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Abstract

Limited study regarding the factors contribute to counterproductive work behaviour (CWB) has been
directed in investigating whether the Big Five Personality are the predictors of counterproductive work
behaviour such as organizational constraints, co-worker performance failure and supervisor pressure.
More specifically, the researcher examined whether there is relationship between Big Five Personality
(i.e. conscientiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism, openness to experience and extraversion) with
CWBs. Other than that, Counterproductive work behaviour (CWB) usually consists of explicit acts such
as aggression and theft, or conversely, of more subtle and passive actions, such as willingly failing to
fulfil tasks, carelessly following instruction, or doing work incorrectly. Generally, these kinds of matter
have negative impacts either individually or towards an organization itself because it can be as a limitation
of organization to achieve goal oriented purpose. Regarding this issue, personality of an individual can
be as elements in this problem. Among of these five traits personality, there are some have the major
contributions towards counterproductive work behaviour in the organization. Thus, this research is
conducted to uncover the association between personalities and counterproductive work behaviour.
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1.1 Introduction

This research is conducted to study and investigate the relationship between personality and
counterproductive work behaviour (CWB) towards an organization achievement and performance. It
studies on the relationship between Big Five Personality also known as CANOE which is
conscientiousness, agreeableness extraversion, neuroticism and lastly openness with counterproductive
work behaviour.

21 Literature Review and Concept

211 Personality

Personality traits is the differences of human behaviour towards each other. Thus, researchers have
found that the employees job performace are influenced by their personality traits (Mount et al. 1998). In
the other words, conscientiousness seem to be more general on the job performance whereas
agreeableness and neuroticism interrelated with the job performance through the employees work in
group. In addition, extraversion seem to be predict to the job performnace when the employees facing
any situation such as managing sales or maybe management position.

21.2 Five Factor Model of Personaality (FFM)

Five Factor Model of Personality is a hierarchical organization of persolaity traits which includes
conscientiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism, opennes to experience and extraversion. These five
basic dimension of personality shows te important ways on the differences in the form of how human
enduring their emotional, interpersonal, attitudes and motivational styles.

Conscienciousness.

Conscientiousness is one of the personality traits that refers to organized and thorough person. In fact,
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these traits seems to be the encouragement for a person to achieve their goals, get along with anything
and find meanings (Hogan et al. 1996). Ones and Viswesvaran, (1997) claimed that person with this traits
will spend most their time towards the job completion and will be determined to meet job expectations.
Agreeableness

Agreeableness is found to be positively anticipated with cooperative behaviour ( Lephine and Dyne,
2001). Thus, agreeableness will help employees which engage in this traits to have good or effective
communication whereby in return reduced their stress realting to both work or non-work aspects ( Shaffer
et al. 2006). In this context, the ability to have good socal position with colleugues is the outcomes of the
employees who engage with this traits.

Neuroticism

Neuroticism explained traits like tense, moody and anxious. Richards (1996) claimed that this trait
normally related with living and working in an unfamiliar environment. Apart from that, According to Hogan
and Shelton (1998) argue that neuroticism enables the expatriates to achieve goals as well as to get
along and find meaning.

Openness to experience

Openness to experience refers to traits such as having an interest towards something, imaginative as
well as insightful. According to McCrae and Costa (1997), openness to experience is a trait whereby
emanates from motivational and cognitive components which motivation is the willingness of trying new
things.

Extraversion

Extraversion refers to personality like talkative and energetic. In a social environment workplace, the
extraversion person are more likely to expose their low level of arousal and less level of stimulation at
home (Neubert and Tagger, 2004). In fact, according to Lephine and Dyne (2001) there is positive
relationship between extraversion and cooperative behaviour.

21.3 Counterproductive Work Behaviour

Counterproductive work behaviour (CWB) can be defined as intentional behaviors that harm or intend to
harm organizations or people in organizations. Examples of CWB include yelling at someone, stealing
from the organizations, damaging organization’s property, and taking longer breaks than allowed. (Zhou,
Meier, & Spector, 2014 as cited in Spector & Fox, 2005)

Organizational Constraints

Organizational constraint is more about the limitation faced by the employees that leads to
counterproductive work behaviour done by the employees. Hence, several steps must be take in order
to avoid this issue from being occurred and plan the best srategy to avoid any organizational constraint
which will make the failure to achieve organizational goals and demands.

Coworker peformance failure

Coworker peformance failure can be defined in many form. One of that is when a cowoker perform task
incorrectly, complete task haphazardly and fail to initiate task at all. When coworker failed in performing
their task according or in line with the organization’s rules and procedures it will leads to increase the
workload of others employees. This situation can be even worst when the coworker is part of a workgroup
or has taks that are interdependent to others cowokers (Bauer, 2013).

Supervisor pressure

Supervisor pressure define as the situation that faced by the employees in the workplace that come out
from the management where include from the top level management and middle level management such
as from the manager or from the supervisor. Supervisor pressure will lead to several negative outcome
such as burnout, job stress and turnover intention from the employees (Bauer, 2013).

The table below shows the conceptual framework of the study:
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Figure 2.1 Proposed conceptual framework

3.0 Conclusion
In conclusion, personality of the individual play an important role in the organization as it can reflect the
organization’s image and performance. Other than that, personality of the workforce can be as a
measurable tool to the quality of the organization for instance the ability to finish their task efficiently and
effectively. Hence, this study will provide a further knowledge of type of personality that will leads to
counterproductive work behaviour in an organization. This paper may provide researchers or the
organization themselves theoretical understanding of personality of individual that can contributes to
counterproductive work behaviour.
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