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We examined anti-citizenship behavior at the team level of analysis in a sample of 71
change management teams. Data were collected using a questionnaire methodology and
through examination of company records. Results indicate that team leader solecism, team
commitment, and perceived organizational support, but not team size, are highly corre-
lated (p £.05) with team anti-citizenship behavior (TAB). Multiple regression results sug-
gest that team leader solecism accounts for more unique variance in TAB than the other
three variables.

Team anti-citizenship behavior is a high-level construct that encompasses com-
plaining, defiance, social loafing, and withdrawal. That is, team anti-citizenship
behavior (TAB) is the extent to which a team engages in behaviors that impede
effective team functioning and performance. The purpose of the present research
is to examine the potential antecedents of anti-citizenship behavior at the team
level of analysis.

This study builds on rich theoretical and empirical lines of inquiry. For exam-
ple, Fisher and Locke (1992) examined several negative behavioral responses to
job dissatisfaction, and Ball, Sims, and Trevino (1994), building on Fisher and
Locke’s work, identified positive citizenship and anti-citizenship as important
outcome variables. Subsequently, Cox (1994) extended the examination of what
he termed negative citizenship to the group level of analysis, and Cox and Sims
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eptually developed a framework for examining group anti-citizenship
s, we use the Cox and Sims framework for our investigation of pos-
dents of TAB.

t years, much attention has been given to the topic of positive citizen-
o1 (€.g., Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Moorman, 1993; Motowidlo & Van
4; Organ & Lingl, 1995; Schnake, 1991; Skarlicki & Latham, 1996;
an, & Near, 1983; Van Dyne, Graham, & Dienesch 1994). In large
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ol of Management, Claremont Graduate University, 1021 North Dartmouth Avenue,
91711.
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p

rt, the conceptualization and testing of this construct have been conducted by
examining tactors that impact individual-level behavior and linking that behavior
to the organizational level and its effective functioning (Organ, 1988).

Conversely, research on anti-citizenship behavior in organizations is histori-

cally newer and less developed. Recently, perhaps because yearly organizational
losses amount to billions of dollars (Murphy, 1993), anti-citizenship behavior has
been given closer attention by both scholars (Giacalone & Greenberg, 1997;

angione & Quinn, 1975) and practitioners (e.g., Caudron, 1998). Different
terms, including antisocial behavior (Giacalone & Greenberg, 1997), delin-
quency (Hogan & Hogan, 1989), and deviance (Robinson & Bennett, 1995) have
been used to describe types of anti-citizenship behavior. Research on employee
anti-citizenship behavior has found that it can take a wide ranging variety of
forms, including sabotage (Giacalone, Rosenfeld, & Riordan, 1997), theft
(Greenberg, 1997), whistleblowing (Miceli & Near, 1997), retaliation (Skarlicki

Folger, 1997), litigation (Lind, 1997), aggression (Neuman & Baron, 1998),
and even humor (Rodrigues & Collinson, 1995). However, the common thread
that binds these terms and activities is that they describe behavior that is detri-
ental to an organization.
Although there is much research on organizational citizenship behavior with
the individual as the target of examination (e.g., MacKenzie, Podaskoff, & Fetter,
1993; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Organ, 1994; Organ & Ryan, 1995; Williams
& Anderson, 1991), little has been done at the team level of analysis. Many con-
structs, such as commitment (Mayer & Schoorman, 1992; Meyer & Allen, 1984;
unene, 1995; O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986), individualism—collectivism (Earley,
1989; Moorman & Blakely, 1995; Wagner & Moch, 1986), and leadership (Ball,
etial., 1994; Deluga. 1995; Schnake, Dumler, & Cochran, 1993; Wayne & Green,
1993) have been strongly associated with citizenship behavior at the individual
level. ‘
However, individual-level analyses implicitly assume that citizenship behav-
1or can be aggregated to some higher level group (e.g., the organization). Indeed.
a team can be conceptualized as a specific type of organization that provides an
opportunity to examine a concept such as positive citizenship or anti-citizenship
behavior. But, for a few notable exceptions (Cox, 1994; Cox & Sims, 1996:
George, 1990, 1991; George & Bettenhausen, 1990; George & Brief, 1992), the
group-level study of citizenship-type behavior has largely ignored the less desir-
able anti-citizenship behaviors. Nonetheless, different forms of anti-citizenship
behavior (e.g., sabotage, theft, aggression) have been studied both at the individ-
ual level and the group level of analysis (Giacalone & Greenberg, 1997). In par-
ticular. the work of Leyman (1990) on mobbing provides compelling evidence
that malicious efforts might be perpetrated (and studied) at the group level. In
mobbing. a victim could be subjected to generally nonviolent, systematic psycho-
logical abuse. stigmatization, and encroachment of civil rights.
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Recent work has systematically examined anti-citizenship-type behavior in
two ways that serve as a further impetus for the current study. First, instead of
focusing on one form of anti-citizenship behavior, such as theft, Robinson and
Bennett (1995) and Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly (1998) focused on diverse forms
of anti-citizenship behavior. Second, Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly focused on the
relationship|of group and individual anti-citizenship-type behavior. They found
that group behavior significantly predicted individual anti-citizenship-type behav-
ior, though this behavior was moderated by individual tenure in a work group.

Therefore, the approaches of Cox and Sims (1996), Robinson and Bennett
(1995), Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly (1998), and Leyman (1990) provide a cata-
lyst for examining multiple forms of anti-citizenship behavior at the group level.
Our study examines the relative importance of four potential antecedent variables
in predicting TAB: team leader solecism, team commitment, perceived organiza-
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Integration and Hypotheses

nt with George and Bettenhausen (1990), who concluded that group
sroup practices, and group characteristics are three broad antecedent
portant to prosocial group behavior, we examined the relationship of
variables to TAB. First, consistent with George and Bettenhausen’s
oroup leadership, we examined team leader solecism and its relation-
. Second, conforming with their category of group practices, we
am commitment and its relationship to TAB. Third, we examined
cteristics via team size and its relationship to TAB.

ally, we added a fourth dimension, perceived organizational support,
thesize to be an important antecedent of TAB. We examined the per-
nt of support the team received from organizational management and
ationship to TAB. Though not included in George and Bettenhausen’s
ework, in the following sections we will develop a rationale and spe-
eses for this dimension and its relationship to TAB.

Team Leader Solecism and Team Anti-Citizenship Behavior

The positive link between leadership and positive citizenship-type behavior
has been demonstrated (e.g., Farh, Podaskoff, & Organ, 1990; Wayne & Green,
1993). For example, Farh et al. found that beyond satisfaction, leader fairness
accounted for 9% of the variance in individual altruism. Research also shows that
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Although the research is limited, group citizenship-type behavior also appears
o be significantly impacied by the leader. For exampie, George and Bettenhausen
1990) found that the leader’s positive mood was positively related to group
rosocial behavior. Thus, leadership seems to have an impact on both individual
nd group displays of citizenship behavior.

Conversely, the literature on anti-citizenship behavior demonstrates that
mployees use offensive or abusive leader behavior to justify their antisocial
ehaviors (Dubois, 1979; Giacalone & Rosenfeld, 1987). For example, Baron
1988) found that destructive criticism leads to greater anger, tension, resistance,
voidance, and lower performance goals. Ball et al. (1994) found harshness of
iscipline to be positively related to anti-citizenship. Similarly, the perception of
xploitation or provocation has been linked to aggressiveness (Hollinger & Clark,
983; Mantell, 1994; Torestad, 1990). Further, Ashforth (1994) proposed that
etty tyranny would lead to increased frequency of complaining, defiance, with-
rawal, and reduced productivity.

However, there is limited group-level research on the leader’s effect on
roups’ anti-citizenship behavior. Nonetheless, Cox (1994) and Cox and Sims
1996) provided evidence for aversive leadership as a precursor to negative citi-
enship behavior at the group level of analysis. Building on their work, it seems
ikely that team leader solecism might lead to anti-citizenship behavior in groups.
his is also consistent with Gouldner’s (1960) norm of reciprocity research sug-
esting that people behave in accord with how they are treated. Therefore, the
ollowing is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 1. Team leader solecism will be associated positively
with TAB.

Team Commitment and Team Anti-Citizenship Behavior

Prior research (e.g., Mayer & Schoorman, 1992; Meyer & Allen, 1984;
unene, 1995; O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986) has found organizational commit-
ent to have a strong association with organizational citizenship-type behavior.
or example, Munene found that employees possessing affective commitment
ere more likely to display organizational cmzenshlp behaviors than were those
lacking affective commitment.

O’Reilly and Chatman (1986) found “strong links between commitment

ased on internalization and identification and prosocial behaviors” (p. 497).

ayer and Schoorman (1992) found that value commitment has a stronger rela-
tionship than does continuance commitment with citizenship behavior, satisfac-
tion, and performance. Therefore, organizational commitment appears to be
strong predictor of citizenship-type behavior at the individual level of analysis.

Conversely, the study of team anti-citizenship behavior has received little
ttention. However. George (1990) found the affective tone of groups to be
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related to voluntary turnover and found a lack of work group commitment to the
orgdnization to be related to anti-citizenship behavior. For example. research has
shown that lack of commitment plays a powerful role in the level and type of theft
(Hollinger & Clark, 1983; Horning, 1970; Mars, 1974), in the successfulness of
theft (Mars, 1982), and in some forms of sabotage (Giacalone et al., 1997).

If team members are committed to their team goals and values, if they have
emotional attachments to the team and its members, and if they are committed to
achieving organizational goals, it is expected that they will be less likely to
engage in anti-citizenship behaviors. We would expect to find an inverse relation-
ship between team commitment and TAB. Therefore, the following is proposed:

Hypothesis 2. Team commitment will be associated inversely with
TAB.

Perceived Organizational Support and Team Anti-
Citizenship Behavior

Perceived organizational support is the extent to which teams perceive that
management provides them with all of the tools (e.g., resources, training, an
enabling management system) that they need to succeed (Sundstrom, 1999). We
hypothesize that the extent of perceived support by a team will be related to the
anti-citizenship behaviors that the team displays. For example, if teams perceive a
lack of training needed to do their job effectively, they are less likely to fully
understand and appreciate the importance of not engaging in TAB to team func-
tioning. Likewise, if teams perceive that they have not been provided the needed
resources to do their jobs, it is less likely that they would go out of their way to
ensure the team’s success.

Thus. it seems probable that if teams do not perceive that they have been pro-
vided with the means to do their Jobs, they will not participate in behaviors that
exceed their basic job descriptions. Conversely, it is likely that if teams perceive
that they have been given every opportunity to succeed with the proper training,
resources. and support from management, they are inclined to want their team to
succeed and should be less likely to display TAB. Therefore, the following
hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 3. Perceived organizational support will be associated
inversely with TAB.

Team Size and Team Anti-Citizenship Behavior

Team size is considered an important issue in team research (e.g., Aldag &
Fuller.| 1993: Campion, Papper, & Medsker, 1996). Consistent findings show
that members of larger groups are less satisfied, participate less, and cooperate
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less than do members of smaller groups (Kerr, 1989; Pinto & Crow, 1982); and
are more likely to experience absenteeism problems (Markham. Dansereau. &
Alutto, 1982) and to have coordination, social-loafing, and free-riding problems
(Albanese & Van Fleet, 1985; Gooding & Wagner, 1985; Harkins & Szymanski,
1987; Shepperd, 1993).

Increases in team size can create a heightened sense of psychological distance
among team members. But more importantly, the occurrence of anti-citizenship
behavior can be influenced by how individuals feel in reference to each other.
The literature on deindividuation provides a potential avenue in understanding
how this might impact groups. In deindividuated situations, people feel that their
actions cannot be individually identified in larger groups; essentially, they lose
themselves in the group size (Taylor, O’Neal, Langley, & Butcher, 1991;
Zimbardo, 1970). Presumably, when team members feel deindividuated and are
less likely to “get caught,” and this could free them to engage in more anti-
citizenship activities. Thus, the following is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 4. Team size will be associated positively. with TAB.

Method

Participants

The data for this study came from a sample of 71 change management teams
from one organization. Change management teams (CMTs) are teams that are
responsible for identifying and implementing organizational changes with the
purpose of positively impacting organizational effectiveness. The participants in
the research are all members of CMTs. Team members were identified through
examination of company records and interviews with team leaders. The partici-
pants in this study were reasonably homogeneous. The average age of participants
was 49.56 years (SD = 6.91 years). Nearly all participants were male (97.5%),
and most had long tenure with their organizations (M = 24.57 years, SD = 8.16
years) and with their respective teams (M = 15.32 months, SD = 10.26 months).
Participation in the study was voluntary. However, the data-collection process
was intensely managed, with a researcher on site during the administration of all
questionnaires. All participants were given token gifts (university pencils) as an
inducement for participation. Also, a raffle, for those who participated, was used
to distribute university T shirts, sweatshirts, and so forth as a further inducement.
Of the 236 questionnaires that were distributed, 197 were returned with usable
data, for an effective response rate of 83.5%.

The CMT is the unit of analysis in this research. However, the majority of
the data for this research was collected from individual members of the teams.
Therefore. we will provide appropriate justification for the aggregation of the
data to the team level of analysis. First, to assess the within group agreement on
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our multi-item scales, we will examine the rWG(J) coefficient (James, Demaree,
& Wolf, 1984) for each of our constructs. This measurc assesses the level of
agreement within teams on the target variables. An ryy) score of greater than
.70 1s taken to represent a high level of agreement (George, 1990). Second, we
will examine the eta squared (n?2) to ascertain the amount of variation that is
present between teams, relative to the variation within teams. The greater the pro-
portion of variance between teams, the more useful the construct is for analysis at
the team level.

Measures

All measures, with the exception of team size, were collected on a 5-point
scale ranging from 1 (definitely not true) to 5 (definitely true). We will review
each of the measures used in this study, presenting the psychometric qualities of
each variable and providing justification for aggregation of each variable to the
team level of analysis (see Table 1 for definitions), sample items, and a summary
of the psychometric properties of each of the variables used in this research.
Team leader solecism. We examined one component of team leader behavior:
the lextent of team leader solecism, which is a focus on errors and mistakes. The
iter%s for this scale were obtained from B. Avolio (personal communication,
February 15, 1994). Team members rated team leader solecism on a 10-item
scale. The internal consistency reliability (Cronbach, 1951) for the measure of
team leader solecism was o = .70, rygy) = .90, N2 = .50. Thus, this measure was
deemed suitable for analysis at the team level.
Team commitment. Team commitment was assessed at the individual level of
analysis and aggregated to the team level. We used a six-item scale adapted from
Porter, Steers, Mowday. and Boulian (1974) to assess individuals’ aggregate level
commitment to their respective teams. For the measure of commitment, o = .89,
rwaay = -95, n? = .51. Thus, this measure was deemed suitable for use at the
level.
erceived organizational support. This measure was used to assess how well
eam thought management supported it. Perceived organizational support was

medsured at the team level of analysis with a four-item scale. For the measure of
perceived organizational support, o0 = .79, rwa() = -86, N2 = .56. Thus, this mea-
sure was deemed suitable for use at the team level.

eam size. Team size was a measure of the number of individuals on each
team. This measure was obtained from company records and confirmed with
team leaders.

eam anti-citizenship behavior. The measurement of team anti-citizenship
behavior in this research was based on advances made by Cox (1994) and Cox
and|Sims (1996). The Cox instrument was based primarily on research conducted
by Organ (1988); Podsakoff. MacKenzie, Moorman, and Fetter (1990); Ball,
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Summary of Study Variables
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lors that impede
effective team
functioning and
performance

o
(rwaa))
Variable Definition Sample items 2]
Team leader Extent to which the My team leader focuses attention 70
solecism team leader on irregularities, mistakes, (.90)
focuses on errors  exceptions, and deviations [.50]
and mistakes from standard.
My team leader closely monitors
my performance for errors.

Team com- Extent to which I am committed to this team’s .89

mitment members care purpose. ‘ (.95)
about the success I am proud to tell others that I [.51]
of the team am part of this team.

Perceived  Extent to which Management provides our team 79
organiza- management pro-  with all the resources we need (.86)
tional vides teams with  to accomplish our goals. [.56]
support the support they = Management has ensured that

need to succeed our team has all of the skill we
need to accomplish our goals.

Team size  Number of individ- Not applicable Not

uals on each team applicable

Team anti- Extent to which Defiance: Team members resist .90
citizenship team members the influence of the team (.93)
behaviors  engage in behav-  leader [.38]

Complaining: Team members
consume a lot of time com-
plaining about trivial matters

Avoiding the job: Team members
avoid their work by coming in
late or leaving early

Avoiding work: Team members
try to look busy doing nothing

Trevino. and Sims (1991); Ball et al. (1994); and Fisher and Locke (1992). Cox
also extended previous research on anti-citizenship behavior to focus on behavior
directed at individuals’ immediate work groups.
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W#ile previous research has tried to dimensionalize fine-grained measures of
anti-citizenship behavior, we instead focused on examining the overarching
construct of TAB. Thus, TAB was assessed at the team level of analysis with a
17-item questionnaire. For the measure of team anti-citizenship behavior, o =
90, rwgy = 93, n2 = .38. Thus, this measure was deemed acceptable for use at
the te:jr level.

Data Analysis

Two procedures were used to examine the hypotheses in this research. First,
we examined zero-order correlations of each of the independent variables with
team citizenship behavior.

Second, in order to provide a more conservative test of the hypothesized rela-
tionships. we conducted multiple regression analysis (MRA). We used MRA to
do two things. First, we wanted to examine the adequacy of our overall model;
that is, the nexus of our four hypothesized predictors of TAB. Second, we wanted

amon
hypotheses were supported (p < .05), ranging from r =-.33 to r = .53.
More specifically, Hypothesis 1, which stated that team leader solecism

Hypothesis 2. which predicted a negative relationship between team commitment
B. was found to be negative and significant (r =-.33, p <.01). A negative

We next tested our hypotheses using multiple regression analysis, the results
of which are summarized in Table 3. The squared multiple correlation (R?) for our

significant account of the display of TAB. While perceived organizational support
— -08) and team size (B = .12) were nonsignificant paths, team leader solecism
47, p < .01) and team commitment (B =-.21, p < .05) were significant.

Discussion

Three of our four hvpotheses received support with zero-order correlations.
The onlv hvpothesis that did not receive support was the one stating that team
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Table 3

EARCE AND GIACALONE

Beta Weights for Independent Variables

Dependent variable

Avoid-  Avoid-
Com- ingthe ing

Independent variable TAB Defiance plaining  job work
Team lleader solecism AT*E 40%*  45%%  Q0xk  4]*x*
Team commitment -21% .09 -.12 -30** . 27*
Perceived organizational support -.08 -.03 -.09 15 -.05
Team size A2 -.05 18 .05 .10
Model R 35%*  15% 30%*  28%*  32%*

Note. TAB = team-anti-citizenship behavior.
*p <.05. **p < 01.

size wauld be positively related to TAB (Hypothesis 4). Thus, it would appear
that given team leadership, dynamics, and support, team size does not appear to

be posi

tively related to the display of TAB. When we examined our hypotheses

with multiple regression, partialing out the effects of our other variables, two of
our hypotheses received statistically significant support (team leader solecism

and tea

m commitment). Thus, leader solecism and team commitment seem par-

ticularly important in TAB.

While our analyses to this point have focused on the overarching construct of
TAB. we also wanted to examine the relationships between our independent vari-
ables and the submeasures of team anti-citizenship behavior. There were four
submeasures of team anti-citizenship behavior: (a) defiance—resisting the
authority of the team leader; (b) complaining—the disagreeableness of the team

membe

1s: (¢) avoiding the job—the extent to which team members escape from

their jobs as a whole: and (d) avoiding work—the extent to which team members

escape
Table 1
compla
job (31
1tems).

from their specific tasks. Sample items from each subscale appear in
; For defiance (3 items), a = .56, while rygj) = .91 and n2 = .38. For
ining (5 items), o0 = .75, while rwa() = -86 and n2 = .38. For avoiding the
tems). o = .67. while ryg(;) = .93 and N2 = .43. For avoiding work (6
& = .83. while 15y = .95 and 02 = .40. Generally, the submeasures dem-

onstratefl good psychometric properties. However, the reliability of defiance was
a bit low. Nonetheless. all submeasures demonstrated a high amount of agree-
ment within teams and relatively strong eta-squared coefficients.

From the zero-order correlation analysis, leader solecism was positively

related

to all four submeasures (p < .01); team commitment was negatively

S A

e T
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related to all but complaining behavior (p < .05); perceived organizational sup-
port was negatively related to avoiding the job (p < .01) and avoiding work (p <
.10); and team size was positively related to complaining behavior (p <.10). (See
Table 2 for a summary of the zero-order correlation results.) The regression
results are similar: Leader solecism was positively related to all four submeasures
(p < .01); team commitment was negatively related to avoiding the job and
avoiding work (p < .05); perceived organizational support was not significantly
related to any of the submeasures; and team size was not significantly related to
any of the submeasures (see Table 3 for a summary of the multiple regression
results).

Thus, across all of our analyses, team leader solecism and team commitment
seem to be important predictors of TAB, with leader solecism appearing to be the
more important predictor. The particular strength of team leader solecism is con-
sistent with literature that implicates offensive managerial behavior (Giacalone
et al.. 1997), tyrannical management (Ashforth, 1994, 1997), and abusive super-
vision (Tepper, 2000) to negative subordinate responses. Although there is clearly
a need for further examination using multiple methods, the consistency of our
results with previous data makes the use of our single methodology (self-reports)
of less concern.

Because the study did not assess the complex impact that instigating factors
such as perceived interactional justice (Bies & Moag, 1986) or procedural justice
(Folger & Greenberg, 1985) might have on TAB, future work will need to elabo-
rate on the role that such perceptions might have. Given the research finding that
perceptions of unfair treatment and subsequent negative emotional responses are
moderated by individual personality (Skarlicki, Folger, & Tesluk, 1999), it would
also be fruitful to examine the potential impact of group-level personality vari-
ables on the display of TAB. Early work in this area seems to suggest that group-
level personality variables should be related to the display of TAB. For example,
George (1990) found the affective tones of groups to be related to prosocial
behavior and voluntary turnover in a study of 26 work groups.

Many constructs that have been traditionally studied at the individual level of
analysis have subsequently been fruitfully examined at the group level of analy-
sis. For example. shared leadership, a dynamic, interactive leadership process
between members of groups (Pearce & Conger, 2003; Pearce & Sims, 2002) is an
emerging area of research with considerable promise for advancing the study of
leadership to the group level of analysis. Similarly, this research examines anti-
citizenship behavior—a construct traditionally studied at the individual level of
analysis—at the group level of analysis. In so doing, we identified several poten-
tial antecedents of TAB and its subcomponents, with team leader solecism
appearing to have a particularly important impact on the display of anti-citizen-
ship behavior in teams. Our results are encouraging and point toward the impor-
tance of more team-level research on anti-citizenship behaviors.
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