty sabotage absenteeism Star hotel 

CWB Pearson Correlation 1 -,802** ,872** ,824** ,437** -,732** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 

N 148 148 148 148 148 148 

seniority Pearson Correlation -,802** 1 -,697** -,856** -,099 ,867** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000  ,000 ,000 ,232 ,000 

N 148 148 148 148 148 148 

dishonesty Pearson Correlation ,872** -,697** 1 ,654** ,120 -,647** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000  ,000 ,146 ,000 

N 148 148 148 148 148 148 

sabotage Pearson Correlation ,824** -,856** ,654** 1 ,034 -,810** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000  ,685 ,000 

N 148 148 148 148 148 148 

absenteeism Pearson Correlation ,437** -,099 ,120 ,034 1 -,037 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,232 ,146 ,685  ,657 

N 148 148 148 148 148 148 

Star hotel Pearson Correlation -,732** ,867** -,647** -,810** -,037 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,657  

N 148 148 148 148 148 148 

Note. **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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Figure 1 

Seniority and CWB among employees 

 


