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PREFACE 

The following is a detailed presentation of an 

empirical research study focused upon employee property and 

production deviance in work organizations. The contents of 

this final "report reflect a primary desire to understand 

the circumstances of taking company prop~rty and violating 

usual iperformance standa~ds within three industry sectors: 

" retail department stores, electronics manufacturing firms, '. . 
and general hospitals. In the following chapte'rs, employee 

"theft" and production deviance within the above three 

i ndustri es will be systemat i ca 11 y compared' and contrasted. 

We refer the readers who only wish to review the major 

fi ndi ngs of the research to the accompanyi ng "Executi ve . 

Summary" (pp. vi i i -xk) or to Chapter X. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY~ 

" G' 

., \) 

"Crime in the street" is"not the only form of illegal \7" 

beha""ior which negatively aff~cts society~ Crimes which" 
\, G 

occur -in'the workplace", fOrd)5ample",'can have just as 

,serious an impact --on the business communHy, the worker, 
" 

f'ellow co-work'ers, ~nd ultimately: the consumer who "inust 
o 

bear the cost of ,such crimes. Recent estimates by the 
';'\ 

American Management, Associations place lIemp19yee theft" at 

the ,top'Of,the "crimes against business" list in terms of 
o 

"I a ,~ 

d2)?/ar impaC:., AlthQugh estimates' of employee theft I s 

" seri ousnes's a17e yari,ed an~ necessari ly appro,Ximate, most 

exp"erts,.agree that significant economic and social. costs 
, ., r.' 

areatt~i butab 1 e to workp lac'e ~[IIp 1 oyee 1 arc;~ny. ,i ", 

'-9 -Cl 

Despite the ,fact that"employee theft is recognized to 
o - " 

be a signifi!;:an,t nati,onal problem, little systemat5e data 
., 

are available regarding~the('Phenomenon. In'orde; to, obtain' 
.0 

a better informed understanding 
0 

of theft by emploYees in 
• Q _ _ 0 ~ , 

Fhe'~orkp'l~ace~o this,r~search prject 'was initiated in 1978" 

resultlng :i'{) in "a two-phase, "three~city data collection 
~ 

effort. A'tota1 0('41 business 'corporations locat:ed in . -., 
0-

Mi nneapCiO 1 is -St • Paul, ,Clev'eland,,' andDa,llas-Ft. Worth" 
r.' " 

Ii 

act i v~Jy pa~ti c i pated. Spec; fica 11 y ,I:)usi nes s co~porat ions a 
"tJ ~-<"':'" " G,' 

.- ., ::'i 

were chosen . from among the thY'ee most o'popu lous i ndustri a 1 
.,' l' C ,,' :' 

D • 0 " \.t, 

sectors--i ncl udi n9 16 reta i , store c •. organ i ztit ions, 21 
it; 

o 

J:;J 

Vii; JCJ ;. 

c 0 
0' 

'.J ,~ 

D 

'0 

o a 

o 
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o 

general hQspita1s and 10 electronics manufacturing fkms. 
" These organizations ranged in size from approximately 150 

I, \\ 

emp 1 oyees to very J arge OlU 1 t i - 1 ocat i on firms emp loy, ng in 
o \ exces $ .of 10,000, workers. ,) 

The .primary goal 
c-~) 

',1 of th is research eff ort . wa,s to 

develop i.\information~upon which to base a comprehensive 

understanding of workplace "theft" oand related deviant 

behaviors. Five specific questions guided the study. 

First, how much emp10Y,~e ,l'theft" and "'1her kinds of 

workplace deviance is occurring in the typical business 
. 

o~ganizatio~? Second, under what cfrcumstances . (bpth 

individual and organizational) would these behaviors. be 

more 1 ike1y to occur? Thir'8, what might' be "the' most 
.. 

effective steps 0 which management and 1abol' could take to' 

reduce the prevalence of employee th,eft and deviance in 

thei r organi zati ons? F'ourth, do conmunity characteri stics 

"affect "deviance rates inside of work organizations located 
" in different communities? F'ifth, can research on such a 

sensitive topi~ be successfully conducted? 

With the cooperation of the 47 participating 

organizations 
(i 

(in add,jtion to their respective labor and 

professional associations)!iata from three sepafate sources 

were successfully collected, fulfilling our fifth, 

obj~ctive. First, a _ random sample of employees at all"· 

occupat i ana 1 levels of' each.. organ' zati on was asked to 

ix, 

, '.~ 

~ 

"'r 
II 

{) 

l) 
l"'l 
( if ... 

;;:1 

o 

respond to a mailed~ self-administered survey 
a .p 

"questionnaire. A total of 9,175 employee respondents (a' 
o 

54% response rate when figured . in the most conservative" 

manner) anonymously provided data on personal and 

occupational characteristics, -job satisfaction,' perceptions 

of theft deterrents, and most importantly, their personai" 

involvement in a broad range of "deviant" workplace 

activities, including the taking of company property. In!. 

each of the same'organizations extensiye interviews were' 

conducted with 247 executives who furnished information 

,about a v?-rn~ty of managerial perspectives and practices 
" 

regarding theft by employees within their respective 

organizations. Finally, in the latter phase of the research 

effort, face-to-face employee interviews were conducted ;,n 

'\ six firms with 256 employees selected from representative 

occupations. These interviews not onlyal'owed the 

verification of some survey findings but also provided in 

the ~l)1p19yee's own words essential information on the 

complex definitional and social proce~ses ~f property and 

oproduction devian~~. Due to the sensitive nature of the 

sUQject matter, the identities of all involved in the 

research, both the participating companies and employees, 

,have been rigorously kept confidential to'! insure the 
- ~ 

anQnymity of respondents. 
,. c ' 

x 
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o 

In retail stores, the most commonly reported theft 

activity was the u~authorized use of 'the employee discount 

privilege. Twenty-nine percent of the respondents reporte,~ 0 

that t~,ey had misused this fringe~benefit during the past 

year, 14% of themadmi~j i"g that the abuse occurs on a, 

monthly or more frequent basis. Other types of theft, such 

as taking store merchandis~ or money, were also reported. 

Seven percent revea·led that they had taken merChandise,and 

3% of the respondents \~di cated that they had " taken cash 

from the company. 0 

".I) ,/' ., 

In hospita1s{ takihg medi~al supplies from, the ward, 
C: 

such as linens, surgicalgowlis and bandages, was the most 
c 

often reported theftdlactivity. Twenty."seven percent of the 

hospital ~ployees responding to the survey ~ndicated that 

they had been invohqed in this kind of' theft, with /3% 
U If 

revealing 'a, mOr),th1y or more frequent'leve1 of occu~re'e. 
, p . 

Taking medications intended for patients was alsorepQrted, 
'~I 

but by a smaller number of employees. Eight percent of the 

respondents indicated th"at they \~,had taken mediCine from the' 
o~ , 

hospital during the past year, 2% admitting to a mC£~thly or~ 

more frequent rate. 

Employee~ from manufacturing firms most frequently 
') . (j 

reported 
, II ' 

the tll,k i ng of raw materi a 1s or compqn~nts. 
\.~ r" ,;'> 

Fourteen percent indicated th1~~ kind of theft ' invo1vement~ 
.,0 . 'I 

4% on a month 1 y or more frequenp bas is.' Among dther theft 
D 
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'activities-reportedJby respo~dents were th~ taking of tools 

or equipment and the taking, of finioshed products. Nine 

percent of the individuals surveyed 'had taken tools or 

equ1pment from their employers, with 3% reporting they 'had 

taken finished products at least once in the past year. 

The research also unc~vered consistent pattern~ of 

counterproductive behavior among many employees. For 
(.' 

example, almost two-thi,rds of the respondents in the three, 

ci'ndustry s·ectors surveyed reported taking ex~ess i ve ly long, 
"I 

lunch an'd coffee breaks duri ng the past year; 11% ,to '. 16% 

( indicated purposely slow or sloppy workmanship, and between 

one:fifth"and one-third of those surveyea used sick" leave 
\2::, (' 

when not aC1;,ually ill. The use of alcOhol,anl~ drugs while 

at work was also 'included in thf3 se1f;..~eport survey 

questionnaire. Three per~ent' of ;-t~e hospital, 8%. of the " 

ret~il, and 13% of, °the manufacturitng employeesadnfitted' ~ 
" !.l 

. that they had come to work fn the past year whi le under the 

influence. of alcohol or drugs. 
" r? 

~ Wh{le counterproductive deviant behavior was not c,~he 

intended primary focus of the study, its prevalence is 
/- .' --: 

important fQr two reasons. First, thOSe employees Who 
{) 

reported abov~ average theft were also, quite likely to 
, . \.\.' • ,~. ;. (1° 

1hdicate 'above average participation in?IJroduction and time 
" o· ':' t .' ~ " 

, ~. ' 0 

devianee as well. "Second, those ctactQ,17s which best 
• , '.' _ .- • - '/ • " .,,> ~ 

correlated' w;th'hig~er theft" invtrlvement 
"" '1.::-,' 

;J: () .'\_) 
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predictive, of counterproductive activity. In short, these 

data suggest ,i'hat the 'theft of compa~,~tr'oper~y may" be a 

special manifestation quite simila'r to the less serious and 
• 0 U·. . 

~ore prevalent forms of workplace deviance. TheY"efore, 
, r 

employee theft should not· be viewed as simply .~ speci aJ 

form of,J'street. crime;" inste1~d its theoretical exp~ anation 

is best tlnderstoo~ in the context of the ,employment 

experi ence. 'il 

As 'aofurther confirmation of the above finding 9 du~ingo 
• 'J 

the seco~d 'phase "of the research project, employees in t\'/O 

similarly si zeg metropol itanareas, with;, very diffe;ent 

"street "crime" rates,:were simultaneously surveyed., This 

enabled a, direct inter-city comparison of t,t,eft and'" 
\), 

deviance levels· between ret'ail and hospital workers in 
• ( 11 ~ 

Clevel and, Ohio, ~;ndOallas-Ft.Worth, Texas. I. The ',results 

of this compariso'n strongly suggest that the rate of theft· 

and dev-i ance between';'tl'fl'e:;,do~ not vary nearly as' great 1 y 

as does the rate \'Iithin a singlecityOor industry sector. 
" 

These data indicat:~ that the"prewalence of "theftll activity 

in a wor,k organi~ation does not mi~ror the level of theft 

occurin~ wit,hin th'e surroundingconmunity. 

In 1\ all tbree ..i, nrustry sectors, youAger ~nd never 
, 0 \) 

I") ~-; ,_ '" . __' 

marri.ed employees reported the lJigher levelsQf involvement. 
" . C • 0 , I: ~. 

in property misuse. While thi's does not mean that the \ (ii, 
__ ..., . I) '., ._. 

young~~ f;gener~ti on of workers necessarily has less respect· 
~ 
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( . ,. 
foro property, "it does' underline the d'ilemma for 

organizations attempti.ng to reduce the inci.dence of theft 

and at t~e same ti'ine systematically recruit younger 

employees. 
o 

Younger ana (,unmarried (especially male) 

emp"loyees are less responsive to potential" n~gative (\ 

sanCtions from management, in that, dismissal may pose \\ 
o ~. 

.0 

little deterrrentthreat-to an employeewit~l no depende~ts, 
.~ 

seniority, or career aspirations with" his or her current 

employer. 'J 

Theoccupati6nal 

" 

posjtlons frequently held 'by the' 
" o 

higher theft employee poset\tQ spezial pro~lems ,or the 

employer.lne~bh industry sector, those employees w~o have 
'f", 

the. greatest likel ihood of being involved in theft are the 
o 

emp 1 oyees with theg!,eatestunrestri ctedaccess" to" and 

"koowledge . about the property whiCh ,can be taken, namely, 
(., 

sales clerks in r,etail stores, 'engineer$in manufacturing 

plants, and registered nurses"j,n hospitals. The fact that 
• L~ () 

" employe~s who indicated above ,average theft in~.91vement 
~o 

were also more likely, ("to ,be concerned with improv,ing 
, , ('r, .' 

themselves.and"achievingpersonalcareergoals"provides the 

secon'd d'ccupati ona 1 dilenma." Si nce(~these are precise ly th~ 

same traits that employers are looking for in pro~spective 

,workers, 
'J,t:) .-:;; 

efforts to"address the underlying cauS'es of theft 
, I'l' • ,',' , 

'" 

must be directedo".at ine mains\tfeam rather tnan . the 

perjpheryof" the workforce: ' 

o 
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Although the' typical employee in each·, industry fl, 
.,.-....5 

surveyed generally reported sa1:isfactlonwfth h'1)sor her 
-. , . . 

job, the dissatisfied· employee' was" found to b~ more 
0, 

frequently involved in ~aking ncomp.~ny prop~rt.Y and engaging 
•• ~ 'I. . 

in counterproductive behavior. This was Ilespecially tru~ 

among the younger', members "of the reta; 1 and hosPita] 

industry workforces. The most consi~tentlY expres;J 

,sources of worker, dissatisfaction ,.,were the "i7~e 
supervisor" 

personnel 

and 
'.: 

were 

the "emploY\:!r."Where ,the supervisory 

viewed' as unhelpful,incompetent, and 

unconcerned about employees, higher theft" andworkp 1 ace 

devi ar)ce was reported. further, where" the integri ty, " 
II 

fairness, and ethical s~andards' of the company itself were 
. ~ . 

c· "quest i oned by workers, ·property and product; on dev i ance " 
cO: 

wer~Q also more 'likely to Be fo~nd. 

In addition to the above ~nalYSis "of employee 

:. cha~~cteristics; Ii this' resea~ch also focused upon the rate 

of property dey; ance by organ,izati on. Spe~i.fi call y, w'ittt; rI ' 

each' industry 'sector, the part;cip~ting organizat;ons,-,were 

ranked according to theirrespertive fevel' op employee 

"theft II as'measured by ,a~fgregate employee scores. Personal 
~ " 

interv·jews with key co t:pc';';at e officers attempted 'to isol,ate 

c 

o . "!\'. . (t .;6 . _ . 1l 
those factors which best differentiate the high from the D

, 

Jaw' theft company ~rronf these ,interviews With corporate" 
, 

executives, the res"earch focused upon ~re various ,control 
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techniques which firms use to deter' and detect 'employee 

theft. I n part; cu Tar ,i the i nterv; eyis concen~rated upon the 
" 

workings of the security 'department, official management 

poli~ies about employee' theft, (inventory and finanCial 
. (] 

control procedures, pre-employment screening and the 

corporat i on ~ s "actua 1" pract i ce in regard to apprehens ion Of 

those taking property. , 

The analYSis reveals that organizational controls db 

inde~d ha,~e an effec~ on the prevalence of prope~ty taking 

within a company. However,some types 'of controls are 'more 
I; 

influ~ntial 
C' than otherso in directly reducing theft by 

employees. 
'/ 

o Of the" contro 1 ~. stud; ed, the strategy 1 east re 1 ated to 

theft. 'suspressionwas the direct effect of the security 

department's level of sophistl~ation. In each of the three 
o 

sectors t with, the e){ception.of retail, the" majoc thrust of 
fI, 0 

the secur,ity oper.~tion principally addressed the problem of 
.n c.,' '. 

external t~~ef: alon,t with other Such respons;bil1ties as 

building and '. ground~, worktng conditions and employee 

s~fety "(esp~'~lially rire). In short, guarding Mainst the 

~a~in~ of' prope~ty b~_ e~10!eeS was _ not the highest 

p~10rlty "among ~he secury departments studied. ~~s, 
gl~en the. limited c inter~st in emplo~ee theft by most 

security operations and taking into account the si.te and 
. ' C 

!f 

com~lexi,ty of the workforce, it is quite understandable 
~, 

, f~ ~, 
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that security presence, as it currently exists in most 
I' 

manufacturing plants, hospitals and retail stores, should 

not be expected to have much deterrent impact on ~~~ leve~ 
" 

of employee theft. Some consistent, but modest,effoect was 

fotmd "in the hospital and retail, areas.;; 
~ 0 

The research also addr,essed the relationship between 

the presence of an exp 1 i cit cor'porate' ~o 1 i cyab'out; theft by 

employees and its prevalencealTt0ng them. While many 

o~g~nizationsonly briefly mention the subjectofemploy~e 
theft (usually once during i"n.itialorientation), there is 

consist~nt evidence that· those ocompan(~,es with a clearly , 

defined anti-theft policy had the lower f;heft levels. 

Obviously, it would be naive to assume that 'siinplywriting 

an explicit p~l'-Tsr'r;egar~ing theft will drastically ,alter 
~ 

its ,oCCUrrence.· These data do suggests however, that th?se 
I ~ I 

organizati'on~ which repeatedlyjannounce to the workforce 
. . ,'t. . 0 

that~[) employek theft is notperm~tted can lowerthei,tiheft' 
" 

rates, particulalrly if emphasis is placed on other cQntrols .. 
,;' 0 _ .' ..;, • Ii" 

as·well.,," The'factthat the subject of employee theft was'"" 

rarely, 

meetings' 

o· 
if ever/ mentioned in pos't-or'i~lJtation staff,o 

~r' publica~ions'~5earfy indi"cates that many' 

empJoyers Jncorrectly a~sume tRat prphibitions about' theft 

" in the general cOlJlnuryity wi 11 ca.rry" o~er i ntoethe Q 

workplace.'~ This, study suggests that managem~nt must 

clearly convey via word and deed that taking property is 
() 
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not acceptable behavior withi~ ~he organization. 

Th'" research also foCused on the "fole of the inventory 

" and fi'~ancial control officers in reducing employee theft. 

A lthough a ; Jsurpris ing number of 
'I inventory '. managers , 

espeCially in manufacturing and hospitals, thought that 

theft control was n()tio their job descriptions, less 

property deviance was found in those organizations in which 

theft control had been c incorporated 'as a goal of the 

Jnventory control system. If individuals~with lnveotq,ry 

control resp~nsibiliti~s m~ke a conscious effort t~ monitor 

usage pa,tterns,.watch .for irregularities and then check 
Q 

into-,:~~y ~hese may be occurring, the or9anizationcotivey~ 

that it is concerned about its property "and its cuse. In 

addition, other control operations benefit from the infor

mation which effective inventory control ·can provide. 

The data also suggest that pre-employment screening of 

prospective,)employees iso a modestly eff~~tive theft control 
.• (I " 

. strategy. In-depth checking on suchJactors as job history 

and references of applicants can help el imin~te so-called 

IIb~j app les" from the ,1 i st of those' wi shi ng ~p,l oyment. 
~/ • 1/ 

Not only wi 11 this process'" cull out . employees with a 
• 'i, . , 

Questionab~e employment history,it may also~ deter other 
lP " ' ," '. . '," 

II bad apples II from applying for work.Mor~over,a thorough 

pre-emp];.oyme!1t screening pr'oces~ ind~)rectlY) conveys the 

message to those employees who are eventually hired that. 
". ,""'. 

xviii 

" ,'. -, "-~.'--"_-..+.l'~.,( ~'!:::;.~~~--Z'''_'''''''''~._..- .. ,. 

"iI .~ 

" 

" . 
.."---'.~"'-~~.:...:.;.;--~~~~. '--'-.~-",--

-:'-' 



I:; 

,) 

o 

1) 

~ - --------------c --~-----------~ 

() 

o 
(> 

the organization is concerned with insuring the highest 
~ 0 

00, 0 

level gf integrity among its workforce. 
(\ 

Of the several wa.Ys in which explicit corganii~tional 
o 

response to cases of propertydevi ance can deter, othe~s 
" 

from getting "involved, the one which was found to have the 

most tellingeff~ct was, the proportion of employees 

apprehended for pro~y devi,ance in a year I stime~ That', 

is, the higher "the proportion apprehended, the lower tb~ 
" 

theft rate~ Other' deterrence items:, .such ~ as type of 
"'= 

¢ 

eventu'al outcome, etc., did notseem·to have a direct 

deterrent effect. Again, tt would see,!, ",plausible to 

conclude that the "effect of apprehension of vfolators'WoUld 
" , " 

be greatest if it oper'ated in' theenvironment'of" other 
o 

re' at'eQ:: controls. 
'l .;' 

Therefore, 'it appears that an organiia:ttoncan'havean" 

effect on theft othrough implementatiorl" of certain "control 
() 

strategies. An eveng~eater effectca:n be achi eyed ,'e 
howev~r, i fan org'ani zat ion "i nvokes several' ot" these' 

strateg,ies. " Th:ose fi..rms which signa'; to ,the'employee' that 

taking company propertyan,d ~ssetsis ,.thef,lt, which 
" 

~) 

establish rules and procedures to detect theft of property 

by employees, and which are selective in ~hom:' they chuos'e 
, i/ {~ ;,' 

,to employ""generally haveiower,'evelsof theft 'by 
'.' ". -vt J ;, 

employees." 'Ttibsefirms which infrequentlY3I1 mention th'e 
. ,- ,. . ~ " 

.. }j ,;-,~ , 

subject qftheft ~~J ~hich fa,il to" i!'1t?l,emenct procedures to 
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prevent its occurre~ce best characterize the hi 9h;.the.f:,.,., 

organization. 
".' ~ 

Although the presence and qualilty of organizational 

controls does, apparentlY~ affect a work '6~~~nizatio~'s 
rate of emp 1 oyee prop,erty .. tak i ng ~' i'heir ,,' overall 

• Ok' ,.,," _ ' : d 

effectiveness is veryse'ri9usly affected by the manner in '~ 

which these control 'prescr'ipb.ions "are "communicate,d and 

implemented" OJ throughbut'·~·-· ~the workforce. Employees 

conSistently repnrt' uncl'arity as to the cortmpanyl s rules 

about 'property; and ;"pr-oduct i on devi"ance (1 ess so ·,i n the' 
» 

retail, area). ' 'They are only vaguely aware of pol icies and 
',.. 1/ ' ',C • 

are much 'impressed wi·th the 1 ack of· cQncern by management 

and in~onsistentemforcement, ,of the rules;' Supervisor's 
~ " ' ., 

inherit both the 1 atitude and responsibil ity for effecting 
~ 0 

a controlenvironntenj: which facilitates (at le~st does not 

s.igni'ficantly',impe~e) tile basic~produ,ct'ion proc:ess. ll'Hso 

doing: they,i1br,oker", runh·ing" negotiations.' of' the deviance 
" 

defhjition and the response which is to be made to' 
I~ C 

vi~lators. Co~workers exercise the collective int~rest by 

constraining 'Ii olati ons of negot i ated " ' 

definitions and supporting the pursuit 'oof the central 
o '~ . :~,,' 

1: ,.;' 

organizing va'lues of the organizations. 

In sUlJ!11ary, the cQntrolcof employee taking of , property 

seems to 0 be a problem that' the bus"'inessorg~r1i~ation must . ~~), . 
keep visible on its list of priori,tie; and objecttves.'It 
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cannot be ignored o'r relegated to a topic of temporary or 

minimal importance. This research suggests that only by 
o 

exhibiting a conspicuous and consistent climate of concern 

about the control of "'internal theft at all occupational 
,. 

levels can an o~hanizf;tion hope to have a significant 
'(;/~ 

effect, on the behavior of its employees. 
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CHAPTER I: 

EMPLOYEE THEFT 

I NTRODUCTI ON 

The study of crime has traditionally attempted to 

'" understand a minority of society members whose behavior 

exceeds the limit of the criminal law. Historically, those 

interested in studyi ng crimi na 1 i ty have focused thei r 

primary attention on certain types of crime, ignoring 

others. The most visible locus of both criminal and 

scholarly activity has been IIstreet crime. II This is no 

doubt attribut~ble to the fact that many of society's more 

frightening and dramatic crimes, such as murder, assault, 

')~robbery and rape, oft.en take place in .city streets or other 

publ ic places. Not surprisingly, the ItI'ofi le of the typical 

offender, has indicated disproportionately higher criminal 

involvement by members of the lower classes, youth and 

minorities. As Alexander L iazos has colorfully phrased 

the history of criminology has concentrated almost 

exclusively on the activities of IInuts,) sluts and preverts 

(sic)1I (1972), virtually ignoring the criminality of 

society's middle and upper classes (Thio, 1973; Box and 

Ford, 1971). 

A notable exception to this trend is exemplified in the 
~, 

work of Edwin Sutherland •. As a result of his classic study 

of crimina 1 ,behavior by corporations, the discipline of 

criminology and the pub11c at large began to recognize the " 

1 
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.criminality committed by individua'ls generally perceived to 
o 

be "1 aw ab i ding II, a phenomenon wh ich Sutherland ca 11 ed 

IIwhite collar crime. 1I The term "white collar ,crime ll has 

come to represent the IIsocia11y injurious ll behavior 9f 

individuals and corporations perpetrated during the course 
,; ''':: 

of day-to-day occupational and organizational activity. 

While Sutherland's 1939 challenge for criminOl~gy to abandon 

its lower cl ass-l inked theories of criminal behavior 

received wide acclaim, only quite recently have 

criminologists taken the challenge seriously, by examining 

alternative settings of criminal behavior. 

One very important and long, ignored locus of criminal 

activity has been the workplace. Consistent with 
.;Y 

cri~ino10gy's long held obsession with the deviance of the 

lower \cl1asses, for·, many years crime has been perceived as an 

exclusive activity of the, non-working or unemployed members 

of the population. DeSPi(~~ the fact that most individuals ., 
spend a major portion of their lives at their jobs, we have 

either overlooked criminal activity which occurs in the 

workplace or have referred to it w,ith non-criminal labels, 

such as, lithe fidd1e ", IIpilferage ll , IIfringesll~ or "just--

business ll (Ditton, 1977). 
j' 

As theori sts have ~egun to look at the workplace as an 

environment of possible cr:'iminal activity, thray have fOl,lnd 

it useful to make, the di5tinction between crimes "by" 

business (i~e., I)orporat~ crime") a,nd :r.imes "against" 

business by employees (i.e., 1I0G:cupational crime ll )( Cl inard 
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and Quinney, 1973). For example, on the subject of crimes 

IIby" business, Clinard and Yeager (1979) have recently 

documentad the pervasive criminal "careers" of some of the 

largest and most respected Fortune 500 corporations in 

America • While this is an important dimension of the 

phenomenon of workplace crime, instead the focus of this 

report will be concentrated on those acts committed 

"against" the business 0r:ganization, more specifically, the 

theft of organizational assets by employees within the 

workplace. 

EMPLOYEE THEFT 

By "employee theft" we specifically mean the 

unau;thori zed tak i ng, control, o'r transfer of money and/or 

property of the formal work organization which is 

perpetrated by an employee during the course of occupational 
o 

activity'),. (Merriam, 1977 and Robin, 1974). The methods by 

which employees victimize the property of their employers 

are both profuse in number and elaborate in design. 

Employee theft may take the form of "borrowing" money from a 

cash register, "sneaking ll merchandise, supplies, or tools 

home in handbags and lynch boxes, or more complicated 

manipulations of organizational assets for personal benefit. C 

Approximations of the impact of employee theft are at 

best. "educated guesses II given the difficulty in measuring 

the phenomenon accurately. Nevertheless, ,to satisfy the 

demand of the business community to "know how much there is" 
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the American Management Associations (AMA) in 1975 collected I 
"ag9inst" -t data in order to estimate the total cost of crimes L i 

I 
0 I 

business. As we can s1e in Figure 1.1, the total dollar 

fJ (;:J 

impact of non-violent crimes against business is estimated 
. 

by AMA to be in excess of forty bill ion dollars ~ year • Of n .::::::' 

these many types of vi,ct imi zat i ons ~ the .theft of company e 

• r I:}, 
property by employees 1S estimated to be the single most h " 

s ignfficant dollar impact offense c~tegory of these eleven 

crimes conrnitted liagainst" business (American Management n 
. .-,' 

Associations, 1977) • 

B \J 

Experts in various industries regularly cite their own t'.·, 

r, 
? \ ' 

figures at&t/but i n9 employee theft either relatively 
.. n as a 

'i. •• 

minor problem or . the single major problem of American i' 

p ~ 

business.-::..; This glaring discrepanc,Y is no doubt due to the J '! 

'; 

fact that no one really knows for sure the scope of the 

B employee theft phenomenon. For example, in order to 2) _1\ 

0 
0 

calculate level theft by employees, work 
. ~-;, 

the of retailers n rf' I, ~ 

from their II i nve:i!t'ory shrinkage" (or shortage) s~atistics 

which represent the inventory ·deficit in dollars which n :~;I (! 
; 5 

cannot be accounted for after sales reductions and remaining 
1:) ,,\:, """-.. 

unsold stock have been subtracted. However, ~en if one can 
II D C 

c) 

arrive at an exact inventory shrinkage, figure (usua1ly 

R 
c' 

~ -(.' ~, ~-:;. 

,,1 

expressed as a percent of total sales), the proportion of 

the figure which is . attributable solely to employee theft B 
C), 

" . '.~ . 
1\\ .. 

10ss. 
t; , 

remains intertwined with other confounding sources of .,t-. Ii 
() 

B 
,; 0 \) ./-1 

Factors such as clerical and billirig errors, convent; oha 1, '" 
"~ 

,\ 1j 

theft, and shoplifting, e~ual1y difficult " also ~s to measure ", '0' 

0 o ~' 

~ 
, 

)"p '" " 
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Figure 1.1 

ES1lmates o of Losses Oueto, Non-violent 'Crimes 
against Business - 1975 

( Source: American Monagement Associations, 1977) 
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contribute to the tot.a1 inventory shrinkage level. Most 

inventory control ~xperts will adr:nit that partial1ing out 

~he effects of employee theft from these other alternative 

sources of shrink'age has been virtually an impossible task 

because of the greatdiff'iculties involved in assessing the 

source of a loss after the fact. 

Although there may be difficulties in determining the 

amount of employee theft, there appear's to be 1 ittle debate 

as to who pays the cpst of su<;:h crime. When profits are 

adversely affected, small firms' with 1 imited 1 iquid capital 
z::: 

are often forced out of business. The u.s. Chamber of 

Commerce reports that over 30% of all business failures in a 

given year may be attributable to"'slgnificant employee, theft 

problems (Chamber ofCornnerce of the U.S., 1974:M. Larger 

companies, wnich tan temporari 1,¥ absoY'b co theft 'losses 

eventually must pass the cost along to insurance companies; 

. consumers, and the taxpayer (i,3e., as an uninsured business 

. loss dedu~tion). 'The ,economic impact' of employee theft and 

other crimes against business is most immediately reflected' 
o 

i nterrf.~. of higher prices in the mark~tp1 ace. An estimate 

, made five years ago placed the added "price" of employee 
, 

'theft and pilferage at 12 cents on the dollar "(Canadian 

Business, )976) .• No doubt this ffgure is subs~antially 

higher today because of inf'latioo. 
'.! 0 

Despite these impressive figures, the "bottom line" for 

employee theft and other crimes against business can not be 
, ~, ", 

measured so le ly ; n terms of doll ars and cents • ,lhe II soc i a 1" 
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impact, not only to' those involved but also to fellow 

workers and the organization, must be calculated into the 

total as well. 

The negative consequences to the individual employee 

detected for theft involvement can be rather significant. 

Although many companies admit that they catch a:'small 

minority of the total nl!mber of employees who have stolen 

from the firm, when they do apprehend someone the most 

common corporate reaction is to terminate the offending 

worker immediately. The financial impl ications and 

emotional stress brought about by immediate job loss are 

obvious. Further, what is not often understood by the 

terminated worker is the fact th~t many companies informally 
\".., 

• ,.,-'''l 

share names ot-dismissed employees thereby preventing future 

e~ployment with, other participating firms in that specific 

industr~, or geographical area (Stores Mutual Protective 

Association, 19~0) • 

}o the' knowledgeable employee who is not personally 

involved, theft by fellow ~iorkers may create s.ocial barriers 

which impede the development of co-worker trust • These 

conmunication and interaction barriers, between those who 

are involved in theft and those who are not, n'egatively 

affect most aspects of the employment experience. 

, Many firms react to deQected or imagined theft with 

-' draconian security devices designed to deter future employee 
\\ 

theft 0e.g., U.s. News and World Report, 1973). Many 

employees who "are forced to work in these "security 
)l 
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i ntens i ve II work envi ronments often report th at they fee 1 

untrusted by their employers probably an accurate 

. conclusion' (Management Review, 1972; Rekstad, 1974). Other. 

firms take U~e "ostrich" approach I'by' ignoring the IJroblem 
,~-; 

hoping that it will go away before the company is negatively 

affected (Canadian Business, 1976). Tacitly ignoring the 

occurence of theft no doubt sends the signal to the entire 

work force that the firm does not rea 11y care about its 

property or the level o( employee integrity. '" In sum, when 

we take into con'sideration the incalculable social costs 

like those mentioned above, the true "grand total" whichJs 

paid for theft in the workplace is no doubt grossl~ 

underestimated by the. financial figures presented above. 

PREVALENCE OF EMPLOYEE THEFT 

Given the rather insurmountable difficulties in 

assessing the extent of employee theft by utilizing dollar 

los s est imates, other sources of data mi ght be more 
o 

illustrative of theftls prevalence. The principal 

alternative estimation strategy relies on determining'the 

percentage or proportion of the work force involved in 

employee theft. As we found with the financial loss 

estimates above, available data on the prevalence of 

employee theft r0nge from II educated guesses" by experts in 

the pl"ivatesecurity industry to a. handful of empirical 

research efforts. 

The best known statistics on e/}lployee involvement in 
i:, 
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theft come from' the accu·mu 1 ated wi sdom of acknowl edged 

experts in the area of private and industrial security. 

Dur;,ng their years of investigations within all types and 

sizes of firms, many of the nation I.S foremost security 

consultants haye made generalized conclusions regarding the 

percentage of employees involved in theft. For example, 

Mark Lipman, president of a major industria] security 

organization and an experienced private investigator in his 

own right, believes that approximately one-half of all 

employees steal to some degree, twenty-five (25%) percent of 

. whom take important items, while eight (8%) percent steal in 

volume (Lipman, 1973). A review of the security literature 

pub 1 ished since 1973 suggests some degree of consensus on 

these percentages. However, this apparent consensus may be 

attributable .. to the fact that Lipmanls personal estimates 

have b~en often repeated by others without citation and have 

thus begun to take on the reput~tion of a proven "fact" 
o . 

(e·.g.; Broy~ 1974; Chamber of Commerce of the U.S., 1974). 

) Other estimates Of the extent of employee theft involvement 

abound, ranging widely from 9% (U.S. News ~nd World Report, 

1977) to 75% (Zeitlin, 1971) -- all depending on the source 

of the "guesstimations." 
l~' • 0 

The reason th.ere, is so much 

diversity in these figures is no doubt due to the fact that 

there is very little available empirical data upon 'which to 

estimate reliably the prevalence of employee theft. 

The few empirically supported studies oJj:"<t~~ incidence:,,,.:~~, :! 
of employee theft" also yield statistics WhiCh'~~ry Widely.' """,::2:..-~'~.'~" ;! 

. 9 



, . 

For example, Ronald' Schmidt (1976) reports that 76% of the 
'" 

workers who received a polygraph examination admitted 

invo'lvment in employee theft. "Fifty (SO%) percent of the 98 

retai 1 employe~s cnon-randomly interviewed by Ronald Tatham 

(1974) admitted tO,"taking merchandise from their place of 

employment without paying for it." Philip Ash (1971) 

reports that both polyoJ!aPh examinations and pre-employment 
/ 

screening tests r~ect an average of 30-32% of the 
" !J 

appl icants -- many of whom are excluded after admitting to 

prior theft behavior. And finally, Hollinger (1979), found 
/;' 

(in a study which served as a pilot to the present research) 

that 28% of a random sample of 339 midwestern retail 

employees admitted taking elther money or. property from 

, their emplQyers. 
I 

Trying to draw firm conclusions from such a small 
II 

number of self-report studies is quit~ diffi'cult.Perhaps 
f) 

the' most we can say is that theft by employees is \,.~ 
'>\ 

significant and pervasive part of the work experience with 

between one",half and one~quarter of the typical work force 

involved in taking company money or property.. The reader 

, should' note, however, that further complicating the above 

conclusion 15 the finding suggested by both Tatham and' 

. Hollinger that employee theft exhibits a bi-polar 

distribution, that is, a very small number of employees take 

1 arge amounts while the vast majority of those involved in 

theft'take relatively small amounts -- a pattern which 

parallels the distribution of deviance reported in many 

10 

\'0 

.~" ~.- ,-_~_:,"_~_.':":::"':':::,!:.r;,.;~",,-. '~~ .. _ 

o 

\1 

oth~r self-reported studies (Hood and Spa~ks, 1970). 

UNDERSTANDING EMPLOYEE THEFT' 

Thus far we have recognized that employee theft is a 

social and economic problem of some significance. However, 

continuing to dwell solely upon the dollar impact or 

prevalence issues can be a IIdead end II given the more 

important una,nswered questions. Developing a theoretical 

understanding and expl anation of employee theft wi 11 not 

only be the primary focus of the remainder of this chapter, 

but aJso the principal objective of this report. 

Arriving at some uniform consensus as to the causes of 

employee theft has been an elusiye goal of mavy authors 

writing in th~ disciplines of sociology, criminology, 

psychology, anthropology, and industrial security. As with 

almost any complex behavioral, phenomenon, a cursory review 

of the scholarly literature clearly demonstrates the lack of 

agr.eement among those who are supposed to be experts on 

employee theft. Untested and partially tested hypotheses 

abound. In the last four years alon'e there have been two 

exhaustive literature reviews clearly illustrating the 

p,lethora of theoretical paradigms avaihble to understand 

employee theft (Merriam, '1977 and Altheide, et al., 1978) ~ 

Our purpose is not only to organize the theory which 

promises to be most beneficial in understanding thi~ 

'\i 
phenomenon, but also to test empirically many of the related 

hypotheses wh,ich have been suggested. 
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o 
The artJcles which make an attempt to understaNd 

employee theft offer many varied explanatory themes. From 
, . 

thjs extensive body of literature ~ have been able' to 

identify five separate but interrel ated sets of hypotheses" 

explaining employee theft. They include a broad range of 

variables, including economic, personal, and workplace 

influences (Merriam, 1977). 

External economic pressures. The most frequently 

"observed explanatory, theme regarding employee theft is based 

on "external economic pressures. II The assumption commonly 

expressed is that employees who steal from the company have 

gotten themselves into an "unsharable problem" (Cressey, 

1953), j'usually involving either,cllgfn, girl s or gambl i09" .or " 

IIbabes, booze and bookies" (Seidman, 1965),. Employees 

choose theft from their employers as a method to acquire the 

necessary resources to extricate ,themselves from various 

financi a 1 di lemmas. While this theory has not ,been 

conclusively proven (with the exception of Cressey's study 

of ,embezzlement), nevertheless, it ,j is a pervasive 

explanation found most frequently ~n the indus~tial security 
<r: 

1 iterature (e.g., <1Backman, 1961). This explanation is very 

popular with those who believe that the same explanations 
,~ 

used to predict conventional (or "street)' crimihal"iQty also 

apply to employee theft. In 'Other cJ'lords,· it is theorized 

that when economic press~res get too great (Nekvasil, 1974), 

peop,le may turn to illegitimate means to' achieve socially 
• ' R 

acc:eptable goals. (Merton, 1938). o 

o 
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Youth and work. Another commonly .~xpressed theory of 

employee theft focuses on the honesty and integrity of the 

American worker. More speCifically, the: argument is made 

that contemporary employees (especially the young) are not \1 

as hard working or honest as those of past generations. 

Those who advocate this theory suggest that this alleged 
(i 

II ep i demi:i:: of moral 1 axi ty" among the younger members of the 
" 

work f~rce is causally related to employee theft (se~ 

Merri am, 1977 for a more thorough review of these 

arg4ments) • When one exami nes the c i rcumstant i a 1 ev i dence 

for this theory, the results are surprisingly supportive. 

Two studies of "apprehended retail employee thieves" 

conducted in the past twelve years suggest 
n 

disproportionately greater theft invDlyement amon'g younger 

and newly hired employees (Robin, 1969; Franklin, 1975). 

The Y'etai 1 industry IS hei ghtened concern about these 

findings is attr"ibutable in large part to the increasingly 

great1er re 1 i ance placed upon the young~~> high schoo] and 

college-age emp1:~yee, in order to meet consumer demqpd for 

longer store hours. 
u 

The specific question which must be 

answered is: 
~ 

are younger employees actually ~ore involved 

; n theft tha!1 their older co-workers? If . th' 
, ',"J ' so, 1S elr 

invo~,vemeni attributable to a generational morality 

d i ff eren'ce, or is its imp ly a by-produrt of the type of wo~k c, 

which is required of younger employees? 
~ Q " 

. .QP.portun i tYJi Our th i rd i dent i f i ab 1 e theory is a more 

pessimistic corollary to 
if 

the two explanatory models 
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discusse.d above. There are many, particularly those with 

years of experience in the industrial se,~urity profession, 

who have come to the conclusion that every employee can be 

tempted to steal from his employer (Astor, 1972) • This 
(i 

theory is based upon the assumption that everyone is 

basically greedy and dishonest by nature with larcenous 
j~: 

t~ndenc·jes lUYiking only barely beneath the surface. For 
1\ c 

those who advocate this theory of employee theft the key to 

under~ta,~ding this phenomenon is in knOWing~'he relative 

levels of opportunity which the employee has to steal (e.g., 

Hemphill, 1969). In other words, with higb opportunity 

there win be corres~ondingly high levels of employee theft, 

and vice versa. Although there is an obvious danger in this 

theory being tautological (i .e., IIpeople steal because they 

~~'::"'~\~~ii' stea 111 ), c~ reduc i ng emp 1 oyee theft under th is mode 1 
" 

aonsists of constraining the opportunity for theft in the 
, . 

workplace, in short, IIboltin~ E!veryth~n-g' down. II 
(~. 

After rev," ew,"ng, th'e available Job dissatisfaction. 

~it:erature purporting to explain employee theft, Dwight 

Merria~ concludes that' job dissatisfaction among members of '.' 
" 

th~~ work force is "perhaps the most important and least 

understood cause of employee' theft" (1977:395). Unti 1 

"recently the hypothesis that conditions within the workplace 

may exacerb~:te.~er·- even be the ""primary cause of theft has not 
~. . -:" " 

'been accepted as a pal atab 1 e exp' anatory parad i gm (Jones, 

1972; Zeitlin, 1971)., While preceding theoretical models 

h ave looked to the employee's background or other exter'na 1 
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conditions for an explanation of theft behavior, this theory 

proposes that the victimized organization may have a part in 

determining the level of theft behavior of its own employees 
'~ , 

by influencing their perceiv~d levep of job di ssati sfaction 

(see Dillon, 1973; Mangione, and I Quinn, 1975; Quinney, 

1977:54-55; Ditton, 1977; Hollinger and Clark, forthcoming). 
, 

Social control. The fifth and final explanatory theme 

which we have been able to identify is a social control 

theory of employee theft. Again, as with job 

dissatisfaction above, the primary explanatory variables in 

th is theory come from wi th i n theworkp 1 ace. Soc i a 1 control 

theory s~ggests that theft persists due to the broadly 

shared informal and formal socia] structure which has 

developed over time. Here we ar('tl interested in the 

normative sanctions (both positive and negative) which 

,determine and regulate the tolerable limits of deviant 

behavior in the work setting. There are a number of recent 

qualitative studies which document the role which the work 

group's norms play in controlling theft by employees (e.g., 

Horning, 1970; Mars, 1973 and '1974 ). In addition, there is, 

evidence of a relationship between supervisory/management 

personnel and employees i~ constraining Qt encouraging theft 

behavior (e.g., Gou1dner, 1954; Bensman and Gerver, 1963; 

Jaspan, 1974). 

A lthough not yet empirically tested, from the above 

studies it becomes clear" that' the phenomenon of employee 

~ theft can also be viewed from a IIdeterrence doctrine ll
, 

() 
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(Gibbs, 1975) theoretical perspective. 'This "deterrence" 

model assumes that deviant workplace behavior may be 

affected by the threat of negative social sanction, either 

from the organization itself or the criminal law. 

Specifically, theorists using the "deterrenc~ doctrine!' in 

orger to explain law violative behavior suggest that there 

are three critical variables -- certainly, severity, and 

celerity of punishment which are important to 
, (, 

under£\~)nding the deterrent effect which a social control 

will have on behavior. The most recent consensus of 
"' 

empirical research has concluded that of these three 

factors, certainty of· punishment has been shown ~o be more 

salient in shaping behavior than either severity or cele~ity 

of punishment (Tittle and Logan, 1973; Jensen et al., 1978). 
c 

In the employment setting we would hypothesize, thenY that 
1: 

employees who perceive the sanction threat of detection and 

punishment to be non-existent or minimal will be more 

involved in various types of employee theft. 

There may exist other theprt~s of employee theft whicb 
,,' 

have not been mentioned, but we fe,el that these are the most 

commonly· articulated hypotheses. The reader should be'~ 

aware, howev)~r, that these differing theories are probably 
o 

not mutually exclusive. In other words, they each may help 

toexp 1 a ih some aspect or category of theft among' th i s 

rather diverse group of deviant workplace behaviors • 
.-;P 
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EMPLOYEE DEVIANCE 

Although our expressed topic of interest '1S employee 

theft, it is evident that the taking of company property and 

money is not the only type of deviance 'possible by employees 

which is detrimental to the interests of' the work 

organization. In fact, a review of the literature in the 

sociolog~ of work over the past few decades suggests U.at 
I 

IIcounterproductiv~, behavior," not theft, may be the more 

Pervas,· ve form Of- 1 b ru e- reaking behavior committed bje 

employees. When we consider the various documented forms of 

counterproductive employee behavior, suc~ as the 

unauthorized use of time saving, too's (Bensman and Gerver, 

}963), IIgoldbricking" (Roy, 1952), . f _ , norma 1 co~,worker 

interaction (Roy~ 1959), IIwildcat" strikes (Gouldner, 1954)~ 

.or industr:ial sabotage (Taylor and ~alton, 1971), the total 

range of 
I 

deviance p6~sible the workplace broadens in 

signific~ntly. From a theor"etical standpoint, then, the 

more inclusive phenomenon under study might more accurately 

be labelled "employee 0 devianc~1I -- having two primary 

subcategories acts by employees against the property of 

the organization and the violations of the norms regulating 

acceptable levels of production (Hollinger, 1979). 

Since we cannot theoretically divorce deviant acts 

('against the property .. of the, organization (he., employee;' 

theft) 'from the more prevalentand0less serious instances of 

production deviance, we strived to obtain information 

regarding both subcategories of employee deviance throughout 

-, '-"'-"'---~~~,-~-,,-
" 
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our, research. Therefore, 1 n the fo 11 owi ng chapters of th i s 

report we will be considering the broader concept" employee 

devia'nce, operationalized in terms of its two most common 

manifestations" pr~perty and production ,deviance. Our 

principal emphasis'."'will ,remain focused on property deviance 

or employee theft. ,,( The, reader ~,hou 1 d note th at we wi 11 

refer to ,~'property ev 1 ance d · II and ,lIemployee theft II 

interchangeably in subsequent cha(pters of this report.) 

However, when appropriate we shall also examine the 

correl~tes of production deviance (or counterproductive 

behavior) as we'll. By broadening our horizon of inter~~~ in 

this way we hope to understand be:tter wo.rkpla~3 theft, 

parti.cularly its relationship to the more prevalent 

non-property manife~tations of employee deviance. • 

As Shou;~d be readi ly appare!1t by now, to make any more 

~ogent or informed statements about the nature of employee 

theft and deviance it will first be neCessary to design a 

not ,.,suffer from tn.fe research methodology which does 

sUbstantial empirical limitations discussed earlier, and at 

the same time permits more broadly defin~d conclusions about 

the':( universe of devi ~nt "employee behavior. /) Specifica 11y, 

this is the p'rimary theme of th~ next chapter. 
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CHAPTER II: 

AN EMPIRICAL STUDY OF EMPLOYEE THEFT AND DEVIANCE 
i' 

I NTRODUCTI ON 

The most significant limitat(ion of the available 

studies on property and production deviance by employees 

has been the absence of a representative source of data 

upon which to make reliable generalizations. Conclusions 

about employee theft which are based upon an individual's 

personal observations or a single company's inventory 

shrinkage statistics cannot substantially contribute to a 

comprehensive understanding of this phenomenon. Even the 

qualitative case studies which in the past have yielded 

such colorful anecdotal findings about specific instances 
. ,~ 

of documented property and production employee deviance are 
~ , 

grossly inadequate when answering questions concerning" 

repres'entativeness and generalizability. For this research 

effort to add significantly to our knowledge of this 

phenomenon, a substantially different research methodology 

was required. 

Our decision not to base this research study on 

existing data sources was not made capriciously. Prior to 

proposing any new research methodologies, we first explored 

what was presently known about the prevalence of employee 

deviante, particularly property theft. Unfortunately, a 

review of the avail~ble studies, corporate data on theft, 

conversations with industrial security experts, and our own 
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exploratory research toldcus what we had already suspected 

__ no one really knows the scope of the employee theft 

phenomenon. Ev,en companies withliophisticated "state of the 

art" inventory control systems cannot accurately determine 

how much of their inventory shri~kage is attributable to 

theft by employees. And further, since no trade 

association, insurance company, law enforcement or 

government agency has access to any data sources 
,', 

independent from the inexact estimates provided to 'them by 

private firms, it will be impossible to stud~y theft 
, 

utilizing secondary datafJources. In sum,unless one wants 

to study apprehended workers, generally considered to be an 

extremely skewed sub-sample, (e.g., Robin, 1969; Franklin, 

1975) the only viable alternative was to develop an 

innovatUive data collection effort not reliant upon existing 

;, i I;Iformat i on sources. 

In this light, this study will measure theft 

involvement reported by the employees themselves, attempt 

to determine organizational knowledge of and response to 
\) 

theft, and discover the processes by which employees become 

involved in theft. Tow~rds these objectives, this chapter 
" 

will outline a research plan which includes three data 

sources: 1) d self-report questionnaire survey of 

employees; ,,2) interviews with organization~l executives; 

and 3) face-to-face employee interviews. 
o 
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SELF-REPORT SURVEY 

Our preliminary work on this research problem 

suggested that methodological techniques used in the past 

to study deviant behavior in other settings might also 

prove adaptable to Imeasuri ng the devi ant acts by employees 

against their companies. Specifically, as the major data 

collection technique wet utilized a "self-report" survey, 
_ __1 

that is, requesting a random sample of present employees to 

report anonymously on their own personal involvement across 

a wide range of deviant behaviors in the workplace, 
" () 

including theft of company property and money. 

Before selecting the self-report survey "design, other 

direct data collection techniques were considered but later 
fi' 

rejected bec~use of their particular limitations. Direct 

"on-site" observation, given the surreptitious nature and 

rarity of theft occurrences, would be extremely costly, 

both in terms of time an'd money, and would yield an 
(/-' 

unrepresentative sample. Having researchers pose as 

employees woul,d also violate the employees I right to 

privacy and informed consent. Intensively interviewing 

employees from a sjngle work group or company was 

incorporated (and is dtscussed 1 ater) as an: important 
\ ~ 

component of the total meth~dology, b~t the limitations in 
,,'~' ,\ J 

sample ~"ize, in addition to thl ano~ymity protection 

issues, prevented its use as the primary data collection 

technique. The self-report sur~ey t~chnique was selected 

because it could afford the greatest anonymity protections 
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to the participating employee and also yield the most 

reliable. da4a, given the large numbers ~f employees and 

work settings which we desired to incorporate into the 
D 

study. 

r We ml:lst point out that the oself-report.method is not 

without its own'; criticisms. However, recent studies have 

shown that the obvious questions of response reliability 

and' item validity are not as problematic as once believed. 

Regarding the question of reliability of the response when 

using this method, Hindelang et al. (1979) report that a 

number of separate studies have demonstrated that 
,;:) 

test/pretest or split-half checking procedures have 

consistently yielded quite respectable correlations on the 
11 

order of .9. Indeed, a study conducted by one of the sentor 

authors has shown a relatively small amount of both under 

and over-reporting of deviance when reliability was 

verified via a polygraph examination (Clark and Tifft, 

1966). While validity is significantly harder to establish, 

concurrent checks of official records (e.g., Hardt and 

Peterson-Hardt, 1977), studies using the knO\yn group method 

(Nye, 1958; Erickson and Empey, 1963), in addition to 

(J 

o reports of informants (Gold, 1970) have all shown that self
Ci 

reports can also yield data w~ich are substantially valid. 

The primary validity inadequacy of the self-r~por~ 

meth,od is' with "serious" criminal behavior. When official 

dat~ arecompar~d to self-r~port results, ,the? discrepancy 
,. 

, noted betweepthese two data sets is primarily attributable 
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to the fact that the self-report instrument will 

underestimate the level of serious crime --particularly 

violent personal offenses (Hindelang, 1979). This is 

perhaps why this technique has been used most extensively :1 

with various forms of non-serious deviant activity, most 

commonly adole'scent delinquency. Acc;ordingly, given the non

violent nature of workplace deviance and lesser perceived 

seriousness of the harm associated with employee ,theft, we 

believe the self-report method can offer us far larger, 
(/ , 

more representative and informative empirical data on the 

emp 1 oyee devi ance phenomenon than eve;" before ach i eyed. 

INTERVIEWS WITH ORGANIZATIONAL EXECUTIVES 

Despite the fact that we know information regarding 

this phenomenon is quite limited, as a second source of 

data ce,:"tain key management executives were personq.lly 
. ~ 

interviewed to determine their organizations I knowledge 011 
1/ 

and response to employee theft (Le., property deviance). 

This concerted effort' to focus on the nature of the work 

organization arose out of our review of available research 

on this subject, signalling clearly that all organizations 

are not alike in their approach to employee theft. While 

some organi'zat ions seem to ; gnore the phenomenon, other 

business organizations take a very resolute stance as' 

exemp 1 ifi ed in the; r formal pol i ci es and proced,ures. 

Realizin~ that we did not have the time, expertise, or 

financial resources to evaluate exhaustively each 
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organization on all aspects related to employee theft, the 

next best " choice was In each of ~he selected. 

parti ci pat i ng organi zati ons '"' we personally i ntervi ewed the 

chief executive officer (or administrator), chief financial 

officer (and internal al!ditor, 
j' if posslble), personnel 

manager; inventory control manager, and security director. 

Each provided us with information on the employee theft 

phenomenon from his or her particular area of 

responsibility within the organization. 

EMPLOYEE INTERVIEWS 

From its earliest planning stages this research effort 

has been frustrated that budgetary and confidentiality 

concerns precluded the conducting of large numbers ,of face

to-face interviews with employees. When Phase II was 

funded, this desired component was supplemented to the 

research' design, namely, a systematic attempt to interview 

typical employees from representative. companies already 

surveyed byoque~tionnaire and executive interview during 

Phase I. A rich source,of qualitative data was thought to 
~ J/ 

"be crit-jcal to a comprehensive understanding' of the 

circumstances under which employees misuse property and 

production time within work organizations. 

Over a period of several months, extended structured 

IIconversations" were held with empl~.yees from six specific 

organizations. These interviews were designed ,to elicit 

Ii answers to quest ions whi chcou 1 d not be di scerned from the 
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pages of·a returned questionnaire booklet or from the 

opinions of a corporat~ executive. Through these face-to

face interviews, workers provided us with their unique 

insights on the processes, patterns, meanings, and 

perceptions of the complex factors impinging upon employees 

during their daily work routines. This final qualitative 

component of the research project thus complemented the 

more quantitative sources of data discussed above, yielding 

a truly "multi-method" approach to the central research 

problem. ~ 

TWO-PHASE RESEARCH DESIGN 

To collect data about the. employee theft phenomenon 

both from individual employees and corporate executives, we 

designed a two phase research methodology. During the first 

phase we would limit our study to the organizations and the 

work force of one community, while the second phase would 

be spent replicating the research in two additional 

communities in ~ddition to conducting qualitative employee 

interviews. 

Phase One. For the first phase of the study, we 

implemented our research design in the Minneapolis-St. Paul 

Standard Metropolitan Statistical Are;! (SMSA). Our primary 

reason for uselecting thi~ 'metropolitan area was the 

established good relationship between the local business 

community and th~ University of r.,1,innesota, under whose 

auspices the project was conducted. '" Thi s was important 
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"because, in order to obtain the '-ired information atibut' 
'2.' 

employee theft, we would have to acquire the oQmplete. 

cooperation of a significant number of business 

organizations. 

When we initiated the study, we recognized that 

industries vary widely by such features as the 
') 

c/ " 
characteristics of their work forces, their technologies, 

and the products they hand'le. On the one h~lnd, we ~ished 

to incorporate the breadth of workplace variety, yet we 
~. 

I) 

also wanted to make our results as focused and industry 

specific as possible. Therefore" as a compromise we chos.e 

to "focus on the three most populous sectors of American 

industry: retail, manufacturjng~ and service. 

Specifically tailoring the study to represent the 

strengths of t;he Twin Cities' business community within the 
6 

abqve three sectors, we narrowed our focus "to retail 

merchandise corporation~, electronics manufacturing firms, C\ 

and general hospitals. Since.the dectsion to participate 

was totally made by the organJzation, we could not design a, 

perfectly representative sample. Instead, our goal was to 

obtain "the permission of· approximately ten typical 

organizations in each of the three industry sectors. 

c The entree procedure into organizations' began with 

press 'releases about the Q.~6ject from the University of 
o ~ 

Minpesota and the American Management Associations. 

$ubsequently, with the help of the Minneapolis and St. Paul 

Chambers of Commerce, executive officers from Twin Cities 
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businesses were 'briefed on the study. Eventually, 35 
'0 

organizations agreed to participate in the study: nine (9) 

retailers, ten (10) manufacturing firms, and sixteen (16) 

hospitals. A brief description of these organizations 

follows .* 

Of the nirye retail organizations in the first phase of ~ 

the study, three Ol)erate full-l i ne department stores whi ch 

sell a wide variety of products including clothing, 

jewelry, furniture, and appliances. Two organizations 

operate discount stores which are essentially IIself-serve ll 

operati ons. That' i s ~ a customer enters a store through a 

single point-of-entry, selects merchandise, and takes it to ~~ 

a central ',' ch'eckout (:ashier. Three other companies operate 

specialty shpps, i.e., stores which concentrate on a single 

line of merchandise such as clothing or sporting goods. 

Also" included in the retail sector sample is a "ca~alog 

showroom ll in which the customer selects items from a 

display or catalog to be delivered at a central checkout. 

All ni,ne Of,'" .the: organizations have ~tores throughout the 

Twin Cities metropolitan area, and for all but two of these 

firms, stores are located in both the center-city and the 
\) 

*The American Management Associations of New York 
(principally Mr. Leonard Smith) was a sub-contractor of the 
first phase of,this project., As can be deduced at.places 
in this report, American Management Associations generally 
and Mr. Leonard Smith personally assisted our entree into 
companies and also our development of specific policy 
recommendations. 
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suburbs. o 

The Twin Cities are)nternatlonally known for their 

prominence in the field of e1ectron:Jc(\ data processing 

. development and manufacturing. As one might suspect, this 'J 

prominence has resulted in an,}ndustrial environment that 

. not on 1 y inc 1 udes the product i on of ma i n-11 ne computer and 

,~periPheral data processingpr'oducts but also the electronic 

\, @ 

\~ 

components and parts used in manufacturing. Although not 

a 11 ten of the organi zat ions '. in the study produce 

exclusiyely computer related products, everyone but three 

manufactures items that are utilized in some aspect of the 

'e'}ectronic data processing industry. The three non-data IH 

'processing companies in our sample manufacture products 

such as electronically controlled appliances and medical 

equipment. 

While nearly all sixteen of the hospitals in the 

sample can be considered general community hospitals, there 

is still considerable diversity among them. For instance, 

the'sample includes both public (tax supported) and private 

institutions, and among the private hospitals, both 

religiously affiliated and non-affiliated hospitals. The 

participating hospitals are located in al1 parts·'of the 

metropolitan area,; do'wntown, residential urban 

neighborhoods, and. the suburbs. Although there is~an under

representai(fon of very small ho~pitals, there is still 

substantial varie£y with regard to the size of the 

institutions. The largest hospitals in the stuc!y employ 
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nearly 3,500 individuals and contain 800 beds, while -the' 

smallest have approximately 700 employees and 200 beds. 

It should be pointed out that all 24 labor unions and 

professional associations present in the 35 corporations 

included in the Minneapolis - St. Paul study were 

specifically contacted and briefed on the project in the 

same way as was the management of \Jeach corporation. Most 

of these unions and associations were supportive of the 

project although several did not wish to sponsor. it 

officially. In no case, to our knowledge, was there overt 

resistance exercised by the employee groups against ~~e_ 

broadened our study of employee theft and deviance to 

include two additional major metropolitan areas, Dallas

Fort Worth, Tex-as, and Cleveland~ Ohio. An impoY-'tant 

consideration in selecting these two communities was the 

fact that their size, industries, and employee populations 

are approximately equal, in addition to representing two 

different g~ographical areas. However, the primary reason 

for specifically choosing these two communities was the 

wide differences in thei~ officially reported rates of 
! 

crime. 

Our research design for Phase II of the project called 
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for us to test the hypothesis tttat the incidence oJ 

. emp 1 oyee the\ft ina company is a refl ect i on of the rate of 

n~n-violent larceny in the larger community. The basic 

theoretical c\ssumption is based upon t,he idea that if a 

company draws indigenous employees froln that community, 

. thei.r aggregate theft behavi or whi 1 e at work may correspond 

to the general level of theft present in the community. 

According to this design, one of the cities in the study 
" 

should be a "low" 
'.1 

and the other a "h igh II 1 arceny city. 

Based upon information taken fy:om theFBI's Unfform Crime 

Report °(1978), of the thirty-five largest metropolitan 

areas in the country, Cleveland ranked thirty-thir.d with 

2,127.8 larceny/thefts per 100,000 people. Dallas-Fort 

Worth, on the other hand, ranked fifth highest in the 

country, reporting 4,106.1 incidents per 100,000 

inhabitants. In addition, data collected from victimization 

studies in 26 of the same cities· support the F.B.I. 

,~ official statistics. Cleveland ranked eighteenth with' a 
'" personal crime of theft/1,000 inhabitants rate of 85. The 

victimization studies indicated a rate of 116.5 (ranking 

ninth) for Dallas-Fort Worth -- a rate almost half again as 

large as the incidence rate for Cleveland (U.S. Department 
\) 

ot Justice, 1976). 

Within each of these communities~ the Phase II 

researc~' design concentrated on only two of the three 

industry sectors included in the Minneapol is-St. Paul,) 

study: retail stores and hospitals. (The manufacturing 
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sector was excluded from our plans for Phase II .of the' 

project because, ih the formative stages of this research, 

we realized that finding two other communities with the 
(", 

level of specialization cUrrently found in the Minneapolis-

St. Paul electronics manufacturing sector would be 

difficult.) 

Further, budgetary constraints precluded our studying 

as many ~rganizations in each Phase II community as we had 

in Minneapolis-St. Paul. Inst~ad, we planned to survey 

. approximately t'hree of the, largest organizations from each 
\ .. 

industry sector in both Dallas-Fort Worth and Cleveland. 

To gain entree into these organizations, we contacted by 
o 

mai 1 and telephone app.roximate ly fi ve of the 1 argest 
(i 

retailers and gereral hospitals in each cOlll1lunity. We 
" 

subsequently traveled to both communities and personally 
II 

presented our research proposal to the executive officers 

of each targeted organization. 
V: i 

The reader should cnote 

that,. un li.ke Mi nnesota, the work forces in the vast 

~ majority of the organizat'ions we· cc;mtacted are not ~ 
il .. 

unionized. T~e hospitals in Cleveland are an exception, in 

which c,ase we also briefed the union on the design and 

goals of the project. Twelve firms eventually agreed to 

participate in the ,second phase of the research; seven 

retail stores (four in Dallas-Fort Worth, three in 

Cleve]and) and "five' hospitals (two' in Dall~s-Fort Worth, 

,three in Clevelal')~d). These twelve organizations are 

briefly described below'. 
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Since in Phase II we were mainly, interested in 

involving large corporations, we focused on the major 

retail merchandise companies in each community. In Qpllas

Fort Worth,' three of the four participating retail . 

organizations operate full-line department stores while the d 

fourth is a,.suburban self-service discount store. All four 

uf these organizations have a number of stores located 

throughout the metropol'itan area. 

The retail sector in Cleveland includes two 
(} 

, ~ 
organizations that operate full-line department store;; and 

" one di scount ., merchandi ser. The two department store 

corporations have stoY"es both in downtown and suburban mall 
~ , 

,-::' 

locations. The discounter, however, primarily has sites in 

surburban neighborhoods. 0 

rhe hospital sector in the second phase of the study 

is composed of five large, general community hospitals. In 

Dallas~Fort Worth~ one~of the participatin~ hospiials ~s a 

,public, tax supported institution, and the other is a 

, rel igiously affH i ated private- hospital. Each of the 

hospitals employs more than 2,000 individuals" and both are 

located in ",residential n~ighborhoods?near' the central 

business district. 

Among the three hospitals studied inJCQeveland, one is 

publicly -supported; and the other two are affiliates of 

religious organizations. The smallest of the three employs 
C' - ' 

slightly over 1,500 individuals, while. the largest has over 

3,000 people on its "payroll. All three of tbese hospitals 
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are located in urban, residential neighborhoods. 

D The personal employee il'lterview portion of the overth 

design was also implemented in the second phas~ .9f the 

project, allowing '~'e interviews to be guided 6; the 
I) 

findings of the Minneapolis-St. Paul survey. For purposes 

of data and analytical integration, organizations were 

se 1 ecte:cJ from amq;;g carporat ions whi ch had already been 
st d' d' t.. . u le Vla questlonnalre survey and organizational 

interviews in Phase I. Several criteria influenced our 

selection of specific firms for the qualitative study. For 

example~ 'r concentrated on the larger organizations 

surveyed in Minneapolis-St. Paull so as to have a wide 

range of occupations represented in each firm's work' 

force. The primary criterion, however, was the amount· of 

theft found in each fi~m by the Phase I employee survey_ 

In order to obtain the greatest insight into the processes 

leading to involvement in ~ theft, we wanted to interview 
U " (i 

~inployees in each, sector from an organization which had a 

high rate of self-reported theft and from a firm which had 
o ' 

a low 'rate. Two organizations were selected from each of 

ithe three,· sectors, i • e •. , two retail corporations, two 
() 

hospitals and two electronic manufacturing firms. W~ 

al~pr'oached these s;xcorporations with the request that we 

be, a 11 owed to cont i nue our research, and a 11 s; x of, the 
I 

f;i~ms agreed. 
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DATA COLLECTION 

, Employee self-report survey. In both phases of the 

research, after securing the active cooperation of the, 

participating organizations, a random sample of employees 

at all 1 eve 1 s of each fi rm was asked to respond to a 

\'\~((~;il,ailed, self-administered questionnaire. The questionnaire 
\)- i') 

asked employee respondents anonymously to provide data on 

personal and occupat; onal characteristics, job 

s'atisfaction, perceptions of social controls deterring 

theft, and their personal involvement in a range of 

counterproductive and theft activities. 

In oFder to draw random samples of employees, we asked 

o each organization to supply us with its most recert mailing 

list."In most cases we obtained a complete maiHng list, 

assigned each name a number, and randomly included 

employees in the sample by drawing four digit numbers from 

a random number table. SomeJorganizations ,.~ould only 

provide the project with a partial mailin.g list. In those 

cases, ~a~es were randomly excluded from the sample rather 

than included. For two hospitals, it was impossible to" 

obtain a mailing list. In one ~ase, the hospital provided 

a list af social security numbers: We drew a sample from 

those numbers and the hospital supplied us with (che names 
" 

and home addresses for those individuals. In the tither 

instance, the hospital would not r~lease any~/Tle ad9{esses 

but would provide names and work addresses. We sent 

letters describing the proposed research to one-third of 
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that hospital's employees at work. A post card was enclosed 

in each letter, and we asked the employees to' write their 

home addresses on the cards and return them to us. Each 

person returning a post card,was included in the survey. 

After a group of potential ", 
respondents had been 

selected for an arganization, mailing labels and all survey . 
materials were prepared by the research staff. Individuals 

in each organization received identical survey materials, 

and all materials were addressed "Dear (company name) 

employee. II Respondents were told that their questionnaires 

could be identified as belonging to employees of a 

particular company but that actual names and addresses 

would remain confidential throughout the research process. 

The mail survey pracedure in Minneapolis-St. Paul 

involved sending four pieces of mail: 

1. An introductory letter explaining the project and 
its purpose. The letter also assured respondents 
of their anonymity and explained ho\\! their " names 
were obtained. 

2. The questionnaire and cover letter. The letter 
once again explairyed the project and assured 
anonymity. Also included with the questionnaire 
was a postage-paid return envelope. 

3. A reminder post card thanking those who. had 
participated and asking those who had not 
returned the questionnaire to' do so. 

4. A replacement questionnaire and cover letter. 
The letter repeated our appreciation to those who 
had participated and asked, them not to complete a 
second questionnaire. We reassured those who had 
not responded that the questionnaires were 
anonymous and asked them to consider 
participating. 

The reader should note that we used slightly different 
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questionnaire booklets and survey procedures in the second 

phase of the research. After Phase I (Minneapolis-St. 

P au "Y=''was comp 1 eted , there were intern a 1 and extern a 1 

reviews of the research process. As a result of these 

reviews, we slightly modified the survey instrument and 

design methodology in order to improve further the second 

phase of the project.- In regards to the questionnaire 

inst~ument, we posed more specific questions about personal 

involvement in theft activity. (We discuss this in more 

detail in the next chapter which deals with the reported 

prevalence of employee theft.) 
\\ 

We also wanted to maximize the response rate in Phase 

II.' Thus, we ~ m~dified our design methodology to be 

consistent with,~onald OillmanJs (1978) "Total Design 

Method" of mailed survey research. While in Phase I we sent 

the questionnaires and· the fo.l1ow-up reminders by non

profit permit bulk mail, in Phase I1 using Dillman's 

recormnended techniques the initial and follow-up mailings 

went First Cfass~'\ We also added "mail' control numbers" to 

the questionnaire boo'rlets which allowed us to d'i'rect the 

follow-ups only to those who had not responded: The survey 

process still involved sending four pieces of mail'. 

However, the introductory letter was eliminated and a 

second repclacement questionnaire .was added. This final 

reminder was sent -by C'3rt;fied Mail to ensure that our 
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mailings reached every person who was sampled.* 

During the two phases of thi$ research project, 9,175 

employees returned questionnaires, or 53.8 percent of those 

sampled. 
i' 

In the first phase of the study, a total of 4,985 

individuals (or 50.8 percent of those sampled) returned 

compl,eted questionnaires, and of those who were sampled in . 
Phase {, II, 4,190 (or 57.9 percent) returned ccomp 1 eted 

booklets. Based upon generally accepted standards of fourvey 

research, this return rate was not as high as'we originally 

hoped. Social scientists generally feel the most confidence 

in their survey results when they have reached the 70 

percent return rate level (Goudy, 1978)~. However, we were 

not able to achieve this level even after adopting a "state 

of the art" survey method~logy during the second phase of 

the proj~ct. Our return rate was undoubtedly diminished by 

a long questionnaire booklet, a sensitive topic, and 

inaccurate mailing lists. The rate of return was also 

artificially depressed~ however, by high turnover among the 

work forces in the participat~ing organizations. From 

conversations w"ith personnel directors of those" firms, we 

know that attrition is high, particularly in the retail and 
I'. 

hospital industries. As a result, some of the people we 

o *Examples of the questionnaires and survey mailing 
materials for both phases of the research are'included in 
Appendix A. ' 
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sampled certainly terminated their jobs over the course of 

the survey procedure and may well have had little interest 

. in completing a questionnaire ab()u~t their past employer. 

This extensive attrition of the sample is not a problem 

that must be faced by surveys of the general population 

which have received response rates qf 70 percent or higher. 

We do not have data on the extent of attrition among 
,', 

the samples from Phase I organi~ations, but we do have data 
.-;) 

for Phase II. At the end of the survey procedure in the 

second phase of research, we systematically compared our 

mailing lists with current payroll records in five randomly 
() 

selected organizations to see how many non-respondents had 

terminated employment sihcethe mailing list was created. 

In those five firms, when the terminees were removed from 

the sample, the "adjusted ll return rate was at least 74 

percent in th~ first organization, 69 percent i~ the second 

organization, 66 percent in" the third organization, 75 

percent in the fourth organization, and 56 percent in the 

fifth organization. 

From the above exami nat i on of rna i1 i ng 1 i st accuracy, 

. when "former employees are removed from the sample using the 

turnover criterla supplied by the organizations we estimate 
~ 

the lIadjusted li return rate might be as high as 65-70 

percent. We mention this because we do not believe that the 

accuracy of the conclusions drawn from these data is 
" 

significantly affected by the artificially depressed 
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unaccounted for high attrition in the sample, we have the 

'same degree of confidence, in our data as if we had 

approached the 70 percent return level from a survey of the 

general population. In the next chapter of this report we 

discuss how we used these survey data to assess the 

prevalence of employee theft and deviance in the workplace. 

Executive interviews. Within all of the particiP~ting " g 
organizations we conducted personal interviews with key 

management executives. In particular, we wanted to, learn 

about each organization's emphasis on the dissemination of 

anti-theft policies, the control of materials and money, 

screening of prospective employees, and the deterrent 

effect of security operations. In the first phase of the 

study, we completed 180 interviews with executives of the 

35 participating firms, and 67 interviews were conducted in 

the 12 organizations studied in Phase 11.* 

The reader should note that in Minneapolis-St. Paul we 

went to each of the participating organizations in person 

to conduct the interviews. Due to budgetary constraints, 

the interviews with organizational executives from Dallas

Fort Worth and Cleveland were conducted by long distance 

telephone. As a result, for the second phase of the 

research we refined the interview guides and made the 

questions more concise so that the telephone time required 

*Copies of the interview guides used" in both phases 
are included as Appendix B. 
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for the interview woula be minimized. In both phas~s, 

" however, the interviews solicited essenti~lly the same 

information. 

Although we completed 247 interviews during the two 

phases of 'this research, we must poi'nt out that the 

executive interviews rely heavily on verbal evaiuations and 

personal assessments by members of the management team. 

However, given the variety in the corporate management 

responses to the problem of employee theft, we feel 

confident in our ability to differentiate among 

participating organizations, 

and within each sector. 

both a~ong industry sectors· 

Employee 'interviews. In order to conduct direct 

interviews with an organization's work force, a personal 

letter was sent to a mailing list of about 100 randomly 

selected ~mployees (excluding any employee formerly sampled 

in the stu~y) from each of the six corporations. The 

letters informed the employee of the nature of the research 

and the confidentiality and anonymity of their voluntary 

partlcipation. Enclosed in each letter was a stamped, self

addressed post card which, if they wished to be 

(i' interviewed, employees were asked to sign, list their 

telephone number and general occupational 'category, and 

return to the University project office. Over one-third of 

the'sampled employees did so, and they became a pool from 

which the initial interviewees w~re drawn. 'This voluntary 
it a 

samp1e was supplemented Via a purposive snowball method in· Q 
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the il'1terest of achieving some notion of "coverage" with 

unrepresented occupational categories and physical 

locations within the workplace. Together, the two sources 

of respondents served to provide an adequate number and 

variety of employee perspect'ives and e~periences. During 

the qualitative portion of the research, we conducted 256 

interviews; 87 in the retail sector~ 79 in the hospital 

sector, and 90 in the manufacturing sector. 

. Thl'ee researchers were i nva 1 ved in the employee 

interview process, each focusing his efforts on a single 
" 

industry sector. The overall thrust represented an unusual 

team approach to qualitative research, in contrast to the 

classi cal "Lone Ranger" approach wherein a single 

researcher pursues a phenomenon of interest. Although the 

"Lone Ranger" approach has produced many enlightening .. and 

important works, 

its limitations. 

some scholars and practitioners point to 

Specifically~ the solitary researcher who 

seeks an in-depth examination of a complex social 

phenomen.on must almost by definition Y'estrict the scope of 

her~ or his study, thereby possibly limiting 
~ 0 

theo"teti ca 1 contri but ion and i ts genel~a 1 i zabi 1 i ty. 

approach, on the other hand, provides a framework 

the quality of data received can .be improved 

extensive debate! cross-checking, stimulation and 

Frequent interaction among te~m members regarding 

field operati ons, . interview technique~, 

its full 

The team 

in which 

through 

support. 

issues of 

interview 

substanc~, etc., was strongly encouraged throughout the 
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data collection and analysis phases. 

Relevant literature reviews and preliminary results 

obtained from exploratory qualitative studie"s between the 

first and second phases provided us with the specific 

scholarly and policy areas of interest for the interviews. 

Our basic objectives for the employee interview portion of 

the study were: 

1. To understand the patterns of individual, 
occupational and organizational behavior (i.e., 
the processes which explain the quality and 
quantity of worker deviance), 

, 
2. To understand more thoroughly the specific 

correlates of employee property and production 
deviance, 

3. To capture the Jll11ea(lings" of worker deviance in 
the work setting, and 

4. To assure the validity of findings derived 
through other data sources and methods in the 
study. 

Although the employee interviews were specifically 

focused, they certainly remained open-ended or 

unconstricted enough to permit freedom for 'interviewees to 

introduce toptc's of their choosing into the conversation. 

The"phenomenon of primary interest, emp 1 oy'ee theft, was 

ti'~)ached through a proced~re often referred to as "card 

SOY'! i n9 ~ II Mi dway through each i ntervi ew, respondents were 

given a set of a~proximately 30 cards containing brief 

descriptions of possible deviant activities commonly 

associated with their particular work environment. The 

cards depicted two types of deviance, the. misuse of 

production time and the misuse of property. Each 
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respondent was asked to sort the cards according to whether 

or not ne or she was aware of their occurrence. 

Interviewees were cautioned to identify as "occurring" only 

those activities which they personally knew had actually 
~\\;I 

happened in their place of current ~~ployment. Following 

the card-sort, respondents were asked several sets of 

questions designed to illuminate the nature and process of 

the activities identified as occurring. 

These face-to-face employee interviews, like our other 

two sources of data, are not without their limitations. 

Since we interviewed a small number of individuals, it was 

not possible for us to talk with employees from every area 

of ~n organization. Moreover, our initial method of 
~ 

contacting employees by mail allowed them to self-select 

themselves into the sample. Thus, we recognize that 

opinion~ expressed during these interviews are not truly 

representative of the perceptions of each industry's work 

force. However, by using a "snowball" sample to help 

insure adequate coverage of each) organization and by 

studying two separate organizations in each sector t the 

interviews provided us with unique insight into the 

processes by which people become involved in theft and 
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other tYPe~; of workplace devi ari~t behavi or. * " 

• 0 

*The interview .guide used for the employee interviews 
is included, as Appendix C.See Appendix 0 for a 
description of the qualitative data analysis procedure. 
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CHAPTER III: 

PREVALENCE OF E~LOYEE DEVlANCE 
, , U 

I NTRODUCTI ON 
{) 

The most basic question which this research effort 

attempted to answer was, "How much employee deviance, 

particularly property theft, occUr's in a typical retail 

store,hospital~ or manufacturing plant.?" As we discussed 

in Chapter I, very little comprehensive data currently is 

available about deviant wo~Vi?,lace activities. This paucity 
, 

of information exi,zts for very good reasons--employee 

deviance by oefinitionis generally hidden from the view of 

employees, fellow ~orkers, the general public, and also 

socia1 science researchers. In order to remedy this 
, 

situation, we designed our research effort to assemble what 

information-ris preseritly available and to develop new and' 

innovative data collection strategies. In this chapter we 
a " 

owill D~esent what we have learned about employee deviance 
• ,7 :,;, 0 " 

utilizipg t~ree sources qf' data, 1)~; estimates by 
~I :l 

organizational executives, 2) self-report questionnaire 

survey results, and 3) face-to-face employee interviews. 

ORGANIZATIONAL ESTIMATES OF PROPERTY DEVIANCE 

" As noted in CHapter II, our preliminary research told 

us that organizations have little exact knowledge regarding 

the extent of employee theft. This finding was,) confirmed by 

oUP interviews with corPaorate executives. During these 
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interviews, we sought to obtain information that would 

indicate how much theft was occurring in each of the ,,forty

seven participating organizations. Although organizational 

officials would not generally know which ~pecific 

individuals were perpetrating theft, we thought that they 

might have some measure of the aggregate effects of 

employees' stealing. In particular, we asked for two 

sources of corporate data which could indicate the 

pervasiveness of 

shrinkage rates. 

theft: security records 
;/} 
V 

and inventory 

Security records. Reports of theft incidents were the 

first type of security department record which we examined. 

Typically, when either organizational property or an 

employee's personal, property is unaccounted for and theft. 

is suspected, an incident report is filed with the security 
I. 

office. From these records we hoped to determine how much '. . 
I;] 

theft within an organization during the last calendar year 

was attributable to employees. Unfortunately, the use pf 

these reports was unproductive in all three industry 

sectors. At best, the security dep~rtments in the 

hospitals, manufacturing firms and retail stores in our 

study could only give us the total number of thefts of all 

types discovere9 within a company. Since 'the actual 

perpetrator of the vast majority of these incidents was 
" () 

never identified, there was no way of knowing what portion 

of' the total number of reported thefts was commit~~d by 

emp 1 oyees when compared to thos e commi tted 0' by non-
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empl oye\:s. 

Since examining the number' of forma'fl y reported 

occurrences of employee theft was not possible, we turned 

to an alter-'nate corporate security statistic, the annual 

number of theft apprehensions. Again, problems arose with 

this measurement of the prevalence of theft. First, nearly 
I 

half of the organizations had not maintained thorough 

enough records to reveal how many employees had been 

apprehended. More often than not, we found no centralized 

summary of employees who had been caught stealing. The 

only place where information might exist about an 

employee's participation in theft was on a termination 

notice which was kept in the individual's personnel file. 

Because reasons for termination are often kept vague due to 

the legal "defamation of character" implications, this was 

also not a useful data source on employee theft prevalence. 

Another complication associated with using 

apprehension records to measure the amount of theft was 

discovered, namely, these records may be more a function of 

the departments' reacting than the employees' offending. 

Employee theft apprehension rates, like arrest rates 

generally, often are more a reflection of "policing" 

practices than the actual criminal behavior. Thus, to use 

apprehension records as an indicator of employee theft 

prevalence in organizations would lead to serious problems 

of validity and reliabllity. These data are important, 

however, as in Chapter VIII we utilize them as an 
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independent variable- to determine whether apprehending 

employees is a deterrent to ~heft. 

Inventory shrinkage.- As noted in Chapter I, a 

company's inventory shrinkage rate represents the inventory 

deficit in dollars which cannot be accounted for after 

sales reductions anp unsold stock have been subtracted. 
\\, 

Many factors other tha~)internal theft (e.g., shoplifting, 

bookkeeping error, stbilage, and breakage) can affect the 
\(,~ 

magnitude of inventory ~~rinkage. Nonetheless, the figure 
\\ 1\ 

does part i all y refl ect 1 o~~s due to theft. 

1 o~, blOt d lOth 'There were severa serlOU5~ pro ems' aSSOCla e w 
'-\. '<, . 

our using inventory shrinkage ~~atistics as a measure of 

the extent of employee theft. Firs~, not all of the firms 

included in the" study (such as manufacturers and· 

'hospitals) calculated such a figure. Second, some 

organizations produced shortage statistics only for certain 

departments. ·,For example, in hospitals it is common to 

calculate a shortage only for the main storeroom,central 

supply and pharmacy. And third, not all firms used the same 
o formula in deriving the figures. Even in retail the data 

were not totally comparable. 

Thus, as we had suspected; the official organizational 

sources of data di d not permi t us to measure the 1 eve" of 

theft involvement within each of our 47 organizatipns. 

(This issue will be more thoroughly discussed in Chapter 

VIII.) Instead, we were forced to focus heavily on the self

reported involvement of employees to measure the prevalen~e 
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of both property and prod~ction deviance. 

SELF-REPORTED DEVIANCE OF EMPLOYEES 

A self-administered questionnaire survey of employees 

in the retail, hospital, and electronics manufacturing 

industries provided us with acceptable data to test the 

various hypotheses about the phen.omenon of employee theft. 

Via a questionnaire booklet, each respondent was presented 

with a list of specific examples of workplace deviant 

behavior. We requested that the respondents anonymously 

indicate by circling choices on the questionnaire the 

extent of their involvement in each activity. 

The items of deviant behavior corresponding to 

property deviance dealt with spec1fic acts of theft of 

property belonging to the company, fellow workers, or 

outsiders (e.g., customers in retail stores or patients in 

hosp]tals). Some of" the property deviance items }~of 

necessity varied by industry sector because of the 

substantial differences in the tlatureof property among the 

three industries. Th~t is, articles which can be taken by 

employees in a retail store differ rather dramatically from 

those things which ~ hospital or electronics manufacturing 

worker can take. ThOs, in the retail sector questionnaire 

we included items about misusing the discount privilege, 

taking or damaging merchandise, and underringing purchases. 

While in the hospital sector we ask,ed about the taking of 

supplies, medication, and equipment. Manufacturing. 
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employees, on the other hand, were surveyed about the theft 

of precious metals, raw materials, and finished pro~ucts. 

The examples of deviant behavior also included 

counterproductive behavior, which refers to acts by 

employees which violate corporate policy regulating the use 

of time and the amount and quality of work accomplished. 

Incorporated under this heading are activities such as 

doing slow or sloppy work and com'ing to work under the 

influence of alcohol or drugs. Since it was felt that 

participating in these behaviors was possible for all 

employees regardless of occupation or i'lldustry, the same 

five items were included on each sector'S questionnaire.* 

_The~pecific items which were developed to measure 

various forms of employee deviance in the retail and 

hospital sectors in Minneapolis-St. Paul, Dallas-Fort 

Worth, and Cleveland, and in the manufacturing sector in 

Minneapolis-St. Paul, are listed in Tables 3.1 through 

3.7. 0 These tables also . indicate the reported levels of 

respondent participation by item. 

Therea~~r will note from these tables that slightly 

more . devi-ant i nvo 1 vement - was reported by the Mi nneapo 1 is-

St. Paul Phase I sample than by the Dallas-Fort Worth and 

Cleveland s(~ples in Phase II. Although many factors may 

have contributed to this difference, we believe it was 

*A third category of behavior, positive deViance, was 
also included in the Minneapolis-St~ Paul study. This 
category refers to those items which measure activities 
that exceed formal requirements for the job (e.g., "doing 
work above and beyond the call of duty") 
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Table 3.1 

Percent of ~1inneapolis-St. Paul Retail Employees 
Responding to Deviance Items 

l HOW OFTEN DO YOU ENGAGE IN EACH ACTIVITY? 

w 
u 
:z: 
o 
c 
w 
15 
c.. 
c.. c:: 
:: 

I ~ , , 

e5 I 
c::: 
u 
::; 
c
c
c::: 

:> I 01-
w : 
% _l % 

· c , -
• -J 
"~Vl 
• :>w 1 Vl 
'-JC::: 
• C::U 
• <Ie :1-

5.2 i 1. Take unauthorized long lunch or coffee 12,5 21,6 18.7 9.4 I 
: breaks. . 

I 
26.9 I 5.7 1,372 

I 

I, 2. Give up lunch or coffee breaks in order 16.9 28.1 19.9 5.3 8.9 [I IB.7; 2.2: 1,372 
_ ___ t~o~w~o~rk~. ____________ ~ ________ +_--_+----+_~_i----i_--_i----l_--_:----~ 
! I : 

3. Punch a time card for an absent .2.2.5 I .3 1.9 I 86.3! 10.6 1,375 
1: ____ e~m~Pl~O~ye~e~. ____________________ _t----t_--_i--~i_--_i--~!'----!'----~--_: 

; 4. Do slow or sloppy work on purpose .4 2.3 6.5 4.9 5.4 I 78.1 i 2.4; 1,375 
I 

: 5. Work under the influence of alcohol or 
, drugs 
, 

4.4 I .6 1.0 2.3 2.1 88.6 : 1.0 1.37! 

6. Use the discount privilege to buy merchan- 6 2 8 I 
dise for non-employees. 1.2 5.5 21.7 1.0 1.! 

I 
41.6 , 1.2 . 1.375 

l!--~~~~~~--------+---r-~---+---r--~--~-:--~ 
: 7. Take unauthorized mOney or gifts from j 17; 20 ~ , 1 37" 
t 

business clients .1 .2 •. 7 1.6 2.6 I 74~: .• , ~ 

. 

8. Come to work 1 ate or leave early ~Ii thout 
approval 

9. Take store merchandise 

: 10. Use sick leave when not sick 

! 
1 11. 

i 12. 
! 

Get paid for more hours than were worked 

Damaoe merchandise 50 that you can buy 
it oiidi5count 

! 13, Work extra hours without overtime payor 
, other rewards 
, 
I 14. Are rei mbursed for more money than I spent on business expenses 

i 
, 15. Purposely under-ring purchases 

~orrow or take money from employer 
: without authorization 
I 

4.6 

.3 .8 

.1 

.1 .5 

-- II .1 

5.0 11.0 

.4 .2 

.2 .4 

.1 .1 

13.2 

2.3 

I I ! 
I I 

7.5! 10.7! 60.2 ! 

2.5 : 
.1 

} : 
5.9 I 85.7 ! 

, : 
3.0 , 1,375 

2.5 1,374 

3.9 I 8.2 I I 
9.7 i 62.3 I lS.E .1,375 

1.5 

.4 

14.1 

.9 

2.1 

.4 

2.3 

.7 

7.6 I 
.1. 

1.5 I 
1.0 

.4 

85.0 ; 5.9 ~ 1,37t 
I , 

4.7 

I 

1.1 90.2 t 7.5 ;1,377 , 

! : 7.3 i 48.7 I 6.3 ; 1,373 
, I .J. 
I 

1.2 r 
I 

1.9 

1.1 

48.4 ! 47.4 [ 1.372 ' 
I • 

! . 68.5 I 25.9 : 1.373 

i 

85.2 12.7: 1.375 

1 • 

j 1.377 : ! 17. Take p,ersonal property of co-workers --.1.1.1.5 97.5 I 1. 7 
or non~employees 

! f ; ! .4 .9 2.1 3.2 7.8 63.1 22.5 ,1.370 
~,~1_8.~S~ho_r~t-~ch~a~ng~e_o_r_o_ve_r~ch~a~rg~e_c_us_t_ome __ rs ____ ~--~ __ --~ __ ~r_ __ -r--~r---_r----r' ____ I 
1

19. Fail to report theft of employer's .4.6 1.6 2.1 4.0 83.5 7.8! 1.366 i 
property ~ j , 

, 20. , I ! i Do ~lOrk above and beyo'nd the call of duty 21.4 28.0 24.6 7.6 3.7 11.8 I 2.9 \1,368 • 
: t 1 

" 
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Table 3.2 

Percent of·Dallas-Fort Worth Retail Employees 
Responding to Deviance Items 

Z 
c:: 

>- 0: en I.t.J 
-I :::>1.t.J w 
:;: w UJ O~ 0: 

U U ""- :: 
0 z Z .... .... 

0"" 
0:: Z .... .... UJZ 0: 

en .... UJ .... z I.t.J UJ oen 
i WITHIN THE PAST YEAR. HOW MANY TIMES DID YOU J! :::> UJ s~ 3:> UJ UJ 

03 .... UJ O~ u 
-I CD a:> UJ ....J 3- z 
c:: ..:..: c::c:: c:lUJ ........ 0 , 

\l. Take a long lunch or coffee break without ~ 

approval? 
3.0 7.3 7.0 5.8 19.6 8.8 , 

I 
i 2. Fill out or punch a time card for an 
! absent employee? 

.1 .4 .• 3 -- 1.2 1.1 

I 3. Do slow or'sloppy work on purpose? .2 .9 1.1 1.ll 6.9 i 5.3 
1 I , I 

: 4. Come to work while under the influence 
of alcohol or drugs? 

.4 .6 .4 .7 2.1 3.4 

i i 5. Use the discount privilege in an : , .4 .3 .9 2.0 5.1 5.4 
unauthorized manner? 

, 
I ! 

! Take office or clerical supplies? .2 .4 .2 .8 ! 4.7 I 5.0 1·6. , I · 
1 7. Take an item of store merchandise with a .2\ 

, -. .1 .1 1.3 I 2.3 
! retail value of $5 pr less? I i 

• 

i 8. Take an item of store merchandise with a i 
! I , 

retail value of more than $5? -- .2 .1 -- I .7 
I 

.8 
I 

: 9. Take unauthorized money or gifts from a 
, 

, .1 .1 .1 .2 .8 I 1.5 . vendor or supplier? · 
:10. Come to work late or leave early without ! 

.7 3.0 I 3.3 5.4 I 13.3 , 8.3 
approval? I ! 

i 
:11. Purposely underring a customer's purchase? I , 

.1 .2 -- .2 j .9 1 .8 
" I 

I 
t 

:12. I , 
Use sick leave when not sick? .1 .1 .5 6.1 I 8.2 2.2 i t , · , 

13. Get paid for more hours than were actually .3 ! 1 
.2 .2 .2 1.3 I 2.4 

worked? i , , 
I ;14. 'uamage an item of merchandise in order -- -- -- .2 .2 .5 

: to buy it on discount? I 

;15. Be reimbursed for more money than spent on -- .2 .1 .1 I .3 I .5 
business expenses? I : , 

I ; 
p6. Take company equipment or tools? -- .1 -- .1 .8 I 1.1 

I I 
:17 . Borrow or take money from employer? -- -- .2 .5 1.6 I 1.3 . I 

I :18. Take personal property of co-workers or -- .1 -- c. -- .1 .1 
customers? 

:19. Short-change or overcharge a customer on j .1 .1 I .1 .3 .4 . purpose? . -- I , 

120. Ignore an instance of pilferage or ! 
shop-lifting? .1 .1 .1 .2 1.2 • 2.4 

I I I I 
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Table 3.3 

Percent of Cleveland Retail Employees 
Responding to Deviance Items 
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I 1. Take a long lunch or coffee break without 3.7 8.8 7.9 6.7 17.0 approval? 

I 2. Fi 11 'out or punch a time card for an .2 .4 .1 .5 .8 
I absent employee? 
i 
I 3. Do slow or sloppy work on purpose? .2 .8 1.5 1.2 6.3 I 
I 

4. Come to work while under the influence .6 .8 .5 of a,l ~oho 1 or drugs? 1.0 1.6 

I 5. Use the discount privilege in an .1 .7 1.8 unauthorized manner? 4.2 7.4 

I 6. Take office or clerical supplies? I -- .8 .6 1.1 5 .• 2 

j 7. Take an item of store merchandise with a .4 .2 .2 .4 retail value of $5 or less? 2.4 

I 
8. Take an item of store merchandise with a .6 .2 retail value of more than $5? -- -- .4 

,,-
9. Take unauthorized money or gifts from a 

vendor or supplier? -- -- .7 .2 1.6 

10. Come to work late or leave early without 1.5 2.1 4.6 5.3 11.9 
approval? 

·11. Purposely underring a customer's purchase? .1 .1 .5 .5 .9 
7' 

12. Use sick leave when not sick? .2 .1 1:6 2.4 7.1 
.. 

.11 ." " .. - . 
I ! 13. Get Pilid for more hours than were actually .4 .5 .7 1.1 1.8 

worked? . 

! 14. Damage· an item of merchandise in order .1 , 
to buy it en discount? 

.1 -- .1 .6 
! , 
115 • 8e reimbursed for more money than spent on -- -- .4 -- .6 

business expenses? 
1 Take company equipment or tools? 
116 • .1 -- -- .6 .5 

17. 80rrow or take money from employer? .1 .4 .1 .2 .9 

18. Take.persona1 property of co-workers Qr -- -- .1 .2 --cus tomers 1, 

19. Short-change or overcharge a customer on -- .2 .1 .2 .4 
purpose? 

20. Ignore an instance of pilferage or .2 -- .2 .7 1.7 
shoplifting? . 
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Table 3.4 

.Percent of Minneapolis-St. Paul Hospital Employees 
Responding to Oeviance Items 
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,-:/, 

I HOW OFTEN DO YOU ENGAGE IN EACH ACTIVITY? i§ w §! '" ~ w 
::0: >- 20 I 

I 

! 1. Take unauthorized long lunch or coffee 14.1 19.6 21.7 7.1 4.6 25.3 breaks \\ 

1 2. Gi v,e up 1 unch or coffee breaks in order ,19.8 34.0 25.1 4.4 4.4 ~,.6 I to work 
I 

f 
Punch a time card for an absent ,---,' 0 3. 

.4 .5 .6 .6 1.8 60.5 employee \1 
G 

I 4. Do slow or sloppy work on purpose .3 1.2 5.5 3.5 4.4 82.9 
r 5 .. Work under the influence of alcohol I .2 .4 .7 1.2 3.4 92.5 I or drugs 
I 

! 6. Take hospital supplies (e.g., bandages, 
.2 1.0 9.4 13.3 13.0 60.0 I thermometers, linens) . 

I 

I 
I 7. Take unauthorized money or gifts from 

@.5 I .1 .1 .3 1.6 76.4 I business clients , 
J 

I 8. Come to work late or leave early i without approval 1.2 4.6 11.2 10.2 8.4 61.3 I 
I 

I 

Take or use medication intended for I I I 9. I 

.1 .5 2.0 3.7 r. 3.5 I 77.6 patients 
~ ; 

I 
j 10. Use sick leave when not sick -- .3 6.5 24.5 '16.'4 49.8 

i 11. Get paid for more hours than were worked .3 .6 2.2 2.4 4.0 87.0 I 
I 

I 

i 12. Take or eat hospital food without paying 5.9 9.7 10.9 "4.9 3.9 58.4 ! for it 
I 
I 

Work extra hours without overtime pay : 13. 8.4 17.8 20.7 8.7 4.3 37.5 I or other rewards 
I 

: 14. Are reimbursed for more money than spent .1 .1 .3 .5 .9 48.9 on business expenses 

i 15. Take hospital tools or equipment -- .1 .5 3.3 4.1 87.2 
I ! 16. Borrow or take money from employer without 

authorization -- -- • 1 .1 .4 80.2 
, I 

Take personal property of co-workers or 1 17• -- -- • 1 .3 .6 97.9 non-employees 

\' 

; 18. Charge one patient for services or medica- .2 1.8 2.5 . 2.7 2.4 63.8 : tion given to another , 

j 19. fail'to report .theft of employer's 1.2 .8 2.7- 2.9 ;Z.5 78.4 property 
i 

\27.8 
: 20. Do work .above and peyond the. ca 11 of 19.9 25.6 9;8 3.2 9.7 
! 

duty 
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Table 3~5. 

Percent of Dallas-Fort Worth Hospital Employees 
Responding to Deviance Items 
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1. Take a long lunch or.coffe~ break ~ithout 2.9 9.1 6.6 4.9 19.7 7.3 
aoorova1? 

2. Fill out or punch a time card for an .8 .2 .2 .2 .2 .4 absent 'employee? 

3. Do slow or sloppy work on purpose? .1 .~ 1.3 1.7 4.5 2.3 
'I 

'. 
4. Come to work whi 1 e under the i nfl uence of .1 .b .7 .3 1.1 1.3 alcohol or drugs? 

5. Take patient care supplies? .1 .1 .7 .9 4.7 3.4 

6. Take office or clerical supplies? .4 .6 1.0 1.7 7.3 5.6 . 
7. Take housekeeping or janitorial 2.3 1.4 -- .2 .5 .1 suppl ies? 

- - . 
8. Take linens, uniforms or gowns? 5.6 -- -- .2 .4 3.2 

Take unauthori zed money or gi fts from a 9. -- -- .5 .1 .3 1.0 vendor or supplier? 

10. Come to work late or leave early without 
approval? 

.6 3.0 ',3.3 3.8 10.0 7.0 

11. T6ike or use medi cati on' intended for .3 .7 1.2 3.6 3.0 --patients? 
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12. 
I 

Use sick leave when not sick? -- .2 1.1 2.7 12.1 10.6 

113. Get pa~~ore hours than were.actually . 
.6 .2 .2 2.4 2.0 --worked.? 

14. Take or eat food intended for patients? 1.3 1.0 2.0 3.4 5.6 4.7 
-, 

15,; Be reimbursed for more money than spent on -- .1 -- -- -- ./ 
business expenses? C 

16. Take hospital equipment or tools? .3 .2 1.6 2.2 -- --
17 . Borrow or 'take money from employer? -- .5 .2 .1 1.9 1.8 

.. " 
18 • Take personal 

patients? 
property of co-workers or .1 .1 -- -- .1 .1 

19. Take hospital property with a .value -- .2 -- .2 1.1 1.1 of $5 or more? 
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primarily the result of asking Phase II respondents about 
<, 

their activity within a specific rather than a general time 

period. When we surveyed employees in Minneapolis-S~,. 
'" 

Paul, we asked them to indicate how often they engaged in 

each of the items of deviant .behavior. The possible 

responcse choices were: a) almost daily, b) weekly, c) 

monthly, d) yearly, e) happened once, f) not applicable, 

and g) never. As was noted earlier, for the Dallas-Fort 

Warth and Cleveland phase of the study we modified the 

survey instrument to obtain more information about the 

frequency of employee involvement in theft and 'other 

counter-productive activities. To this end, we asked 

respondents how many times they had committed 'each act 

within the past year and gave the following response 

choices: ~) almost daily, b) about once a week, c) about 

once a montl'i, d) between four and eleven times, e) two or 

thrEe times, f) once, and g) never. 
':,\ 

The reader should also' note that in Dallas-Fort Worth' 

and Cleveland we asked more detailed questions about the 

theft of company property. This was done to ensure ~hat 

property devi ance wa,s better measured across the enti re 

range of employees. for,excunple, in -Minneapolis-St. Paul 

one of the items on the hospital questionnaire dealt with 

the taking of hospital supplies, and retail employees were 

"asked one question about m~rCha\'~):lise theft. 
. 

For the Da 11 as- ' 
, 'j 

Fort Worth and Cleveland study, we asked hospital 
,,.-0 

" 
responde~ts several questions about particular kinds of 
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supplies: clerical, janitorial, linen, and patient care. 

We also divided the retail merchandis~ item into two 

questions: merchandise worth less than ,five doll~rs, and 

merchandise worth more than five dollars. Thus, the reader 

is cautioned not to compare directly the percent of people 

involved in a specific activity in Minneapolis-St. Paul 

with the percent irytblved in Dallas-Fort Worth and 
II 

Cleveland. Due to Phase II inst~ument similarities, the 
} 

responses from Dallas-Fort Wor!h~' and Cleveland can be 
,:-~ 

directly compared, however. 

(j 

PROPERTY DEVIANCE DEPENDENT VARIABLE 
n 

Because of the differing n~ube of the. deviant 

behaviors included on the questionnaire, not all of the 

items could be used as an employee theft dependent variable 

for .this study. On the~ other hand, .no single item 

enco~'passed enough of the possible manifestations of theft 

behavior to stand alone as the dependent variable. Thus, 

it was necessary to construct a sector-specific index to 

represent the phenomenq,n of employee theft for each 

industry. Befor~ we could cr~~~~ this index, however, we 
~ 1..

1 
Cr)J (/ 

had to make adjustments due to item and response chQice 

differences between Phase I and Phase II. 

First, responses from Phase I had top bE! adapted t31 

reflect involvement within one year's time so as to conform 

with thp. time frame used in Phase II. This was done by 

recoding the responses of the Minneapolis-St. Paul 
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employees who answered "happened once." If a respondent 

indicated that he or she had been involved in an activity 

Il once" and had worked for tqe participating organization 
,l \ 

less than one year, th~n the response was recoded as 
'if 

"yearly.1I If the respondent had worked for the firm more 

than one year, the response was recoded as "never.1I This 

left us with five response categories: a) daily, b) weekly, 

c) monthly, d) yearly, and e) never/not applicable.* In 

Phase II, however~ we used seven response categories. Thus, 

the responses from Dallas-Fort Worth and Cleveland were 

collapsed into five classifications into which the 

Minneapolis-St. Paul responses could also be incorporated: 

a) almost daily, b) about once a week, c) between four and 

twelve times a year, d) one to three times a year, and e) 
\\ 
"never. In addition, for the Dallas-Friirt 

II ' 
Worth and 

CJ 

Cleveland respondents we consolidated the four supply itenfs' 

in the hospital sec~or and the two merchandise items in 

retail stores into single "supply" and "merchandise" 
(1 

items. This was necessary since only one question was 

asked about each subject in Phas~ I. 

By making these adjustments in the data, we could 

combine the responses from both phases of the research. T~e 

question then became which of the' items should be included 

in the index measuring employee theft. Due to the nature 

II 

*"Never" and "not applicable" ~2re combined because 
both responses indicate'that the em~loyee was not involved 
in an ~activity. ( ( II 
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of the deviant behaviors, relatively small amounts of 

admitted behavior were reported for each of the items, 

making traditional methods of scale or index development 

using statistical criteria impossible. Instead, judgments 

concerning the inclusion of an item in the index were based 

upon "face validity" using the following criteria: 

1. Selection included only those items which 
thefts of goods, materials, or money. 

were 

2. ~tems could be incl~ded only if they (~ere asked 
ln ~oth phas~s ?f the research (e.g., taking 
clerlcal supplles ln retail was only asked in 
Phase II). 

3. Items were excluded which were not thefts 
victimizing onels'employer (e.g., taking personal 
property of co-workers or non-employees). 

4. Items. we~e exclud~d. which, due to varying 
organlzatl0nal pollcles, were questionable as to 
whether they were actually viewed as larcenous 
beha~ior (e.g., in hospitals, taking or eating 
hOSpltal fqod without paying for it). 

:, 

5. Finally, items were also ~cluded if there was 
such restricted opportunity to commit the act 
tha! its inclusion would be' meaningless (e.g., 
taklng money or cash in the hospital and 
manufacturing sectors). 

Employing these select\on criteria left us with the sector

specific employee theft items presented in Table 3.8. This 

table also~ombines the questionnaire responses from both 

phases of the research and presents the admitted levels of 

employee involvement for each theft item within each 

sector. 

From an examination of Table 3.8, we can see that the 
" 

most prevalent theft item in the retail sector was the 

unauthorized use of the discount privilege, with 29 percent 
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!' Table 3.8 

Combined Phase I and Phase II 
Property Theft Items and Percent of 

Reported Involvement by Sector 

ITEMS 

Retail Sector (N = 3,,567) 
His!Jse the discount privilege 
Take store merchandise 
Get paid for more hours than were worked 
Purpose 1y underr'l ng a purchase 
Borrow or til~e money from employer without 
approv~}.",,'-/ 

B~ reimbursed for more money than spent on 
business expenses 
Damage merchandise to buy it on discount 
TOTAL PERCENT I1lVOLVED IN PROPERTY THEFT 

HospHa 1 Sector (tl = 4,111) 
Take hospital supplies ·(e.g., linens, bandages) 
Take or use medicatipn intended for patients 
Get paid for more hours than were worked 
Take hospital equipment or'~ools 
Be reimbOrsed fd? more money than spent on 
business expenies 
TOTAL PERCENT INVOLVED IN PROPERTY THEFT 

11anufacturing Sector '(N = 1,497) 
Take ra\'/ materials used in production 
Get paid for more hours than were,\jorked 
Take company tools or equipn~nt 

Almost 
Daily 

.6% 

.2 

.2 
• 1 
.1 

.1 

.2 

.1 

.2 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.2 

PERCENT OF INVOL'VEMENT 
About 4 to 12 
Once a Times a 
Week" '~"aro 

2.4% 11.0% 
.5 1.3 
.4 1.2 
.3 . 1.1 
.1 .5 

.2 .5 

'" .1 .2 

.8 8.4 

.3 1.9 

.5 1.6 

.1 .4 
.2 " 

.3 3.5 

.5 2.9 

.1 1.1 

1 to 3 
Times a 
Year Total 

14.9% 28.9% 
4.6 6.6 ... 
4.0 5.8 
1.7 3.2 
2.0 2.7 

1.3 2.1 

1.0 1.3 
35.1 

17.9 27.3 
5.5 7.8 
3.8 6.} 

Q 
4.1 4.7 

0 .8 1.1 
" 

33.3 

1.4.3 
<:t) 

1O:~,4 

5~6 / 9.2 
7.5 8.7 

Be reimbursed for more money than spent on .i .6 1.4 5.6 7.7 
business expenses ' 
Take finished products_ .4 2.7 '3.1 

£r-' 0 

Take precious metals (e.g., platinum, gold) .1 .1 .5 1.1 1.8 

0 

TOTAL PERCENT INVOLVED IN PROPERTY THEFT 28.4 
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of the respondents reporting this. act, 14 percent admitting 

involvement on four or more occasions within a year's 

time. The theft of property in the form of store 

merchandise was reported by nearly 7 percent of the r~tail 

respondents. Of the various items concerning the theft of 

money, the most prevalent was receiving pay for hours which 

were not worked. About 6 percent of the respondents 

reported involvement in this item. Directly borrowing or 

taking money from an employer without approval was reported 

by slightly less than 3 percent of the respondents. 

In the hospital sector the most reported theft item 

was the taking of hospital supplies, in which over 27 

percent of the respondents reported involvement, 9 percent 

reporting four or more occurrences over the period of a 

year. In addition, almost 8 percent of thJ hospital 

respondents reported that they had taken medication 

intended for patients, 2 percent noting that this had 

happened on four or more occasions in a year. Five perc'nt 

of the employees indicated that they, had taken tools or 

equipment from the hospital, and approximately the same 

portion of hospital respondents as retail respondents (6 

percent) reported being paid for hours not worked at least 

once a year. 

I~jthe manufacturing sector the most reported theft 

item was the taking of raw materials used in the production' 

process, with 14 percent of the respondents indicating that 

.they .had been involved in this form of theft~' In contrast 
/~';.. 
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to the retail and hospital sectors, "being paid for more 

hours than were worked" \'1as the second most prevalent item 

with 9 percent of the respondents reporting involvement, 

over 3 percent admitting to four or more occurrences within 

a year. About 9 percent of the respondents reported taking 

company tools. A small portion (1.8 percent) reported 

taki ng preci ous metals. Thi s percentage is" noteworthy 

because of the value of the items taken. 

The reader should note that the percentages of 

involvement for each of the theft items presented in Table 

3.8 cannot be added to equal the number of employees in 

each sector who reported some theft. We have calculated the 

proportion of employees involved in at least some theft, 

however, and indicated this in Table 3.8. Due largely to 

the proportion of people repprting misuse of the discount 

privilege, over 35 percent of the 3,567 retail store 

employees who completed questionnaires reported some 

i nvo 1 vement in the seven retail theft items. I n the 

hospital sector (N = 4,111), the percent of those involved 

in at least some type of theft was approximately 33 

percent. Lastly, in the manufactur,ing sector, 28 percent 

of the 1,497 respondents reported theft involvement in at 

least one of the six items included in the analysis. 

(Although the~e data do represent 'a significant level of 

activity in each of the three industry sectors~ the reader 

is cautioned not to compare directly these figures because 

the number and t,ype of theft items vari ed great 1 y from 
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sector to sector.) 

PROPERTY DEVIANCE SCORE CONSTRUCTION 

, When various survey items are added together to make 

an index, the usual assumption is that the items are of 

equa1 "weight." That is, indices generally assume a direct 

additive quality of the included items. Considering that 

the above examples of theft vary not only in seriousness, 

but also in frequency of commission, an alternative to the 

simple additive index was necessitated. In prder to 

construct an employee theft index, within each sector we 

had to represent each of the theft items as mathematically 

equivalent by transform4,ng each i;tem's raw scores into 

Standard Scores (or Z-scores) which have a mean of zero and 

a standard deviation of one. Thus, Z-scores represent an 

individual's response to a deviance item in terms of the 

number of 'standard deviations it is from the average. sdrvey 

response. The advantage of u~ing a technique such as this 

is its greater sensitivity to the contribution of 

pa~ticular items. For example, a score of "almost daily" 

involvement on a less serious item (where the mean was also 

"almost daily") would not o.Verwhelm a score of "one to 

three times" on an item whose mean score was "never." 

Standardi~:)ing each of the inciuded theft items on its mean 

therefore allows us to add each of the items together, 

yielding "a composite dependent variable index eq,ually 

representing the contributidn of ealcb~ measure of theft 
~, ) 

~ "' (,/ 
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involvement. 

I) 
PRODUCTION DEV;IoANCE ,0EPENDENT VARIABLE 

tf! 

Since our theory of employee deviance suggests that we 

examine both employee theft and counterproductive behavior 

in Our research~ we also constructed a sector-specific 

index of employee production deviant behavior. The 

admitted levels of involvement for each of the production 

deviance questionnaire items used to construct the index 

are presented in Table 3.9. This table, which combines 

responses from Minneapolis-St. Paul, Dallas-Fort Worth, and 

Cleveland, allows us to examine identical counterproductive 

behaviors across industry . sectors. (The reader should 

remember that data for the manufacturing sector were 

collected only in Phase I.) As'we have already said, there 

was a difference in the level of involvement reported in 
I_~~ 

Phase I and Phase II because of the time frame differences 
I, 

in the-two questionnaires. Thus, directly comparing the 

reported level of involvement i.n the manufacturing sector 

with the levels in the other two sectors must be done wit~ 

caution. 

The table does clearly show, however, that the most 

.prevalent item in every sector was "taking long lunches or 

breaks." In .all three sectors, more than one-half of all 

respondents reported involvement in this activity. In the 

retail secto~, the second most prevalent item was "coming 

to work late or leaving early." Nearly one-third of the. 
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Table 3.9 

Combined Phase I and Phase II 
Production Deviance Items and Percent of 

, Reported I nvo 1 vement by Sector 

ITEMS 

Retail Sector (tf = ,3,567) 
Take a long lunch or break without approval 
Come to work late or.,leave early 
Use sick leave when not sick 
Do slow or sloppy work 
Work under the influence of alcohol or drugs 
TOTAL PERCENT INVOLVED Itt PRODUCTION DEVIANCE 

Hospital Sector (tl = 4,111) 
o Take a long lunch or break without approval 

Come to work late or leave early 
Use sick leave when not sick 
Do slow or sloppy work 
Work under the influence of alcohol or drugs 
TOTAL PERCENT INVOLVED IN PRODUCTION DEVIANCE 

Manufacturiny'Sector (N = 1,497) 
Take a long lunch or break'without approval 
Come to work late or leave early 
Use sick leave when not sick 

cOo slow or sloppY,work 
Work under the influence of alcohol or 4rugs 
TOTA~ PERCE!:T INVOLVED IN, PRODUCTION DEV.'~N{CE 

,~, 

, 0 

Almo,st 
Dail.Y 

6.9% 
.9 
.1 
.3 
.5 

8.5 
1.0 

.2 

.1 

18.0 
1.9 

.5 
1.1 

PERCENT OF INVOLVEMENT 
About 4 to 12 
Once a Times a 
~leek Year 

13.3% 15.5% 
3.4 .10.8 

.1 3.5 
1.5 4.1 

.8 1.6 

13.5 17.4 
3.5 '9.6 

.2 5.7 

.8 4.i 

.3 .6 

.23.5 22.0 
9.0 19.4 
.2, 9.6 

1.3 5.7 
1.3 3.1 

(. , 

" .'''.'',.,~-~ _ .. "." ~, 

II 
\,1 

1 to 3 
Times a 
y'ear Total 

20.3% 56.0% 
17.2 32.3 
13.4 17.1 
9.8 15.7 
4.6 7.5 

65.4 

17 .8, 57.? 
14.9 29.0 
26.9 32.8 
5.9 11.0 
2.2 3.2 

69.2 " IL-

'\ 
8.5 72.0 

13.8 44.1 
28.6 38.4 
5.0 12.5 o 

7.3 12.8 
82.2 

)) 

II 
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respondents reported being involved in this behavior. Two 

other items, "using sicK leave when not sick" and "doing 

slow or sloppy work," were each reported by over 15 percent 

of the retail r~spondents. Working under the influence of 

alcohol or drugs was the le.ast prevalent item at 8 percent, 

although 3 percent indicated four or more occurrences in a 

year. 

In the hospital sect~t, "sick leave misuse"was the 

second most prevalent item, followed br "coming to work 

late or leaving ear1y." About 30 percent at the hospital 

respondents reporte lnVD vemen d "' t in each activity. As 

amongretal respon e , "1 . d nts "d'o,"ng slow or sloppy work 11 

ranked fourth, and IIworking under the influence of alcohol 

or drugs" ranked fifth in reported prevalence. In the 

hospital sector, however; the percentage of respondents who 

reported working under the influence of alcohol or drugs 

was less than half as large as the percent;lge of retail 
-:.. I~ 

respongents involved in the same activity.,) 

In the manufacturing sector, "coming late or leaving 

eG\rly" was the second most prevalent item, and "mis,use of 
, D 

sick 1eave" was third •. About the same percent of the 
, , 

~anufacturing respondents reported bein~g involved in ~ach 
. activity. "Working under the influence of alcohol or drug~:~ 

and "doing slow or sloppy work" were the least prevalent 

aCtivities, with nearly the same percent of respondents 

reporting involvement in each item. 

As wi th the property theft items, the percents of 
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involvement in Table 3.9 can not be directly added 

together. We hav~~; noted on the tab 1 e \1 
the percent of 

respond~nts in each sector who reported at least some 

involvement in any of the counterproductive activities. 

The figures clearly show that these activities were more 
u 

prevalent than the theft items. In fact, production 

deviance was participated in by the' majority of the 

respondents. Of the 3,567 retail respondents, 65 percent 
~J reported being involved in at least one of the five 

activities. Sixty-nine percent of the 4,111 employees in 

the hospital sector who returned questionnaires indicated 

some involvement in the counterproductive behavior items. 

In the manufacturing sector, 82 percent of the respondents 

(N :' 1; 497), reported some i nvo 1 vement:. (Aga in, the') rea'der ' 

is tautioned not to make direct comparisons between the 

manufacturing sec~J";:::::'and the retail and hospital sectors.) 

Q 

PRODUCTION DEVIANCE SCORE CONSTRUCTION 
,'. " '. 

Since: the five questionnaire examp'les of produ~tion \: 
"\, 

deviance vary in seriousness and h,o frequency of 
o 

occurrence, we needed to construct a scale of production 

pevi anca as well. As with the employee theft itelTls, within .: 
" " each sector we represented the proguction deviance items as 

,', 

mathemati ca 11y equi va lent by transforming the raw scores 
~.j-

into Z-scores. We subsequently summed the s~andardized' 

scores TO; the fi've items to arrive ata depenaent vaj";able 

that equ~-rfy takes into account each tneq,sure of 

69 

. . 
0' 

--~ ... :,,;, 

. " 

!j 

ij 
,l 

q 
\\'1 Ii 

h 



~ 0 

counterproductive behavior. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROPERTY AND PRODUCTION DEVIANCE 

" . , 

As was said in Chapter I, we collected data on both 

property and production deviance because we believe the 
" \~ 

beh~viors are theoretically related. As a result ru.~the 
c'o_\\ 

self-report survey of employees, we are now °ab'~ to 

demonstrate that relationship. 

. Table 3.10 indicates that in all three sectors the two 
"'," 

dependent variables are highly correlated, with 

coefficients of .48 in retail, .'45 in hospital, and .39 in 

manufacturing. This would suggest that those e!nployees 
" with higher levels of involvement in property theft may in 

fact also be more likely to participate in production 

deviance. Through OUl" analysis of the survey' data, we 

shall occasionally in later chapters elaborate on the 
" possible causal natuY'e of tHe relationship between these 

two subcategories of employee deviance. 

ANALYSISPt'AN 

In the chapters whi ch ' fo llow we uti 1 i ze both 
o ~ 

correlation coefficients ,and contingency tables to present 

,our analysis of ~hese data. For!;tht:!latter, the dependent 

" variables are dichotomized on the iTlean scale score for.-"each 
~ \r 

,)sector:'~That is, respondents who repo\ .. ted no deviance Qor 

less tha.n average deviance are placed in the "below 

average" category and are then compared with those scoring 

o 

70 ,~ 

Production 
Deviance 

Table 3.10 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlations 
Property Deviance with Production Deviance* 

RETAIL HOSPITAL 
,'1 

MANUFACTURING 

Property Deviance 
, . 

.48 ,~ '.' .45 .39 

*All coefficients at the p < .001 level .. 
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above the mean. This procedure is purposely conservative, 

in that one could argue that we should compare those 

respondents who have, no involvem~nt in employee deviance 

with those who have any involvement. However, we felt that 

such a division could distort our findings as it would 
", , 

include in the IIdevi,antl! category employees whose 

involvement was extremely low. With our procedure~ on the 

other hand, we intend to determine whether respondents who 

reported a level of deviance above the industry sector 
I! • . -, . 

average are signi~icantly different from emp'oye~s wh~se 

involvement is below average. In Chapter VIII, when we 

focus on organizations and organizational controls, we 

aggregate the individual theft scores of each firm's 

'" respondents and obtain a mean theft score. This allows us 

"to compare the influence of contr01s on organizational 
<" .I} 

theft rates. 

EMPLOYEE AWARENES? OF DEVIANCE 

Although the face-to-face interviews condUcted with 

retail, hospital, ,and ,manufacturing ,employees in 

Minneapolis-St.71Paul were not specifically designed to 

provide uS~ith an alternative measure of employee 

involvement in property and production . deviance," the 
(Jc 

interviews did confirm our basic findings about the 

prevalence of these behavi ors. ' 

'As described in 'detail in Chapter II , during each 

interview the interviewee was asked to participate in a 

o 
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"card sort II exercise. The employee was presented with 

approximately thirty cards' which' described pro"perty or 

production "devi ance acti viti es associ ated with the 
" 

interviewee's work environment. Inc 1 uded "among these 

activities, which are listed in Table 3.11, were the items 

of deviant behavior from each industry sector's self

administered questionnaire booklet as well as additional 

items which were developed through a pretest of the 

procedure. Intervieweesawere asked to go through the set of 
~ rl 

cards and select, or IIsort out," those which they 

personally knew occurr~d in their organization. For the two 

corporations in each industry this procedure provided us 

with a rough indication of employee lI awareness" of property 

and production deviance. 

• 

PREVALENQE AND AWARENESS 

In all three industry sectors, a h,igh proportion of 

the interviewed employees reported that the'y were aware of 

production deviance activities such as' IIcoming to work late 

or leaving early', II "using sick leave when not actually 

sick," IIcoming to work under the influence of alcohol 
/, 

or 

drugs, II 'and "taking long lunches and coffee breaks. II As one 

employee told an intervjewer: 

Tak,;ng longel" lunch and/o,r coffee breaks: 
evel"ybody's done it. (Sales Clerk, Retail Sector) 

Moreover, employees from the three! industries reported 

that these production deviance activities occurred quite 
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Employee 

RETAIL 
Using sick leave whcn not sick 
Getting paid for ,overtime not worked 
Taking longer lunch and/or coffee breaks than 
authol·ized 
Punching a time card for an absent employee 
CominQ late to work or leaving early without 
approval 
D!ling slow or sloppy 'tOrk on purpose 
Faking injury to receive workman's compensation 
Usin9 computer tire for personal reasons or 
selling it to others _ 
Working while under the ~nfluence of drugs or 
alcohol . 
Keeping samples 
Taking and' keeping personal property of 
co-workers 
Taking care of personal business on company 
time 
ActivelY hell!!:!~ another person take compary 
property or merchandise 
Giving away company property lrIitl!out the 
authority to do so 
Falsifying a compa~ document for personal 
gain 
Using company copying machines for personal 
PlIrposes 
Making per.sonal long distance calls at compa~ 
expense 
Purp05ely mistreating' or breaking !;ompany 
property 
Using company tools or equip!.hent for pel.onal 
reasons away from the workplace ~ 

Keeping company office supplies or equipment 
Taking money from the company 
Not report1 ng theft of company property by 
another employee 
Disclosing confidential company documents or 
information for personal gain ~ 

Accepting money or gifts fro:n competitors or 
clients 
Taking company property that isM nOlllfnal 
value 
Taking valuable compa~ propert,y 0,1" merchandise 
Purposel~aamaging compa~ merchandise so 
someone tan "buy it at a discount 
Getting paid for more hours tIlan scheduled 
Underringing custotr.er purchases for personal 
IOOlletary gain 
Using the discount prfyilegefn an unauthorized 
manner 

' ... 

- ~"~'-f. 
L--.~ C~:~ E_J f ':~J ~. -, 

i,., J r'] 
~., " ~~" 

Table 3.11 
Interview Property and Production Deviance 

Activities for Each Segtor 
MANUFACTURING 

1. Using s Icl:. lNYj! wh~n not sick 
2. Getting paid !ar ov~rtime not wcrked 
3. Taking longet:lunch and/Ol' coffee hrea~~ than 

authorized 
4. Punching a~ tine card fOI' an absent employee 
5. Coming late to work or leaving early without 

apPI'oval 
6. Doing slow or slopp}' work on purpose 
7'. Faking injury to receive workman's corpensation 
S. Using computer time for pel'sonal reasons or 

sell ing it to others 
9. lIorldng while under"the influence of drugs or 

alcohol 
Iii. Keeping samples 
11. Taking" and keeping personal property of 

co-workers 
I? T~king. care of personal business on companyo 

time 
13. Actively he.1ping another person take company 

property 
14. Giving away cOl1'llany property without the 

authority todo'so 
15. Falsifying a company document for personal 

gain 
15: ,Using companY copying machines for personal 

purposes 
1.7. Making personal long distance calls at company 

expense . 
IS. Purposely mistr~ating or breaking compa~ 

property . 
19. Using compilny tools or equipment for personal 

l'I!asons away from the Workplace 
20. Keep1ng company office supplfes or equipment ~ 

21. Takl ng lOOney from the cOnl>any 
22'. Not reporting theft of con:panYiOllerty by 

another emp I oye! 
23.' Disclosing tonftdential company docull)l!nt.s or 

information for personal gain 
24. Accepting IIlIlney or gi,fts from clients 
25. Dellber.ately sabotaging production 
26, TaJ;lfig Y;lluable company propert,y , 
27. Taking obsolete 01' defective parts or components, 

tool s, or other types ofequi pment 
28; Takfngj:ompany property of little value 

l,f)· 

f :] J 

HOSPITAL 
1. Using sick I"'Jv~ when not sick 
2. Getthl9 paid fOJ' ovel-tinit' not worked 
3. Taking lamIe!' lunch and/ol' corfee bl'e,lls than 

authorized 
4. Punching a time card for an absent cml'loyee 
5. COOlin9 late to Work or leaving early without 

approvdl 
6. Doing slow or sloppy work on purpose 
7. Fakin9~injury to receive workman's cor.lpensation 
8. Us Ing computer tiPle fOI' personal reasons or 

selling it to others . 
.9. Working while under the influence of drugs Or 

.alcohol 
10. Keeping samples 
11. Taking and keeping personal property" of 

a co-wOl'kers 
12. TakIng care of personal businesS on hospital 

p. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

IS. 

19 • 

20. 

21. 
22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 
26. 

27. 
2S. 

29. 
30., 

j1. 

32. 

time 
Actively helping another person take hospital 
property 
Giving away hospital propert,y without the 
authori ty to do so 
Falsifying a hospital document for pel'sonal 
gain 
Using hospital copying machines for personal 
purposes 
Makin!! personal long distance calls at hospital 
expense 
Purposely mistreating or breaking hospital 
Jiropert)' U ~ 
Using hospital tools or equipmen~ for personal 
reasons, away from the workplace ~ 
Keeping hosPlta) office sU'vpl ie.:2l,r equipment 
Taking money from the hospi tal 
Not reporting theft of hospital property by 
another employee 
Disclosing confidential docllments or information 
for persona I gal n 
Accepting money or gifts from sales representatives 
or patients 
Taking or using medication intended fo~ patients 
Taking !tome hospital "linen or o,ther ,,Supplies 
Taking home dlsposablepat,~ent supplies 
Taking or e~ting hospital food without paying 
for 1t . 

Taking hospital svpplies tl!at are of nominal value 
Taking and keeping a patient's property or money 
for persona 1 use a 

. ~ntentjonally charging one patient for services or 
"medication given to another 
Taking hospital stock 
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often. The phrase II pretty frequent" is an accurate 

reflection of how informants responded when asked about the 

frequency of these behaviors: 

Longer breaks, I'd have to say that's pretty 
frequent. (Medical Technologist, Hospital Sector)~"" 

Phrases such as "a lot of people do it" and "people do 

it all the time" were also given to expl~in how often these 

activities oCCur. Sometimes a specific incident or type of 

occurrence (5 was used to make an estimate of frequency. For 

example, the phrase "he's always loaded" is a very graphic 

illustration of how an employ~e noticed others working 

under the influence of drugs or alcohol: 

Like this working und~r the influence of drugs or" 
alcohol. There is'\ one cleaning man that has such 
a drug problem -- I mean, he's an alcohol ic~ 
He's. always loaded. I mean I do see that. 
(Nursing Assistant, Hospital Sector) • 
Of the various property deviance activities presented 

in the card sort, most retail employees were aware that the 

discount privilege was misused s and they indicated that 

this activity w~s widespread~ 

When I started working there and everybody was 
"giving disccunts to their friends .and stuff it 
struck me because you can't give away discounts 
to everybody, but then they said it's better than 
having them hold it for them and then you"bUY it 
for them. So I just figured, you know, I can do 
,it a coup·le of times, too. (Sales Clerk) 

Among hospital interviewees, activities under the 
~ , 

general heading of "taking hospital supplies" were the most 

often selected property deviance behaviors during the card 

sort. Employees reported that activities which would be 
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included under this heading (e.g., taking hospital linen, 

taking disposable patient supplies) occurred frequently. 

The example I thought of is -- I know quite a few 
people have taken home uniforms and stuff like 
that. Use them as paj amas • 

WHAT'S THE SCALE OF THAT? I MEAN, HOW MUCH DO YOU 
SEE? 

It's not an unusual thing.(Orderly) 

Of the property deviance behaviors in the 

manufacturing sector, most employees were" aware of the 

taking of production materials, and we were told that this 

was not an uncommon activity. 

The parts themselves--everybody wanted to take a 
part home, everybody in our line when they shut 
down second shift--everybod.Y took a" part home 
that cost over $185. Cause everybody, you know, 
they go, well, just to see what lIve worked on 
and so everybody took the· part home to show 
everybody what they worked on and nobody would 
return it. That can hurt. Especially when a 
part's $185 and there's, what, 30 of us in our 
1 i ne tak i ng parts home. ,.And who knows how many 
peop 1 e are on the '1 i ne before., And there IS fi rst 
shift--the.v~ ve got about a hundred and some odd 
people on that line and a lot of them have taken 
parts home. That's quite a bit of money that 
they've lost out on. (Assembler) 

Fewer interviewed employees reported that they were 

aware of other property deviance activities, a~'d we were 

told that-they occurred less frequently. For example, only 
o 

a ,small number of hospital employ~es'were aware of the item 

"taking and keeping a patient's property or money. II When 

one employee who was aware of that' activi"-ty was asl<ed to 

cite an instance of that - behavior, she referred to an 

incident several years in the past. 
o 
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~~e did have an employee, once. • . this was a 
few years ago, that was just fired under Civil 
Service. T~ere wa~ a lighter missing, and it was 
a very un~que l~ghter of a patient's property, 
and a nurslng aSSlstant .•• was found with it 
had Jt at work ri ght after. It was dumb. If 
somebody told you "I 1m missing a. lighter" and 
described it, you would remember it because it 
wasn't Hke this or anything like that. It 
probably wasn't worth that much. I mean how much 
can ali ghter be wor-th un1 ess it I S gold or 5il ver 
or something. He was caught right with the goods 

SO HOW LONG AGO WAS THAT? 

Oh, again, it has to be, lId say five years ago. 
(Nurse Practitioner) 

Similarly, in the retail sector, when asked about 

large-scale theft of merchandise or money, employees cited 

"spectacular" events which,had received a great deal of 

attention in the organization (e~g., $10,000 worth of 

merchandise stolen, $30,000 w9rth of merchandise purchased 

for? store by someone without the authority to do so). 

Wel,ve had a lady admit to stealing $4,000 worth 
of money and our garbage man had gotten fired 
too, because he'd taken merchandise, put it i~ 
his bin, and taken it out to his ,car. He got out 
$4,000 worth of merchandise he stole, too; (Sales 
Clerk) 

One of the girls in the ••• department admitted 
to at least $500 in theft, and they think she 
probably took up to $5,000 worth. (Buyer) 

The intensive interviews thus confirmed some of our 

genera 1 survey fi ndi ngs {( about the prevalence of property 
=- . 

and p,roduction deviance. In addition, the inte":Views .added 
I{ 

to our knowledge about the prevalence of thes!e activities 
II 

by suggesting a reason. for the differing. p~'evalence of 

behavtors, namely! more discount misuse thar. other forms of 

o 
(\ 



-/~I 

property deviance in the retail sector; more production 

than property deviance in all three industries. 

During the, intensive interviews, employees 

consistently indicated that some of the activities included 

in the card sort would not always be defined by employees 

as deviant. Some empl~yees could not draw the line between 

activities that go on and activities conventionally 

labelled theft or stealing. For example: 

I know people copying fo~ personal uses--copies 
of our weekly golf schedule they hand out to the 
ottfer golfers .. That's sort of a personal thing, 
but it's a company sponsored thing. I think of 
copying ••• I don't know what the heck' you 
could • • • unless you're going to run off 500 
copies for chur'ch, but maybe I look at that 
differently. (Engineering Manager) 

\\ 
The qualitative employee interviews revealed the 

importance ,of organizational and employee definitions of 

the situation within which acts occur and are interpreted. 

That is, definitional processes within the workp.1ace shaped 

informants' responses to items in thecat'd sort exercise. 

Some acts were not 'perceived as deviant within certain 

contexts of 'the work se~ting. For example, taking' longer 

breaks and taking ~ertain items of a nominal value were 

found to be acceptable and normal patterns of employee 

behavior within some work locations. These intensive 
",' 

interviews with employees thus suggested that the way in 

which an activity is defined by employees and the woyk 

organizat.ion influences its prevalence in the work force 

and its status as employee "deviance." This issue will be 
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discussed further in Chapter IX of the report. 

CONCLUSION 

All three of our data sources (the mail survey of 

employees, organizational interviews, and face-to-face 

II employee interviews) gave us information about employee 

deviance. Only the self-administered questionnaire survey 

of employees, however, provided us with data to 

assess quantitatively the prevalence of property and 

production deviance in the workplace. In the following 

chapters we utilize the two dependent variables constructed 

from the survey data (i.e., property and production 

deviance) to test hypotheses about the phenomenon of 

deviance by employees. 
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CHAPTER IV: '0 

EXTERNAL ECONOMIC ~RESSURES AND PROPERTY THEFT 

I NTRODUCTI ON 

I Perhaps the oldest"and most pervasive of the available 

theories of employee theft concerns the effect of external 

economic pressures on the employee. As exemplified, in 

Qonald Cressey's (1953) work on .embezzlers,the most 

consistent theme found was the employee who turned to theft 
" 

as a solution tn a financial bind, what Cress~ycalls a 

"l'Ion-shalAeab 1 e problem." Under extreme economi c pressure, 

the employee violates hi's emp"loyer's trust and "borrows" 
() 

front the company. While 'this "theory _ has most commonly 
D 

app~ied to the study of cash embezzlers, the mode! has been 

frequently utilized to understand the phenomenon of 

,~mplOyee theft as well. Not IJonlY would we expect the. 

emp 1 oyee who is under a f:inanci a 1 burden to steal cash, but 
. ~,;. 

we a l'so. would exp,ect such an employee to b,einvolved. in aJ 1 
.~' "::: 

types of property theft that would be of 'idi rec;t ffnanci all/ 
~ 

benefit. 
G 

The r\~ader should realize that the~ self-administered 

ques f, onna ire st udy" crr emp 1 oyees was not des i gned to detect 
o 

large scale 'thefts of money, and for thisc,and other reasons 
f ;;: 0 

o t: 0 

we cannot test exactly CresseY's" "lInon-shareable problem~~ '0 

., 

hypothesis. However, . in this ~hapter" we can test the· 

val idityof ifs'property theft corol1~ry presented above. 
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METHODS 
o 

External economic pressures can ooerate at two levels, 

the individual and the social struttural. On the 

individual level, we wished _0' to" examine, whether those 

specific employees with ec~n{mic,difficulties were more in-
'l 

vOlved in' property deviaQce than their more financ:a:,.lY 

secure peers. Specifically, theext~nt ot" financial pres-" 

sure on survey respondents 0 was determined by asking ,-

questions'about; a) their household income~ b) the adequacy 
'~ 

of that income, and c) their concern about their' prese.nt 

financial situation. At the social structural level, we" 

wanted to know whether employees working in economically 

depr~ssed communities were more prone to turn to crime as 

the "innovative" means to blocked economic goals (Merton, 

1938). This was measured by __ comparing the amounts of 

employee theft reported by respondents ~rom two different 
;;:: :1 

co~unities in \'~hich we simultaneollsly collected data. 

c' 

FINDINGS: PERSONAL ECONOMIC DIFFICULTIES 

- Income. The emp1~nyee survey presented respondents with 
c· _ , 

ten different" income ranges, varying fr:om "less than 

$5,OOO~" "to "$50,000" or more." We asked ,employees to 

indicate which" range corresponded to their household's 
-,\"" 

total yearly i'ncome. 

The siz@ Of-~ family's 

,indicate the pres\ence or 

income does not necessar,iljN 
q 

absence of financial pressure. 

Circumstances could -arise which co~ld cause a household 
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with ,any income level to face economic difficulties. 

However, if a familY's annual income is extremely low, ,~hat 
family will 

'? dUe to the 

almost certainly be under a financial strain 

ever increasing cost of living. Fpr our 

examination of the variable "family income" we predicted 

that, if financial pressures influenced involvement in 

property theft, 'individuals whose families subsisted on 

low~r incomes were more likely to be involved. 

In Table 4.1 we see that in no sector did we confirm 

the above hypothesis. In the retai 1 sector the 

rel ation,ship between family income and employee theft 

involvement was bipolar. That is, respondents who were more 

likely to be involved in theft came from families wit'1 very 

, low incomes (i .e., under $5,000) a-s well as from households 

where the annual income er.ceeded $20,000. In "the hospital 

secto;', pwe found a significan't relationsHip between income 
u 

level and theft involvements but the results were counter 

to those that had been predicted, in that, respondents from 

higher inc.ome families were more likely to be ;-nvo1ved. In 

the manufacturing sector, Table 4.1 shows the relationship 

between family, income and theft to be curvilinear. Higher 

levels of theft were ,reported by manufacturing employees 

whose fami.1ies earned between $15,000 and $35,000 per year. 

In sum, when using household income as ~ measure of 

economic need, wr$'found no c~ns;stent evidence to support 
" 

the hypothesis th,at financial 'difficulties motivate an 

individual to become involved in property deviance at work. 
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INCONE 

Less th~n'$5,OOO 
q 

, $S'~OOO to $9.999 .... '~ 

$l(},OOO to $14,999 

\1 

Table 4.1 
, 0 

Employee Theft by Household Income at Re.spondent 
, 0 a 

,RETAIL SECTOR 

EMPLOYEE THEFT -

Below 
Mean 

, '69.4% 

83.5% 

. 80.8% 

Above 
14ean 

30.6% " 108 

16.5% 

19.2% 447 

• 

HOSPITAL SECTOR -

EMPLOYEE THEFT 

Be] ow . . Above 
Mean Mean N 

74.7% 25.3,% 

73.3%26.7% 
() 

87 

\; 
382 

67.9%, 32.1% 695 

MANUFACTURUtG SECTOR 

EMPLOYEE THEFT 

Below 
Mean' 

75.0% 

85.5% 

Above 
Mean 

25.0% 

14.5% 

N 

8 

62 

7?.6% 27.4%' 179 

o 

~~--~--~----------~---~~,~~----------~~------~------~----------------~-----

$15,000 to $19,999 () '80.0% 20.0%' . 486 67.2% 32.8% 680 68.0% 231 

$20,000 to $24,999 74.1% 25.9% 599 65.9% 34.1% 704 70.0% 30.0% 357 
>'.' \ 

. ". ~ 
f.~ 

'------~--.--------~--------------~--------------~--~--~--~~----------~-----------
$25,000 to $2.9 ,999 72.4% 27.6% .431 63.2%, 36.8% 5p 71.7%,' .28.3% 269 

~, 0 

$~O.OOO to $34,999 75.2% 24.8% 331 ,62.6% 37.4% 364 70.0% 30.0% 170 

$35,000 to $39,999 75.8% 24.2% 223 68.1% 31.9% 191 26.6% 94 

$40,000,~0 $49,999 64.9% ,,35! 1%, 211 61.7% 38.3% 193 

----------~~~------------~------------------~~~.------~----.~---------------------
$50.000 or more 

TOTAL 

72.9% 27.1% 214;, 

76.0% '" 24.0% 3,3961. 
x2 ,: 42 •• 66. 9 df.p = .000 

Gallll1a = .119 

63.8% 36.2%' 174 

fi6.5% '33.5% 3,997 

. X
2 

)19.3.0, 9/f~P '" ~923 
Gallll1a,= .082 ~ _ o. 

15.0% 25.0% 44 

, 71.4% 28.6% 1,480 

, X2 = ,8~52, 9,df; p i; NS 

Gallllla =.016 
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The fact that we discerned a somewhat puzzling set of 

relationships between family income and employee theftnin 

each sector could be due to the differing natures of the 

three particular industries surveyed and their work 

forces. For example, the bipolar relationship in the 

retail sectormight be explained by "the relatively low wage 

scale of the industry and its ~eavy reliance on student 

workers who live with their parents. In hospitals, on the 

other hand, ~":. 1 the gr'eater ~Jvo vement of employees from 

higher il);come families might reflect the fact that high 

status professionals comprise a large portion of that 
c 

industry·s w(}rk force. Thus, our analysis of IIhousehold 

income ll instead suggests that occupational and personal 

characteristics of employees might be the more important 

variables to understand employee involvement, in deviant 

behavior. These alternative variab'les are discussed in 

1 ater chapters. 

Inc()me aQequa~y. To ascertain the adequacy of a 

family· sincome, we asked each respondent, to indicate 

whether the household·s income was sufficient to meet the 

usual bills and expenses. The possible response choices to 

this question in the Minneapolis-St. Paul Phase ·:1 study 

were: a) always, . b) usually, ana c) never. Since the 
o 

(\ 

majority of the respondents answered lIusuallY,lIu we 'felt 

that we inadvertently had constrained the variance on this 
\) 

.~ question. Therefore, for the second phase of the resear.ch 

in Dallas-Fort Worth and Cleveland we added an extra 
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, . 
category between "usually" and'lIneverll 

(, 

and called this 

additional choice "seldom.1I In exa!11ining this variable, we 
'~ 

predicted that a person whose income was never sufficient 

would be under more economic pressure than one who could 

always meet expenses. If economic pressure influences 
() 

involvement in property theft, the employee "respondents who 

answered "never" should be more involved. 

Since the response choices ·for this question differed 

slightly between the Minneapolis-St. Paul study and the 

research in Dallas-Fort Worth and Cleveland, our analysis 

dealt with. respondents from eac~ phase separately. In 

Table 4.2 we present two retan~~sector contingeny tables, 

and Table 4.3 contains two crosstabulations for the 

hospital sector and one for manuf~cturing. These tables 

show that the relationship between propert.Y deviance 

involvement and income adequacy was non-significant in the 

hospital sectof in Minneapolis-St. Paul and in the retail 

sector in Dallas-Fort Worth and Cleveland. In the retail 

and manufacturing. sectors in Minneapolis-St. Paul and the 

hospitali'1dustry in Dallas-Fort Worth and Cleveland, ,the 

res u 1 ts' . were' S'1 gn; f i cal1t, . but theoppos i te of wh at was 

predicted. That is., the tables show'that respondents who 

reported their incomes were "never sufficient" were less 

likely to be involved in theft. In conclusion, this 
. ... ~ " 

variableo provided us with no evidence that an overwhelming 

economic burden was pushing individuals into involvement in 

workplace property deviance. 
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fNCOME 
ADEQUACY 

Always 

Usually 

Never 

," 
TOTAL 

Table 4.2 

Employee Theft by the Adequacy 
of the Respondent's Income 

RETAIL SECTOR 
MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL 

EMPLOYEE THEFT 
Bel 0\'1 Above 
Mean ' Mean 

60.0% 40.0% 

67.2% 32.8% 

'~~ 
71.3% <i 28.7% 

a 

64.9% 35.1% 

X2 = 9.28. 2 df; p = .010 
Gamma = -.156 

RETAIL SECTOR 
DALLAS· FORT HORTH & CLEVELAND 

EMPLOYEE THEFT 
INCOME BelOW Above 

ADEQUACY Mean Mean 

AlWays 83.2% 16.8% 

Usually 83.4% 16.6% 

Seldom 82.2% 17.8% 

Never 83.1% 16.9% 

TOTAL 83.2% 16.8% 

2 _ 
X - .27. 3 df; P = NS 
Gamma = .013 

86 

N 

505", 

756 

122 

1.383 

N 

560 

1,103 

320 

148 

2,131' 

-::.) . , 



) r
~' . 

r,'" .' 

I, 
ti 
" ~ 
t 
I (, 

(Xl ...... 

'0\ 

0 

u· ! 

I 
,~:. i 

" J 
I 

, 1 

"i: 

" 

c 

Table 4.3 " 

Emp 1 oyee Theft' by the Ad'equacy 
. of the'Respondent's Income 

._--===============T=:':::·-.. -- -_-=-_::...-__ --::.--,=--=--= 

INCONE. 
ADEQUACY 

Always 

Usually 

Never 
,,\':;:.:-

il () 

TOTAL 
"" 

X2 = ,71, 2 df; p = NS 
Gal1~na = .005 

f~ 

" 

C:J 

BOSPlTAL SECTOR 
NINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL HOSPITAL SECTOR 

DALLAS-FORT WORTH & CLEVELAND 
--'" 

----' -------"---.---

BelO\~ Above 
Nean .Mean 

6S.2% 31.8% 

67.0% 33.0% 
',-{ 

70.0% 30,0% 

67.7% 32.3% 

,J 
c 

INCOME 
ADEQUACY 

Al\~ays" 

~Usually 

Never if 

'" 
TOTAL 

o 

EMPLOYEE THEFT 
Below 
Mean 

, INCOME 
N ADEQUACY 

'II 
730 Always 5S.9% 

. 1,162 Usually 63.1% 

73.6% 160 Seldom 
II 

2,052 . Never 8S.2,% 

TOTAL 65.7% 

2 ' 
X = 55.S7, 3 dfi P = .000 
Gamma = -.260 

MANUFACTURING SECTOR 

EMPLOYEE THEFT 
B~low 

" Mean 
o 

70.3% 

69.B% 

86.7% 

n,6% 

,.r: 'J 

Above 
Mean 

29.7% 
!I 

30.2% 

13.3% 

2S.4% 

N 

50S 

S~9 

,,143 

1,490 

'" 

'[, 

Above 
Mean 

41.1% (, 

36.9% 

26.4% 

11.a% 

34.3% 

~r, 

"\ 

N 

~ 475 I '-" 
{/ r; 

l~ 
1,069 \I 

" 
'I 11 
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Financial concern. The third variable of interest from 

the employee survey was obtained by asking respondents to 

indicate bow concerned they were about their current 
o 

financial situation. We presented every respondent with 

eightcissues of possible interest; a) perso~al health, b) 

neighborhood crime, c) family welfare, d) pollution, e) 

present job f) religion, g) financial situation, and h) 

education/career training. We asked the respondents to 
l\ 

rank these issues from one through eight, based upon the 

order of their personal importance to the respondent. 

Being II concerned II about finances and being under 
;:::! 

financial 'pressure are not necessat'ilythe same. However, 

if a respondent considered ,his or her finances as one of 

the most important ,issues, that concern could be 7_parti ally 

due to "unshareable economi.c problems" or it could also be 

that current realities are not matching one1s financial as-
\] . 
pirations regai"cpess of the objective or income being re-

alized. Thus, we wg}Q~ predict that there would be higher 
~~J 

levels of involvement in employee theft, among respondents 

who were highly concerned about their financial situations, 

regaY'dless of actual income level. 

The results of'thisanalysis in Table 4.4 indicate 

that the relationship between property deviance and 

financial concern is consistent across all three sectors. 
" In each case~ the results are significant, with higher 

;:theft individuals m'ore 1 ikely to be concerned about their 

finances, 
o " 

particularly those who r,anked finance as the ~ 
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Table 4.4 

Employee Theft by Respondent's Concern with' Personal Finances 

RETAIL SECTOR 

EMPLOYEE THEFT 
Below 
Mean 

70 .. 9% 

Above 
Mean 

29.1% 

tI 

2.44 

c c? 

HOSPITAL SECTOR 

Below 
Mean 

58.3% 

I. ~ -' 

EMPLOYEE THEFT 
Above 
Mean' 

41.7% 

:rf 

218 

MANUFACTURING SECTOR 

Below 
Mean 

61.1% 

EMPLOYEE THEFT 
Above 
Mean 

" ~38.3% 

N 
., ::. 

94 

----------~~--------------------------------~--~--------------:--------------------~----------------
o 

Second 

Third 
(; 

Fourth 

Seventh 

Eighth 

TOTAL C 

72..1% 27.9% 587 

76.2% 23.8% "881 .' 

75.7% 24.3% 837 

80.1% 19.9% 544 

\) 

78.5% 21.5%, 200 

68.6% 31.4% ~35 

" )): 

x2 = 15.12, :, df; P = ... 035' 

Gamma. = .... 080 

64.0% 36.0% 550 64.6% 35.4% 268 

65.1% 34.9% 1,025 . 72.6% 27.4% 441 

",:-

.63.1% 
,,/ 

36.9% 1,007 73.1% 26.9%' 361 
;,.J! 

70.5% 29.5% 638 

76.2% 23.8% 336 

29.8% 121 

72.2% 27.8% 54 

66,1% 33.9%" 3,949 

" 

xK:; l4~'41, 7 df; Po = .000 

°Gamma = ... 106 

74.0% 26.0% 196 

77 .Js% 22'.2% 63 

c· 

81.5% 18.5% .27 

100.0% 

71.4% 28.6% 1,463 

x2 :; 19.73.7 df; P": "COG 
Gamma ,= -.152 
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Financial concern. The. third variable of interest from 

the empl(byee survey wasobtai'Med. by asking respondents to 
i.-, (J 

indicate how concerned they were about their current 

fi nanci a 1 s i tuat i on. We presented every rt=~sP'ondent wi th " 

eight issues of possibl:e interest: a) person~lr health, h) 

ne~ghborhood crime, c) family welfare,d) pollution, e) 

present job f) r~ligion, g) financial situation, and. h) 
6 

education/career training. We asked the respondents to 

rank these issues from one through ei ght., based upon the 

order of their personal importanc~ to th'e respondent. 

"concerned" about finances and being under 
" 

financial pres'sure are not necessarily th,e same. However, 

if J fespon~ent considered his or her~finances as nne' of 
(.' " .. 

the most i'mportant issues, that concern could be partially 

due to "unshareable economi.c probl(~ms" or it could also be 0 

"that current re,alities are not matc;hing one's financial oas-

'p.itations regardless of the objel!:tive 'or ,income being Y'~

al'ized. Thus, we 'would predict, that there would be higher 

levels of involvement ";nemployee theft among respondents 

~ho were highly concerned abou;t their financial situations, " 

regardless of actua"' income level. 
<I ,~ 

The results of thi,s analysis \ .. \i~n Table 4.4 indicate 
," \\ 

that "the relationship between property. deviance and 

financial conct:rnisconsistent across'all three,Sectors. 
.. '," I ...... 

In each case, the~esults' are significant, with higher 

theft individuals more 1 ikelyto "bec6ncerned . about their 

fin'ances, particularly those who ranked ·finance as the 
, 0 

/ 88' 
(.) o. ,,' 

G', 

, n 

(/ 

o 

o 

o 

first or second most important issue. 
',' 

These relationships 

,are as we pred i ct.ed ., 

~ This analysis thus suggests that an individual's 

i financial situation may playa part in influencing theft 

involvement. However, when all three of the variables 

presented above are cons i dered, it appears that fi nanc i a·l 

pressures on an individual may not be the best explainers 

of employee involvement in property deviance. 

FINDINGS: COMMUNITY PRESSURE 

In addition to the measures of economic pressure 

provided by responses to the empioyee survey, we 
~! 

hypothesized that vet another source of employee deviance 

pressure may be provided by th~ financial climate of the 

community. That is, the economic situation within 0the 

community in which - an individual lives and works could' 

affect that person's financial vi abil i ty and " hence 

influence' his or( her decision to become involved in 

employee theft. 

Since w~ simultaneously surveyed employees 
I' 

Fort Worth and Cleveland, this' afforded us 
II 

in. Dallas-
(, ' 

a unique 

opp'ortunity to compare the amounts df theft reported by 

'responOdents from two different communitfes. As noted in 
" Chapter II, we specifi ca lly includeq,!fDall as-Fort Worth and 

:.\ .' ", 

Clevoeland in tf)esecQ,nd phase of '(the research because of 
.< /) 

their differ\ing official crime and victimization surve.Y 
o 

rates. We wanted to see if the level of observed cri'me in o 
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the community would be reflected in the amount of employee 

theft in the·workplace. 

Along with having different rates of crime, however, 
o 

the two metropolitan areas are also economically distinct. 

Cleveland';~an~xample ofa northern industrial city which 
~'\\ 

i,s, losing both population and industry. Between 1970 anq 

1980, the population d,eclined 8.1 p~rcent, and during the 

four month period' in 1980 when th,is research was conducted, 

the unemployme,nt rate in the community ranged from, 6.2 tp 

9.1" percent. "Dallas-Fort Worth, on the other hand, is the 

epitome of the' ?ooming u sun-belt:t city. Both the 

population ~nd economy are e~panding; the population 

increased 24.7 percent from 1970 to 1980. In contrast to 

Cleveland, ,the Dallas-Fort Worth unemployment rate during 

the survey period in 1980 varied from only 3.8 to °4.8 

percent. , 

From a theoretical standpoint, 
(,'\ 

e~actly how the 

economic situation in a community would affect employee 
/.' 

theft involvement is uncertftin. 'In a ,city such as C1.eveland 
v . 

which"has high unemplo~~nt~ the state of the economy could 

lead to increased crime among all members of the 

poprilation. On the other hand, among e~pl;;:yed ind,i,Vi~uals, 

,. the p~or econo~i c situation mi ghtl ead to' 1 es sera~,?unts of 
.'. . w. 

. ) 

employee theft. speccifi~a11Y,' with fewer jobs available, :; co 

p~opl~ might not wa~tto run the risk of stealing and 
"I) '\\ 

'0' " c • _ 

subsequently los,ing their jobs. ~ 

"In Da 11 ~~~F ort Worth ,a heal thy economy and ru 11 
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employment could usher in a period of generally lower crime 

in the workplace! However, relatively l.ow !Jnernployment 

u might also lead an individual to have less fear of lOSing 

his or her job; a person terminated" for involvement in 

theft could most likely find immediate employment with 

another organization. Since the economic situation could 

variously affect theft by employees, we were not willing to 

predict which of the two communities was more likely to 

have higher amounts of reported theft involvement • 

From Table 4.5 we see that, in the retail sector, 

respondents from Cleveland were slightly more likel:y to be 
c 

involved in employee thefto(with a weak gamma of .130), 

while the relationship in the hos Il-ita 1 sector was non

signif'icant. 

Since there were different results for the two 

sectors, ~we wanted to be certain that .the Significant c;::::;' ........ ~ 

relationship in the retail sector was real and nnt a result 
" . of the varying characteristiCs of the specific retail 

organizations included in the study. ,. In thiS' sector, we 

have two separate technologies represented: full-line 

Jepartment stores and discount stores. Department stores 

carry different lines of merchandise than': discounters, and 

employees in a department store are engaged in different 

activites than their counterparts in a discount operato;on. 

Therefore, to be oertain that we obtained an accurate 

picture of the influence ofa locaJcommunit.\(,~s economy 
() 

upon employee theft in the retailindusb'y, we dropped the 
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TOTAL o 
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Table 4.5 

Employee Theft by Community 

c 

RETAIL SECTOR 
(:) 

EMPLOYEE THEFT 
BeJow 
Mea,n 

77 .6% 

)~ Above " 
Mean N 

22.4% 1,322 

iJ 

HOSPITAL SECTOR 

EMPLOYEE THEFT 
Be 1 ow;,,,-. Above 
M 

p-J' '--.. .. ' M 
~an"ft.· .;/' 0 ean 

'",.: , .. , 

66.4% 33.6% 920 

72.8% 27.2% . 837 , 65.3% 34.1% 1,111 

65.8% 
0 

34.2% 2,031 6 75.7% 2,4.3% 2,159 
" ('-l.~j _________________ ~ __ _..,,_-__,;_J~);_:~----------.........---------~-

,~~-~) . 
2 ' , " 

X =06.30, 1 df; p = .012 
, .- "lll\ 

YuleS'~ ;:l '.130 
.1 "' •• ':." ' 

" 

"-.~ -·-r·--·'.-~-- -- ~ ...... ~_··_· ____ .rl--·~.~ ___ · ... Ht.!.' 
<i • < ---,'-. 
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D ' 
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x2 = ~21, 1 df; p = NS 
Yules Q ~ .024 
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Table 4.6 

Employee Theft by Community: 
Full-Line Department Stores, 

COMMUNITY 

Dallas-Fort Worth 

<~ 
/' Cleveland /' 

TOTAL 

x2 = 2.21, 1 df; p = NS 
Yules Q = .099 

RETAIL SECTOR 

EMPLOYEE THEFT 
Below 
Mean 

84.6% 

81.8% 

83.5% 

94 

Above 
Mean 

18.2% 

16.5% 

o 

G 

N 

1,085 

710 

1,795 
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two discount stores in the sample, thus testing for 

community"differen~es only in the full-line department 

o stores. As we see in Table 4.0, there was no significant ~(~ 

relationship among similar "technology organizations. We 

therefore have to conclude that our data do not provide 

sufficient evidence to support the hypothesis that " 

community econ()jllic pressures affect an individUal 

employee's involvement in theft. 

CONCLUSIONS 

From our examination of various measures of an 

individual employee's perceived economic difficulties, we 

found very little evidence 1n support of the hypothesis 

that employees become involved in theft because of 

great£)r economic pressure. Jhere may, indeed, be a pool 

of people who turn to' employee theft to solve e"zonomic 

difficulties. But our data suggest th~t pool probably 

includes a small number of individuals. 

We also considered the economic situation ofc the 

community as" an 'influence upon employee theft behavior. 

However, we found 
'0 

appeared from 
" 

o 

no influerice. The only relationship that 

the ~,n'~lYSiS \~as attrib~~'able to ~h~c 
(<:~ -{ 

technology of the participating organizations rather than 

the communfj;-y. 
,~/-

The overall results presented 1n this 
'-'Q 

chapter thus suggest that factors external to the 

organization are not the best nor the most consistent pr,e

dicto.rs of employee involvement in workplace property devi-

G 
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ance. Therefore, in succeedi ng chapt'erDs we di rect our 

attention tb those factors internal to the work organiza

tion for explanations of the phenomenon of employee theft. 
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CHAPTER V: 

YOUTH, WORK AND PROPERTY DEVIANCE 

INTRODUCTION 
\ 

One of the more perp 1 ex; ng research and po 1; cy 

questions which has arisen from the analysis of apprehended 

employee thieves is the disproportionately higher number of 

younger \~orkers found involved in theft activity. One 

recent analysis,Qf a'major midwest retail department store's 

th~ft records indicated that although the 18 to ~2 year old 

age group made up only 12 percent of the total workforce, 
,-

they accounted for 69 percent of the violatlons for employe? 

theft (Frank 1 i n~ 1975). FUrther, Frank 1 in observed that 62 
c 

perc~nt of the employees apprehended for theft were 

unmarried. A simi 1 ar reta 11 study conducted ten year's 

ear 1 i er found that 33 percent of those emp 1 oyees ,) detected 

for involvement in theft were with the company less than six 

--~---------------------...." ,7/ ---- ---~---- . 

f 

~ 
! 
~ 

,;: t! 
II 
! 
! 
I , 

t 
f 

u 

months, two .. thirds employed 'less than tw,o .Years~' (Robin, <. 

:::=;:0 

1969). These statistics, if C01"rect, paint a very bleak 

portrait of young" single, short-'tenured employees and their 

involvem~~t in devianc~, particularly theft. Their image is 

so tainted that one author writing in all industry trade 

journal warns that the "part-time, teenage" employee is the 
~ ... -" 

sing 1 e greates:t::-:busi ness theft 'threat (Dayk in, 1970). 
"" 

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the 

self-report data from the present study in an attempt either 
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to confirm or reject the pessimistic official statistics on 

youth and theft presented above. Additionally, if these 

data ,do verify the negative relationship between age and 

theft invo lvement, what causal hypotheses might we use to 

explain the inordinately high level of deviance involvement 

among such a large number of employees who are just 

beginning their employment careers? 

FINDINGS 

Few other variables in this study have exhibited such a 

/~, strong relationship to theft as did the age of the employee. 
\'\J 

As Tables 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3 show, there seems to be. little 

doubt that(:Ute official statistics compiled from employees 

apprehended for theft'are an accurate reflection of the true 

theft picture. Among our three industry sectors, retail, .• 

hospital and manufacturing, we foun& zero-order correlation 
c':-., 

coefficients of -.26, -.19, and -.17 respectively. YouI1ger 

employees did ._~eeln to report ,~ighertheft levels than their 

older peers. The critical question seems to be, "Why?" 
1.\ 0 

\1)) The numerical age of an individual by itself is not a 

social variable. The negative Gorrelations found between 

age and employee theft involvement 'have little theoretical 

meaning unless we can understand their 'sociological 

underpinnings. For example, an individual· s age has" 

, impl ications for one I s physical, psychological, and soci al 

development. I nadd i t ion, age is highly correlated with 

strU'ctural variables present in society {in this case the 
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TABLE S.l 
o 

EMPLOYEE AGE, ITS,COVARIANTS AND Er4PLOYEE THEFT INVOLVEMENT IN THE RETAIL SECTOR* 

Property Marital Concern with 
Theft Status " Education/Career 

(} 

Property ~j 1.0 
Theft 0"1; 

Marital .18 1.0 
Status (.08) 

Concern with .r:21 .44 ;\ 1.0 
Educatjon/Career (.06 ) .. \., 

p 

Loqking for -.17 -.27 -.34 
a New Job ( -.07) C' 

n 

tenure with '-.14 -.25 " -.41 
Co l11pany (.02) . 

§ 
Ie 

Age 0 -.26 -.44 ;-.63 

( * All. coeffjcients at the p ~ .001 level,; 
(Coefficients with age controlled in parentheses). " 

J , '. 

Looking for Tenure with 
a New Job Company 

0 

~ 

1.0 

6' 

.34 1.0 

.45 .62 

o ." 

() 

Age 

R 
li 

1.0 
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TABLE 5.2 

EMPLOYEE AGE, ITSCDVARIANTS AND EMPLOYEE THEFT INVOLVEMENT IN THE HOSPITAL SECTOR* 

\: . 
\\ 

Prope~rty 
Theft 

\) 

Property 1.0 
Theft 

Marital " .07 
Status (.05) 

't: 

Concern with .16 
Education/Career (.09) 

Looking for <11 
a New Job (-.06) 

Tenure with :".12 
Company, L~OO} 

Age -~·i9 
(i 

Marltal 
Status 

1.0 

.18 
Ii 

-.13 

-.08 

c -,.15 

(Concern wi th 
Education/Career 

1.0 

-.22 

-.30 

-.40 () 

* All coei'fi cients significant at thep < .001 1 ev~l. 

(Coefficients with age controlled ;'n parentheses). 
o 

.' .~" 

Looking for 
a New Job 
() 

,?'. 

1.0 

~26 

.31 " 

Tenure with 
Company 

1.0 

.63 

n 
, ,) 

f::1 

Age 

1.0 
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o • 

o 
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TABLE 5.3 

E.MPLOYEE AGE, ITS COVARIANTS AND EMPLOYEE THEFT INVOLVEMENT IN THE Mf\NUFACTURING SECTOR* 

Property 
Theft 

Marital 
Status 

Concern with 
Education/Career 

Looking for 
a New Job, 

Tenure with 
Company 

Age 

Property 
Theft 

1.0 

.07 
(.03) 

.09 
(.02) 

-.06 
(-.02) 

-.05 
{.08} 

-.17 

Marital 
Status II 

1~.0 

.26 c 

-.12 

-.21 

-.26 

* All coefficients at the liP 5. .0011e.vel. 

Concern with 
,E.ducati on! Ca r;eer 

1.0 

-.22 

" 

i' 
o_~ 28 

-" -.40 

(Coeffi ci en,ts with age controlled i npa r~ntheses). 
() 

Looking for Tenure with 
a New Job, Company Age 

1.0 
,,0 

, 0 

.25 1.0 

.26 .65 1.0 
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" 
work setting), such as, tenure,. wage and occupational 

status. Thus, to appreCi'tite better the soc i a 1 effects of 

age it is necessary to review the theoretical models 

explaining the disprqportionately higher invo"ivement levels 

of younger employees in acts of theft against the work 

organization. 

One corrmonly expressed theoretical model states that 

younger employees just are not as honest or ethical as those 

of previou.s generations. Advocates of this theory point to 

the official retail theft statistics presented earlier and 

conclude that there are significant generational differences 

among today·s younger work force. The further implication 

from this model is that these. higher levels of employee. 

deviance and theft will only increase as greater numbers of 
'", 

this less ethical generati.on of employees enter the work 

force. Unfortunately, our self-re'purt survey does not 

provide the kind of loqgitudirial data necessary to test this 

II generational integr-ityll hypothesis. Perhaps when and if 
" 

this study is repl icated in the same companies some years 

from now it might beopossible to' determine the validity of 

this model. 

.We do, however, have data to" evaluate a cpmpeting 
" 

hypothesiS regarding th~ relationship betwee~ age and theft. 

" And fortunately, if correct, this model offers a less gloomy 

picture of the future "'regarding employee theft and the 

younger employee. Specifically, we posit that higher levels 

of theft among younR§!r employees may simply be af\Jnction of 

(} 

102 
0 

" J) .. 

n 
r J 
n ..... 

p 1 

'e-l t-
tl ! 

n i 

H 
n I 
".J 

P ,J 

~1 
cl,! 

n 
n 
f! 
n . , 

n 1. "~"I; 

n 
u 

F '-' 

.J 

~ 

o 

. " 

Ii 

IIlesser commitmentll to the organization, combined with 

1I1esser social. risk ll to those employees actually involved in 

the .. theft behavior. This model holds that employee theft 

always has and always will be greater among younge~, 

unmarried, short-tenured workers. Accordingly, the retail 

industry has~9ticed the higher theft involvement of younger 

employees due to the greater reliance of retailers upon 

these workel~s, espeCially during the peak Christmas holiday 

sales period. 

In order to understand better the social meaning of 

this IIlesser commitment/lesser risk ll hyp'othesis, we have 

included in Tables 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3 an empirical examination 

bf four variables which co-vary with age. 

Tenure. When we compared the number of months employed 

to se 1 f -reported prev a 1 ence of theft i nvo 1 vement, a 

significant neg.at'ive relationship was observed for workers 

in all three sectors (i.e., retail: r = -.14, hospitals: r = 

- .12, and manuf actur i ng : r :: -.05). VJheh the age of the" 
I' 

emp.loyee was controlled ( coefficents included- in 

parentheses) this relationship all _ but disappeared among 
• 0 - () 

!"etai"j and hospital empl,oyeesand actually becames positive 

in manufacturi~,g. Thus, we conclude that younger employees 

involved in theft were more likely also to have very little 

. tenure with the organization. 

Concern, about education/career. Each respondent was 

asked to ri~nk order eight Jlconcerns ll ranging from one· s 

health, crime in the neighborhood, polll!tion, family 

o 
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welfare, and religion to those more directly related' to job, 

financial situation, CWd" education/career training. Only 
,f' 

one of these concerns consistently predicted theft 

involvement, namely, concern dbout~bne's' education and 

career'. /' "'9 n other wClt'ds, those employees who were'most 

concerned about their: education and car.eer development were 

also the most likely to be involved in employee theft. As 
Cr<--

with tenure above, !flhen we cont~olled by age th~ 

relationship lessened dramatically in all three industry 

sectors indicating tha.t this is (i trait most commonly held 

by the younger members of the work force. To these 

employees the present job' may simply be a temporary me.ans of 

earning money until the: goal of educational training is 
., 

achieved. 

. Looking for a job~ . Although we also include this 
" . 

va\~i able' in the chapter wh'ich discusses job sati sfaction and 

theft-(Chapter VII), the fact that an employe~ anticipates 

leaving. his or her present job to, look for another is an 

indire.ct. measure of minimal commitment to a work 

organization. In all three sectors (i.e., retail: r = -.17, 
: \V,I ) d hospitahW;;i r = -.11 and manufacturing) r = -.06' we foun 

,') 

s~ati,stica ~li significantnegative~orre' ationcoeffic; ents '0;. 

with th~ft (lehavior for those"employees who were looking for 

a new job. 'Contro l1;ng by age reduced each' of these three c " 

"~oeffic;ents by more than ha.,'f. Agaln, we observe that more 
, "'V . ':, '. . ", 

often it was th~ younger employee who ",had intentions'oT 

moving on to~ di'fferent employment ,experience, perhaps even 
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to a career which would be obtained by completing the above 

mentioned educational program. 

Marita 1 status. Marnal status for both sexes can be 

utilized as a measure of organizational commitment and 

social risk. In all three industry se~tors, especially 

retail (r = .18), we found that unmarried employees were 

more likely to be involved in theft activity 'against, the 

work organization. We expect that unmarried employees may 

be more occupationally mobile and also be at less serious 

economic ri sk if detected for theft activity. In other 

words, the emp 1 oyee who has no immed i ate dependents can 

chan~Je jobs without significantly disrupting the financial 

welfare of others. Further, we would predict that the 

,threat of being detected and terminated for theft activity 

would be much less salient to the employee without a spouse 

or family depending on the employee's income. As expected, 

when we controlled by age we'found that these; unmarried, 

emplo,yees were much more likely to be concentrated in the 

younger age groups. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Although we do not have longitudinal survey data to 
" 

evaluate, adequately the moral or ethical "generational 

integrity" hypothesis, these data did strongly support our 

a 1 tern at; ve theoret i cal model suggest i ng th at ~any younger 

emp10yees are simply "l ess committed" to their present place 

of work an'c.\ are also under "less social risk" if detected. 
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We found that the younger employees who reported higher 

irwolvement in theft were more likelyOto ha:ve very little 

tenure with the organization. Further, they indicated 
'; 

greater personal concern with their current educational and 
() 

career training than their present jobs. In addition, they 
{) 

were the employees who were more likely to be looking for a 

new job in the coming year. Finally, many of the employ~es 

who were more likely to be involved in theft activity were 

unmarried, thus, without the associated financial 

responsibilities. 

In summary, we found that the employees who had lower 

levels of commitment to their present work organization 

reported higher levels of theft activity. By definition 

these employees are also more likely to be younger, workers. 

There is "an exisiting tHeoretical explanation for the above 

in the criminological literature which may help us to 

understand this phenomenon. A juvenile del inquency theory 

(which has later come to be incorporated in IIcontrol 

theoryll), posited first by Briar and Piliavin in 1965 works 

'remark~bly well in understanding the higher level of 

d'eviance by the younger worker. These authors 'propose that 

the central proce~s of social control is determined by onels 

;illcommitment to conformityll (1965:39). In other words, 
Q 

rJ 

assuming that a1l employees are subject to relatively the 

Co 

same deviant motives and opportunities, the probability of 

~dev;ant involvement will be depend~nt upon the II s t,llkes
li 

that - -' ~ 

one has invested in conformity. In subsequent empirical 
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testt of this social control model both Piliavin et ale 

(1969) and Hirschi (1969) demonstrate the importance of 

understanding the rewards (or "stakes") that a deviant 

employee places in jeopardy whi le committing rule-breaking 

behavior. Thus, in the employment setting it is clear that 

the. younger employee has much less to lose than his older 

co-worker if apprehended and punished for theft. 

T.he policy implications derived from these findings may 

be more related to the way in which these IImarginal" 

employees are treated by the organization than to their 

moral, or ethical inclinations. In other words, if we accept 

the conformity" exp((an~tion, the 
'~::.:-':::::: -

proposed "stakes in 

traditional organizational view of the younger employer" 

should be extensively modified, espeCially in those 

industries which have large proportions of younger workers, 

such as retailing and hospitals. Rather than treat these 

younger employees as threats to the work organization, 

'companie's should afford young'er workers many of th~ same 

rights", fringes, and privileges of the tenured, older 

employees. In fact, by signaling to the younger employee 

that he or'she is temporary or expendable, the,organization 

may be i(~advertently encouraging its own victimization by 

the very group of employees which ;s already least committed 

to" the expressed goals and objectives of the owners and 

managers. 
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CHAPTER VI: 

OPPORTUNITY, OCCUPATION AND EMPLOYEE DEVIANCE 

INTRODUCTION 

One of the most commonly expressed theories of 

employee theft and counterproductive activity is predicated 

upon the supposition that the oppo~tunity to indulge -jn" 

such acts is the key factor to understanding deviant 

employee behavior. Many industrial security practioners 0 

ma-intain that all employees have larcenous l~tendencies" 

and, if given the chance, they will take or abuse the 
" 

property and other ass,ets of their employers. Followers of 

t.;.I-is theoretical model advise that th'e most efficient 

method to reducing theft in the workplace is to "bolt 

everything down" and "watch ~.veryone," that is, drastically 
'0 

curtai 1 the opportunity for" theft, thereby Y'educing the 
',', .. 

~, 

temptation to steal. Of course, this line of thought deals 

only with differential acces's to, materials and does not 

directly address differential exposure to or -involvement in 

social structures which tend to suuport deviant behavior 

(see Coward and Oblin, 1960). 

Those who advocate an opportUinity theory of employee 

deviance generally accompany their pessimistic warnings 

witho\various suggestion~ by which an ()rgan;zafion can 
1.:,.=' 

minimize losses. These changes are generally directed 
~ r 

\1 

t(jward tightening organizational security, personnel, 

financial, and inventory controls (e.g., Hemphill, 1969). 
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The relationship between these vat'i ous formal 

organizational controls and t'he~evel of employee theft 

irIVolvementls an important and . com~lex one, meriting a 

separate treatment in Chapter VIII of this report. In .. the 

present chapter, however, we shall, focuS more carefully 

on a basic premise of the opporti~~rity hypothesis, namely, 

that the preva1ence of theft and 'deviance throughout an 

organization varies by occupation 'Or job titlE-. 

In the corporate work,world an underlying perspective 
. '. 

of opportunity theoY'ly:maintains, that an employee's ability 

to" engage in theft is cons'epalned by .. his or her 

occupational position in the company. Specific1il1y, an 

employee's direct contact with and knowledge about those 

things to be taken should cQrrelate with theft involvement· 

levels. For example, a person holding a job as a cashier 
, " 

would be in contact with cash and would know the systems 

for reporting over-charges and underrings. Persons hoiding 

other' occupations in an organiza,tion could .. have more 

restricted access to maney and might nat know the 

pracedures used to accaunt for cash transactions. 

In this chapter, then, we facus on the occupatians of 
o 

, employees. In particular, we examine the effect of 

differential jab appartunity to become involved in oroperty 
" deviance. And,since property and production deviance are 

, " ' . . . \J 0 r,. • 

'bath subcategories of employee, deviance, we alsa w111 

, c~n~ i der' the' re lilt i onsh i ~ I)et~een '; ob re l' ated ' oppoftun ity 

and productian deviance. Our intention is to test the 

, .. ; ..... -.-~"""'"""--.;.......,......--.-... . \~~' 
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hypothesis that people in accupat;ons.Iwhich allow a greater 

opportunity to become invalved in employee 

higher leyels of participation. 

deviance have 

METHODS ~ 
)1') 

The selfl"administered questio,nnaire survey prov'ided us 

with informatian an the general 'Occupational titles of 

employee respondents. In each sector, respondents were 
f7 

presented w@th a list of approximately thirty jobs usually 

found in - the respondent's industry sector (i.e., 

hospital, retail department stores d f an manu acturing). We 
C' 

asked each employee to ind,·cate the occupational category 

that best described hi\ or her current job. To test our 

opportunity hypothesis, we compared the average amounts of 

property and production deviance reported by respondents in 

each of the major occupational categaries. 
,', 

The reader should note that some of the items included 

in the proper~y deviance dependent variable were- not 
o 

equally applicable to~ll employees. Fgr example, the 

ability to be reimbursed 'for more money than actually spent 

on business expenses Gwas l~imited to thase persons on 

expen~,e accounts. Differences in applicability could lead 

to more theft being reported by p~ople in some occupations 

than othe~s. However, given the variety of activities 

included in the dependent variable, we feel it can be used 

to give us" an 

involvement. 

indication of differential occupational' 
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FINDINGS j , =-c--!J 

Figur~s 6~1,6.2, and 6.3 present the average levels 

of property theft reported by each occupational category in 

the retail, hospital, and manufacturing sector.s , 
f 

respectively. 'The figures also indicate the number 'of 

sampled respondents representing each category. To 

.,Ii ~~ facilitate presentation of the data, each sector's 
",V, 

occupations are divided into four sub-groups based upon 

occupational status rankings as utilized by the United 

States Bureau of the Census. 

These figures consistently" show that within each 

industry, the.oretically predicted sets of occupational 
" 

categories report above average levels of' property 

deviance. As expected, within each industry sectoY',the 

occupational categories with higher average levels of theft 

tended to involve close and/or unrestricted access to 

materi a 15 or mqney. S,a 1 es clerks, stockroom" workers, and 

buyers i~ ~etail stores all are in daily contact with store 

merchandise, and sales clerk~ and cashiers worko with cash. 

In the hospital sector, most of the above average theft 

occupations were patient-care ward related jobs. Registered 

nurses, residents, phys i ci ans ,:' techno log; sts, therapi sts, 

and n~rs~~g ft~sis~ants use hospital supplies when caring 

for patients on a day-to-day basis. In the manufactur~ng 

sector, the majorlty of the occupations which reported an 
. ~ 

above average level of theft were professional~or technical 

occupations {mechanical and electrical ~/gineers, computer 
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Figure 6.1 

Average Level of Property Devi ance for Each 
Occupational· Classification: Retail Sector 
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Figure 6~2 

Average Level of Property Deviance for 'Each 
Occupational Classification: Hospital Sector 
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Figure 6.3 

Average Level of Property Deviance for Each 
Occupational Classification: Manufacturing Sector 
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sped ali sts, techni ci ans) , a 11 occupat ions genera l1y"wi th 

unrestricted access to tools, raw materials, and finishe.d 

products. The figures tend to confirm that an employee's 

involvement in theft. may be related to the physical 
.'. (>, 

opportunities furnished by his or'her occupation. 

We also computed the production deviance averages 

reported by. each occupation. From Figure 6.4 we can see 

that in the retail sector most of the occupational groups 

that had above mean levels of property deviance also 

reported higher amounts of production deviance (sales 

clerks, buyers, cashiers, stock handlers). For the 

manufacturing sector (Figure 6.5) a similar situtation is 

evident, in that peopleuholding professional or technical 

occupations reported above average involvement both in 

property and production deviance. Figure 6.6 for the 

hospital sector, however, shows that in that industry the 

occupations with above mean levels of production deviance 

differed from those with above average property deviance. 

That iS
1 

some of the primary patient-wa~d occupations with 

high levels of property theft (registered nurses, nUrsing 

students, res i dents; . phys i ci ans) reported below average 
(':' 

levels of production deviance. 
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Average Level of Production Deviance for Each 
Occupational Classification~ Manufacturing Secto~ 
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CONCLUSION 

Not surprisingly,'at first glance our data suggest 

that the highest theft occupational categories ir all three 

industry sectors are ~those positions with almost 

unrestricted access to those things of value in the work 

th O al obser'vation was not organization. However, 1S gener 

without its industry specific qualifications. In short, . 

the fact that the "hi gh opportunity/hi gh theft~' hypothes is 

seemed to operate differently in each(1 industry sector . . 
examined, strongly implies that our opportunity hypothesis 

is not as simple as we have predicted. 

The retail sample conforms most closely to our 

hypothesized relationship to employee theft. Generally, 

the most theft was reported by those occupational 

categories with the greatest acces~ and least social status 

in the work organizatlon. In that the things to be taken 

ina retai 1 store have great des i rabil ity across a 11 

employee levels, we did find the' greatest. theft levels 

among those 'employee categories who h~ndle cash and 

merchandise on a daily ~asis. 

Before we immediately confirm the direct effect of 

opportunity, let us examine two contradictory additional, 

'findings. First, when we also examined production deviance 

by occupational. category, we found almost exactly the same 

job title groupings. " Since production deviance is more 

equally possible among all retai 1 occupations, this 

suggests that opportunity is not the only variable 
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operating here. '\Second, we note that in Y'etail the high 

property and production deviance categories (with the 

exception of buyers and store managers) are clustered in 

the lower social status occupational categories. While we 

cannot dismiss the effeGt' of opportunity in retail, it 

,seems quite likely that anothe~ var~able may be correlated 

to both occupation and theft, giving us a spurious 

relationship. That variable might possibly be job 

satisfaction, which we will discuss in the chapter to 

foll ow. 

In manufacturing we found a pattern different from 

retail, in that, the high theft employees ~,eemed to be 

grouped among the high status en~ineering and technical 

employees. In fact, the low status assembly line personnel

-assumedly those with the greatest direct access to the 

company's property--as a group reported one of the lowest 

levelo of theft. Tl,is finding scrongly suggests that it is 

not simply "access" that is important .",here. Among 

manufacturing employees, "knowledge" about the things to be 

taken or nature of the control enryironment also seem to be 

critical to understanding the effect of opportunity (as we 

shall see later) •. 

Unlike retailing where merchandise and cash have 

intrinsic economic ~'ue, the tools, equipment and raw 

~ materials of an electronics manufacturing plant have little ~ 

social (; or monetary value unless one knows what they c~n be 

used for. Our personal employee interviews with 1\ 
o 

1.20 
c 
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manufacturing personnel confirm that electronic components 

have no direct worth to an assembly-line person~ but to the 

electrical engineer building his own "ham radio~" 

microwave~ television~ or microcomputer or "gadget" these 

items have great worth. It is interesting to note that in 
" 

this industry sector we found the majority of the inventory 

controls directed toward the very employees (i.e.~ assembly 

p~rsonnel) to whom the property has little value. 

Engineers~ however, have almost uncontrolled access to . . . 
tools, equipment, and materials in the manufacturing plant 

because it is argued that to control stringently these 

employees would constrain their development and inventive 

creativity. Thus, we find yet another qualification to the 

opportunity hypothesis, namely~ -that "acce~sll without 

"knowledge of the social and economic value"", does not yield 

high levels of theft. 

Among hospital employees we again find an 

'inconsistency in our opportunity hypothesis. In the health 

care ;ndustry~ like manufacturing~ we observed that most of 

the property theft was reported by a cluster of the high 

status employees~most importantly the registered nursing 

staff. With one exception (i .e., ,dishwashers), we found 

most of the high property theft occupations to be those 
c' 

direct 1 y res pons fb 1 e f or the de 1 ; very of pat i e,1'1: care 

services on the ward. Many other employees in the'~fiosP;1\tal 

have equal or greater access to the property whi'ch can be 

taken in a hospital but have Jower theft levels (i.e., food 
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service personnel). As ,with manufacturing we again find 

"knowledge" having' a direct effect on theft levels. 

Des~ite the recent popularization of "surgical greens" on 

college campuses, most of the items with social value in a 

hospital are only appreciated by the professionals who use 
/" 

them on a daily basi~. 

Another interesting finding emerges from the hospit~l 

employees' responses, providing yet a further refinement to 

our opportunity theory. The reader will recall that in 

both retail and manufacturing essentially the same 

occupational grours\were involved in both property cand 
r production deviance. However, in hospitals we found thdt 

the nursing/patient care staff, although more highly 

involved in property deviance, indicated below average 

levels of production or time deviance. The reason for this 

specialization of deviance may be due to the professional 

commitment of these patient care personnel. In other words, 

to commit. production deviance the victim would be the 

patient-,·not the!) organization. This observation came 

through quite clearly in our personal hospita"j employee 

interviews, namely, it is much more acceptable to victimize 

th~ hospital organization than to reduce productivity which 

may have a deleterious effect on the welfare (even lives) 

of patients. Even if property deviance occurs on the 

wards, many nurses told us that seldom are items taken that 

would jeopardize the health or safety of a patient. Thus, 

for the highly skilled and professionalized hospital 

122 

o o 



.?'J 

,----- -.----------

',' 
-'r- _,.<".> ~n~~-l':,__.:tL-',.~=""""-'''''' .. ,·-,· '-

employee, higher'commftment to patient care than to the 

'" hospita0organization means that most employee qeviance 

will be directed' toward non-essential property of the 

institution. 

In sunmary, there is no doubt that "opportunity" is an 

important factor in understanding employe~ theft and 
" . (, 

deviance. However,- as we have just seen, opportu'hity may 

be on\y a secondary factor which constrains the actual 
Ii 

manner in which th.e deviance will be manifested. For a 

complete understanding of the phenomenon of employee 

devi ance, we ,wi 11 h;We to look beyond simple oPP,o" rtunity to 
(' 
J J . 

other soci a 1 facto-ls. present ; n the work exper; ence. 

o 

1(' 

" 

123 

~, 

"" "" "~ 
j) 

c/' 

:,\, 

==>-';;=" 

n 
n ~.~ 

n 
n .' 

B 
n 
n 
n } 

n 
n 
n 
II 

0 

P ~ 
~' 

B 
n 
il 
D 

; 

, 
\.) 

I 
I • 
I; , ;.~ : 

, rn 
Lt ' 

CHAPTER VII: 

JOB SATIS,FACTION AND EMPLOYEE DEVIANCE 

INTRODUCTION 

Although not often explicitly stated, a single 

underlying assumption runs through the vast majority of the 

qualitative field studies of employee deviance, namely, both 

property (i.e., employee theft) and production deviance can 

be interpreted as a response to the perceived quality of the 

employment experience. The hypothesis that subjective 

perceptions of the work experience may affect the prevalence 

of employee deviance is this chapter's primary topic of 

inquiry. 

Extsting work on the behavioral effects of worker 

dissatisfaction has concentrated heavily on "physical 

withdrawal" from the workplace as the dependent variable, 
r~) 

for example, turnover (Price, 1977), absenteeism (Porter and"-'-' 

Steers, 1973), and attenaance (Smith, 1977)': Although the 

available emp1rical research has been less than completely 

consistent in its findings, a recent writer conclUdes that 

attitudes toward the job can predict workplace behavior, but 

only when such behavior is under the voluntary control of 

the employee (Herman, 1973). Thus, in the absence of 

organizational coercion or constraint, perceptions about the 

quality of the work experience have been shown to influence 
(' 

employee acts against the organization. HO\,Jever, sinc.e the 

preponderance of ~vailable stUdies concentrate on quitting 
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or not showing up for work, few· of the possible 

"while-on-the-job" manifestatio~s of deviance have been 

examined in terms of their relationship to the subjective 

quality of the employment experience. 

The only available empirical study which assesses the 

association between the perceived level of job satisfaction 

and both property and production deviance is reported by 

Mangione and Quinn (1975). Their study is based upon data 

collected from a separate mini~questionnaire administered to 

selected respo~dents from the University of Michigan Survey 

Research Center's larger 1972-73 Quality of Employment 

Surv.ey (Quinn and Shepard, 1974) .. The authors cautiously 

conc)ude that general satisfaction with one's job was 

significantly related (in the predicted negative direction) 

to six types of counterproductive and theft behav i or, but 

only for males 30 years of age and older. 

Although Mangione and Quinn's' study is an innovative 

and significant piece of research, the data were limited, 

due primarily to the brevity of the one page instrument -

',included as a self-administered addendum to the larger 
" / 

Qual ity of Employment Survey. Since job satisf~ction was 

measured by a single "general" item, it was not possible to 

identify the relative salience· of various perceived 

dimensions or facets of the work experience. 

The specific purpose of thi s chapter is to build and 

expand upon Mang lne and Qui nn 's ex p 1 or ator l'work. ex am in i n9 

the relationshiJ between both "general" and"sp~cific" 
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dimensions of perceived job satisfaction and two separate 

manifestations of unauthorized worker behavior, namely, 

property and production deviance. 

METHODS 

The individual employee ' s perception of the quality of 

the work experience was operationalized via three different 

job satisfaction measures, specifically, two separate single 

item measures in addition to a multi-dimension index. 

First,a question was presented to the respondent intended 

to tap employees I general overall perception of job 

satisfaction, "All in all, how satisfied are you with you 

present job?" (4 = very satisfied, 3 = somewhat satisfied, 

2 = somewhat dissatisfied, 1 = very dissatisfied). Second, 

the respondent was additionally asked, "Considering how you 

feel at this time about your job, how likely is it that you 

wi 11 make a genuine effort to find a new job in the next 

year?" (3 == very likely, 2 = somewHat likely, 1 = riot at 

all likely). Finally a series of short-br items was 

presented to the respondent intended to measure various 

distinct dimensions of job satisfaction. Fifty statements, 
~ 
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Using both Varimax Factor and' Reliability analysis 

techniques, eight distinct dimensions of job satisfaction 

. were derived, each reflecting a unique aspect of the wo:rk 

experience. These job sati sfaction dimens ions or facets 

consist· primarily of slightly regrouped University of 

Michigan items, plus an addi\tional dimension constructed 
~~ 

from original items. The eight dimensions, including the 

thirty specific items which they represent, are presented in 

Table 7.1 along with the !litem-to-total" correlations and 

Cronbach's Alphas. 

Each of the eight job satisfaction dimensions addresses 

a distinct aspect· of the work experience. The first· of 

these dimensions focuses on'the employee's appraisal of the 

fairness and ethical standards. exhibited by his/her 

employer. The nature of the relationships with co-workers 

is the second dimensi~n. The third dimension concern~ t~e 

employee's evaluation of his/her immediate supervisor's 

performance. Whether the employee has been g1 ven. enough 

information and authority to get the job done is our fourth 

dimension. The extent to which the job provides adequate 

task.~challenges is the underlying factor of the fifth 
---:--;\1 

dimension. The sixth dimension concerns the quantity of the 

daily' workload required of each employee. Finally, the 

seventh and eighth dimensions refer to perceived 

satisfaction with ~ and promotional opportunities. A 

separate score was derived for these eight dimensions by 

summing the item responses to each. 
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Tabl e 7.1 

DH1ENSIONS OF PERCEIVED JOB SATISFACTION 

FACTOR 1: EMPLOYER (Cronbach's Alpha = .ao) 
ITEM TO TOTAL 

CORRELATION 

My employer cares about his/her employees. .66 
t,ly employer seeks to provide safe working conditions .51 

t1Y employer is honest. .64 
~ly employer is fair in handling of complaints by 
employees. .66 

FACTOR 2: CO-WORKERS (Cronbach's Alpha = .65) 

The people I work with take a personal interest in me. 
(N) 

The people I work ~ith are friendly. (11'1) 

o I have a lot in common with the people I work with. 

FACTOR 3: SUPERVISOR (Ct'onbach's Alpha!:: .88) 

My supervisor is successful at getting people to work 

.48 

.49 

.44 

together. (M) .70 

~~y supervisor is friendly. (r.l) .69 

My supervisor is helpful to me in getting myo job done. .74 
My supervisor is competent in doing his/her job. (M) .71 
My supervisor is very concerned about the welfare of those 
unger him/her. (M) .74 

FACTOR 4: INFORMATION AND AUTHORITY (Cronbach's Alpha = .71) 

• 

I have enough information to get the job done. (M) 

I feet like I know IIwhat l s going on" at"work. 
My responsibilities a.re clearly defined. (M) 
I have enough authority to do my job. (~1) 

. . 

(continued on next page) 
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Table 7.1 continued 

FACTOR 5: TASK CHALLENGES (Cronbach's Alpha = .79) 

I have an opportunity to develop my own special 
abilities. (M) 

The work is interesting. (M) 
I am given a lot of freedom to decide how I do my own 
wo rk . (t.1) I. 

I am given a chance to do the things I do best. (M) 
I can see the results of my work. (M) 

FACTOR 6: WORKLOAD (Cronbach's Alpha = .73) 

I receive enough help and equipment to get the job 
done. (M) 
I am not asked to do excessive amounts of work. (M) 

C' !) 

I am free from the conflicting demands that other people 
make of me. (M) 
I have enough time to get the job done. (M) 

FACTOR 7: ' PAY ( Cronbach I sAl pha :;: . 6S) 

The pay is good. (M) 
~ly fringe benefits are good. (M) 

FACTOR 8: PROMOTIONAL OPPORTUNITY (Cronbach's Alpha = .77) 

The chances for promoti on are good. (1<1) 

Promotions are handled fairly. (M) 
~ly employer is concerned about gi ving everyone a chance 

.63 

.55 

.53 

.69 

.46 

.53 

.58 

o 

.. 43 

.56 . 

.49 

.49 

.54 

.61 

to get ahead. (M) .66 

(M) = University of Michigan Survey Research Center, 1972-73 Quality of 
Employment Survey Item 
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FINDINGS 

When we compared our IIgenera 111 measure of job 

satisfaction to self-reported involvement in both property 

theft and production deviance, as expected, we found 

negative associations. Although weakest in the 

manufacturing sample (r = -.07), Table 7.2 presents 

correlations at the -.10 level between job satisfaction and 

property deviance among hospital and retail employees. For 

product ion dev i ance we can report even stronger zero-order 

correlation coefficients, ranging from -.19 in the hospital 

sector to -.23 in the retail sample. We may conclude that 

those employees who were generally more dissatisfied with 

the quality of their employment experience were also likely 

to be more involved in deviant acts against the workplace ~

both taking property and engaging in counterproductive 

behavior. The second of our "qual ity of work experience" 

measures, the employee IS estimate of the likelihood of 

leaving the job was found, as hypothesi'zed, to be positively 

related to both property and production deviance. 

Specifically, when we examined the relationship between an 

employee's intention to leave the job in the near future and 

property deviance, we found correlations among retail and 

hospital employees. of .18 and .11 respectively, with a 

positive (but somewhat weaker) association for manufacturing 

'employees. Additionally, we· observed that the employee's 

assessment of future continuation with one's present job was 

even more strongly associated with production deviance in 
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Table 7.2. 

PEARSON PRODUCT -NOHENT CORRELATIONS HITH PROPERlY c& 

6' PRODUCTION DEVIANCE BY INDUSTR¥ SECTOR '-' ' 

(AND PARTIALS CONTROLLING FOR AGE) 

,. 

Property Deviance Product; on Oev; ance' 

ReU;:l r~anufacturi ng Hospital 
L 

"Gen~ral" Satisfaction -.11 -.06 (.-.09 
(-.07) (c*) ( ... 06 )" 

~ 18 .06 .11 " 

( .08) (*) (.06) Looking for a uob 

8 Dimensions.[ o 

-. 12 -.05 - .11 
(-.10) I " ) (-.09) \* 
-~04 *u v 

* (*) (*) (*J 
-.09 * -.0 

1)' Employe(J 

2J Co-workers 

3) Supervisor 

Retai 1 

-.23 . 
(- .17 ) 

.30 
(.14 ) 

\! '" 

,-.22 
(~.16) 
' -.07 
( - .04 ) 
-.18 

Manufacturing 

- .. 20 
(-. 17) 

.19 
(.12 t 

- .17 
(- .16 L 
-.07 

(-.07) 
" -.11 

Hospital 

-.19 
(-. Hi) 

.20 
( . 12) a 

-.18 
( -. 14) 
-.04 

( '-. 03) 

(-.GEl). ( *) (-.06) (- .15 ) 
-.06. -.09 ,-.08 - .1'3- '.' .' .'--------!-~Z:-.!......--~_!:;_---'--~~---'-_. 

4) lnformati on and Authority 
(-". H.) 
-~'15 0 

-. 17 
( -. 15) 

(*) (-.09) (-.06) 
-.13 * -.05 

(-.06) (*) (*) 
-.06 * -.06 

(-.04) (*) (-.04) 
-.09 * -.00 

(:-.06) {*l {-.03} 
-.09 * -.06 

(- .09) (.*) = (~.05) 

'5) Task Challen'ges 

6) Workload 

7) Pay 

" 8) Promotional Opportunity 

Age -.26 -.17 -.18 
" :=='=..::;.-=" .-;-,-"""'.==--=.,.=-..:,=="''''=-==-=.,,-==.-:;,,,'== 

rl'r:-:-l 

!) 

o 

(-.08) ., 
-.23 

( - .13 ) 
-.12 

( -.10 ) 
- .13 

(-,14) 
-.18 

(~.17)., 
-.07 

(-.07) 
- .13 

-.15 
( - .11) 
'- •. 06 

,( -.031 
-.06 

-.10 (-.10) 
- .-15 '- .16, 

~L' ~-~~;~L----_.16 

( - .16) .~ (-.18) (- .15) 

-.40 -.3,1 -.28 ' 

o 
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o 

'(I 

o 

o 



f' • 

I 
I 
( 

( 

I 
[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

w u .. 
[ 

I 

all three industry sectors. Thus, these data suggest that 

those employees who did not expect to continue working for 

their present employers exhibited a greater propensity for 

workplace theft and counterproductive behavior. 

Since our II general ll measure of job satisfaction was 

found to be negatively correlated to both property and 

produ.ction deviance, we expected that many of the eight 

IIspecific ll dimensions of job satisfaction would also predict 

deviance involvement. An e)<amination of the lower half of 

Table 7.2 confirms that this is indeed the case. With the 

exception of manufactu~ing, most job satisfaction dimensions 

indicate significant negative correlations U with both 

property and production deviance. 

When we specificany examined property deviance and our 

eight dimensions of job satisfaction for th~ retail and 

hospital employees, all relationships (except co-worker 

satisfaction which is theoretically independent from the 

other ,factors) were found to be sign-i'fica.nt (p f .05) and in 

the predicte~ negative direction. Among manufacturing , 
,,' 

respondents we found only dissatisfaction:' with two 

dimensions, lIemployer" and II authority, II to be associated 

with our property dependent vati(~ble at the p ~ .05 level of 

significance. 

While" our various measures of job satisfaction 

correlated reasonably well with propertx deviance 

involvement for retail and hospital employees, relationships 

for the manufac:turing sample ,consistently were weak or 
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non-existent. The lack of a si,gnificant relationship may 

quite possibly be attributable to the reduced "social worth" 

of the property which 

manufacturing plant. 

taken in an electronics 

In other words, the dissatisfied 

manufacturing employee is less likely to find ib~ms of high 

desirabilty and practical usefullness among company property 

when compared to his retail and hospital peers. Instead, in 

this situation of li~ited intrinsic property worth, we~ould 

expect that employee dissatisfaction would behaviorally 

manifest itself in deviance against the norms of production, 

not pr~pe('ty. Tlli s expl aniitiory seems to be confirmedJ"by the 

data. 

When we examined our second dependent variable, 

production deviance, Table 7.2 indicates much greater 

consistency among the three industry sectors, in that1 all 

eight job satisfaction dimensions were significant at the 
c 

p ~ .05 level. The relative strengths of manufacturing 
,c? 

coefficients for production deviance were equal to, or in 

some cases exceeded, those found in retail and hospitals, 

suggesting that dissatisfaction among manu,facturing 
'-

employees was much more·' likely to manifest itself in 

violation of production norms, r.ather than property=theft. 

Since recent resear-ch continues to suggest a 
(, , 

significant postive relationship between employee age and 
," 

satisfaction with employment, age 'was 'include,t;\ as a:'control 
" 

variable in the i_1anal~sis (Wright and Hamilton, 1978). Our 
'-' 

~:. data are, in fact, ,s~hsistent \'Ii.th the, above finding, with 
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zero-order correlations ranging from .12 to .20 between ag~ 

and our "gener~l" satisfaction variable. This relationship, 

in addition to the fact that we observed '~ignificant 

negative correlations between age and employee deviance (as 

shown in Table 7.2 ranging from -.17 to -.40), prompted us 

to inquire whether our negative coefficients between job 

satisfaction and deviance might simply be a function of the 

employee's age. In other words, does the younger worker's 

relatively greater dissatisfaction with the employment 

experience and correspo~pingly higher incidence of deviance 
~ 

yield a spurious re!/at'i"onship between these two var'iables, 

especially in the retail and hospital industries which have 

greater concentrations of,:.;Younger employees? 

When age was held constant most relationships between 
r:,:,: 

job satisfaction and employ~e deviance remained significant,. 

although slightly reduced in magnitude. For example, 

"partials" (contained in parentheses) from' Table 7.2 

indicate coeffitients between property theft and our 

"general" satisfaction variable were reduced approximate"ly 

by one-thit'd. Cantrall ing for age reduced our measur~ of 
. ,',/ 

the "likelihood of leaving the job" association with 

property theft~ by approximately one-half in the retail and 
j~, . 

hospit%l samples, (i:rtappearing entirel~ for manufacturing. 

When we examined our "specificr dimensions of <job 

satisfaction, we found that controlling for age negated 

relatively few previously si~nificant corre:~)ations. For 
::,'l 

example, in retail only dissatisfaction with co-workers and 
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information/authority seemed to be a function of age. In 

manufacturing, one of our two significant dimensions was 

explained by the age of the employee -- dissatisfaction with 

employer. And V-'l~hosPitals, opportunities for challenging 
! 

tasks seemed to be exp 1 a i ned by age, in as much as age C1ften 
'I' 

covaries with tenure, seniority, and occupational status. 

Thus, while the variable age did neutralize some of our 
o 

previously observed relationships (especially in retail), we 

certainly have not discovered a spurious correlation between 

property theft and job satisfaction,. 

The resu 1 ts observed above foll ow simi 1 ar patterns when 
o 

. production deviance was correlated with our quality of work 

measures whi le controll ing for the age of the employee. 

Most r~lationships were only slightly l~educed in magnitude, 

while the remainder corre1ated at the same level, with even 

an occasional increase in stren'th •. In only O7Ie instance, 
4f;,o 

pay satisfaction in hospitals, did age account for the 

previously observed relationship. Thus, even though many 

younger workers perceived a greater level of dissatisfaction 

with the employment experience, this factor alone did not 

explain the preponder,ance of negative relationshlps found 

between job satisfaction and deviant behavip~ by employees 

against the work organization. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Dissatisfaction with the quality of the work experience 

has important factor C in long been 
e 

recognized as an 

o 
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predicting a diverse range of occupationally }"elated 

behaviors: Consistent with that tra~ition, these data have 

attempted to link worker dissatisfaction with two 

theoretically related categories of 1I0n-the-job ll employee 

deviance, namely, property and production deviance. Among 

samples of retail and hospital employees, we were .able to 

demonstrate negative correlations between workplace 

attitudes and theft of money and property from the company. 

Additionally, in each of the three industry sectors 

surveyed, ,retail, 
, C] 
manufacturlng and 

established an empirical relationship 

hospitals, 

between 

we 

job 

dissatisfaction and a number of counterproductive employee 

activities, such as, slow or sloppy workmanship, sick leave 

abuse, and tardiness. 
?': 

Recognizing the disproportionately greater levels of 

job dissatisfaction and employee deviance among contemporary 
ii 
).' ~ 

younger workers, age'twas exp 1 ored as a potenti a 1 antecedent 

factor (see also Chapter 5). When the age of the employee 

was controlled, however, it became clear that this variable 

accounted for a relatively minor proportion of' the explained 

variance. In short, these findings suggest that all age 

groups of employees who are dissatisfied with the quality of 

their present employment experience, espeCially the younger 

worker, are signific,~ntly more likely to seek unauthorized 

redress for these ~erceived inequities from the organization 

itself, via it~ tangible p~operty or expected levels of 

productivity .. 
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Given the minimal strength of the relationships 

reported above we cannot ~.laim to have "explained" employee 

deviance. Job dissatisfaction is apparently only one 

v ari ab 1 e set related to the occurrence of dev i ance wi th i n 

the work setting. However, . when we compare these 

quanti'tative results to tne rich 1 iterature of qual itative 

field studies a . the observed consistency in the findi~gs 

allows us to conclude that e~ployee deviance is best 

understood within the "social context" of the work' 

environment which includes perceived job dissatisfaction as 

a principle component. For example, Jason Ditton (1977:57) 

documents a lengthy history of "wages-in-kind" through which 

employees "situated in structurally disadvantaged parts (of 

the organization) receive large segments of their wages 

lnvisibly.1I The anthropologist Gerald Mars has consistently 
~) 

observed that in both the hotel dining room (1973) and among 

maritime dockworkers (1974:224) pilferage was not viewed as 

theft, but instead was "seen as a morally justified addit~on 

to wages; indeed, 'as an entitlement due from exploiting 

emp 1 ayers. II Other sources of fi e 1 d data on the phenomenon 

of emplQyee devi ance repo~ted by David Niltheide et aT. 
.-;.: 

(1978:102) indicated that theft is often perceived by 

employees as a IIway of getting back at the boss or 

supervisor. II The Altheide study informants, l~ke the survey 

respondents in this study, indicated that job satisfaction 

,was even more important than. wages in affecting Jhe IIsoci al 

meaning ('of employee theft II (1978:106). In summary, the 
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available data, both qualitativ~ and quantitative, strongly 

support the theoretical model which views deviance by 

employees as a reaction to the 'soc,'al d 't' can, ions internal, 

not externa1, to the work milieu. 

Theodore Kemper (1966:293-295) argues that this II soc ial 

context ll model of employee theft and counterproductive 

behavior is theoretically more consistent with tradHional 

sociological explanations of deviance which are based upon 

structural variables present i~ the formal work 

organization. Kemper predicts that IIwhen the organization 

as an entity, or in the person of a superior, has defaulted 

on the obligations of the organization to its members, 

reciprocal deviance can result. II By "reciprocal deviance ll 

Kemper refers to employee behavior which~s IIpunitive li in 

nature intended to reconcile organizational failures to 

IIrecognize mer,'t ll (e g d' t'" f t' •• , ,ssa,s ac 10n with pay and 

promotional opportunity) or an. "inordinate increase in 

amount of work expected II (e.g., dissatisfaction with 
r\ 

;:::hleOra(~,' ,'ftatShke challenges, inforf~Jon and authority). 
upper levels of the organization exhibit 

behavior which could be interpreted as deviant or unethical 

by lower levels of" employees, Kemper expects to find 

lnstances of IIparallel deviance" where employees mirror the 

'questionable 0 example set by their superiors (e.g., 

dissatlsfaction with employer and s4pervisor). 

The reader is reminded that this study has concentrated 

on a limited aspect of the total work experience, the 



subjective perceptions of individual employees. Undoubtedly 

more research wi 11 be· necessary before. we adequately 

comprehend the other complex sets of variables wnich affect 

deviance in the workplace. The major thrust of this study 

suggests, however, that the mo~t theorefically salient 

studies will be those which focus on factors intrinsic to 

the nature of the present employment experience. 

, 
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CHAPTER VIII: 

FORMAL ORGANIZATIONAL CONTROLS AND EMPLOYEE THEFT 

INTRODUCTION 

As was noted in Chapter VI, within organizations there 

are formalized measures aimed at shaping emplo'yee 

behavior. In this chapter we examine several such 

practices to ascertain how they impinge upon theft 

activity. The underlying assumption of this discussion is 

that 'organizations are not passiv.e victims of employee 

def1ance. On the cont~ary, a concerted effort is made 
~/ 

within organizations to control employee behavior and 
(" 

S protect corporate property. Our goal is to evaluate 

whether certain organizat;on~l control efforts do, in fact, 

lead to a reduction in the prevalence of employee theft • 

. ".:> ," 
ORGANIZATIONAL CONTROL 

" 
Organi zat i ona 1 0 theori sts have for l1)an.v ,Years 

emphasized the importance of control in formal (complex) 
(i 

organizations. Indeed, the problem of control is more 

acute in complex organizations than in any 'other type of 

social organization (Etzioni, 1967, 1975). Unl ikeo the 

family or the " community, formal organizations are 

intenti onaJ ly created ~ to achieve certain 1 imited 

objectives. Because of this goal orientation, organizations' 

are extremely reliant on formalized control efforts to 

vshape 0 member' behavior in order to meet these objectives~. 
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Particularly in a "free market!' environment, concentrating 

or'~anizational efforts as effectively as possible. 

determines to a considerable extent the "competitive 

nosition" of the enterpris,e. 
" 0 

One employee activity which clearly interferes with 

effective goal attainment is the taking of corporat~ 

assets. Such theft hampers organizational efforts in at 

least two ways. First, stolen property must be replaced. 

Consequently, resources of time and money are diverted from 

the direct pursuit of organizational goals. Second, the 

loss of materials from theft may lead to disruptions or 

uncertainties within an organization. Organizations cannot 

function smoothly if essential materials are unavailable 

when they are needed. In short, organizations have a vested 

interest in controlling employee theft. In this 

discussion, we focus on several relatively common control 

mechanisms geared to accomplishing this task. These include 

policy, selection of personnel, inventory control, secdrity 

and punishment. 

In the following paragraphs, we discuss how each of 

these five types of control effects employee theft. In 

additton to these specific consequences, however, we should 

also note that the implementation of these controls has the 

genel7,al effect of signalling to the work force that the 

organization is concerned about the proper" use of its 

assets. By, alerting employees to this fact, organizationa'l 
" 

officials may act to define the situation in such a way, 
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that theft of organizational property becomes less likely. 

Control through policy. In the bureaucratic model of 

organizations, formalized policies and rules are considered 

fundamental methods for maintaining control. Workers are 

explicitly told what they are expected to do and are held 

accountable for its completion. (Weber, 1947). Prior 

research has demonstrated that policies affect employee 

behavior. For example, in the case of absenteeism, the 

existence of a strict policy has been related to a de

crease in this activity (Baum, 1978; Baum and Youngblood, ' 

1975). One might, therefore, expect similar results for 

policies governing employee theft. 

The treatment of ~mployee theft as a matter for policy 
.,,\ ';:' 

may serve a variety of functions 1n an organization. The 

most obvious of these is one of.definition and deterrence. 

A corporate policy could serve as a formal announcement 

that the taking of organizational property is con~0dered to 

be- a serious matter and will be treated as such. Thus, 

employees may refrain from stealing because the'y fear the 

.consequences. 

An important related deterrence argument is that 

policy itself liict"eases the likelihood that supervisors 

will react when theft is discovered. The fact, that a 

supervisor is backed by corporate policymay help him or 

her overcome the hesitancy of~en qssociated with reacting 

to such a sensitiv~ matter. As Gouldner (1954) states, one 

function of bureaucratic rules 
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becomes viewed as a job requirement, not as a personal 

optionor vendetta. In addition, rules tend to legitimate 

the use of management sanctions because they constitute a 
~) 

public warning as to//the type of behavior which will 

provoke sanctioning. In some sense, then, a rule creates a 

climate of fairness because the person acted against has 

been forewarned that his action could result in 

punishment. !nshort, supervisors would feel they are in a 

more secure legal and ethical position to take action in a 

theft case if there is a specific policy backing them up. 

Threatening punishment, however, is not the sole 

functi on that anti -theft \)PO 1 i C'y may serve. Through the 

. promulgation and communication of policy, management may 
~ 

try to create a normative climate in which people prefer 

not to steal. For example, it is likely that most 

employees want to consider themselves, and have others view 

them, gS being honest. Still, these same employees can 

often take home certain types of corporate goods without 

thinking twi.ce about it. The reason for this apparent 

inconsistency is that neither employees nor their co

workers defi ne the taki ng of thi S property as steal i ng<; 

(Horning, 1970). Without this connotation associated with" 

the activity, there is little danger' that the individual 

will suffer loss of face either to himself or his 

colleagues at work. 

The.r~le cprporate policy plays in this regard may be 

to convince ~mployees that taking from the compa~y is, no 
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. 
different than stealing from another individual--something 

most employees would never consider. A con~erted policy 
" effort may seek to accentuate the fact that the taking of 

organizational property is not a perk; it is theft. 

In a similar vein, policy may be focused on educating 

employees about employee theft. Many employees view theft 

in t~rms of discrete acts which in themselves cost an 
/ ;::/;;: 

organization little. What employees often fail to consider 

is the aggregated consequences of such activity. If 

employees were to learn of the cumulative effects and how 

they must be passed on to customers or patients, they might 

willingly cease their own theft behavior and even attempt 

to convince other employees to do the same. In sum, if 

organizational policy can be used to persuade employees 

that the taki ng of corporate property has both moral' and 

financial implications, theft may be greatly reduced. 

Moreover, this reduction may be attained not through heavy 

nqnded threats but through the establishment of a normative 

system in which workers themselves 
,\ '-

discourage theft. In 

conclusion, we would hypothesize that organizations which 

implement anti-theft policy and communicate it to employees 

will suffer less employee' theft. 

f2ntrol through selection of employees. An important 

but commonly ignored aspect of organizational control is 

the ability of the organization to ,select its members 

(Etzioni, 1965). Control is exerted through the hiring of 

persons who will best conform to "organizational 
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expectations and. the turning away of those who will not. 

Thus, the ~ask of corporate gatekeepers ;s to, identif.¥ and 

hire employees who will not violate organizational norms. 

In conducting evaluations of potential 'employees, .. the 

primary focus is typically upon whether they possess 

requisite job skills, not upon their honesty. Corporate 

officials also .realize, however, that it is 

counterproductive to hire an individual.who is technically 

competent but who would deplete an organization's resources 

by engaging in theft or other disruptive behavior. 

Therefore, an organization would benefit by identifying 

such individuals and' weeding them out in the hiring 

process. 

The idea that it is desirable and poss'ible to 

identify, . and thus "screen out," dishonest persons follows 

from the so-callerl "bad apple theory" of employee theft. 

This theory holds that in a population of potential 

P.JTlployees ,there ,Will be some individuals who have,) a 

propensity toward theft. If they become employees, these 

"bad apples" wi 11 steal from theorgan;zCI.tion; and; to 

carry the metaphor a bit further, "one bad apple might 

spoil ~he whole barrel." That is, the preience of~these 

oindividuals in the organization may somehow influence law

abiding .employees to violate anti-theft norPls. The "bad 

apple .theory" has ga; ~edcons i (t:rab le currency j n; security 

ano Rer:sonnel circles", yetthefe is a paucity of .empiric;al 
•• ' " I> 

suppqrt for it. Our, study's objective ,was to assess 
. " 
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empirically the utility of pre-employment screening as a 

social control mechanism. 

Typica lly, a variety of pre-employment screening 

methods are uti 1 i zed to jl.ldge an app 1 i cant's honesty. 

Potential sources of information are impressions given by a 
() 

candidate himself, recommendations from former emp1·oyers or 

other references, and more impersonal assessments such as 

polygraph examinations and personality tests. Using some 

combination of the above, the person doing the hiring tries 

to assess whether the applicant is a potential 

troublemaker. 

. Cer·tai n ly, the" ability to select is less than 

perfect. A major reason for this is that the mechanisms 
,~ 

used for screening on honesty are quite' fallible. They . . . 

possess a number of inherent limitations and constraints 

which .we should.britefly. discuss. 

One such problem revolves around the sheer" difficulty 

of gathering information about an issue as sensitive as 

previous employee theft involvement. With' a job on the 

line, Jew appl'icants wi 11 ,,"olunteer that they have a 

Similarly, employers history of participation in theft.· 
" 

rarely are cognizant of the thiever.x of past-':employ~es.· 

Even 011
11 those occas ions when they are .. aware of pri or 

inCidents, they are often hesitant to mention it fO.r fear 

of possible lawsuits. Therefore, former employers often 

cannot' or will not' provide valid data concerning theft 

behavior. Firrally, several difficulti~s are associated 
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with the utilization of polygraoh and person'a1ity tests. 
{, \ ", 

These tend to 'be quite expensive to administer. In 

add1tion, their use is sUl"rounded in controversy with 

regard to ~ssues of ethics anp validity. 
o 

The above limitations are not the only problems 

connected with'pre-emp10yrnent screening. A number of 
, 

constraints are also commonly involved with selection 

processes. For example, internal factors such as budgetary 

considerations may mitigate against extensive screening 

especially in high turnover industries, such as retailing. 
c:;, 

Other external conditions may also impinge. Some states 

prohibit the use of polygraph examinations for generall pre

employment screening. Furthermore, in a tight labor 

market g a~ organization may not be afforded the luxury of 

choosing among many candidates. Whoever is available may 

have to be hired. 

Despite all of the above limitations, one' should not 

tota 11 y di smi ss' the effectiveness of se 1 ectl on as' a 

control: . If for no other reason, background check~ and 

hiring .. interviews do at ~imes uncover information which 

allows for more rational selection to take place. 

Cert'ainly"onewould be hard put to argue the opposite case 

that ignorance is superior to some, albeit partial, 'data on 

applicants. Moreover, screening may provide an additional' 

benefit in terms ,of the contrql' of ·employee theft'. ; If an 

organization" obtains a reputation. for thor.ough. pl",e

employment checking, a !)erson who do~s have a history of, 

.... ----, -..... ~-o 
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known thefts may be dissuaded from even appl'ying. The 

" consequence is that one less potential thief is included in 

the pool of job candidates. In conclusion, based upon the 

above discussion, one would expect that, all things being 

equal, organizations with more intensive pre-employment 

screening will have less employee theft. 

Control through inventory control. A third approach to 

the control of employee theft is related to inventory 

contro1.* At the outset we should mention that the systems 
" to be discussed here are not devised primarily to prevent 

theft. Most are considered standard accounting and 

inventory practices whi~h are instituted to assure that 

"organizational assets are used in a cost effective manner. 

Thus, even if employee theft were not a concern, these 

practices would be required to provide accurate information 

about the quantities and deployment of various ,corporate 

assets. In short, inv~ntory contr6l is an intelligence 

systell) which keeps the organization info('m~d about its 

assets. Without this knowledge, the survival of the 
o 

o:ganization would be in jeopardy. 

An additional benefit of t~orough accounting and 

inventory controls, however, relates to the curtailment of 

employee theft. The same procedures which an organization 

*We also examined financial control systems. How.ever, 
because reports of cash theft were so rare (especially in 
hospitals and manufacturing firms), analysis of the impact 
of fi nanci a 1 contra 1 s on the theft of money was not 
considered reasonable. 
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initiates to detect errors, avoid waste, and ensure 

accurate record keeping can also serve as a protection 

against emp.loyee theft. For example, h~ving two 

individuals count inventory supplies increases accuracy and 
~ ~ 

provides a check on employee pilferage as well. Similarly, 

inventory records, which are necessary to maintain adequate 

supplies, can also signal t~at materials are being stolen. 

There are several ways in whi ch inventory contro.l s 

could act upon a company· s theft rate. First, an 

organization which closely monitors its assets would 

possess more reliable and up-to-date information about the 

occurrence and amount of the~~ther;ng such informati~n 
is' a necessary first- step in taking effective action 

against the problem. Second, since many controls are 

designed 'to prohibH certai~ employees from gaining access 

to protected assets, a company using such controls could 

easily trace losses to those employees who are··authorized 

to handle these assets. If employees know that th~.Y c~ui be 

held: accountable for their theft, they are more likely to 

be deterred from thieving. Finally; the effort directed at" 

the operation of a materials managel'nent system may'be seen 

by the workforce as a s i go of management • s concernf or 

asset protection. If this concern ;s perceived ~obe high,' 

employees may be more reluctant to engage" in larcenous 
" behaviors •. With " the .abov'eii rationale ;,in mind, we 

,i 
hYPQthesizedthat those organizations j~dged to have more 

sophisticated inventory. control systems would have less 
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employee theft. 

Control through security. Of all the organizational -
contl"ols which might be directed at employee theft, those 

implemented by~ security departments are perhaps most 

obvious. Security, more than any other department in an 

organization, i~ given primary responsibility for 

controlling the problem of internal theft. To achieve this 

, goal, security'officers are engaged in numerous proactive 

and reactive measures (e.g., making rounds, surveillance, 

~heft investigations) which aim to counteract theft 

behavior. Through these a6tivities, they seek to instill 

in employees the perception that employee theft will result 

in apprehension and punishment. Because of this deterrent 

effect, ~e would hypothesize that the greater the security 

effort of an organization, the lower would be that firm's 

internal theft problem. 

f' 

Control through punishment. A final means through which 

organizational officials.can control employee theft is 

through sanctioning apprehended offenders. Theoretically,. 

punishing those who have stolen 'should deter others in the 

work force from engaging: in theft in the future. 'For 

internal theft, a number of sanctio'ning options are 

available. These ~ncl~de one or more of the following: 

doing nothing (note: apprehension in and of itself may have 

a deterrent effect even if no other penalty would follow. 

(Robin, 1967; Gibbs, 1975)), 
" , 

i nterna 1 di sci p 1 i ne but 

retention of the employee, termination of the worker, 
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restitution, and prosecution,. 
~:'";)'! ~ 

Previous research on the deterrent effects of 

puni shment demonstrates that the greatestdetE!rl"ent effect 

is derived by making punishment relatively certain (GibbS, 

1968; Bailey and Smith, 1972; Tittle and Rowe, 197.4). We 

would expect these same relationships to hold for employee 

theft and predict that the ~greater the cer'tainty of 
/~r 

(/ 

punishment, the lower the.incidence of theft. 

Prior research on deterrence is 1ess clear as to 

whether an increase in severity of punishment has a similar 

effect (Antunes and Hunt, 1973; Tittle and logan, 1973). 

It may well be that for a crime such as employee theft, .the 

harshness of the sanction is of minor consequence (Robin, 

1967). A mild sanction may have the same deterrent effect 

as a harsher one. ThuS, we would hypothesize tliat severity 

of punishment is not a significant factor in deterring 

employee theft. 

Perceptions of detection and punishment. In the 

previo.us paragraphs, We have listed five types of 

'organi zat i ona 1 control. Wi th the except; on of pre

employment screening where the control effect inside the 

organization is relatively uncl,ear, all of these have·at 

least some implicafions for a deterrence framework, i.e., 

they lessen theft involvement by signalling to emplo'yees 

that the likelihood of detection and.punis~ment. If these 

contrQJs are to act as effective deterrents, one would 

expect that they.do so by affecting an intervening var1able-
,Ie .. ", ~ , ,.'. 
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-the employee's perception that detection will follow theft 

behavior. We would posit that a deterrent effect would 

occur through the following social psychological process: 

Increased...Jncreased Perceptions of Decreased Theft 
Control ,Cer~ainty of Detection'" Involvement 

In the following analysis, we examine not only the 

effects of control on an individual's reported theft but 

also on the employee's perceptions of the likelihood of 

detection and punishment. 

METHODS: MEASURES OF ORGANIZATIONAL CONTROLS 

The independent variables to be studied in this 

chapter rely primarily on materials gathered in the 

executive interviews and searches of corpcfrate records (see 

Chapter. II). In the following paragraphs we provide the 

operational definitions' of these va\"iable$,~ 

Poli c.}!. The obj ect; ve of th'i s index . is to dete\"mi ne I' 

whether organizations treated employee theft in policy and, 

if so, the degree to which they communicated the pOlicy to 

employees. In orde~ to rank organizations on their policy 

stance toward employee dishonesty, we asked ~orporate 

executives to provide the following information: 
o 

1. Did,the organization possess a forma'. written 
POllCY or Y'ule$ prohibiting employee dishonesty? . 
(Code: Yes=lNo=O) . 

. 
2. W 1 ere new emp oyees made aware of this policy 

during their orientation?(GOde:Coverage in both 
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3. 

4. 

verbal presentation and written materials = 2, 
Coverage either in writing or verbally = 1, Not 
covered at orientation = 0) 

Was the policy disseminated to all employees or 
just certain occupational grQups?(Cod~: Given to 
all = 2, Given to some = 1, Not dlssemlnated = 0) 

Was the topic of employee theft covered in an'y 
other forum other than orientation (e.g.~ 
newletters, bulletin boards)? (Coded 1 per method 
of coverage) 
(Cronbach's Alpha for the policy index 
constructed from the above items: .782) 

Selection. To determine the degree to which an 
':' 

organization controlled theft through selection, we asked 

personn~l di~ectDrs to describe the extent of pre

employment screening performed by their departments. 
., 

Specifically, we sought to know whether a candidate's 

application was accepted at face value or whether inquiries 

actually were made into the 'per~on's background. Data were 

gathered regarding five specific areas where follow-up 

investigations could be made.* These areas were references, 

job history, conviction record, extent of i~debtedness and 

previous involvement in employee theft. Each item was coded 

4 to 1 depending on whether information was investigated 

for all candidates, most candidates, some, or none. Based 
. 

on the results of a factor analysis, two se~?rate 

dimensions seem to underlie these five items. 

*Some of this information (such at conviction records 
and past involvement in employee theft), are not read~1.Y 
avaiiatile. ' Some organizations do', att~mpt.to obtain ~t, 
however, through informal net~ork~ wlth elther the pollce 
or acquaintances in otber organuatlons. 
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Two of the items--checking on references and job 

history--are geared towards measuring past occupational 

performance. Thus, we combined the two to form an index 

which we called performance checks. The Cronbach's Alpha 

for this index was .848. 
. 

The remaining three items bear more directly on 

obtaining information on problem areas in a person's past. 

The index created by adding together the items of 

conviction record, indebtedness, and prior involvement in 

theft was called problem checks. The index had a 

Cronbach's Alpha .of .750. 

Control through inventory control. Of the control 

systems which we attempted to measure, inventory control 

posed the most serious problems. Limitations of time and 

money prohibited us from t~ying to conduct operational 

audits or tests of the internal control systems of each of 

the 47 organizations. Even if these had been possible, it 

would have been difficult for us validly to compare and 

rank the quality of such highly complex and diverse 

'systems. Consequently, our measures of inventory control 

rely on: executive evaluations of these systems. 

SpeCifically, we asked those executives most knowledgeable 

of their organizations' controls (e.g., inventory control 

officers, materials management directors; internal 

auditors) ,to assess the impact of their control systems 

upon employee theft. Clearly, these measures are less 

"objective" than our other indicators of contr()l. In 
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addit ion, there is the danger that offi c; a,] s whom, we 

interviewed would feel a responsib;Jity to det,end their 
G 

systems and thus provide inV,alid data. In defense of these;: 

measures, however, two comments might be made. First,many 
(', , 

in~entory control specialists did not view thef~ control ~s 
('\ 

\' 

apriority of' their systems. Thus, they had little c o. . 

invested in their evaluations concerning:' their systems 
'.) ;; () (1 . 

affect (;m theft. Secondly, a suff; ci ent number of offi cers 

. gave negative evaluations of'their systems to suggest that 

they were: not over-estimatihg, the c~pabi1ities of the,.:;e 
(;~-f 

controls. Still, the reader should be aware that there may 

be measurement problems associated 'with these i,ndicators. " 
'-, 

To measure the ability of inventory controls to 

curtail theft, we asked executives to provide their 

opinions on the following ~hree topics: 

2. 

3. 

To what extent was theft control viewed as a 
priority within the control systems? (Coded: Very 
high priority = 5 to very low priority = 1)° 

How satisfied were they with inventory controls 
as those controls related to employee theft? 
(Coded: Very satisfied = 4 to very dissa,t'-isfied = 
1) G 

How vulnerable was inventory to theft by 
employees? (Coded Very vuln~rable = 1 to Not very 
vulnerable = 3) 

Gontrol through security. In our examination of 

security departments we sought to measure, certain 2' 

structura,l characteristics associated witt, them. Three 

relevant dimensions were tapped. 

The first, index, called security sophistication, 
wi 
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examined the degree to which an organization's security 

department was a specialized function directed by experts 

in the field. In order to measure this dimension, we 

obtained the following information: 

1. Doas the organization have a functionary 
identified as a "security director?" If so, does 
this individual perform the task on a full-time 
or part-time basis? (Coped: Full-time = 2, Part
time = 1, No director = 0) 

2. Is the security director a s~cur;ty 
"professional?" Does he have previous law 
enforcement experience, and does he participate 
in the larger security community by belonging to 
a professional security association (e.g., 
American Society for Industrial Security)? 
(Coded~ if director had both previous experience 
",nd membership in association = 2, if one of 
these but not both = 1, if neitHer = 0) 

3. What is the nature of the security staff? Is 
there a full-time, in-house staff or are security 
personn~l hired from outside agencies (e.g., 
contract guards)? (Coded: full-time, in-house = 
2, cODtract = 1, no' staff = 0) 

(Cronbach's Alpha for the security sophistication 
index constructed from the above items: .879) " 

The second security indidatof~ security size, measured 
c, 

the number of" full-time equivalents on the ~ecurity 

department staff. In o.rder to be sure that thi s was not 

o just a reflection of total organizational size, we computed 
f) 

a ratio: number of security staff/number of total 

employees. o 

'\ ~ Finally, for the third index, security priority, we 

sought to measure how the prevention and d~tection of 

employee theft compared to other security 

resPoDsibilities. In order to assess security priority, we 
D 

156 
':) 

I; 
.~. ~--....., ... ~~~ .. w:: .. %:m::::~l:~-~'""'"4'<= - . 

4 , 



,..;rx ------

asked security directors to examine a list of sixteen 

duties often assigned to security departments. Three of 

these tasks dealt with forms of employee theft. We then 

asked the directors to select the duties for which their 

department had responsibility. Of those chosen, we 

requested that the directors rate the five most impottant 

duties and the five on which the department spent the most 

time. Our scale on security priority is a composite based 

on the number of times the director claimed that the thr'ee 

employee theft items were a) part of the department's 

responsibility, b) one'of the five most important duties, 

and c) one of the top five to which time was devoted. 

Cronbach's Alpha for the security priority index was .757. 

Control through punishment. In order to assess the 

impact of punishment on employee theft, we col1e~ted data 

regarding the apprehension and disposition of' employee 

offenders. Because security records were often kept at an 

aggregate level, the measures of punishment are relatively 

crude. For instance, it is not possible to determine which 

particular combinations of punishment have the highest 

deterrent value. The data we did gather are: 

'1. Apprehens ions - Number of emp 1 oyees apprehended 
for theft in the previous year. 

2. Terminations - The percentage of apprehended 
, employees who were termi nated by the 
organization. 

3.' P~osecutions - The percentage of apprehended 
employees who were referred for prosecution. 

4. Restitution -, The percentage of apprehended 
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employees who made some restitution for their 
theft. 

METHODS: MEASURES OF PERCEPTIONS OF PUNISHMENT 

In addition to trying to measure organizational 

controls, we sought to determine whether individual 

:, employees' perceptions of punishment for theft were related 

to control efforts. Two measures were created with this in 

mind. Both were asked on the self-administered employee 

questionnaire. 

Certainty of detection index. We asked each respondent 

to indicate agreement or disagreement with the following 

four statements regarding his or her perceptions of the 

certainty of being detected: 

1. I believe I would be caught if I took something 
belonging to my employer. 

2. My employer knows when people take company 
property. 

3. Employees here are often checked-on for violation 
of company rules and regulations. 

4. There are some things at work that no one would 
care i-f I took. 

\.1 
~ 0 

(Cronbach's Alpha for the' certainty of detection 
index constructed from the above items: .690) 

.Severity of management sanctions. Eq~h respondent was 

asked to answer the following question: For each of the 

theft items confained in the dependent variable, "What 

would the most common reaction of persons in authority 

be?". The choice' of answers included: 1) r,eward/promote, 

2) do nothing, 3) reprimand/punish, 4) fire/dismiss, and 5)-
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inform the police. 'To achieve·,a single management sanction 

score for each respondent, we standardized the responses 

for the vari ance of each i tern and then sUl1ITied aero'ss the 

group of items. 

METHODS: STATISTICS 

Before reporting the findings, it is necessary to 

comment briefly on 'the statistical procedures which were 

utilized. In the forthcoming analysis,we use two different 

measures of association. When independent variables are at 

an-interval level, we utilize a Pearson's Product Moment 

Correlation. When independent variables are'iordinal, 

relationships are meas~red with Kendall's rank order 
,) 

correlation (Tau B)~ In this analysis, Kendall's Tau B was 

chosen over Garrnnas, v/hi ch are showni n other parts of the 

report, for two reasons. First, it is the most suitable 

ordinal measu~e'to use if two or more < cases recei,{e the 

same' scor'e for a variable (i.e~, tiedOcases), and second, 

Tal,l'B' is an 'appropr;iate statistic for relatively small 

samples.. "Since part of the forthcOliling analysisfs based 

on sub-samples of 21, 16, and 10 organizations, rather than 

thousa,nds of individuals, this was an important criterion 

.. : fOf0 thea-lTd. 1ys is. 
~) f ~ H 

. Another .~olTl11ent .whichshould be made at. this'''"' point 

r~ates to, the use of significance tests in our analysis. 
~ . 

rtt'e~$ample of organizations studied in . thiS research was 
~~ 

select.ed .purposively". not randomly.. Thus, i the. use of: . 

() 
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s i gnifi cance tests is prob 1 emat'~ c. On the one hand, the 

lack of a random sample creates difficulties with regard to 

inferences. Without. a random sample, selection biases and 

problems of non-representativeness are much more likely. 

With such a situation, providing significance levels can be 

misleading' to the reader. On the other hand, failure to 

include tests of significanci~eprives the reader of one 

more bit of information with which to judge the merit of 

the reported relationships. The significance level 

furnishes a form of a yards/tick by which one can estimate ., 
c 

the likelihood that relationships are ureal" as opposed to 

chance occurrences. Thus, we were faced with a dilemma as 
'I . ~\ 

to whether or not levels of statistical significance sho~ld 

be included in the organizational analysis. The decision 

was made to provide them, thi~~~ing that they. furnished. 

additional data for the reader. When in. doubt, we felt ,it 

would be better to err in favor of reporting facts which 

might be useful in in1;erpreting the ,data rather than 

excluding them. Onc~ aga'in, however; 'it should be stressed 

that in the organizational analysis,one should be most 

cautious . in interpreting . signiflcance level~. 
c, 

DATA ANALYSIS: ORGANIZATIONAL RATES OF EMPL,OVEETHE'FT 

In th,e initial aQa1ysis in this chapter, we try to 
::; t, 

shed some 1 i ghton th.e issue of organi zat i on~ltheft 

rates. 
c , ..• Q .Q 

First, we examine how rates of employp-etheft and 

levels ·of organizational control v~ry from organization to 
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organi zat ion. Second we exp lore how these r,ates are 

related to various forms of organizational control. Before 

proceeding with this analysis, two caveats are in order. 
,~ 

First it is important for the reader to real i ze that, in 

this first part of our analysi,s it is the organization, not 

the individual, which is our unit of analysis. Rather than 

studying subsamples of 3,567 retail workers J 4,111 ,hospital 
o , ' 

employees, and 1,497 manufacturing workers, we al'1,e studying 

16 retail stores, 21 hospitals and 10 manufacturers. 

Second, one must'be very careful in terms of the 

conclusions drawn from this analysis. The relationships 

with which we are dealing (at"'east initially) are bet\'1een 
('" 

organizational level variables. "To conclude that these 

relationships also hold true for the individual members.of 

these organizations is not justified. If one were to make 

such an inference there is a danger of committing what 

sociologists call ~n "ecological 'fallacy". Of):~ cannot 
1/ 

assume that relationships describing collectj~es (e.g., 
'.' 

organizations) also hold, true for the individuals within 

those collect;v~s ~(Robinson, 1950). 

The first que~tion to be addressed in our analysis 
r" 

examines whether rates of employee theft do, in fact, 

d\iJfer from organization to' organization. One method of 

determining whether employee theft varies 
" 

across 

organizations is to compare the percentage of each firm's 
., f)" 

work force which is involved in theft. Table 8.1 provides 
, " 

the average percentage of·;nvolvement for each sector. In 
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TABLE 8.1 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS: 
PERCENTAGE INVOLVEMENT IN EMPLOYEE THEFT 

PER ORGANIZATION BY ,~ECTOR 

Mean '~ 

41.8 

32.2 

26.2 '(i'; 

• c 

::\ 

0 

\'\" 

0- .'1 

S.D. 

1B.,3 

6, .• 4 

5.9 

. ~, 

Range ' 

19.2 to 76.'9 ' 

17.7 to 41. 7 

20.0 to 37.B 
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addition, standard deviations and ranges are presented to 

illustrate the degree of differences across organizations. 

As the table shows, the percentage of individuals involved 

in theft does vary within e~ch industry sector. In retail 

firms, the percentag~ of persons involved in employee theft 

ranged from 19.2 at one end of the continuum to 76.9 at the 

other. In the hospital with the fewest reports, only 17.7 

percent of' employees admitted stealing whereas the figure 

was 41.7 percent in the hospital with the most individuals 

involved. Finally, manufacturing firms demonstrate 

somewhat less variation. Here the range was' from 20.0 

percent to 37.8 percent.* 

It is important to real i ze what these dat~ do and do' 

not tell- us. First, in all organizations, some theft was 

reported. At least 15 percent of the respondents from each 

organization' admitted to some theft behavior.' If ~othing 

'else, this tells us that no matter what the organizations 

in 'this study had ,done to prevent theft", some employees 

were still able to beat their systems. Second, in no 

organization 'did all employees report stealing. Even in 

organizations where conditions were such that many 

employees engaged ,in theft, $pmeemployees remained 

honest. Finally, it should be noted that in most 

*The reader may have noted a discrepancy in the 
figures presented in Table 8.1 and those given in Table 
3.8. This is due to the fact that the figures 'provided 
here are sensitive to differences;n the sizes of 
organizational samples. 
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organizations, involvement in theft was confined to less 

than half the workers. In only six organizations did a 

majority of workers admit to taking property. 

It is also important to note what these data do not 

tell us. We once again remind the reader that direct 

comparisons across sectors are problematic. Thus .one 

should ncit conclude that theft was more rampant in one 

industry than another. In addition, while the data, provide 

some feeling for the number of people involved in theft, 

they tell us little about how much or how often employees 

steal. A more sensitive measur~ of theft in organizations 

is the organizational theft rate described in Chapter III. 

This rate, based on the mean of the self reported theft 

involvement of individuals in each organization, provides a 

better indicator of how rampant. theft is because it is 

based on the frequency of occurrence and not just on the 

number of employees involved. Table. 8.2 contains some. 

descriptive. data concerning these organizational theft 

rates. Unfortunately, because of the need to .standardize 
() 

scores to reflect seriousness of offense (see Chapter III), 

the actual rate that we have obtained does not lend itself 

to an easy or intuitive interpretation. Two bits of 

information may aid the reader in interpr'eting the meaOning 

of these rates. First, if an individual reported no theft 

'involvement, his or her score would be -1.55 in the retail 
t ' " 

se~tor, -1.33. in hospitals and -1~49 in manufacturing. 
, ' 

Thus, if there had been an organization in which no theft 
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TABLE 8.2' 
.,; (0) 

DESCRIPTIVE STATlS"tlCS: 
ORGANIZATIONAL THEFT RATES BV SECTOR 

. . (f ' . 

Mean ~ 
Range 

" 
Retail .417 1.1 -.899 to 

0' .. :; 

" .399 -.710 to 
Hospital -.012 

Manufacturing :':".14~ 
• .379 -.690 to 

~. 
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occurred, the rate of theft would be -1.55 for retail, 

-1.33 for hospitals and -1.49 for manufacturing. Second, if 

the rate of theft for an organization were identical to the 

mean theft score for its sector, the rate for that 

organization would be O. This holds true for each of the 

three sectors. It is this organizational theft rate which 

we use in the initial phase of the upcom'ing analysis. 

DATA ANALYSIS: ORGANIZATIONAL CONTROL 

In addition to explaining variation on the dependent 

variable, we also examine the degree to which organizations 

differ in terms of organi~ational controls. In Table 8~3 
we find several descriptive statistics which provide some 

insight into the extent of control' across the three 

sectors. Looking first at policy, we see that retail firms 

t~nded to stress anti-theft policy slightly more than 
(~ 

hospitals. Manufacturing companies are a distant third in 

that they seemed to place 1 itt 1 e po 1" cy emph as is on 

employee theft. 

The two pre-employment screening indices show a 

somewhat different pattern. Hospit~ls did a slightly more 

thorough job of screening on prior job performance than 

either retail or manufacturing companies. This might be 

due to the relatively high skills required in the medical 
!) 

, 

professions. Checks· on problem areas, however, were more 

detailed in the retail firms than in 'the other two 
r) sectors. This would seem to reflect a greater concern in 
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Screening 
Performan'ce 
Problems. 

Inventory 
Priority 
Vulnerabi 1 i ty 
Satisfaction 

Security 
Size 
Sophistication 
Priority 

TABLE 8.3 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS· " 
ORGANIZATIONAL CONTROLS BY rSECTOR 

Retail 

Mean" S.D" 
5.0 2.42 

6.3 1.77 
6.3 2.18 

2.8 

1.5 

3.0 

1.50 
.60 

" 
.~O 

35.7 ' 32.0 
4.9 2.25 

7.2 3.08 

o 

Hospital 
,Mean S./). 

3.71 2.0 

6.86 .4!i9 
3.71 .230 

2.76 .99. 

" 2.0 .55 

2.7 .35 

0 

14.3 11.4, 
3.95 1.96 

6.2 1.99 

o 0 

I; 

. r; 

Manufacturing 
Mean' S.D. ' 
1.4 1.89 

6.4 1.57 
4.1 .88 

2.65 . 1.39 

2.30 .55 

2.80 

15.7 
2;3 
5.1 

• 

.58 

25 
2,.16 
3.41 
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the retail sector for weeding out potential employee 

thieves. 

An examination of the thre~ questions evaluating 

inventory control demonstrates a fair degree of consistency 

across the three sectors. There was consensus that the 

control of employee theft was considered to be a medium 

priority. This should not betak~n to mean that employee 

theft was unimportant. Rather, inventory control personnel 

generally felt that theft prevention was a lesser goal when 

compared to their chief goal, which was assuring that

sufficient stock was available without tying up corporate 

assets by having too much material on hand. Some 

difference is evident conqerning views of how vulnerable 

inventory was to theft by employees. Retailers believed 
'J 

their inventor,y was most vulnerable; manufacturers felt 

their materials were least vulnerable. ,Finally, executives 

in all three sectors expressed satisfaction with the 

work}ngs of inventory controls as they rel~ted to employee " 

theft. 

The last set of variables in Table 8.3 f,ocuses on 

security departments. Not surprisingly~ retail firms had, 

on the average, the largest security departments. It is 

also instructive to examine the standard deviations for ",. 

this variable. Although hospitals and manufacturing firms 
o 

had s fmil at' mean ,scores, there was cons'i derabl y more 

variability found in the si~eof security,departlJlents in 

'manufacturing firms. 'In fact, of all the securi;!::ys'taff 
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employed in manufacturing companies, ,over ,half work in one 

firm. (The reader should note _ that it is the ratio of 

security size/total .organizational °si~e'which is used in 

the upcoming analysis.) 
(::. 

The two ihdices. cdescribing securjty departments 

(~);Q~onstrate a simi 1 ar patter~. 'settir;~t ,1~~)artments within 
'\ >". "'· .. :i,:' 

retail firms ·tended to be more sop~i'isticated (i.e., 
\-' "'{; o,~ ,_; ,: 

profess i ona 1) and more ori en ted 0 tQwarr.lpreventi ng emp 1 o,yee 
('.\' 0' \J ',ll 

theft than thos:e in or,ganizations in the other two 
:) '- 6' '_ d 

sectors. Of these la~ter two sectprs, ho~pitals tended to 

score,higher on these indjces than·manufacturers. 

Tpe information presented in Table 8.4 provides a 
" 

somewhat more specific view of how organizations formally 
, I 

reacted ag'&inst employee thieve~r. 'Before reviewing these 0 

data, however, two conments at"e in order. First, the 

reade~ should note that over one-third of the organizations 
. , 

possessed no. records on dispositions of employee thieves. 

1~ is 'probable tlr~t organizations which apprehend and 

process large numbers of employee thieves are also likely 

to develop a bureaucr?iCY to perform these actions 

(i,ncluding' the'keeping of records). If this is true, then 

the organizations which' do 'not keep official recsrds of 

dispositions would tend to apprehend fewer thieves tha'n the 

.above 'means suggest. Second', these data . are based 'on 
','. 

offi cia T recards,;, campi 1 ed by securi ty departmen~s. T~ey do . 
<./ l) 

not reflect cases of apprehended employe~s who are handled 

info~mally (; .e. II without . cClntacting the security 
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Turning to the data in T'able 8.4, a clear pattern 

emerges. When compared to the other two,sectors, retail 

firms ,apprehended more employees for steal'jng and penaHzed 

them more severely. Seve~al additional observations might 

be made about disposition practices. First, a fairly 

obvious finding is that only a small proportion of 

employees who steal are ever apprehended. Even for retail 

firms, which repor.t~d the highest level of apprehensions, 0 

the average pe,rcentage who had been caught (5% of the work 

force) was relatively small when compared with the , D 

proportion of our respondents who 'admitted to theft (35%). 

While approximately 30 percent of those returning: 

questionnaires in' the the hospital and manufacturing 

sectors claimed some involv/'nt in theft, far less that 
Ii ' 

one' percent of the total ~Iorkforc~ was apprehended. 

Unfortunately, . security records did not provide enough 
. () ,. 

detailfor 'us to assess how employee thieves who had been /~\ 

appreh~nded differed from those who were not. 

.', A second fi ndi ng deri ~ed from' these data' is - that 

individuals who were apprehended for "employee theft were 

a'lmost certain to be terminated, at least 'in two '" of the 

., three sectors. ~n exception ts found in manufacturing 

where le,ss than half of apprehended workers were fired •. 

Considerably fewer cases of employee,theft resulted in 

prosecution., Retail firms tended to prQsecut~othe mos~ 

fre.quel1tly-,-about 40 percentpf, the time., Somewhat 
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surprisingly, manufacturing firms, 

lenient in . terms of terminations~ 

tendency to prosecute than hospitals. 

which were relatively 

indicated a ,greater 

The f,inal type"'of penalty, restitution, was relatively 

common in retail firms where some restitution was required 

in two-thirds of the cases. In hospitals and manufacturing 

compan i es, res t i tut ion., a 1 mos t never occurred. 

In conclusion; the disposition patterns disclosed here 

demonstrate some similarities with those uncovered in past 
o 

research but als? provide some new insights. The pattern, 

we found in retail stores was fairly simi Jar to the one 

uncovered in Gerald Robin's (1967) study of three retail 

department stores. Both our study and his concluded that 

discharge is almost automatic for' theft in retail whereas 

prosecution is 1 es s frequent. Our data may, hciwever, 

indicate a change in the processing of employee theft. 

Offenders may be dealt with more harshly now than a decade 

ago. Ro'bin's data indicate that, on the average, 17 percent 

of apprehended thieves were prosecuted; 45,percent made 

restitution. "Our study shows that 44 percent were 

prosecuted, a~d 67 percent mada restitution. Our findings 

are more in line with prosecution rates ,reported in surveys 

by the Mass··' Retailing Institute and the National Retail 

Merchant's Associati.on. They· found prosecution rates of 

those' apprehended in retail stores to be 3t-p.~~ceni and 39 

percent respect.ively~ Finally,. our data ind16ate- that . th~ 
pattern .. of theft dispos.ition preViOl,lsly~ound in retail 
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firms is not necessarily found in other industries. 

Hospital or manufacturing employees who'steal tended ,to be 

treated less harshly than their counterparts in retail 

firms. 

DATA ANALYSIS: ORGANIZATIONAL CONTROLS AND RATES OF THEFT 

The first set of zero order correlations to be 

ex.amined provides some brief descriptions con'cerning which 

types of organizations have the highest rat~ '.of theft. In 
. 

Table 8.5 we find information about the association between 

the size of an organization (measured in terms of number of 

emp10yees) and its rate of theft. In two of the three 

sectors--hospitals and manufacturers--the relationship is 

positive, indicating that larger organizations have higher 

rates. ' The 'relationship' is, ~ however, statistically 

significant only in hospitals.,. In retail firms the 

relatio~,ship is negative an? not significant. 

Additional descriptive data are provided in Table 8.5, 

but only fcir hospitals. TH~ reason for this limitation ;s 

that two of the measures--tax supported vs.private and 

church affi,liation--are clearly inappropriat,e for retail 

and manufacturing firms. The thirq, location, could not be 

readily determined for manufactur:ing and retail companies 
,> I,' '. 

because thf.!Y often have installations in many locations. 

Since each of t.hehospitals in the study is located at a 
(, 

single site, it is possible to glve each hospital" a score 

for this variable. 
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Size' 

Location1 

Public-Private2 

Church Affiliated3 

. . 

TABLE 8.5 
• II 

. "2:::', 
PEARSON I S PRODUCT MOMENTt~ORI~;~LATION: 

DEMOGRAPHIC MEASURE~~ WIT~~ 
ORGANIZATIONAL THEFT-RATE~ 

BY SECTOR ' 

Organizational Theft Rate 

Retail Hospital Manufacturing 

-.24 .39*** .31 

NA ·-.47*** NA 

NA .51** NA 

NA -.28 NA 

1Coded: l=Downtown, 2=Other urban~ 3=Suburban 

2eoded: l=Tax supported fpublic),O=Private 

3Coded: l=Church Affl1iated, O=Non-church affiliated 

*Significant at .00l 

**Significant at .01 

***Significant at .05 
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According to these data, the closer a hospital is to a 

downtown area, the higher its theft rate. Similarly, we 

find a fairly strong correlation between a hospital's being 

publicly owned (i.e., tax supported) and its having a high 

theft rate. Federal, state and county hospitals. tend to 

have more theft involvement than privately owned 

hospitals. The third correlation demonstrates that 

hospitals affiliated with churches tend to suffer less 

theft. This relationship is, however, neither particularly 

strong nor is it statistically significant. 

Previou;ly, we had hypothesized that higher levels of 

control would be related to lower rates of employee theft. 

The correlations in Tableso 8.6 and'8.7 specifically address 

those hypotheses. Looking first at the relationships 

described in Table 8.6, several conclusions are immediately 

apparent. First, within each sector, the associations 

between the various controls and rates of theft are fairly 

consistent. Seven of the nine correlations in retail firms 

and eight of nine in hospitals are negative. Thus, for 

these two sectors~ the relationships between control and 

theft rates are tYPlcally in the'expected (i.e., negative) 

direction. Within' the manufacturing sector, however, the 

relationships are uniformly positive. Second, there is a 

fair degree of consistency between the retail and hospital 

sectors. For six of the nine independent variables, the 
!) 

" 

correlations with employee theft hold across the two 

~,sect'(fs. Ag'ain, manufacturing exhibits little similarity 
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Policy 

Screening' 
Perfonnance 
Problems 

Inventory 
Priority 
Vul nerabi 1 i ty 
Satisfaction 

Security 
Size 
Sophistication 
Priority 

TABLE 8.6 

KENDALL'S RANK ORDER CORRELATION: 
ORGANIZATIONAL CONTROLS WITH 

ORGANIZATIONAL THEFT RATE BY SECTOR 
Organizational Theft Rate 

Retail 

-.62* 

-.24 
.01 

.07 

-.44** 
-.34*** 

-.18 
-.27 
-.19 

Hospital 

-.18 

-.51* 
-.04 

-.23 
-.20 
-.14 

-.06 
-.17 

.11 

Manufacturing 

.09 

.32 

.19 

o 
.21 
.12 

.11 

.12 

.45*** 

lAll vari~ble~s coded in such a way that a negative 
relationship is supportive of the hypothesis that 
higher control leads to lower theft. 

*Significant at .001 " 
**Significant at .01 ' 

,***Significant at .05, 
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TABLE 8.7 

PEARSON'S PRODUCT MOMENT COR~LATION: 
DISPOSITION MEASURES WITH·ORGANIZATIONAl,. 

, 

Number Apprehended . . 

Percent Te~minated1 

Percent Prosecuted1 

Percent Making1 Restitution 

T~EFT RATE BY SECTOR 

,Organizational Theft Rate 

Retai}_ Hospital Manufacturing 

-.54*** -.43 

-.43 -.27 

-.08 .53 

-.51 # 

1percent of.tho!;e apprehended. 
# No variance on variable. 
*Significant at .001 
*~ignificant at .01· 

***Significant at .05 
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when compared to the other sectors. Third, if one examines 

the magnitude of these correlations, the general conclusion 

is that controls tend to have a moderate to weak 

association with theft rates. Most of the coefficients are 

not strong enough to attain the .05 level of significance. 

Some exceptions do exist, however. In retaiJ, we find a 

fairly strong correlation between policy and theft. In 

addition, two of the inventory 0 control variables are 

statistically significarit. Within ,the' hospital sector, 

checking on prior job performance has a fairly strong and 
.~, . 

significant relationship with rate of theft. Finally, for 

manufacturing firms we find -a mpderate to strong, 

association between one of the security v~riable~--thcef::t 

priority--and rate of employee theft. It is, however, 'in 

the opposite directinn than we had hypothesized. 

Turning now to Table 8.7, we; see a somewhat similar 

pattern to that just enGountered" The effect of punishment 

on theft rates was relatively consistent within sectors and 

between the retai 1 ahd hospi ta l' sectors.' For these 

sectors, the numbers of apprehensions and terminations were 

related to lower rates of employee theft. The effects of 

prosecution and restitution, however, were much less 

clear. One should recall when reading this that these 

latter two sanctions are much less conmon -- especially in 

hospitals and manufacturing firms. Only thr,ee hospitals 

and two manufacturing companies prosef.:utedany' employees 

for theft in the year before this research was conducted. 
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DATA ANALYSIS: ORGANIZATIONAL CONTROL, PERCEPTIONS OF 
. PUNISHMENT,' AND EMPLOYEE THEFT 

., 

In the preceding analysis, the focus was on the impact 

of controls on rates of employee theft. The advantage of 

such an analysis is that it allows us to determine how 

control is' related to the variation of employee theft 

across organizations.' Thus we, can gain some insight into 

why organizations differ in terms of ,their theft 

situations.' A'disadvantage associated with treat-ing the 

organization as the unit of analysis is ,that one is unable 
'0 

to demonstrate the effect of control at the level of the 

individual. After completing' the previous analysis,.we 

sti 11 do" not know whether the knowledge of an' 

organization's control systems allows .us to predict better 

whether ,an indi'lidual employee \'lithin that. organization. 

CJ will, ,steal. In addition, an aggregate level analysis does) 
. , ' 

not allow. us to speak direct1y.to the social psychological 

processes which underlie, an employeeis behavior. To 

und,~rstand these, we mi:lstfocl!~ ,on th~ tndivid,ual e~ployee 

as the unit of analysis and examine hisp or her reported 
I.. .. ' '. 

theft score not the mean score of an organization. 
o , 

In the upcoming paragl'aphs, we seek to provide some 
. ~~ 

answers to" these questions about individuals and employee 

theft. Specifically, we hope .' to determine how controls 
",>-, ~ • '. "" .. ' .. 

'affect both an individual's perceptions and behav,iors. As 
< ' c.' •• .;: " . ~ 

previously mentioned,we 'propose that for four of the five 
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controls (pre-employment screening being th.s exception) a 

two stage deterrence process is operating: 

Control .... Perceived Certai nty of Puni shment-+Emp1 oyee Theft 

o , 
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TABLE B.a 
• I) 

'" Q } KENDALL I S RANKORDERCORRElATIQN: " 
flERCEI'VED CERTAINTY OF DETECTION AND SEVERITY OF 

, ,t.it\NAGE~If;!n SANCTION WITH '/ EMP.lOYEE THEFT BY SECTOR 

Employee Theft 
',' .' 

Retail Hospital % Manufacturing 
c, 

" Certa'; nty of 
'Detection 

'0 

",n 

'r, 
~....t.r ... ,. 

Severity ,()f 
Mimagement Sanction 

o 

"r::; 

0·- r~. 

• ,\I" 

q • 

-.27-1f, , ,-.33* 

~.12* Q 

" 
.... 11* 

*Significant at .001 

, 
,r,' 
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-.12* 
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sheds some light on the effect of perceived severity. 

These results indicate that perceptions of. management 

sanctions are salient in terms of deterrence. In all three 

sectors, those who perceived that management would react 

more severely to theftrepdrted less theft. Again, this 

findiQg is cansistent and statisti~ally Significant in all 

three sectors. Also, as one might expect"from past research 

on deterrence, perceptions of certainty are more strongly 

related than are perceptions of ~everity of punishment. 

The relationships which have just been discussed are 

important ones for our understanding. of employee theft. 

They tell us that employee theft is deterrable behavior. 

If individuals percetve that engaging in theft will result 
. () 

in unfavorable consequences, they are mor~ likely to 

refrain from stealing. The key question in terms of· the 

deterrent effect of organi.zational controls is whether they 

foster the perception that theft will be punisned. 

final stage of this analysis, we attempt to' answer this 
G 

question. To do thi'S, we win proceed in the following 

manner. First, for each type of organizational control, we 

provide the zero order corretation between the control and 

an individual's level of reported theft. Next, for those 
'.' 

controls which theoretically might operate through 

deterrence, we also report the zero order· relationship 

between that type of control and an individual's 

'perceptions of certainty of detection, or'dependil1g on the 
• 1 

theor.etical relevance, severity of sanction. Finally, 
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using data gathet.ecJ in the intensive employee intery;ews, 

.we.provide an interpretation for the relationships which we 

obtain. 
t.;' 

To avoid possible confusion, a brief comment is in 

order. For the statistical analyses which follow, we 

engage in what is known as a contextual analysis 

(Lazarsfeld and Menzel, 1969). To examine whether an 

individual's perceptions and behaviors are related to the. 

controls operating at work, we assign to each ~mployee 
,:; -

working in an organization the scores which reflect the 

level of control in that organization. Since employees in 

the same organization all work under the same systems of 
'. 

control" every employee in an organization is given the 

same control score. Thus, all the employees in Company 1 
,. 
w; 11 recei ve a score denot i ng the degree of po 1 i C,Y (or. any 

other contro-l) which is found in Comparl,Y l. 

It is important for the reader to realize how this 

contextual analysis of the relationship between 

organizational control and' individual 'inv,olvement in 

employee theft differs from the' earlier treatment of 

organ] zat,i ona 1 ,control and rates of employee theft. In 

that previous analysis, we sought to determ'lne whether 
,-, 

knowledge of the level of control would help us explain why 

some organizations suffer more theft than others. In the 

analysis to,come, we hope to learn how well we-can ~xpl~jn 

an individual employee's involvement in theftCby knowing 

what types of control. ar.~, present oinl,is or her work· 
0' 
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environment. 

po 1 icy. The fi rst type of control wnj ch we exami ne is 

organizational policy. The coefficients reported i~ Table 

8.9 exhibit a fairly consistent policy-impact ,ip all three 

sectors. Two findings are evident. First, individuals 

working in organizations wit~ the greatest emphasis on anti

theft policy are more likely to believe that they will be 

detected if they steal. Second, when organizations are 

characterized by a higher policy emphasis, employees tend 

to be less involved in theft. This pattern of a positive 

rel~tionship with perceived certainty of detection and a 

negative relatibnship with reported theft involvement 

suggests that policy has a deterrent effect. Through the 

implementation and communication of policy, organizations 

appear. to increase employees' perceptions that theft will 

be detected; and this in turn has consequences for their 

theft involvement. 

TABLE 8.9 
)' 

KENDALL' S RANK ORDER CORRELA11\rON: 
PERCEIVED CERTAINTY OF DETECTION AND/ INDIVIDUAL' S 

REPORTED THEFT WITH POLICY BYiSECTOR . 

Policy 

Retail 
Certain Theft 
.10* -.18* 

*Significant at .001 
**Si gnificant at .01 

***Significant at .05 

The intensive 

Manufacturing 
Certain Theft 
.10* -..07* 
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reasons organizations are not always effective in 

communicating a concern for employee theft. The issue of 

theft 'by employees is a sensitive one in organizations and 

must be handled with some discretion. A concern for theft 

must be expressed without creating an a~mospher6 of 

distrust and paranoia. If an organization places too much 

stress on the topic, honest employees may feel unfairly 

suspected, resulting in lowered morale and higher 

turnover. One employee we interviewed recounted having 

previously been employed at such a workplace. 

Before I came here I worked at a place tha~ ~ade 
electric fans over in St. Paul. I'm not klddlng, 
they searched us every night when we left .work. 
They searched our lunch boxes and our clothes ~or 
tools and those little motors •. It used t? p~ss 
me off. That's why I came here. I don t llke 
being treated like a thief all the time. I heard 
(present employer)'· was pretty good about t~at 
type of thing. They .seem t~ be more worrled 
about tardiness and not showlng up for work than 
anything else. I've worked for a .couple (of) 
supervisors who were really strlct on that 
stuff. My boss now could give a,lick. Bas~cally, 
he just wants the work to get done. It mlght be 
di ff erent in other areas ( of the company). I 
don't know. (Maintenance Technician) 

For most of the firms in our sample--especially in the 

hospital and manufacturing sectors--policies on theft 
, , . 

tended to be understate(l~ not overstated. Many employees 
;1 

told us that organizational expectancies with regard to 

prop~r.ty 'are ~ot cleatly expressed. For many organizat'ions 

in our sample,' the only attempt made by organizational 

officials to demonstrate a concern for theft occurs when an 

individual is initially hired. While this appears to have 
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some impact, our interviews indicate that reliance only on 

an employee manual or an orientation program to convey this 

message is not very successful. Upon entering an 

organization, a new employee is innundated with 

information. Employees cope with this situation of 

information overload by focusing on those topics which are 
,) 

either especially important for their immediate jobs or 

whkh are given considerable attention. Thus, hospital 

\:mpjio~ees recall their CPR training and discussions of 
j".::-" 

.j-/ospital 'fire procedures because these are emphasized as 

being important for patien~ safety. Few hospital employees 

had a, recollection of policies regarding theft--a not 

surprising finding since their coverage consists of a 

single line in an employee manual or a perfunctory remark 

during a security director's orientation speech. 

Given the overall goal of a hospital, such a 

disproportional allocation of time is sensible. Hospitals 

are more interested in saving lives than stopping employee 

theft. Still, one should realize that, since orientation 

is often the only time that policies on property are 

discussed, organizational expectations regarding material 

are not 'a lw~ys clear to emp 1 oyees • " 

In retail firms, protection of property is more 

directly related to the primary goal of the organization. 

Thus, treatment of employee theft is elevated in terms of 

priorities. Coverage of theft in oY"ientation often receives 
() " . ~") 

considerable attention. Several of the t'etail firms 
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requ ire. ne\\1 emp 1 oyees . to sign a po 1 icy statement 

acknowledging their. awareness of rules concerning property 

and that violation of those rules may result in 

prosecution. At least one retail company in our study 

shows a· film on employee theft to all incoming employees. 

It seems likely that such measures might impress upon 

employees 

important. 

that their new employer treats theft as 
',:, 

The manner in which formal organizational practices 

are presented to incoming manufactUring workers and the 

emphasis which is attached to these formal practices vary 

significantly depending on the new employee's occupational 
\' 

classification. Professional and technically skilled 

individuals tend to receive very little information about 

organi zat i ona 1 y'u 1 es, regu 1 at ions,' or . sec uri ty measures. 

Rather 9 emphasis is placed upon company benefits and 

promotional opportunities. '. Generally, if there is any 

policy instruction given to incoming exempt workers, it is 

provided by the area supervisor to whom the employee is 

likelYoto be assigned. Even this practice appears somewhat 

uncorrmon, h6wever, as most exempt employees that we 

. interviewed suggested, that information about fOl~mal matters 

was gained for the most part from co~workers and by trial 

and . error. ' 

In, contrast to this rather loosely structured approach· 

to organ·izational rules is the environment experienced by 

npll-exempt employees in manufacturing firms. When per$ons 
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de~tined for non-exempt classifications are processed for 

employment in these companies, they receive a rather formal 

introduction to the policies, prosedures and security 

practices relevant to their particular work area. For 

example, when an assembler is hired to work the line, he or 

she first meets with the personnel officer who goes over 

. the rules and expectations one by' one. Often the 

individual will also.be briefed by a supervisor who will 

again cover the rules and mention any others that might be 

specific to the work area. In addition to this, the new 

employee will receive a "worker's manual" which, he or she 

is required to read. 

In any of the three sectors, coverage during 

orientation of the topic of employee theft may send an 

initial signal to employees about an organization's policy 

stance. Whether employees maintain such an impression 

probably depends on whether they observe policies as being 

enforced. Thus, over a period of time they may form other 

views on organizational concern for theft depending on what 

they observe on. a day to day qasi s. As we shall di scuss in 

Chapter IX, the meaning of policy in an organization is 
(; 

principally determined during the daily interaction among 

an employee, co-workers, and the immediate supervisor. 

Screeni~. As mentioned at the beginning of this 

chapter, pre-employment ~"creening provides for control 

without using deterrence. Consequently, it would not" make 

theoretical' sense to examine its relationsflip to the 
o 
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perceptual variables. Thus, Table 8.10 provides only the 

zero-order correlations between individuals,"reported theft 
" ~~: 

and the degree of screerii ng. The effects of screeni ng are 

not ,! '!ery consistent. The data indicate that for retail 

firms ,and hospitals .there is a statistically significant 

relationship f;;,:,tween screening .on past performance and 

involvement in theft. These associations"'suggest that 

hospitals and retail organizations which do a better job of 

checking on references and job history tend to hire 

employees who report less theft. One explanation for this 

finding ;s that organizations which check more 

concientiously obtain more complete information about an 

applicant's character upon which a hiring decision is then 

made. The relationship does not hold for manufacturing 

firms. 

TABLE 8.10 

KENDALL'S RANK ORDER CORRELATioN: 
INDIVIDUAL'S REPORTED THEFT WITH PRE-EMPLOYMENT 

SCREENING BY SECTOR 

Retai 1 
Screening" 

Performance -.10* 
Problems .12* 

*Significant at .001 
**Significant at .01 

***Significant at .05 

Emplo'yee Theft 

Hospital 

-.04* 
-.01 

Manufacturing 

.03 
-.:.05*** 

Screeni ng on speci fi c problems, however., does not 

appear to have a similar effect. The relationships liere 
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are far ranging as we find a positive relationship in 
" retai 1 ing, a negative one in man~f~~turing, ,and no 

;'~I 

relationship in hospitals. Clearly, no impact 

is found. One reason may be that such i'nformation is much 
'/( 

less likely to be known by a prior employer; or, if .~nown, 

it is less likely to be communicated. ~hus, asking about 

these issues may be less productive ;n reducing future 

problems. Realizing til; s, few personnel directors 

specifically ask former employers about previous troubles 

with employees. 

Inventgry Control. Examining the coefficients in 

Table 8.11, we see that the impact of inventory controls on 

individuals~ reported theft is also mixed. In retail, two 
y 

of t,ne three indicators are positively related to perceived 

certainty of detection and negatively related to theft 

involvement. Thus, there is some evidence of a minor 

deterrent effect. In hosp'itals, trte quality of inventor.y 

controls are negatively related to employee theft but tend 
i 

~ not to be related to certainty G,f detection. T~us, it is 

unlikely that deterrence is at work. ManufactUring 

exhibits a pattern oppos~ite ,to that which we had expected. 

Inventory controls do not result in lowered theft. 

I) 
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TABLE 8.11 ',. 
II 

KENDALL'S RANK ORDER CORRELATION: 
PERCEIVED CERTAINTY OF DETECTION AND INDIVIDUAL'S 

REPORTED THEFT WITH INVENTORY CONTROL VARIABL.ES BY SECTOR. 

D 

Retail 
Certain Theft 

Priority -.01 .02 
Vulnerable .08* -.10* 
Sat i sf act ion .06* - .,05* 

*Signifi cant at(:".001 
**Significant at .01 

***Significant.at .05 

Hospital Manufacturing 
Certain Theft . C~rtain Theft 

.00 ·-.03*** -.01 .05*** 

.01 -.04** -.08* .08* 
-.03** -,.02 -.07** .07* 

During the course of the intensive interviews, we 

obtained some insight into the workings of these systems. 

Retail employees mentioned that tyleft. of cash is more 

difficult if a stor.e's inventory is mohitored through the 

IJse of computerized cash registers. 

c' Stea1i ng from the reg; ster is very hard because 
e'verythi ng is computeri zed and' you can't ri ng up 
a sale at less than the amount because it's all 

- computeri zed'~ the amount and the merchandise 
number'~' If something is on sale, you have to 
ringi~that and ,put in all these n,umbers and· 
then put. ttl~~fference of the prices in. So 
it' s really~~ I think, to steal from the 
register~ At least, I couldn't think of any ~ay 

, tos tea 1 from the register. I tis much more 
cOmplicated than a lot of places.(Sales Clerk) 

~..., . ,.. -,' ~ 

'In hospftals, our interviews revealed two main points 

ab~ut inventory': One concern~ the seeming overabundance of 

materials in, patient areas of the hospital work 

envi ronment. The second pot,nt deals wi th an un'i ntended 
, , . 

ramification associated with 'the computerization of 
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inventory control systems. 

The cqncern for patient care has a very definite 

effect on materials ' inventory,., In strategic areas where 

patient welfare iM:y depend on (su~plies being available at 

crucial times, staff cannot af.ford to deplete an area of 

essential items. Consequently there is a tendency to 
r 

overstock supplies rather than risk running out. The 

concern for patient care may therefore be said to have a 

very definite, although indirect effect on promoting theft 
~) r 

of ,materials. A corollary of ,such over-stocking is' that 

personnel develop a lack of concern for the efficient use 

of property. Because of this mentality, waste and 

pilferage are more likely to occur. 

Oh, I know what I was going to say before about-
what surprised me a lot is how available the 
syringes and needles are, you know, that--I mean, 
they would just be easy for anyone to take • • • 
I think it'd be nice if thos~ things were a 
little bit tighter cDntrolled • •• I don't know 
how you'd stop people from taking lik.e surgery 
equipm~nt. Because again, you know, when you see 
it all laying out there and you see it in big 
numbers (quantities), it seems like it--'it 
doesn't cost anything, you know, it seems like 
its just free in a way, and I don't know how 
you'd ever change that. (Intern) 

(] 

The computerization of inventory systems may also 

influence how employees view inventory. On the one hand, 

emp10yees reported that the 'new inventory systems have led 

to an overa)l tightening up on stock. This is particularly 

noticeable in the area of controls over medications and 

expense items on the wards. We were told that more emphasis 

is currently placed on accounting for items which are 

192 

o 



!C22! as • 

_____ ~~~~.~__e."::!if.=;:r."'.;,c;_=""''''''~'' • 

, -

used. It is no longer just a question of taking something 

from stock. Rather most items come comple.te with a charge 
)~~) 

s 1 i P whi ch must be entered on to the pat i ent' s" account. 

Missing charge slips are a source of consternation. 

Employees ci,ted frequent examples where supervisors, ward 

clerks, or co-workers expressed a concern for knowing how 

particular items of stock had been used. This was needed so 

that they. could fulfill the obligation to itcharge it", and 

thus account for its use. In hospitals where higher concern 

is ma.nifest, employees seem to be less involved in theft. 

There is a disturbing side effect,' however, to 

computerized inventory controls It is our impression 

that the use of such inventory systems strips an object of 

its monetary value. According to our interviewees, in the 

past they'had entered the dollar value of items on patient 

charge sheets. Now the employee merely pun~hes ;n a series 

of code numbers. The res u 1 t . ; s an env ironment. where,; n 

employees have little sense of the values of items .used and 

of the actual monetary cos.ts involved in patient care 
(1"! 

Maybe I'm off the subject, but when I started in 
hospital supply, it was much different than it ;s 
now, we had to make out charges ourselves. We 
had a' big book with the prices, so I was very 
aWare of what the pricesvwere. Now it all goes 

. into a computer and I ·don't thin'< that mq.ny 
people real'~know how ~uch things cost, because 
its all done by numbers. ·But a~l the time I was 
really suprised at how much things did cost, and 
so now ~verything's done so much by computer that 
people Jose sight of this, and they had a program, 
'recently,. a fair with big d~splay tables set up. 
io the cafeteria where the cpst of things was 
emphasized, on how much things doc;ost. (Hospi~al 
Employee) 
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Finally, in interviews-with manufacturing employees we 

found a fair amount of agreement that effective inventory 

and distribution procedures have been designed but are 

often not implemented. 

. YOU'VE MENTIONED THE THEFT OF SOME' PRETTY 
'VALUABLE ITEMS. DO YOU GET A SENSE THAT THERE'S 

MUCH OF A CONCERN ABOUT THAT KIND OF THING HERE? 

No, I don't get that feeling. And it's partly 
the way the, organization is that propagates that 
type of thing. 'It's not my department; 11m not 
going to be concerned about it. Let me give you 

'an example. An item came to me, or I should say, 
a pack of items were shipped to me inadv.ertently 
by mistake. I can't tell you specifically what 
the items were, but I can tell 'you they were 
worth over $1,500. ,I easily could have taken 
them and sold them. There. was absolutely no 
record that I had received the ~ack~ge. Some 

. workers argued that the effective monitoring of 
But I took the trouble to trace back who most 
likely would have been asking .for those 
things ••• Most departments won't do 
that ••• -.(Engineer) 

Some workers argued that the effective monitoring of 

materials (and perhaps time as well) was simply not cost 

efficient for thes'e organizat;'ons. It may be that 

bureaucratic efforts to control 'the utilization of 

resources are more of a financial burden to the firms under 

study than are the costs stenming from their misuse .• 

Security. The fourth type of c'ontrol to be examined is 
" 

that. exerci sed by security departments. Accordi ng to the 

data in Table 8.12, there is no evidence' that 
., 

characteristics of security departments are consistently 

related either to perceptions of certainty of detection or 

to reported. theft behavior. In the following paragraphs, 
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we offer. an explanation as to why .this may be the case. 

(', 

TABLE 8.12 

KENDALL'S RANK ORDER CORRELATION: 
PERCEIVED CERTAINTY OF DETECTION AND INDIVIDUAL'S 
REPORTED THEFT WITH SECURITY VARIABLES BY SECTOR 

;) 

Retail Hospital Manufacturing 
. Certain Theft Certain Theft Certain Theft 

Sophistication .02 ....• 04** .04*i: -.01 
Priority .03*** .04** -.03*** .Ql 

*Significant at .001 
**Significant at .01 

***Significant ~t ~05 

.01 
-.03 

.02 

.06** 

Of all the relationships described above, those for 

retail are most surprising. If security departments do act 

to de.ter individuals from ste~)ing, we would expect to find 

that effect·· in retail securyJlty departments which are more 
J 

theft conscious than those in the other two sectors. Yet, 

our findings indicate a slight positive, not.negative, 

relationship. A closer examination of our data deinonstrate 

that the associations between the two security variables 

and reported theft are som~what misleading. The 

relationships are actually more curvilinear than positive. 

'1ncreas;'ng the degree of security tends to decrease the 

likelihood of theft involvement, thus supporting the 

deterrence J'lypothe5is. This effect occurs, however, .only 

to a, point. At the very highest end of
c 

the security 

spectrum, ,we' fi nd·. th'at addttiona 1 increments in $ecuri ty do 

notC , lead to a concomitant lessening of theft involvement. 
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In fact, involvement increases slightly. Because those 

organizations at this high en~ of the security continuum 

are typically large companies, they tend to have a greater 

impact bn the" c~efficient--resulting in the slight positive 

relationships. 

The reader should realize, however, that the 'positive 

relationships di,scovered for retail security variables may 

be a statJstica~ artifact. Gross comparisons between those 

retail firms with virtually no security and those with very 

high ,secw~ity demonstrated a negative, not positive, 

relationship with employee theft. Those retailers with 

medium .. to high levels of security, however, had even less 

self-reported theft t~an those witfi" very high levels. 

While retail security m~y in fact have some deterrence 

consequences, the lack of relationships in hospitals and 

manufacturing firms appear to reflect accurately the fact 

that security in those sectors has little or no effect on 

theft. The reason for this is that matters relating to 

employee theft receive relatively low priority from these 
/,i ' " 
.; 

security departments. Since stopping employees from 

stealing is not a major objective, one should not expect 

much of an effect. 

The intensive employee interviews demonstrate worker 

perceptions of security in these two sectors. In one of 

the hospitals involved in this part of the research, 

employees characterized ~ecurity as being friendly 

protectors of the work environment. One of their primary 
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1;asks is fire safety. In addition, they patrol the p~rking 

ramps to prevent thefts from employees I cars and assults on 

employees, escort nurses to their ve,nicles late at night 

'when the evening shift ,changes, make rounds, assist 

employee~ with "difficult" patients or unruly visitors, and 

are general'ly lion call" to deal with any problem that may 

occur. 

Some employees on the nursing floors at th'ls hospital 

said that security was highly visible, officers made rounds 

throughout the hospital and were prompt in responding to' 

calls for assistance. ' The phrase "Call Security" provided 

some insight into how other employees perceive security 

officersI roles. Security responds as troubie-shooters, 

problem solvers ,and a reliable source of assistance. The 

following is typical of the kind of response one obtains, to 

the question "What I(inds of things does the security 

department do? II, 

You mean in their job? They walk around a lot. 
Take care of calls, you know, "Therel,s such and 
such a person here and they're .ma~ing a 
commotion." Basically, I look at thew Job more 
as a prctection of the hospital" from outsiders 
rather than a protection of the hospital from ~he 
insiders. We jokingly tell them they're maklng 
the world safe for democra.:y. (Hospital Employee) 

At the second hospital, the, picture of security is 

strikingly different. The majority'of employees appeared 

to have an extremely poor image of their security guards: 

But their security guards are' not the type of 
people that, make, you feel secure, should I say, 
now? (Laughter) They, you kno~,are ~eople ,that 
can't ,get any other type of Job, baslcally. And 
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11m sure they're very 
They're like older, 
the prime, you know. 
like a policeman, 
(Registered Nurse) 

poorly paid, you know. 
I mean they're not, not in 

You ca,h I t compare it to 
a deputy sheriff, or that. 

The reasons for the security guards l poor image are 

based partly on the emplgyee's: direct observations and 

partly on rumor. On probing, ,the following clerical 

i nf ormant i nd i cated her unwilli,\ngnes s to 1 et securi ty 

guards accompany her out to her car. 

I know if you worked a night shift, 11m sure 
you'd see more of them and I think maybe they 
even, if you would ask them, they would ,walk you 
out to your car. Things like that. 

WOULD YOU WANT THEM TO ESCORT YOU? 
~ 

Well, I don I t know any of them pet~sona lly, but
from some of them that live seen, probably not. 
You know, I have at times wondered why' an 
institution like that would hire those types, of 
people. 

TELL ME WHAT YOU MEAN "THOSE TYPES OF PEOPLE?" 

Well, they certainly are not professional looking 
or acting, and they look like they're just off 
the s~reets. 

Part of the poor image develops when all employees see 

the guards doing is sleeping on the job, sitting around in 

the cafeterias, or reading a book. Employees were vague 

concerning the duties of .the hospital IS security guards 

since they were rare'ly seen on the wards or in any other 

place except the front lobby. 

WHAT ARE THEY LIKE? 

live never seen them doing anything but sit. ( 
That's ba~ically • ~. I think their job is to 
sit. That's all I've ever seen them do. I come 
in at the beginning of th~ shift--the guy's 

« 
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sitting there--I go· out and he's in the same 
place. (Nursing Assistant) 

It is evident that guards in each hospital are viewed 

differently. We have one' organization where security 

relates to employees as firefighters, where the relations 

between security and other employees are friendly, where 

security ;s- protec,tive of staff against outside intruders, 

and where emphasis on safety precautions far outweighs any 

emphasis on precautions against theft. In the second 

organization, we have an ineffectual, low qualified 

security service which is perceived as part of the problem. 

Despite these differences, there is no reason to believe 

that either security department has. an effect on theft 

behavior.' In neither hospital do we find the impression 

that security's goal is to apprehend employees who steal. 

For th.is reason, it seems that security has no demonstrable 

effect on theft involvement. 

In manufacturing, a similar situation appears to 

exist. While employees reported an awareness of the 

existence of security in their firms, they believed that 

security has little influence on employee theft. The 

following two quotes illustrate employees I perceptions' of 

the ineffectiveness of security: 

For some place that is spending millions and 
millions of dollars a year on research and 
development; that is recognized as the #1 company 
in the i.ndustry, I think we are horrendou<;~ly 
sloppy in the area of security. If I wanted to, 
or . if I were a person from outsi.de the company, 
if I wanted to get in that plant and have access 
to top secret stuff going on, shit, I could do 
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it. Easy. Easy ways to get a badge from 
somebody. To walk in unchallenged. To walk right 
down into the engineering lab and photograph 
prints, and take parts, and do whatever you want 
to do. You could do that easy. It'll (the 
system will) keep people from walking out with a 
wheelbarrow full of things, but in the area of 
micro-miniaturization, someone could easily walk 
out with thousands and thousands of dollars of 
electronic parts in their lunch pail, and ~obody 
would ever know. (Department Manager) 

I NOTICED THAT YOU HAVE SECURITY GUARDS HERE. 

Ah, security's nothing. 

IF YOU WANTED TO WALK OUT WITH SOMETHING, 
COULD WALK RIGHT BY? 

YOU 

Sure. The security guards are • what do I 
want to say? A front ••• They're just a show piece. 
(Production Supervisor) 

The reason for this lack of impact once again centers 

on the low pr.iority assigned to employee theft. 

••• these individuals (those in authority) 
apparently are more worried about what goes out 
the back door aboard a truck going to a customer, 
than what's going out the side daor where the 
employees go. However, slowly but surely, I 
think the company. is going to end up looking at 
both doors', rather than just. the one. (Production 
Supervisor) 

These impressions contrast considerably with those 

held by retail employees. Here workers viewed security as 

being more consciously directed at stopping employee 

theft. The following quote is illustrat~ve. 

They (security) are in contact with the 
supervlsors on how to prevent theft. We have a 
conversation about how to keep theft down in a 
department. They watch for customers stealing 
and they watch for employees stealing. If my 
registers start varying where I don't balance out 
the way I'm supposed to, Security will be 
notified and they will watch the department faY' 
awhile to see if it's just carelessness on the 
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sales clerk's part or somebody stealing •. I:ve 
lost two employees to theft. I started notlclng 
something and I (;talked to my staff and th~n I 
talked to the security manager and they walted 
and caught them. (Supervi sor) 

Retail security officers are much more likely to 

pursue actively .\ the suspected perpetrators of internal 

theft. Sometimes this includes fairly involved methods. 

Well, sometimes the guards ~ill bait you. 
They'll leave stuff out and walt for you to ta~e 
it. There was the case where they had t~1S 
really nice hunting knife, and they use che 
knives around the dock area to do the boxes. and 
stuff but they're usually a regular llttle 
orang~ handle with this blade stic~~ng out ~nd 
the bladn is chopped off. Well, thlS was a nlce 
hunting lmife. It was sitti ng out. They. have 
these tube stations where you put the tube ln and 
it goes through the thing, it's like at a bank. 
Well, at the tube station they left on~ ~f these 
knives out and some guy saw one and lt 5 been 
sitting there and it didn't seem for anybody. 
Apparently there was no packaging aroun9 it •. If 
there wasn't any packaging around lt I mlght 
think "hey, like, this is company prope~ty.1I But 

-this guy took it and the guard~ ~ot hlm. Maybe~_ 
they thought the guy was a SUSP1C10~S. character-
and they wanted to see just how SUSP1C10US he was 
so they did that. (Dock Worker) 

Another tactic for dealing with theft was described by 

a security manager. 

Another honesty test we do is we' n put a check, 
let's say a $20.00 personal chec~, ~'1l take out. 
the register drawer and I'll put lt ln the back. 
Along with that check, I'll put a $10 or $20 
bill, depending on what they like.to take. Some 
people like to take $20 at a tlme, some people 
take $10 at a time, or $5, ~r whatever, ~ut 
generally what their pattern lS. So along wlth 
that check at the back of the register I'll put a 
$10 bi 11 and record the seri a 1 numb.ers. When 
that employee I suspect is up there working I'll 
be observing from a blind or somewhere and I'll 
have Credit or another investigator call and say 
there's a check missing in register so and so, 
could you check it out. "Open up the drawer and 
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look back there and see if it's back there." Here 
I'm presenting another opportunity for them. I 
know it sounds like entrapment, but it isn't. 
It1 s perfectly legal and I've prosecuted people 
on this. It just go~s to show that anybody's 
capable of it. This person probably was good for 
$200 in cash and he was smart. O.K., he'd just 
finished 4 years of school. I had him go back to 
the register. Sure enough, he looked, found the 
check along with the $10 bill. Immediately he 
looked around, took the ten, folded it up and put 
it in his pocket right away. 0.1<., this is my 
leverage. So we called him in. I interviewed 
him and all he'd admit to was stealing that $10 
bill. That's all he'd admit to. He would not 
admit to the $120 that I had him charted out for 
that I knew he'd stolen but I couldn't prove it. 
I didn't have him on tape. Another method we use 
is I've got a video tape recorder with a camera 
we P,'..it over the regi ster and I can record 
stealing. I've caught 9 people this way in 
automotive and over in paint. I've got them on 
tape. (Security Manager) 

As mentioned previously, such aggressiveness in theft 

prevention does seem to have ramifications for employee 

morale. 

The security system is very good, almost over
bearing. One time I purchased a sheet and later 
on deci ded to buy a t.ab 1 e cloth. I kept the 
sheet in the linen closet for some time and later 
when I tried to use it found that the table cloth 
didn't fit. So I took them both back to exchange 
them, I left them there without taking. care of 
them and later security called me into their 
off; ce and gri 11 ed me on what I was dO'j ng with 
the merchandise. My husband wanted me to quit 
right then, that they were accusing me of taking 
the stuff. I was very upset about the way 
security handled that. (Sales Clerk) 

Punishment. The final set of zero order correlations 

to be presented focus on the effects of sanctioning 

practices. In Table 8.13, we have also included 

coefficients to indicate the relationship between perceived 

severity of management sanctions and employee theft. Tl'te 
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TABLE 8.13 
. ~ 

P-EARSON1S PRODUCT MOMENT CORRELATION: 
PERCEIVED CERTAINTY OF DETECTION, SEVERITY OF MANAGEMENT 

SANCTION AND EMPLOYEE THEFT WITH DISPOSITION MEASURES BY SECTOR 

Retail Hospital 
(l 

" 
Manufacturing 

Certainty Severity. iTheft Certainty Severity Theft Cer'tainty Severity 
a 

.09* .11* -.09*' .04*** .04** -.03 ... 2.0* -.16*: 
-.05** 0 0 .03 ~O7* 

i ... 01 <0 .... 17* -.14 
-.05** ~-. 07* .04*** .05** .09* .02 .09** .10* 

0 -.05** ;...01 a a a .• 17* .12* 

a::;No cases rep,orted. *SignificQ,nt at .001 .}1 

**Signi.ficQ,nt &t ,01 
. ***S1'gni fic&nt at .05 

,': .. ' 
\,"-' 
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C'J 
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Theft .. 

.07*** 

.07*** 
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results depicted in this table are fairly inconsistent. 

Only the number of apprehensions is related to perceived 

certainty of detection, perceived severity of sanctlon and 

employee theft in the predicted manner, but only for the 

retail and hospital sectors. The opposite pattern occurs 

in manufacturing. The deterrent effects of termination, 

prosecution and restitution are less clear. Only in 

hospitals do we find evidence that sanctioning practices do 

influence perceptions of certainty of detection and 

severity of reaction. The effect on theft itself is, 

however, minimal. 

The i ntens i ve interviews provide additional. 

information about the formal consequences associated with 

theft apprehension. Retail workers accurately perceived 

that theft will result in termination. The oV'ci,'allfeeling 

concerning formal sanctions was expressed most succintly by 

a dock worker who stated simply: 

My interpretation ot: anything having to ;do with 
theft from the store is, if you rob you're going 
to get caught. People get caught all the time. 
I've only seen it happen a few tjmes and those 
people' are all gone. (Dock Worker) 

Or, as a personnel manager told us when responding to the 

question "Have you ever not fired someone?1I 

No, we terminated someone the other day for $6 
wnrth of stolen cokes, $2 worth of stolen lures 
from sporting goods, $2,000 worth of cash. Once 
we do not terminate someone for whatever, then we 
set a precedent. (Personnel Manager) 

Employees base this opinion on what they have heard of 

past incidents of employees who have been caught stealing. 
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A number of such stories were circulating among the work 

force. Generally workers recount instances of major theft. 

We've had a lady admit to stealing $4,000 worth of 
money and our garbage man had gotten fired too, 
because he'd taken merchandise, put it in his bin, and 
taken it out to his tar. He got out $4,000 worth of 
merchandise he stole too. (Sales Clerk) 

Some workers did mention that termination also was the 

penalty for lesser transgressions. 

A couple of weeks ago three people were fired from the 
men's· clothing department and two other people had·· 
been fired for theft because they had ••• well, it 
was really stupid. It was one person's thing in men's 
clothing, but two others helped. They marked 
something down to 50 cents; a really.nice shirt. When 
they checked it at employee check, of course the 
security person goes through there and checks the 
receipts. She went to the department manager and she 
said, "No, that isn't right." $0 they got fired for 
that. (Sales Clerk) 

A very different picture emerges from our 

conversations with those employed in either hospitals or 

manufacturing firms. Accounts of apprehensions for theft 

were found less frequently and tended to deal with minor 

thefts. The penalties for these offenses tended to be less 

severe than those detai 1 ed QY retai 1 workers. For example, . 

manufac.turing workers caught stealing a roll of copper wire 

were in one instance warned i nforma 11 y that future theft 

would end in termination and in another were suspended for 

three days without pay. 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The intent of this chapter has been to examine the 

impact of organizational control on employee theft. In 
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doing that, we presented two parallel analyses--one at the 

level of organizations, the other at an individual level. 
l.?~ 

In this final section, we will make ·s~~~ sUl11nary remarks 

concerning what these analyses have told us. 

In the initial analysis of the chapter \'Ie explored the 

relationship between organizational controls and rates of 

employee theft. We found that there was considerable 

variation across organizations in terms of the levels of 

control which have been implemented and in terms of their 

victimization from internal theft. When we correlated the 

various control variables with organizational theft rates, 

we found that higher levels of controls in retail firms and 

hospitals tended to be related to lower rates of theft. 

This was consistently true for policy, performance-checks, 

inventory vulnerability, satisfaction with inventory 

controls, security size and sophistication, apprehensions 

and terminations. However, organizational controls in 

manufacturing did not have this same effect. 

To understand more fully the impact of organizational 

controls on an indi~idual's behaviors and perceptions, we 

then conducted a contextual analysis in which levels of 

control were correla~ed with an individual's seif reported 

. theft behavior. Not surprisingly, the conclusions which we 

found were relatively similar to those discovered in the 

analysis of theft rates. In both retail and hospitals, 

policy, performance checks, vul~erability of inventory, 

Satisfaction with inventory, and apprehensions were still 
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negatively related to theft~ behavior. Some differences did" 

emerge, however. The relationships with security variables 

were no longer consistently negative. In manufacturing, 

higher degrees of policy and problem checks were associated 

with lowered theft involvement. Furthermore, although many 

of these relationships were statistically significant, 

their magnitude ·was considerably smaller at the level of 

individuals. It is worthwhile to note why essentially the 

same relationships would difol"'er depending on the leve'J of 

analysi s. 

One very qpparent difference is the change in 

magnitude of the coefficients." Associations at the 

organizational level were considerably stronger than their 

counterparts at the level of individuals. The following 

factor may account of this. There is a general tendency for 

the relationship between the same two variabl~s to be 

higher after they have been aggregated. This is' true 

because grouping .procedures tend to increase between group 

variation relative to within group variation (see B1alock, 

1964; Hannan, 1970). Thus, coefficients are more likely to 

be higher after aggregation. One should note that this 

does not mean that the correlations between organizational 

control s and rates of theft are spud ous. We. do.) not 

be 1 i eve c that to be true at 'a 11 • Rather we would conc 1 ude 

that the effects are real but not very large. 

Diagram 8.1 may provide a Q10re intuitive feel fdr the 

difference in types of analysis. (Note: this scattergram is 
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not intended to reflect accurately the actual distributions 

in 'our study. If iidid, many more respondents would be 

placed at the level of no reported theft. The diagram is 

more for heuristic purposes.) In this diagram,'each dot 

represents an individual's reported theft score, each X the 

mean 'theft score (theft rate) for that level of control. 

One should remember that individuals' within the same 

organization will all receive the same score for 

organizational control. Although organ;zationa'l control is 

a constant within an organization, individual involvement 

in theft is not. In fact, for each level of control, there 

will be individuals .reporting no theft and individuals 

admitting relatively high amounts. Because individuals. 

vary so much wfthin each category of control, it ;s not 

surprising that .the resulting coefficients are so low. 

Knowledge of organizational controls is not a very strong 

predictor of an individual's theft behavior. However, if 

one looks only' at the mean scores (rates), a more clear-cut 

pattern is ev'ident. Certainly the correlation coefficients 

for the organizational level analysis would tend to be 

significantly. higher. In sum, I<nowledge of organizational 

controls is a better predictor of theft rates than it is of 

individual behavior. 

The above explanation sheds some light on why 
, " 1\ .. • 

magn ; ~Udi'~ re ~ at; ons hi ps . d1 ff er, it does not neces sari 1 y 

tell (~S:)}i?at tlmes the S1 gns of rel ationships changed 
- .;/'" ". 

from one analysis to the other (e.g., policy in 
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manufacturing). One possibility is that the individual 

level associations are biased toward patterns found in 

larger firms. 

In the analysis of organizational theft rates, each 

organization is given equal we,'ght ,. e . t' , •• , an aSSOCla ,on 

present in one small organization has the same effect on 

the overall coefficient as an association in a larger 

organization. In the individual analysis, this is not the 

case. It could be that a pattern occurring in a smaller 

company is overwhelmed by another p.attern ina 1 arger fi rm 

which has contributed many more individuals to the overall 

sample. However, ba,sed cih additional analyses in which the 

effect of or-ganizational size was controlled, we believe 

that size is generally not a major confounding factor. 

After controlling for size, the relationships hold. 

In conclusion, the data in this ~hapter provide both 

good and bad news for organizational authorities desirous 

of reducing employee theft. The good news is that employee 

theft is susceptible to control efforts. Certain types of 

control--policy being the most noteworthy--are related to 
:,'7 

Towered levels of employee theft. However, the data also 

indicate that the impact of control is neither uniform nor 

very strong. In sum, formal organizational controls do 

influence theft behavior but these effects are minor when 

compared to other factors present in the work place. As we 

shall see in th~ upcoming chapter, it is the impact of an 

employee's immediate supervisor and of one's co-workers 
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CHAPTER IX: 

THE PROCESS OF DEFINING PROPERTY AND PRODUCTION DEVIANCE 
IN THE WORKPLACE 

INTRODUCTION 

The vast majority of employee acts of taking company 

property or not observing meticulously the conventional 

rules about production performance do not become explicit 

organizational control events. Part of the reason, of 

course, is because they come to no one's attention but the 

individual employee directly involved. Beyond this, 

however, there are a large number of acts which could 

conceivably fall within the control interests of co-

workers, supervisors, corporate asset protecti:on 

specialists, or even social control interests outside the 

workp"lace, but only a few in practice do. Two general 

explahations are available for this selection process: 1) 

operational definitions of property and production 

deviance, in fact, vary depending upon assessments of the 

situation by local participants and 2) organizational 

control mechanisms are -limited 

prevent and respond to deviations. 

in t~eir abili~ies to 
\) f 

Bas~:tL~pon the findings 

of this study, we would further suggest th"at these two 

generql explanatory perspectives are themselves ciosely 

related in that fluid definitions of devianoe make 

organizational control efforts problematic, and ineffective 
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control performance contributes to inordinate1y unstable 

deviance definitions. 
(.\ 

This final data chapter is focused upon an analysis of 

the "social construction" of deviance within the workplace 

as reported largely in the employee interviews. From the 

beginning of the research we were interested in discovering 

the circumstances or processes .. under which certain acts 

which could possibly stimulate, organizational cdntrol 

t dOd dOd t do so In the few previous response in fac , or 1 no • 

studies of employe~ theft and other related deviance which 

were reviewed earlier in this report, most have included 

observations or findings 0 which suggested significant 

situational determination of the definition of deviance and 
\,;) 

the quality of reaction to it. Current social theorjes of 

deviance are based upon its definition relative to the 

innnedlate social environs in which it ;s being defined and 

the possible conflicting deviance definitions which impinge 

upon the same behavior. There are no reasons why we would 

not expect this same general principle to operate within 

the corporate workplace. In faGt, other prirciples of 

formal orga~izations would suggest that, the circumstances 

for unique' and dynamic definitions of deviance inside 

modern corporate environments .woUld be abundant (Gross, 
i 

1980; Dalton", 1966; Gouldner, 1954a). vhe major theoretical 

and policy questions, then, are less of whether definitions 
tI 
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of property and production deviance reflect the social 

dynamics of the organizational setting in which it occurs, 

and more of how Jbis influence i$ manifested and what its 
If 

consequences are to our understanding of employee deviance. 

NORMATIVE INCONGRUITY OR DISSENSUS AND THE DEFINITIONAL PROCESS 
I 

Even with the above prior orientation toward the 

investigation of the taking of property and related acts by 

employees, we were immediately profoundly impressed with 

the extent to which, inopractice, definitions in regard to 

our substantive interests were dominated by local work 
:---~ . 

circumstances. At timesm;'s~ecific norm or consistent rule 

seemed to exist to cover the situation. On other occasions 

f {C. to corLilc 1ng expectations existed and in effect freed 

employees to choose from among them or to shun them all. 

At yet other times production !"elated0priorities demanded 

modifications by supervisor~ of usual deviance definitions 

in order ;fbr emp 1 oyees to accomp 1 ish the i r c;.' bas i c 

occupational pursuits. 

When I st.arted working there and everybody was 

giving discounts to thei~ friends and stuff it 
struck me because you can't give away discounts 
to everybody,. but then they sefid itts better than 
~~ving them hold ~t forothem and then you buy it 
~or them. So I Just flgured, you know, I can do 
lt a couple'of times, too'. (Sales Clerk,Retail 
Sector) 

,;.We pass nourishments ; n the even; ng and we offer 
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them JUlces and pop and cookies and fruit, 
usually. Weill get fruit and crackers and cheese 
and as long as they get what they want -I donlt 
feel 11m stealing from patients. I mean, they 
get whatever they want and therels always enough 
left over. So, thatls why I feel comfortable 
doing this. (Charge Nurse, Hospital Sector) 

I do take sick leave when 11m not sick. And I do 
sometimes take care of" personal business on 
company time. 'And, lIve left work early a couple 
of times without my boss' say-so. And I have 
made a few long distance calls to my sister. 
But; I think that's about the only things live 
done. I wou1dn lt steal. (Clerical Worker, 
Manufacturing Sector) 

Reproduceable in many situations and with many 

different nuances, data such as these make it evident that 

there is not consensus among our interviewees on the way 

acceptable and non-acceptable behavior is defined. For 

example, in regard to the above retail employee, it is 

apparently acceptable for workers in l1er unit to allow 

friends or relatives to benefit directly from the employee 

discount privilege. This acceptability may be contingent 

on any number of factors (ice., the item ;s a "gift," the 

department supervisor "does it all the time," the friend or 

l~elative is poor, the employee involved in the transaction 

is a "gOCld, reliable little worker," etc.) The point to be 

made her'e is that, regardless, -of the criteria of 

acceptability, the act "of extending onels discount 

privilege t? non-employees is "acceptable" within this 

'. particular work group (which includes the supervisor) at 
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this parttcular point in time. By recognizing that other 

departments and other work groups in t~is same retail 

department store have a different set of conditions for the 

acceptabil!ty of this act, or may even define this act as 

"unacceptable" under any circumstance, we begin to 

understand the essence of normative incongruity or 

dissensus (For a discussion of the more structured aspects 

of this condition, see Hollinger, 1977). 

The notion of normative dissensus, however, does not 

suggest that the entire span of behaviors in a particular 

social unit, such as the department store above, is without 

definitional convention. It may be that the circumstances 

for the proper use of the employee discount privilege is in 

fact the only behavior in this organization about which 

there is a wide variety of practices. Rather, the 

condition of normative dissensus or incongruity implies 

that a significant component of the behaviors in a given /ij 

social context is without a single agreed-upon character. 

Hence, it is instructive to think of normative dissensus in 

terms of a continuum. There are, no doubt, degrees of 

normative unclarity within every social unity. It is 

unlikely, hO\,/ever, that any social unit is completely 

without unclarity relative to the parameters of acceptable 

social conduct. Our point is merely that we have found 

impressively high ~egrees of disagreement among 
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interviewees in the three industry sectors as to the non

acceptability (or the conditions of non-acceptability) for 

many behaviors that· are legally and, external to the 
I 

'organizational context, conventionally held to be not 

acceptable. 

As part of our card-sort procedure (described in 
il 

Chapter II above), employees fo~ each of the th~ee industry 

sectors were asked to sort through a set of about 30 cards 

on which there was a description of activities, 

conventionally thought to be . deviant but commonly 

assQ.f i 9;ted with the respective, sectors." Employees were to 
~J 

select only those .cards whi~" described events about which 

they had personal knowledge in their particular work area. 

After workers had completed~he sort, they were asked to 

articulate their views, and to tre extent they could, those 

of their work mates, of the behaviors identVied. 

(TAKING COMPANY MATERIALS) OK, well, you probably 
find that everybody in this plant takes stuff. 
Probably everybody in (the company) takes stuff. 
And you know, yOU work in the electrical 
department. If you want a roll of tape, 
electricians don't buy tape, they just--you know-
basically, take it. He probably wants one roll 
of tape, fine. Who cares? Nobody really gives a 
damn. If you \'lOU 1 d take a box of switches then 
it's ,something different. You know, if you're 
going to set yourself up as an independent 
contractor in YOUi"-i~are time, on your m'ln time, 
and so you're using the company, it's company 
matet~ial~ that's when, it .. gets ~erious. But I 
mean, nobody rea 11 y cares if somebody maybe wants " 
a plug, and a lot of the ,time the rule is you ask 
first. (Electrician, Manufacturing Sector) 
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(TAKING HOSPITAL PROPERTY) Linen, you know-
people like bachelors and stuff and that--they 
don't like to pay a lot of money for that--I 
could see that. I've heard of people doing it-
I've never actually seen somebody taking linen. 
(Nursing Assistant, Hospital Sector) 

(TAKING COMPANY PROPERTY) Things like' taking 
pencils and things home from the office. They'll 
never come- out and te 11 yOU it' s all ri ght. But 
they exp~ct it--I'm sure. I know for a fact that 
they orerer extra, for what do you call it? 
"Company take home?" I think you·ll find that 
anywhere. Things like this are not all that 
important. I'm not saying that it's what we 
'should do.,. I'm just saying it goes on 
everywhere. (Technician, Manufacturing Sector) 

(Referring to card-sort activities generally) On 
the floors, people are more interested in things 
they feel are vital. They think that a patient's 
health and well being are vital, and they can't 
attach too much importance to petty I. 1 it'ble 
materials things like using too much stuff or 
giving it away. I approve of the idea of having 
your priorities in order as far as people being 

1 mare important. (Central Supply Worker, Hospital 
Sector) 

(Referring to activities in card-sprt generany) 
For a lot of these things, you~know, you don't 
necessarily like the fact that it~s going on. 
But, I mean, it's the accepted1' th i ng • We 11 , 
maybe not accepted, but more people '\do it than 
not. There,. are some thi ngs, ~ can't see 
accepting, ·,though. To me, anythigg.that's worth 
more than $10 in value is off lin0ts. (Production 
Worker, Manufacturi ng Sector) , ) . 

(TAKING COMPANY PROPERTY) Any pf these kind of 
depend. There are really unwritten limits on 
what you can and" cannot walk off with, I guess. 
I see a certain amount of these types' of things 
allover now, and I always have. It doesn't 
strike me as a real problem unless, obviously, 
somebody takes 100,000 boxes of paper clips or 
something. Something like that crosses over the 
fuzzy area. (Supervisor, Manutacturing Sector) 
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From voluminous evidence of the type cited above it is 

evi dent that workplace expect at ions and s.anct ions are 

permissive enough, in practice, to allow for. a wide range 

and considerable volume of taking of material and'non

material company resources. These and other TIata from 

interviewees also reveal considerable variance in the 

stand.ards against which workers judge the acceptabil ity of . . 
many activities encountered in the organizational context. 

This incongruity becomes even more obvious w~en 'one 

contrasts the . above views with some of the more extreme 

perspectives expressed by interviewees on these issues. In 

all three industry sectors we found definitional 

inconsistencies within work groups, as well as between 

them, relative to activities in the card-sort and others 

which .the procedure generated. Not only did the 

definitional variations reflect the ,personal 

interpretations of the intervie1Jlee's· own behaviors but 

'provided extensive information about the perspectives of 

work groups and employing organizations. Also noteworthy in 

the above quotes, but more co~vincingly so ~n the extended 
.. , 

conversations with employees, is that ,workers generally 

appear to be uncertain of formal organizational 

expectancies relative to most of the activities discussed. 

This ambiguity is illU,strated by the ffict that local norms 
,/:;" "~\ 

/-: 
specifi ed by worke-rs often set para,meters for the degree of 
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production time and property misuse that was acceptable in 

their work context, rather than whether the basic act 

itself was acceptable or not acceptable. The specified 

latitude which the local rules permitted varies greatly by 

work group and situation. 

We are alerted to the implications of an ambiguous 

structure, then, by the many reports like the manufacturing 

supervisor above when he intimates that he does not 

little time or property misuse as being problematic 

see a 

unless, obviously, somebody takes 100,000 boxes of paper 

clips. Something like that crosses over into the fuzzy 

area. It is the IIfuzzy areal! that symbolizes the 

perceptual and trehavioral implications of an inconsistent 

or unusually unclear normative environment. To the extent 

that there is little consensus on the definitional content 

applied to behaviors in the wbrk setting, the "fuzzy a~ea,1I 

tbe a,rea of normative ambiguity, or, dissensus, is 

, inordinately large. 
I) 'II 

~
I > Test,~ony to there being a IIfuzzy area'! or IIgrey area ll 

'~ , 

\,within WhiC/~)) acts can be labelled acceptable or deviant 
I depending ppon situational factors was enormous and 

;I 
• II 

persuaslVe'. To employees it is not tautological to point 

out that in circumstance,s where the :I ., . lI~ules of the game" 
" indicate that certain behavior is neither clearly 
" 

acceptab 1 e nor unacceptable, the "fuzzy area":, is enlarged 
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(at' the expense of both the distinctly deviant and 

acceptable) and local sit.uational determinants are more 

important to the d.~finitional process. In other words, the 

less employees can predict the reactions 'ooftheir co

workers and/or officials to certain behavior, the more 

vulnerable they feel, the more unfair or capricious they 

view sanctions and the more neglectful and incompetent they 

view official non-response. In this situation, most 

constraints or deviance are effected at the work gr~up 

level either by co-worker pressures or the supervisor on 

the basis of local legitimation, not 

organizational,regardless of the level in the company. 
~) 

Thus, employees frequently must define what isacceptab1e 

or unacceptable from actions of the supervisor and 

conventional work group practiceswh:ich are subject to many 

company production influences (as we shall see below). 

. Let us develop this argument further by formalizing 

something .' which tbus far has ,been only implicitly' 

characterized in OUr analysis, namely, the definitional 
:;:., 

process. 'This discussion will hopefully lay the proper 

conceptual foundation for our treatment of supervisory and 

work group influences on the processes of control and 
'/ 

behavioral definition in °the" 'organizational context. 

Normative incongruity or dissensus emanates from a 

rather comp 1 ex matr; >t of strLictura 1 and i nterpl"'e.~i ve 
I 
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factors in the workplace which combine to provide 

definitional substance to the gamut of wo'rk-related 

behaviors pervasive in the organizational setting. The 

structural elements of this matrix were outlined in Chapter 

VII I. An eff art was made ther'e to determi ne whether 

selected elements of the control structures evidenced 

within retail, hospital, and manufacturing organizations 

have an impact on employee deviance levels in these 

settings. Attention.in this discussion was placed on five 

control variables: the nature of organizational policy 

(particularly as it was relevant to deviant behavior) and 

its pattern of communication, inventory control practices, 

screening (of pro$pective employees), systems of security, 

and patterns of organizational reaction to detected 

deviance. The conclusion drawn was that the effect of 

organizational controls for minimizing deviance is 

consistent but modest and that this relation was likely 

suppressed, at least in part, by the relatively low 

priority which control of employee deviance receives in 

these work settings. It was argued that the potential 

effects of the various control mechanisms were 

Significantly reduced because of the organizations ' general 

failure to 1} communicate their expectancies effectively to 

workers and 2) consistently react to deviant behavior. 
() 

These patterns of organizational ineffectiveness are 
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thought to play a significant role in shaping employee 

perceptions of the types of conduct that are acceptable in 

their particular work. environments. Hence,we gain some 
'~ 

insight into how interpretive reactions by employees (and 

their implications for employee deviance) become part of 

the definitional process. 

The behavioral definition of deviance, then, is a 

dynamic process involving both structural and interpretive 

factors. This process is at once a mechanism of 

definitional transformation wherein application is made of 

the l~bel of unacceptable to an activity previously 

tolerated in the organizational setting (or wherein 

previously established deviance definitions are erased or . 
eased, rendering unacceptable behaviors now acceptable), 

and of deijnitional maintenance, the process of reinforcing 

previously established labels of acceptable or non 

acceptable. Rules of the work place are not only "bent to 

fit th~ situation" thej are constituted and re-constituted 

to reflect the compelling circumstances of the current 

situation which is first of all dominated by production 

demands of the work organi zat; on. -

We have touched previously upon the major structural 

and interpretive elements of the deviance defining process, 

i.e., 1) the production demands of the industry sector and 

the manner in which employees are organized to pursue 
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organizational goals, 2) the priority which management 

assigns to employee behavior which is conventionally 

thought not to be appropriate to the workplace, and the 

manner in which these behavioral standards are promulgated, 

3) the practice by the company of responding to violations 

of these explicit and/or implicit standards and 4) the 

interpretation of employees at an levels of these 
::::v 

workplace_ structures, particularly those of certain 

personal c;haracteristics such as the young .and unmarried, 

the more disaffected, and those in .the lowest control 

environments. Whereas the factors thus far identifi~d help 

a great deal to understand why certain categories of 

individuals and types pf organizations are more involved in 

property and production deviance, more is needed to capture 

the apparent real dynamic quality of the deviance 

definition in the routine of everyday work life. To do so, 

we shall il1uminat~o the roie' which' supervisors and co

workers play in day-to-day determination of what is deviant 

and what is not _ and what, if anythi ng, is done about it. 

Short rof an individual~s taking action on his or her own 

devi~nt behavior and the monitoring-from-afar with selected 

technology (such as computer monitoring of point-of-sales 

cash registers), the work group is the basic social unit of 
" 

control in the workplace, i .• e., where "most of the action 

is" both in the definitional and reactionalsense. We have 
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learned earlier that braad-scale arganizatianal cantrols 
'. 

have limited direct effects. The survey data also. revealed 

that individuals fear negative reactians fram ca-warkers 

mare than they do the negative reactians af management, per 

se, and that these fears serve as a deterrent to. 

invalvement in praperty deviance. What are the dynamics af 

this "clase-in," highly atamized sacial cantral mechanism? 

WORK GROUP INFLUENCES: THE MANAGEMENT OF DEVIANCE 

that 

BY SUPERVISORS 

In a company af this size, af caurse, yau (a 
supervisar) must h,ave a certain degree af cantral 
aver the way things are handled. There has to. be 
a right and wrong way to. do. things. But.yau 
can't always go. by the baak. If a supervlsor 
gaes strictly by the baak wi.th his peaple, he 
wan't last lang with them. There has to. ?e s?me 
give and take. Yau have to. ·lookat the ~1~uat10n 
sometimes, and not just base you~ d~c1s1an on 
what a pal icy manual says •. T01S 1S ~here a 
supervisor's experience and Judgment 1S .50 
impart ant • S i tuat i ansare . rare 1 y a~ cut and dn ed 
as the manual would have 1t. At tlmes, not all· 
the time, but at times, especia1ly when you'~e 
dealing with the people who. work .~ar.you day 1n 
and day out, yau have to. go.. wlth,yau~ own 
judgment and experience--at the r1s~ af blowlng a 
policy. (Administrator, Manufactur1ng Sectar) 

In the realm'of everyday life it is cammanly suggested 

"Rules are made to. be braken." In the wark 
.. " 

arga~izatianal setting it might be accurate to. amend this 

popular maxim to. say, "Rules are made to. belacally defined 

and applied." We gain cansiderableinsight into the ,prac.ess 

af redefinition af-acceptable and unacceptable behaviar in 
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the wark context fram the quate abave. The cantentian af 

the manufacturing administratar is that there has to. be 

same "give and take" between a supervisar and the warkers 

he ar she aversees if the department ar work group is to. 

aperate effectively, The implicatian here is that 

subardinates have same degree af influence aver their 

superiors in setting parameters far wark-related canduct. 

The wark environment, then, appears to. be a product of 

negatiation between supervisars and the co.-worker graup. 

We will attempt to. come to. grips with the process of 

negatiating the definitian af deviant behaviar at the level 

af the wark graup by examining the roles that attend the 

supervisary positian in the arganizatians studied. 

Departmental and wark graup supervisars in the three 

industry sectars examined appear to. have twa (intendedly 

distinct) functians. The primary functian af supervisary 

persannel in these arganizatians is to. caardinate th~ 
\, \':) 

effarts af a graup ar department af warkers taward same end 

(ar set af ends). We say that this is their primary task 

because it appears to. be the principal basis upan which 

supervi sars are evaluated in the three sectal's. 

The secandary functian served by supervisars, althaugh 

the ane af mast interest to. us, is that af maintaining a 

kind af praductian-pracess "arder" and an "enfarcement" af 

. campany and wark group standards,. af behaviar; that is, 
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policing, in a sense. Along with( the role of coordinator, 

then, supervisorsl'~~re conferred with the responsibi 1 ity of 

"protecting organizational interests." This task is 

presumab'ly accomplished through supervisor's attempts to 

insure tl'1at formal organizational policies, practices, and 

expectancies are being observed. 

Asimplementors of the wishes of superiors, 

supervisors /~re entrusted with considerable power. We 
l( 

found that, ih large lJleasure,the source of powerw;elded 
"" 'I 

by supervisors is le~s that they directly implement formal 
- , 

controls, but rather that they have considerable latitude 

to interpret them. It is the power resident in the 

lat.itude of rule interpretation that is at the foundation 
, ~ . 

of behavioral control of the work group. Interpretation of 

formal organizational expectancies of employee behavior and 

the manner in which the supervisor discharges his/her roles 

in essenca become vehicles through which the department 

sup~rvisor pursues the' ends that ensure h~i or her 

success. Hence, the manner in which a supervisor chooses 

to implement organizational expectanc·ies is a relatively 

reliable indicator of the emphases or priorities ag,ainst 

which. employee. - behavior, will be viewed within that 

parti cul ar s'egment of the, organi zat i on. 

In the manufacturing and ,hospital sectors, for 
jf 

example, it was clear that supervisors placed considerably 
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more emphasis on the coordinating dimension of their job 

than on the policing aspect than was the case in the retail 

area. The contention, in Chapter VIII, then, that 

supervisors in the manufacturing sector, particularly those 

involved in the process of production, were generally more 

rigid in their interpretation of policies relevant to time 

misuse than property transgressions, should not surprise 

us, given that it is time, rather than the materials which 

are commonly taken, which is the critical element of mass 

production. However, the production supervisor quoted 

below maintains that there must be "a happy medium" with 

rule interpretation. 

There's a happy medium with rules. Some 
(supervisors) are stricter than others on rules 
and tn/i ngs, but none that I I ve seen enforce all 
the rules all the time. You couldn't--even if 
you wanted to--and no one would., The people on 
the line would revolt. live seen it happen with 
newer supervisors. They learn~ The successful 
supervisor is one who can find a happ~ medium-
whffr~ all parties. are sat i sf i ed.' A supervi ~or 
w~Jo 1S overly strlct usually loses rapport w1th 
his wor~ers~ When that happens it's hard to get 
anything· done. 

A nursing assistant reve"als an attitude relatively 

pervasive a.mong. superVisors in the hospi~al sector 

(particularly those who oversee workers who spend a major 

portion of their time with patients), namely, that they 

prefer whenever
Q 

possible to ease tensions rather than ITu,n 

the risk of creating them within the work group. 
I" 
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I think she would be concerned about theft. I'm 
sure she would be .concerned if there· was an 
inc'dant where someone was punched in who wasn't 
there. Some" gros~ violations of that nature. In 
terms of most other aspects (other cards), I 
think she just has some of the same attitudes.as 
the others--that taking longer breaks or grabblng 
a few extra aspirins or taking some' tongueblades 
home, within the norms. •. .' And she's al~o 
good at working with the employees, and .even If 
she felt this was grossly in error, that 1n order 
to keep tranquility and good relations~ips in.the 
department, she would let these thl~gS r1de. 
'Ach it's not that important. Gett1ng people 
ther~ on time and having them work well is more 
important. ' 

This type of orientation is reflective of the priority 

of quality patient care in the hospital sector. 

Some qualitative difference is revealed about 

supervisors in clerical areas of hospitals where they adopt 

more authoritarian stances toward employees and rUIl their 

departments like "tight ships." There are a var·iety of 

reasons that support them in this style that al"e not 

present or conducive. to the same styles in other 

occupational categories within hospitals. For example, .the 

nature of the work is more predictable and precise. 

Updating ,medical records demands clerical technical 

effici~ncy, especially in charging and discharging 

patients. Moreover, clerical sUQervisors are not 

'supervising groups. composed ofa mixture.of professionals 

who by definition have more control over their job 

performance in terms of more exclusive.expertise •. ~~ 
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In housekeeping, super'visors appear to separate their 

roles and identities more sharply from those of their 

subordinates than in other situations in hospitals. 

Supervisors create more social distance and remain further 

apart from work group tensions. They seem more likely to 

use formal policies to discipline employees than informal 

attempts to maintain group cohesiveness. 

In sum, hospital interviewees suggested that, in 

nursing work groups, less formal control is exercised over 

employee behavior than is the case for clerical and 
)) 

housekeeping workers. This difference in supervision 

reflects a more lax control environment and is related to 

more workplace deviant behavior among nurses and related 

patient ward employees. 

The hospital interviews also indicated that the way in 

which different occupational groups interpret the primary 

goal of the industry sector, patient care, influences 

involvement in property and production deviance. If theft 

or some' act of production deviance negati",~ly affects 
Ie 

patients, then that in itself may be sufficient cause for 

supervisors and other employees to label an activity as 

undesirable. The interviews suggested that, while a less 

restrictive level of supervision over nurses could lead to 

their being more involved in prop~rty deviance, the 

importance of patient care to these employees suppresses 
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some kinds of production de~iance activ1"tybecause such 

activities could be detrimental to the patients' welfare. 

In the manufacturing sector, interviewees indicated 

that the differences in the level of deviant behavior among 

occupational groups were related to the way in which 

supervisors handle exempt versus non-exempt employees. 

Exempt employee,s inc 1 ude those workers geneY'a 11 y who are 

salaried and who receive incentive pay in some cases, 

special inducements (including paid vacatio'ns and trips), 

and comprehensive benefits. These workers are generally 

considered to be professionals _ or highly skilled 

technicians. 

Non-exempt workers tend to be semi-skilled types,' 

including technicians and office personnel. The mobility 

opportunities for these workers are somewhat less fixed 
" 

than for eXempt workers, and non-exempt employees receive a 

benefit package which is less comprehensive. 

Interviewed manufacturing employees suggested that 

individuals involved in creative activities {i.e., exempt 

employees) must have a work enviroryment that is relatively 

f~ee from constraint and' specified routines since the flow 

of ideas, unlike the flow of products from a manufacturing 

process, cannot be regimented~ 

Engine'ers, and that type of worker, my personnel 
.'feelingahout. it is that they'r,e people who use 

their minds to design. You can't say to them, 
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1I0kay, I want you to sit down and design this 
" today -- and get it done! II The creating mind 

doesn't work that way. It has to have room. A 
person.like this might get a pattern going and 
may Slt and work for fourteen hours, while that 
pattern is still in their mind -- the idea is 
there. Why restrict them to a 7:00 to 3:30 day? 
Let them put in their hours. Let them put it in 
somewhat at their leisure. I'm not saying a guy 
should come in for a few days and do a month's 
work and then take two weeks off. But, at varied 
times throughout the day, maybe the guy just 
can't think, maybe can't draw something. He has 
to get away from it. Go for a walk. Go to a 
bookstore. Just sit and read. Then he can get 
his concentration back and finish the 
job. (Production Admini strator) 

In contrast, it was argued that the mechanical aspects 

of the production process, the physical 

materials, requires a rigid, ordered format. 

assemblage of 

If I have to ship 40 modules a day of variet.Y A, 
I have to ship 2,000 of this flyer, 1,200 of this 
flyer, I have to structure through 'the factory, 
OK, schedules, day by day, person by person •.• 
• Just trying to maintain control of all those 
thousands of' parts and that continual streaming 
and flowing in the factory is a very difficult 
task. And it has to happen. If it breaks down, 
we start coming apart at the end. It's all a. 
full process. Now that means if we need three 
people running the machine to make that part on 
that day~ you know, they have to show up for 
work, they have to make the parts between the 
hours of 7:00 and 4:00 because three others are 
coming • • • to make parts between 4:00 and 
9:00. It's very disciplined system--it's just 
lik~milking cows, so certain things have to 
happen, events, at certain tim~s. (Production 
Manager) 

o 
From, the interviewees we learned that, of the two 

categories of workers in .manufacturing firms (exempt and 

non-exempt), supervisors gave· more freedom to exempt 
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employe~and were less strict with them in the enforcement 

~/ 
p,f~-"'-"'ru 1 es • The manuf'acturi ng sector i ntervi ews thus 
V;\ 

suggested that differences in the style of supervision of 

workers is probably re'lated to the differential involvement 

of occupational categories in certain property and 

production "deviance," including the "theftU which was re-

ported in the employee survey. 

These quotes and interpretations are indicative of the 

general posture which characterized organizations in the 

hospital and manufacturing sectors relative to many types 

of employee deviance. In these contexts, as long as a 

given behavior was not perceived to be an obstacle to the 

organization's pursuit of its primary goals, even though 

the activity might be conventionally seen as deviant, 

would 1 ikely be operationally defi ned as' acceptable. 

it 

Supervisors in the retail sector tended to be somewhat 

less' flexible in their interpretations of company policy, 

partic~larly when an activity involved the misuse of 

company property. We gain insight as to why this might be 

the case via the following quote. 

(Our supervisors are) all appraised on inventory 
shripkage--it's a big portion of their 
appr,aisal. A~ a matter of fact, to be 
satisfactory they're not allowed to have any., 
inventory shrinkage. They're' actually supposed 
to gafninventory. 0 We write. off 2 percent of . 
their saies every month to their departm~nts . and 
at ,the end of the year we expect them to recover 
70 percent of thaL So we're tell i ng them that 
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they!ve got to operate on a shrinkage of less 
than 60 percent of a percent . which is unheard 
of. (Controller) , 

Hence, evaluation of supervisors in the retail sector 

is, at least in part, based on their respective abilities 

to maximize profit through minimizing shrinkage--some of 

which is likely due to employee theft. This, perhaps, 

explains why retail supervisors were often more attentive 

to the mann~r Win which the,'r b d' su or ,nates use company 

property, than were supervisors in either the hospital 

manufacturing sector. 
or 

A slightly different perspective on the role of 

supervisors is available from the retail sector where we 

le~rned from the self-report survey that higher levels of 

self-reported deviance among sales clerks could be 

connected to poor relat,'onsh,'ps ' t' eX1S lng between those 

employees .' and their supervisors. The formal goal of a 

supervisor in a retail ~tdf~ is to show a profit in his or 

her department. Success or failure in meeting that goal 

has a direct'influence upon a supervisor's career, sihce 

another important evaluation of a supervisor's job 

performance is based on the department's sales record. and 

since many supervisors receive commissions based upon de

partmental sales. 
. . 

Supervisors generally do not participate in the actual 

sale of merchandise to customers. A supervisor therefore 
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depends upon the sales volume of his or her employees to 

maintain a profitable department. To achieve 'a high sales 

volume, supervisors concentrate on keeping productivity 

high. Analysis of data derived from interviews with retail 

employees indicates that behavior which is 

"counterproductive" to the organization may not be reacted 

to as such within the department if it contributes to 

productivity or at least does not hinder it. For example, 

the misuse of the discount privilege does not interfere 

with 'sales in a department nor with the shrinkage 

. calculation. W~ were thus left with the impression of trade

offs being constructed between employee deviance and 

productivity. Activ,Hies typically thought of a~lmisuse are . \ if 
often not reacted to when occurring only Jat moderate 

levels~ As long as these act'ivities lido not get out of 

hand," negative sanctions are avoided. As one employee 

stated. liAs long as l"t's k t "t 1 . . ep qUle! as ong as it doesn't 

cause anybody any trouble, then it's all right." In sho~t, 

the intensive employee interviews with employees indicated 

that supervisors must manage employee deviant behavior to 

produce high sales. 

It should be evident at this po,int that the goal$ and 

priorities established by organizational' leaders and 

occupati.,onal precepts have a tremendous ';rnpactg/'on the way 

work.,.related activities are viewed 'in the organizatiohal 
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setting. 

That supervisory personnel in the three industry 

sectors are expected to coordinate effectively a group of 

workers, while at the same time assume. the role of rule 

interpreter and enforcer and even rule maker suggests the 

potential for conflict in roles. In the hospital sector, 

for example, we found that nurses and technicians often 

take extended coffee and lunch breaks in an effort to 

"unwind." Apparently~ lively conversation with co-workers 

has the effect of alleviating stress and restoring energy 

levels for many of them. Head nurses in the hospitals are 

thus faced with a dilemma. Should they allow the extended 

breaks in hopes of majntaining a calm and rested staff, 

thereby perhaps ensuring a higher quality of patient care, 

or should they enforce hospital policy calling for .15 

minute coffee breaks and 30 minute lunches? A head nurse in 

one of the hospitals we studied described ~he difficulty 

she encountered in deal i ng wi t~~ci1j-s problem. 

I guess for-me, say for example, the one about 
the lunch breaks, when .you see half of them go to 
lunch and then,come back late. And I'm also 
worried abouttthe other half that still have to 
go and they're ~eithergoing to want to take 
another' long Break or they're goi ng to .. be angry 
for the people not coming back. So I'm worried 
about the other half--what their response ii 
going to be. And I know there'll be some people 
who'll be real bitchy about it. And they'll come 
and bitch to me about it so then--I also feel the 
obl~ga~ion, OK, this is something that I have to 
deal w1th then, that I don't let things ride: 
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And I have never been good--I probably would not 
be a good manager because I can't talk political 
language of soothing the savage beast that I've 
got and not doing anything about it--I always 
have to have a direct answer for things or do 
something about it--I'm not a politician that can 
smooth it all IlUt nicely. (Registered Nurse) 

It is easy to appreciate the ambivalance of 

supervisors in this position. On the one hand, the 

registered nurse above is expected to maintain a well 

coordinated and effective floor operation. To some extent, 

this ~equires that she keep things "calm" and "running 

smoothly" so that her subordinates can do their best work. 

The extended breaks offer th'e favorable result of 

alleviating stress among some of the nurses and 

technicians. She hopes that those under her charge will 

take' breaks of reasonable 1 ength. Unfortunately, thi s does 

not always occur. In' such cases, she is expected by some 

of her underlings, as well as her supetvisory peers, to 

take formal action. 

Retail, 'hospital, and manufacturing supervisory 

personne 1 . at a 11 leve ls are ,;"burdened" wi th the dual ro 1 es 

of coordinating as well as policing" their subordinates, 

i.e~, the classic "foreman" dilemma of being a 

representative of manage~ent and just' one of th~' group 

trying to get ~hings done. 'At times, the mandate of 

coordination is in "direct confl ict with that· I'of 

safeguarding organizational rules and regulations. To 
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resolve this conflict, we have found that supervisors will 

almost always exercise discretion in their implementation 

of formal organizational measures in favor of maintaining 

an effective department or work group. This is done, 

because effective coordination of basic work group 

production is the criterion most salient to evalu~tions of 

their individual performance and that of 

subordinates. 
thei· ... 

It is not clear that subordinates consciously bargain 

with their superiors, holding departmental effectiveness 

over their heads in any coercive sense. Rather, 

supervisors, particularly those with years of experience, 

seem to sense that the co-worker group op~rates more 

successfully in an environment more in accord with their 

needs than in a situation requiring strict adherence to 

organizational policies and procedures. Hence, the 
"negotiation of deviance" from formal organizational 
expectancies at the level of the work group is a rather 
subtle, interactive process, each party taking' the lead at 

times. In a sense, supervisors barter "flexibility" or 

"permissiveness" in the work environment in return for the 

ability to predict (or expect) cooperative responses when 

the need" arises. The degree of attention to rules and 

reg'u} at ions is thus a management resource in the context of 

. the work group, used to ensure that the primary needs. of 
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both the organization and the employees are being met. 

Management types sit down and write the policy 
they thi'nk is necessary to accomplish the things 
they want to accomplish •. As supervisors, we take 
what they1ve written and interpret it our own 
way. oWe canlt treat people like robots: nYoulre 
a mi nute 1 ate; \you will be wri tten up for be; ng a 
minute late. 1I Or, II'Youlve been late three times. 
You1re fired. 1I We take their strict rules and 
plug them into our 'atmos~here in a way. ,,that we 
feel is right and wlll get the Job done. 
(Production Supervisor, Manufacturing Sector) 

This appears to be a common process running throughout 

the work organizations c from which employees came for 

intensive interviews. The dynamic definition of deviance 

was a mechanism through which supervisors solved the 

management dilenma of resolving conflict betwe~,~ workplace 

rules (including those about property and production 

deviance) and production requirements of the unit. Out of 

these dynamics definitions of employee theft of materials. 

and time seldom acquire IIproblemll status within work groups 

and are not of primary concern among employees generally. 

CO-WORKER INFLUENCES ON THE DEVIANCE DEFINITIONAL PROCESS" 

Qua 1 it at i ve fie 1 d res.earch on emp 1 oyee theft reported 

in the literature in earlier chapters of this report 

strong.ly emphas i zes the epfect of0the immedi ate, work- group 

on th is, phenomenon. F' or examp 1 e., Dcn al d Horn i ng' s (1970) 

study of blue co 11 ar theft. in . the ·manufacturi ng· pl ant, 

concluded·that informal work group norms regulated both the 
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type and the amount of theft. In fact, the work group 

collectively defined the specific categories of property 

which could be taken by employees, namely, "property of 

uncertain ownership. II Horning concluded that (,.employee 

pilferage was very much a work group supported activity 

even though the actual taking of property may occur alone 

in secret. 

Other researchers studying entirely different 

employment settings have obser'Vedthe strong influence of 

the work group in regulating d~viance and theft behavior 

among individual workers. Gerald Mars (1973) reports in 

his case study of dockworkers that materials ,in shipment 

were stolen according to the group defined ~value of the 

boat.1I For theft to remain undetected by the authorities on 

the. dock, art; cles in s,hipment had to be taken with the 

active cooperati()O and approval of all those in the work 

group. These studie:s and others like them (e.g., Gouldner, 

1954; Bensman and Gerver, 1963; Harper and Enmert, 1963; 

Stoddard, 1968) all seem to make the same point, namely, 

employee deviance is regulated by common understandings 

of the work group. 

In the" qualitative interviews of this study all 

emp 1 oyees in the three sector,s - were extens i ve 1 y probed 

about how the IImoral tone ll was set in their particular work 

area, . and the ro·le they ar.}'iJ their co-workers had therein~ 
'.-..~\ ... .J) '. ) r 

,-{,f 
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Co-worker influence was also measured in the self-report ': 

survey. There, employees were asked to assess how their co

workers would react to numerous examples of taking property 
,\ " 

and counterproductive behavior. ,The possible choices 

respondents in the survey could choose wer~n 1) encourage, 

2) .donothing, 3) discourage, 4) avoid the person, and 5) 

inform persons in ~uthority. 

Reflecting the qualitative data first, employees 

appear to influence the moral code of a given work area in 

twa ways. First~ as was previously noted; workers subtly 

negotiate the "interpretation'" of·· formal organizational 

rules and regulations with thei!;: supervisor, ba~teringthe 

character of their performance in exchange for a "more 

acceptab le'~ work j:!nvironment. 

. Our data are not extensive enough to determine in. 
,/ 

detail the-' conditions under which one source of workplace 

standards is operative over the other, but we were' left 

with· the distinct impression that (1) the two standards 

(Le. the workgroup"s and the supervisor's) seldom are "in . 

direct conflict and where they appear to be so, the ,work..; . , 
I, 

group standard gener a 11 y II gives" i n deference to· the 

superviso~'s. 
~" . 

In .the latter case,the arnountof confli,ct 

between the two standards is a' direct reflection of, the, 

identi~~ 'relationship ,the supervi:sor' PQrt~ays Viz a viz the 
II", 

employee II/ork .gY"oup 'or· w-ith higherl~vel management. 
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A second way in which workers affect the behav;m"al 0 

" 

parameters in the work' area is through the negative 

reinforcement or sanction of undesirable conduct. displayed 

by fellow subordi nates. 'Gi yen our previ ous treatment of 
. 

the negotiated element of the behavioral code, we will 
3 

focus oura,nalysis here on how employees at ail levels 

app~ar to shape behavior of their co-workers through 

negat i ve ,react ion. \ 
C;. 

'. 

Workers essent i all y reaCt negat i ve 1 y to three rather 

distinct - types of betlavior exhibited, by their fellow 

subordinates:. 1) behavior that wou.ld llkely result -in .the 
'. 

imposition of tighter controls in t'f1e work. area if 

detected, 2) behavior that might increase output 

expectancies were it. observed, and 3) those which are in 

Significant conflict with the central 'organizing value of 

the. company in which they work. The finding here, then, 

which .supports prior reports, is that there are not only 

employee constraints set ,for' productivity but also for 

deviance and that the two are in interactio'h. Many 

misuses of time and property appear to be perfectly 

acceptab 1 e to employees und.er most circumstances. Others, 

particul arly those that will likely' further constrict the 

wo~k' environment, are deemed unacceptable. 

Say, for example,a dozen or so people do this 
(referring to "Getting' paid for overtime not 
worked"). You knowwhat1s going to happen' if.-

." 24.2 
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they get caught--they'll come down hard on all of 
us. Like myself, I go in and put down on a time 

'card what live worked. They're taking my word 
for it. I think it's nice that they take my word 
for ,it, rather than make me punch in and out on a 
time clock. If these people get caught cheating, 
I'm liable to lose that privilege. And I donlt 
want that. (Quality Assurance Inspector, 
'Manufacturing Sector) , 

Everybody pretty much knows--there's more or less 
a standard--they can get something if they want 

'it. But that doesn't mean you go around wiring 
houses, or even wiring your own house. oThat kind 
of thing could ruin it for everyone else. I' 
mean, if you want an outlet, fine, go ahead, take 

. ,an out 1 et • I (was the lead man for the 
electricians for ••• years, and a lot of times 
the guys would come and say, "I want to take this 
or that.1I I'd say, "Fine." One time I caught a 
guy taking 'a whole box of outlets, though. I 
really chewed him out for that. (Electrician, 
Manufacturing Sector) 

Another example of co-worker constraints on deviance 

was evident in the hospij:a1 .. sector. Here it was found that 

1:o-workergroups deve"lop protocols for br'eak-taking,' whicn 

is s·ituationa11y defined. "Hence, duri'ng periods of "'extreme 

stress and hectic activity, co-workers are expected to take 

only brief' breaks of five minutes or less. Longer breaks' 

under these circumstances will be met with negative 

reaction' ,because' it risks the negative reaction of 

supervisors and challenges' the unit's ability to honOr 

their most 'imp()rtant value of "good patientcare." During 

lax times, on the other hand,' co-workers are encouraged to 

take') ,extended breaks. A worker ., attempt i ngto 1 eave the 

break are prematurely would likely get lia good deal of 

'" 
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flack." 

Data from the self-report survey of workers in all 

three sectors were used to examine the correlation between 

perceived co-worker sanctions and self-admitted levels of 

employee theft. As Table 9.1 demonstrates, co-worker 

reaction to theft· is negativ~ly related to theft 

involvem~nt iri all three industry groups surveyed--retai1, 

hospitals, and manufacturing. Specifically, the Yule's Q 
,--' 

coefficients in these two-by-two tables for retail 

employees was -.54, 'among hospital employees -.45, and -.44 

for electronics manufacturing employees. These 

consistently, moderately-strong statistics suggest that 

employee theftJl;s constrained by informal social controls 

present in primary work group relationships. That is, 

fellow workers are setting limits on the acceptable range 

of workplace behavior. If an employee is participating, in 
, 

thefts of organizational property, that involvement may be 

possible because he or she expects no negative sanctions 

from fellow worker'L If an employee is not participating 

in theft, we may conclude that this non-involvement is 

constra~ned by the perception that fellow workers would not 

~pprove of theft. 

When I fjrst began working at (the company), I 
promised \I the company 8 hours a day for a certain 
amount of~money. That's what I thought a' worker 
was Supp~lsed, to do. You see, I was the dumb
dumb. I didn't know that factory workers had 
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their own. little rules. They set the standard. 
And you don't go above that standard. In fact, 
you stay below it. But I didn't know that coming 
in. So right away I got in hot water with my co
workers. The standard for the job I got was 240 
(units) per day. Within two weeks I was doi'ng 
1,000 per day. So that didn't set too well with 
them (the co-work~!15). Finally, a woman walked 
right up to me and she said~ "Every woman on this 
line hates your guts. 1I I didn't know at the time 
'why she was so angry, so I said, nl'm sorry. What 
did r do wrong?!! And she said, "Because you're 
way above standard and other people don't want to 
do ~~at." So, I learned the had way that you've 
got rules--and then you've got other rules-- and 
then there's a few more little rules 
(Product i onW.orker, Manuf act uri ng Sector) 
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Table 9.1 

'Employee Theft by the Reaction 
of the Respondent!s Co-workers 

CO-WOF.KER 
REACTION 

Below Hedi.ziO 

Above .Median 

TOTAL .) 

x2 = 201.99. 1 df; p = 0 
Yules Q = -.5~= 

CO-WORKER 
REACiION 

Seiow M!!dian 

Abo'le Medi an 

Jr 

RETA!~ SECTOR 

EMPLOYEE THEFT 
Below Above 
Mean Mean 

66.2~; 33.8% 

86.7% 13.3% 

75.7~ 24.3% 

HOSP!TAL SECTOR 

EMPL.OYEE THEFT 
Below 
Mea:! 

56.2~ 

Above 
Mean 

43.8% 

22.7: 

N 

1.901 

1.666 

3.567 

2.053 

"2,058 

------~--~----------~--------------~----
TOTAL 

x2 = 204.2.1. 1 cif; p .. 0 

Yules Q .. -.452 

66.n; 33.3~ 

MfJWFACTOWlG SECTOR 

. ~MPLQYEE THEFT 
CO-WORKER Below 
REACTION Melin 

Below Median" 62.3~ 

·Above ~ledian 80.9% 

TOTAL .71.6% 

x2 = 62.83. 1 df; ~ = .000 

Yales Q = -.439 
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Above 
Mean 

·37.7% 

19.1% 

28.4~ 

~.m 

·N 

74~ 

749' 

1.497 
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CONCLUSION 

Although some notions of conventional property 

deviance exist within the workplace, the primary 

definitional and reaction forc'es are generated by the 

structure and processes which exist to attend the central 

production orientations of the host organization and as 

manifested in each of its work groups. Further, those 

companies which we examined more closely through intensive 

interviews with their employees are characterized as having 

considerable normative incongruity or dissensusrelevant to 

specific behavioral expectations. The lack of clarity of 

standards permits situational determinants to 

significantly upon the def'initiona1 'and 

processes. Primary among the local influences 

impinge 

reaction 
-:c. G\ 

\~ 
are wbrk . ) ~ 

supervi~ors who ,serve as brokers in the deviance 

negoti ati'on proces'S and co-workers who ex'erci seconstrai nts 

on the type and amount of' deviance permitted to surface in 

the workplace. 
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CHAPTER X: 

EMPIRICALLY GENERATED PERSPECTIVES ON PROPERTY AND 
PRODUCTION DEVIANCE IN WORK ORGANIZATIONS' 

The findings reported in the previous chapters will 

'!kely be of additional value if they can be summarized and 

. presented in terms of general conclusions about ,property 

and prOduct;ondeviance. The development of such "mini~ 

theories" or "perspectives" from this study it unusually 

well grounded because they have been built upon the 

existin'g literature of employee theft and related topics. 

MOl~eover, the study included diverse research sites, 

utilized multiple methods and perspectives to approach 

research 0 questions, and had a multi-staged research design 
• 

which permitted early findings to influence subsequen"t 

inquiry within the same research environment (i.e., a kind 

of interactive research). 

As with any comprehensive and "systematic inquiry of 

social behavior, this study has probably identified more 

questibns for readers than it has itself answered. Indeed, 

the ult'm~te value of the findings might best be judged not 

,':) only by the increased unders.tanding readers feel th,ey have 

after considering them, but the stimulation they provide 

toward new and systematic investigations on this and 

related topics, and the immediate utility they have for 

anyone who can use them. Below, we shall present what, in 
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our judgment, are the prominent conclusions of this study 

in a form which bot,h" addresses the initial research 

objectives and the utilities they may have for the 

scholarly and applied communities. 
\\ 

S!lnmary findings an,?:,the perspectives theY. generate on 

property and production deviance are collected below under 

the following headings: 

1. Level of property (theft) and production 
deviance 

2. External economic pressures and involvement 
in theft 

3. Being young and involvement in property and 
production deviance 

4. Job dissatisfaction and involvement in 
property and production deviance 

~ 

5. The occupationa.) base of propert.Y and 
" product ion devi ance 

6. Organizational controls and theft 

7. Th~ definitional process· of property a~d 
production deviance in work organizations 

Inc l;\Jded in the bri ef di scuss ions of each of the maj or 

general findings wiTl be some attempts to suggest policy

relevant conclusions. The chapter will end with some very 
, 

broad weaving together of. findings into, one overall 

perspective on property and production deviance as it was 

inves):igated in this study • 
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FINDING ONE: LEVEL OF PROPERTY (THEFT) AND 
PRODUCTION DEVIANCE 

Taking property was reported on the self-report' 
survey. by a about one-th ird of emp 19yees ina 11 
three lndustry sectors studied: retail, hospital, 
and electronics manufacturing. Although the 
modal response by employees on the self-report 
survey was IInO involvement," the results of 
employee intervi~ws suggest that these are 
conservative figures and that a larger proportion 
o~ employee~ are involved, at least in, taking 
llttle thlng~. Employers believe that many 
employees are·lnvolved but have no -accurate way 
of keeping informed about the phenomenon at any 
level. ' 

Statistically, a strong relationship was found 
betw~ery b~ing. involved in taking property and 
partlclpatlng ln a range of other behaviors which 
might, be called production deviance. From the 
employee interviews and those with the management 
teams, there is persuasive evidence that the 
relationship is, in fact, real in that the 
circumstances . which have been document~d to 
f~ster the taklng 0(, property also prompt the 
klnd of production deviance measured in this 
study. Further, the quality of the control 
environ'!1ent in each sector is tuned primari ly to 
the baslc goa1s of the organizations included and' 
frequently does not Jiraw. distinctions between 
pro~erty and product'ion types of employee 
devlance in terms of what is acceptable anQ not 
acceptab 1 e and the react i on of ttork groups and 
organi zati ons to them. " . 

Theft of some kind is fairly common behavior as about 

35 percent of employees have at some time b~en involved at 

their current place of work according to the self-report 

survey. (The employee interviews suggest that these 

fi gures are " conservati ve estimates.) The level of 
/, 

involve~ent on individual theft items ranged from 1.1 

p~rcent to 28.9 percentDof the respondents. 
r; I.: 

Thus, while 
t.. . «' 
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theft· of property apparently involves a-significant number 
" 

of the employees il1 all corporations, it is 'probably not 

common behavior for the IIt,Ypical" employee in most 

circumstances. 

Corporations varied a great deal within each sector on 
'-, 

their respective theft rates (based upon aggregated 

individual data), strongly suggesting that the 
',' 

configuration of ~mployee property deviance is 

significantly influenc~d by factors operating inside the 

organizations' studied. SeJf-report findings indicate that 

property deviance is four times as hi~h in some retail 

companies than' in others, and twice as high in some 

hospitals and electronic manufacturing corporations than in: 

others in the same industry sector. 

It. is not entirely clear why the above' variation 

exi sts, a l'though some of our fi n?i ngs address thj s issue. 

Since it 9ccurs within the same. industry and metropolitan 

area, one is led to search for answers or at least 

"pre.<:ipitants" with:in variations of the· work settings 

themselves. While it seems clear fr6m this study that an 

organization to,,~a signi"ficant degree creates its own theft 

rate,' this study does not squarely address the important 

question of how much and how rapidly theft rates can 'v&~Jr 

; r' - ';"t:" ,OGcur in i'ndependent vari ab 1 es. Some i nsi ght 

"'1S -, pro 'i dec-however, when one of the manufactur; ng 
' .. 

o 
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corporations included in both the employee self-report and 

employee interview data collection experienced was acquired 

by a l~rger corporation during the course of the study. 

Interview data graphically demonstrate that during the very 

troubled merger process the employees of the absorbed 

company participated at a greatly expanded rate in both 

property and production deviance. This suggests that 

employee deviance rates are fairly sensitive to Workplace 

c:ircumstances. 

The close relationships between property deviance and 

other types of counterproductive behavior suggests that 

they may be dealt with theoretically as parts of the same 

generic behavioral system, i.e., violations of relatively 

dynanjic organizational rules. About the only difference 

between the r:~sponse of the organization. to theft and the 

other type of production deviance with which we dealt is 

the occasional prosecution of the property offender in the 

c:ommunity's courts. In ,this way theft may be seen as "more 

serious" or more IIcommynity bound." Beyond that, the range 

of responses and consequences to the individuals and the 

organization appear to be very similar. The correlates of 

their occurrence are similar, and, w;thso~e exceptions, 

employees apparently agree with their work organization's 

management that pilferage and other petty thefts are no 

more serious in the work setting than'some of the other 
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violations of informal or formal rules which jeopardize 

achievement of the organization's central objectives. 

In sum, then, our findings draw little theoretical and 

policy distinction between property and production deviance 

within the work setting. All may be profitably 

conceptualized as 
• _ 9 

variations from the des;i:'":~d behavior of v 

employees judged in the light of the work organization's 

objectives and the functioning of daily work activities. 

The policy implications of the above perspective are 

several. First, to the extent that the organization's 

structure and processes themselves produce both property 

and production deviance, corporate action~ at'any level to 

modify in some fashion any of the included behaviors and 

. reaction to it should be informed of the full-content of 

the general category with which it is dealing. Being 

permissive on some spec~fic types of property and/or 

production deviance may'-'-'-also signal permissiveness. on 

others unless careful attention i'sgiven'to defining what 

is included and what is excluded from the definition. To 

the extent that orie type of deviance is a more serfous or 

less serious form of,another, dealing with one will 'have 

possible unintended consequences for the other. Employee 

interviews frequently revealed these "hydraulic ll effects." . 

Second, tnis summary finding would suggest another 

caution in the development of programs to 'control property 

,-, 
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and/or production deviance. Both the survey questionnaire 

data and the testimony of employees indicate;that many 

(perhaps most) do not see themselves as "involved" in theft 

from the company. To design control programs which would in 

effect "accuse" employees of theft prior to addressing- the 

definitional issue of what is and what is not Htheft" runs 

the risk of initiatinQ con~iderable resentment 

perhaps of sufficient streQgt~ to bring about increased 

employee deviance rather than less of it. 

FINDING TWO: EXTERNAL ECONOMIC PRESSURES AND THEFT 

Although it may explain the relatively rare 
occurtences of embezzlement, when we examined the 
effect ?f external economic pressure as an 
e~pl~n~t,on of employee theft, we could find no 
s,gnl~lcant rel,tionship • 

Further,.when we compared theft rates between·two 
substantlally different metropolitan areas we 
found ~o significant differenc~. Even though 
economlC and structural arguments may, help to 
understand "str~et crime," this study could find 
no ,correspondlng benefit" in understanding 
employee theft. 

P~rhap~, it is", natural for. us to appeal fo explanations' 

long related to conventional type~, of crime with which to 

help understand employee theft. Unfortunately, these ,data 

indicate that the structural" economic pr~ssure or 

ecological model of crime could not help us understand 
• 0 

emp 1 oyee theft i nvo) vement., ,Employees who take from the 
o . 

company do not seem to be at the poverty line, nor do they 
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seem to be in a precarious financi'al situation which may 

entice them to theft. Hard as ~'1e looked, we simply could 

not find the convincing evidence which would allow us to 

conclude, that employee "theft was a manifestation of 

economi c pres s'ures • 
c~ _I~ 

The fact that we simultaneU~J.~ly collected data from 

two very different metropolitan areas, Cleveland and Dallas

Fort Wo'rth, in the second phase of the research project 

afforded us the opportunity to compare their respective 

theft rates within the retail and hospital sectors. Despite 

the fact that these cities differ widely on a number o~ 

important dimensions, we could not find .significant 

differences in their employee theft rates. Again, the 

remarkable s;milarityinthese statlstics suggests that, the 

differential involvement in employee theft may be best 

explained by factors intrinsic, not extrinsic, to the work 

organization. This conclusion strongly implies that, 

. unlike shoplifting, 'employee th'eft should be viewed as an 

"internal crime problem" which may be unrelated to the 

level of conventional cri.m,~in the s'urrounding community. 

The policy implications of this findtng are rather. 

s.ignificant. We suggest that employers not treat employee 
"~I 

theft as a traditional law enforcement problem. These data 

. suggest that it is possible to build a store, a" plant or a 
~ . b 

hospitaJ in the section of the country with the highest. 
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degree of integrity and still have a theft problem that may 

be essentially independent of the surrounding community. 

Employee theft se~ms to be a manifestation of deviance 

primarily in violation of rules of the organization, not 

the. norms of society. People who are not thieves by nature 

may take from the company and not define their behavior as 

theft. To understand employe~ theft, let us instead 

examine factors that take into consideration the social 

variables of" the workplace, not of the indigenous 

metropolitan area. 

FINDING THREE: BEING YOUNG AND I~VOLVED IN. THEFT 

In all three industry sectors--retail, hospital 
and manufacturing--the higher levels of reported 
theft involvement occurred. among the younger 
members of the work force. 

.. 
Given their dispropo~tionate representation in 

official crim;e and d,e11nquency statistics, it ;s perhaps no 

real surprise 'that younger employees were found to report 

more ~mproyee theft than their older co-workers. n Reflective 
. 

of IiFinding Two, II however, the explanation of their higher 

involvement requires an understanding of the younger 

employee's· situation within the wO\"k environment~ The fact 
., 

that yqunger, short-tenurea, unmarried employees are 
" 

i nvo 1 ved in greater amounts of theft conj ures up, images of 

an entire generation of wOlrkers who do not have the same 
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"respect for property" when compared' to their older co

workers. Because we have no comparative data, there is no 

way of knowing whether these younger employees are indeed 

any more (or less) deviant than more senior workers were 

when they were young. In fact, there is some eVidence t~at 

younger, unmarried' employees have higher levels of theft, 

not due to thef~ gen~ral dishonesty, but instead to. their 

"lesser commitment" to the work organization and "lesser 

social risk ll of negative consequences if apprehended. 

When we examined' the reason younger employees are 

apparently more involved in employee theft, a pattern. of 

factors suggested that they were substantially less 

committed to the goals of the organization than their older 
" co-workers". We found, for example, that these younger, 

,higher fheft employees were more concerned with their 

future educational and c.~reer development than their 
.. . 

present jobs. This suggests that many younger employees 

def:ine their c~rrent work in an arganizatinn as a means to 

an end~ These are the employ~es who contribute to high' 

'levels of employee turnover. To dete; theft it has I been 

shown that the degree of victimiza~ion must be internalized.' 

by the employ~~ (Smigel, 1956).' If these' employees' feel" 

that they nave no personal investment in the success of'the 

org~mi zat'i on, theft fiom the organ; zat i on becomes" much more 

easy to justify ,O,r rl.eutra" ;ze (Sykes and Matza, 1957). 
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Further, employees who are both young and unmarried 

may simply be less deterrable because they run minimal 

"social . risks" d compare to their older, married 

colleagues. Younger workers generally percei've that 

management's most serious reaction to theft would be to 

dismiss an employee. Indeed, with some exceptions in the 

retail area, we found this generally to be true. The 

sanction ~f dismissal may have little deterrent effect for 

the employee who: 1) has other job opportunities av.ailable; 

2) has no other individua'l or family member depending upon 

his or her income;3} does not jeopardize seniority rights 

with the company; and 4) does not have a peer gro'up whi ch 

reacts strongly and negatively to losing one's employment 

in this fashion. Thus, to the younger employee, the lQss 

of employment and subsequent embarrassment in front of 

family and co-workers as a·punishment for employee theft 

involvement simply does not carry the same weight when. 

compared to the effect on the older, .married employee for 

whom more is placed in jeopardy. 

The policy imp1icatfons of this finding are 

substantial. "Dismissal" as the ultimate theft Sanction 

should not be expe~ted to ~eter uniformly the younger, 

unmarried employee from theft involvement. For these 

workers the temporary loss of employment is not a serious 

deterrent threat. 
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,Moreover, quietly dismissing "deviant employees" may 

have an urfintended impact on the remainder of the work 

force. By not responding to property theft through the 

official law enforcement channels, an organization may 
, " 

effectively send a clear message to the employees that th~ 

greatest penalty for theft is the loss of one's job. As we 

have seen, this does not ~eem to be an effective general 

deterrent to the most theft-prone categories of employees, 
" . (, 

the YOllng~hd unmarried. 

If an organization expects to reduce its theft problem 

through a process of "weeding out" emp),1)-},!ee tl:1ieves one by 

one, the procedure will be expensive a~:~ consuming. If 

the deterrer;lce model is to be followed!] a consistent and' 

effective negative sanction to theft should be 

established •. ' Achieving this level of general deterrence 
. . 

will requi"re: 1) providing information to the work' force 

-that theft wi 11 be uniformly prosecuted; 2) consi stently 

prosecuting employee theft when it occurs; and most 

'importantly, 3) publishin9 the fact that employees are and 

will continue to be detected and prosecuted. For not' only 

is simpl~dismissal' an ineffective deterrent to these mot"e 

highly involved categories of employees, thep.ractice also 
I) 

has the effect of pass"lngbetween organizations employees 

who have . kn'own the;ft hi s'tories', thus legally preventing the 

new employer from ever knowing the person's propensity for 
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dishonesty. 

In sum, these findings imply that management must pay 

greater attention to meeting aspirations and encouraging 

career potential for all employees, especially the young. 

If any worker can easily infer that he or sh~ is in an 

exploitative work situation, the climate is ripe for 

deviance and theft. Young workers in particular are often 

excj'uded from receiving the same p,romotional opportunities 

as employees who have been with the organization for 

s~yer:al years even though they may all be performing the 
'/J" I.~.,,~ 

\ ~ ~ 

"$a;il~ tasks. Thus, the younger the" employee the more 

frequently we find the exploitative work situation to be a 

reflection of ,reality and not a distorted perception. We 

have.long known that blocked channels of opportunity can 

provide the impetus to street crime (Cloward and Ohlin, , 

1960). Now we have " evidence that this situation may 

influence the occurrence of criminal behavior in the 

workp lace as we 11 • 

FINDING FOUR: JOB DISSATISFACTION AND, 'PROPERTY AND 
P~9DUCTION DEVIANCE 

Although the typiccal employee in- every sector was 
.generally satisfied with hiS. or her job, the 
dissatisfied' ,.employee was found in the self
roeport survey to be more frequently involved in 
property and product ion dey i.ance. Thi S was 
espec; ally true-among' younger members of itie'·work force. . .,- .~.; . 
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Substantiating' evidence to support this 
conc 1 us i on emerged from the emp 1 o~~!!1t~~ews, 
particularly in regard to productiQifoeVTanCe\ A 
state of dissatisfaction with the employer 2and 
the work context is apparently an. intervening 
variable between certain conditions of the 
workplace and offenses against property and 
production time. 

The hypothesis that the disgruntled employee would 

have greater theft and production deviance involvement was, 

for the most part, supported by these data. Not . only was 
o 

the high theft employee less satisfied with the job; but he 

or she was also more 1 ikely to be looking ,for a new job 

during the COming year. The primary sources of 

dissatisfaction seemed to be the employer and the 

supervisor. Specifically, where the integrity, fairness 

and ethical quality of the organization were questioned, we 

found mere thef~~ Where the supervisory personnel were 
('< 

viewed asunhelpT.!Jls. incompetent and .unconcerned, we «again 
" 

detected higher theft. Thus, we must conclude, that 

in some cases management and communication p"('obl.ems, .are 

providing the necessary, justif,ication permitting the 

victimization of the workpJace. " 
, - ~ 

Producti on devi ancei s parti.cul arly reflecti ve of an 

employee's level, of job dissatisfaction. The information 

from employees throughout the or~anization links the,ir 
'c 

being at odds with supervisory .o~ higher. level eXp'ectations 
II " 

and subsequently resorting to counterproductive behavior. 
., :-. 
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In addition to the above directly-measured negative 

assessments of workers, there are more generalized ones 

such as the man~er in which ~urses' hours are scheduled 

(here associated with "burnout"), the lack of open and 

adequate communication of management's plans, the pace of 

work and high production quotas precluding quality work, 

etc. Unnoticed disenchantment and. sudden, unexplained 

change periodically demonstrate to employees at all levels 

the limits of their involvement and influence in the 

determination of their job characteristics. Under these 

conditions ,it:is relative,ly easy for those who are not o . 

closely bound to the organization to victimize it. The 

young, the ~lienated, the "short-timers," etc., are free to 

convert their dissatisfaction into justifications for the 
" 

benefits of property and production deviance. 

In the past, dissatisfaction with the' workplace has 

been used to understand phenomena such as turnover and low 
. 

productivity. Here we see that both production deviance 

and theft are affected by the employee's attitudes towards 

\';(ork. The specific sources of dissatisfaction for the high 

theft employee--the employer, the supervisor, and certain 

other work conditions--suggest special implications for the 

work organization. 

The fact that the perceived quality of ~he employing 

organization affects theft should not be a major surprise. 
• 1;'-
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We have long sUspected that 'the int~grity of the 

organization would affect emp1~yees' attitudes toward the 
v 

organization. Our data reinforce the premise that the 

perceived honesty and fairness which the organization 

promotes may influence some qf the behavior of the entire 

work force, especially the younger employees. The company 

whose behavior allows its workers to infer that it is "just 

as guilty" as the employee who indulges in misconduct 
,. 

probably has little reason to wonder why it has" a problem 

with employee theft or counterproductive behavior. 

Front-line supervisory personnel, to be specifically 
o 

focused upon later,. appear to be a critical element in 

understanding the occurrence of employee deviance. Th~ 

interpersonal and management skills which they possess can 

have a profound effect on the attitIJdes of their 

subordinates. When work supervisors are not responsive to 

the needs of their empl'oyees, they can aggravate the 
.. ' 

deviance situation by providing a personal focus to the 

victimi'zation. 

Not only do supervisors set ~e tone of the 

i nterperson"al re 1 at ions wi th 1" the work sett i ng, they may 

additionally provide the initial definitions of what is 

deviant and the first official reaction to its occurrence. 

Their response (or lack of response) can be critical to the 
co \\ 

establishment of permissib1e li.mits'.of theft and deviance 
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within the 'workplace or to its day-to-day existence. If 

supervisors tolerate various forms of deviance or react to 
" 

its occurrence differentially, future acts of employee 

theft may be expected to reflect these past patterns of 

behavior and response. 

Therefore, the general finding of a positive 

associat"ion between dissatisfaction with certain aspects of 

being at work and involvement in property and production 

deviance suggests ways of its control. Of course, the 

potential for curbing employee deviance via the improvement 

of satisfaction with the job is probably greatly 

constrained by organizational size, complexity, competitive 

environment and other characteristics endemic to. modern 

industrial existence. It has been our observation, 

however, that organizations of'" roughly simil ar 

characteristics in these dimensions are different on 

matter of workers' satisfaction with their work lives. 

the 

Not 

all these factors may be control able, but some, such as 

competence of supervisors, adequacy 9f communication, 

fairness in employee-employer relations, recognition of 

, qu,ality performance, ethical behavior on the part of higher 

management, etc., are probably responsive to organizational 

a'ttent; on • 

\J' 

( 
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FINDING FIVE: OCCUPATIONAL BASE OF PROPERTY 
AND PRODUCTION DEVIANCE 

Certain occupations within a corporation have 
higher rates of theft and production deviance. 
This appears to reflect the 1) differentiai 
access to materials and knowledge to utilize them 
by personnel and 2) different control 
environments imposed by the company or personnel 
and the nature of the work to be performed. In 
I,neneral, the greater the access of those in 
certain occupations ~o company material, the less 
specific controls imposed upon their members and 
the less routinized the job performance, the 
greater the property and production deviance. 
Inter-occupational comparisons by employees 
sometimes provide the basis of negative judgments 
about di.fferential treatment by the organization 
in regard to materials and time control. 

Self-report data indicated that some occupations are 

"over-represented" in the taking of materials. A closer 

look suggests that these tend to be those job 

classifications which have the greatest access to an 

organization's material assets (e.g.~ engineers, nurses, 

department heads and managers, and, in retail, sales clerks 

and cashiers). Looked at from a different perspective, 

those who most freely move among the company's assets and 

for whom they would have uti'l ity are moy'e heavily 

involved. For 'example, electronic component parts and 

certain medicines have greater utility outside the 

workplace to an engineer and nurse, respect1vely. The more 

influentia~, factor in the retail setting appears to be 
.~, 

" direct access, exemplified in the ~alesperson's position. 

Employee interviews and direct observation clearly 
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established a difference in the control environment between 

the more "professionalized ll (or exempt) occupations and the 

"hourly wage" (or non-exempt) ones. Being free from 

restrictions on the transportation of assets, being able to 

move throughout the company without suspicion, not having 

to be at a pre-designated place for a set number of hours, 

and performing work which is not relatively easy to assess 

in terms of quantity and quality are all aspects of a 

control environment. in which the more professionalized. 

workers exist. Consequently, the line between acceptable 

and unacceptable behavio,r is more diffi(;;u~Jt'c:lo draw, the 

desire to draw one is less urgently sought by those who 

conceivably could, and the reaction ~o v~dlative behavior 

is less assertively pursued •.. -all in the. interest of 
o 

realizing' the organization's objectives more effectively. 

Employees in other occupational groups are frequently 

dissatisfied with such obvious differential treatment by 

the company's control system, particularly where all 

occupational groups are housed within view of each other 

(as was the case in one of the manufacturing companies). 

By exami~ing occupational differences, an appreciation 

can be gained of the varying context of property and 

production deviance and the differential reaction structure 

which produces the official organizational rate of 

deviance. In spite of universalistic corporate policies 
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about such behavior, actual practic~ within the workplace 

reflects the complex circumstances under which acts occur. 

Among them are the occupational characteristics of the 

actors and reactors. 

FINDING SIX: ORGANIZATIONAL CONTROLS AND EMPLOYEE THEFT 

Employee questionnnaire survey data revealed" that 
the best single predictor of involvement in theft 
and production deviance is the employee's 
perceived chance of being detected. Using olta. 
'from executive intervtews from 'which we measured 
the quality of organizational controls, we found 
modest but rather consistent relationships 
between the quality of these controls and the 
rate of theft admitted by employees in the self
report portion of the study. Employee interview 
data revealed limited awareness of organizational 
controls. 

The combating of employee theft is not a high priority' 

item among- corporation~ in this study, although retail 

corporations were the most sensitive to the problem. 

Similarly, .individual. employees \'1ere seldom comprehE!.nsively, 

informed about prQperty deviance. The litt'ie informaj:ion 

they did have was primarily about those events in th~;r 

immediate work environment. Therefore, their perceptions 

of the phenomenon were usually based upon very little, if 

any, specific cas.es of theft of their own experience and 

consequently little first-hand evidence of management 

"sanctions other than benign neglect. In spite of this, the 
. a 

degree of involvement in taking things ,as me.asured by th.e 
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self-report data ref!~~ts the perceptions of the severity 

of likely management sanctions. Additlonally, the overall 

quality of organizational controls (e.g., having and 

promulgating a comp.any policy on theft, screening 
o 

prospective employees, having an effective inventory 

control syst~m, and, in practice, apprehending violators) 

was found to be related to the rate of theft within the 

work or'ganization. Apparently, the relatively unobtrusive 

manife~tations of organizational controls impinge modestly 

upon employee behavior even though we also found little 

awareness, except in the retai 1 .area, of the specifi c 

control mechanisms themselves. 

Another perspective on the above is that 

organizational controls work indirectly by providing 

legitimacy' to supervisors' ana co-workers' negative 

reaction to ce~tain acts of dubious acceptability. In the 

survey data, as both the perceived reaction of management . 
and co-workers increase in severity, the involvement in 

property deviance decreases. And the extensive employee 

interview data support the statistical refinement of this 

in that the perception of the reacti~n of one's co-workers 

is more hi,ghly"'predictive of theft involvement than that of 

management. Our qualitative data suggest that co-worker 

support is at least partially grounded in organizing values 

of the host corporation, i.e.,oproviding good patient care, 
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or producing quality 'electronic parts or making retail 

sales. In sum, organizational controls work to protect 

company central interests by being part of the primary 

production process and by being accorded general legitimacy 

by ,the work force~ However, as we have seen in the 

previous chapter, this does not mean that crystal clear and 

consistent behavioral expectations are prescribed by those 

in authority or by work groups. 

.The policy implication"s 'of this finding are rather 

significant.' First, it suggests that theft can be deterred~~ 
~ 
~~:--.. 

through negative sanctions invoked within the workplace. In}' 
s 

fact, fewer employees are involved in property dev,iance in 

companies with higher "apprehension rates." More 

importantly, however, we again pq,int out that theft is ' 

greatly influenced by the perception of one's fellow 

workers. If, on the" one' hand, co-workers do nothi ng or 
, ' 

even' encourage theft activity, the situation is" ripe for 

property and production deviance to occur.} On the other 

hand; if the work group views theft and deviance as 

inappropriate >activity and responds negatively, we expect 

tO,find very'little reported'~nCidence. 

One should ntit infer from the above th.at -management 

actions are totaliy' ineffectual. From a management 

perspective, one of the more encouraging find'iogs of this 

research 'i s that eertain organi zat i ona l' pol i ci es and 
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practices can have an impact in reducing the amount of 

employee theft. In reality, one must accept that managers 

have only a limited range of control over the incidence of 

theft. For example, "if an organization did nothing to 

reduce or control theft by employees,' the organization , 
would not likely disappear due to the wholesale taking of 

'company property, since many employees carry societal 

prohibitions against theft with them into the workplace. 

On the other hand, if the organization made theft control 

its number one priority with a drastically increased outlay 

of anti-theft resources, some employees would still find 

ways to abscond with company assets. Within the above 

limits, our objective in this study was to determine 

whether organizations could have a significant effect on 

theft of property and production time. And indeed, for "two 

of the three industry sectors (retail and ho~pitals) we 

found that those organizations which ,made, a concerted 

effort to contra"l "the problem have less theft. 

Those organi~ations which Signal to the employee that 

taking company property and' assets is actually "theft,1I 

which establish rules and procedures to detect theft, of 

property, by emploYe2s, which are selective in wl'lom they 

choose to employ, and which practice their concern by 

apprehending violators are generally less likely to have 

probJems with theft by employees. On the other hand, those 
.J 
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firms which never mention the subject of theft and which 

fai 1 to implement procedures to check on its o.ccurrence 

often characterize the high theft organization. 

The control of theft seems t.o be a'profil em that a 11 

. departme~ts of the organi~ation must keep vi,sib1e on their 

1i st of pri ori ties and obj ect i ves • We pred i ~t, that its 

inrridence will increase if it is ignored or relegated to a 

topic of temporary or minimal importance to the 

organization. Only by. exhibiting a conspicuous and 

consistent climate of management concern about the control 

of internal theft' can an organization hope to provide a 

significant'deterrent to its employees. 

FINDING SEVEN: THE PROCESS OF DEFINING PROPERTY AND 
PRODUCTION DEVIANCE IN THE WORKPLACE 

Largeiy based on employee interviews and contrary 
to the policies suggested by IIFinding Six,1I ~he 
exact definition of property and productlon 
deviance is in fact, continually being , . 
constructed in .the workplace.A]th.o.ugh there lS 
some consensus among employees on the 

. conventional content of violatjve behavior, the 
near universal absence of specific organizational 
~~ations and practice fosters" circ,!mstances 

/1. ln which situ~tional deter'!linants .preva'1· As il: 
•. consequence, lnvolvement· 10 varl0US l<1nds of 

employee deviance is "pre-negotiated ll 
. with I supervisors who IIbroker ll potential deviance as a 

'management resource in pursuit of personal, work '" 
group, or company interests •. Inconsistent and 
non-existent standards permlt a large pool ~of 
behaviors to be situationally defined into and 
out of emp 1 oyee dey i ance 'categori es·. Under these 
conditons, which vary by corporation and indust~y 
'sector, direct .contro 1 (rhy)! management retreats , n 
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deference to definition and control by 
supervi sors 'and work groups. 

It should not be surprising that the social 

structuring imposed by the primary activities in the 

workplace strongly influence the definitional and reaction 

processes" of property and producti on devi ance. Corporate 

bounday.'ies are apparently relatively impervious, or they 

are at 1 east se 1 ec,t i ve, to the exact interests of the 

criminal justice system. 

The primary interests of all concerned are focused 

upon occupational and organizational central goals. One 

~ould expect to ~ind, then, employee deviance largely 

def'i ned on the bas i s of threat to the accompli shment of 

these objectives, and IIseriousness ll to reflect the degree 
CJ, Q 

of thY'eat .to, higher priority goals. Thus, in hospifals, 
(:, 

emplpyee actions which ar~ threats to the delivery of 

quality patient care receive greater control response that 

those which violate a broader social .rule which do not 

threaten this centra" organizing value. Likewise in 
,. 

manufactur.ing those actions which directly interfered with 

'the production process would ,more likely receive corrective 

attention than non-productive behavior (such. as theft) 

. whose cost!=ould be easily passed on to customers 

\(especially if it were riot a high cost. item and competitors 

were experienCing si.milar costs). Thusj) attention to 
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property and production deviance is generally subordinate 

to 'many 'other (more production-oriented) activities and 

reflects the dominant valu,es of the organization within 

which it occurs. 

This, gener'al principle Qf deviance deflnition is 

further refined at the occupational and work group level. 

In the ,absence of unambiguous standards 'of behavior 

regarding the taking of property and production 

performance, situational definitions are constructed which 

reflect the meager input from official sources, the input 

drawn from the actual practices of ,the organization, the 

production demands on those in the relevant work group (as 

"managed" by supervisors), and the relational norms Which 

have emerged in the local work setting. 

Policy implications from the above general finding are 

fundamental to any perspective on employee property and 

production deviance in the workplace. First, the matter of 

the priority assigned to the type of employee deviance 

demands attention. It would seem apparent that significant 

intervention into current operational definitions .. and 

reactions' to theft and time deviance would r,equire 

organizatign-wide' (I?,erhaps industry-wide) clarification of 
o 

acceptable and unacceptable production activ;tiesand 

supervlsory relationships. Adequate accountability 

procedures wou 1 d remo've from' the ugr ay area U much of the 
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substance that now fuels the negotiation-of-deviance 

process. It would appear from our data, however, that 

unless extreme ,Clare was used such a chang'e would be made at 

some cost to supervisory uresources" and employee ilperks" 

at all levels of the organization. A great deal of 

attention to the specification of standards might also be 

harmful to the basic practice of most. employees' 

occupational interests. 

We have been impressed, however, that there is 

currently considerable distance between most employees' 

sense of proper controls upon the use of materials and 

produ~tion time and what, in practice; the organization 

widely practices. Obviously, steps to upgrade current 

practice would have to be made with widespread support, 

judicious reinforcement and, most importantly, with 

fairness to all occupational categories in order not to 

contribute to job dissatisfaction. 

Any revamping of expectations of employee behavior 

should be accompanied' by sufficient initial and continuous 

training and.information dissemination to insure employee 

awarenes"S and understanding. Further, employee rewards for 

observince of newly agreed-upon rules should "be evident and 
~ 

consistent. 

o 
Such a sorting-out or clarification process would 

• necessarily impose more exact controls on some materials' 
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use and production procedures. However, it may be' that, in 
, 

toto,- -having fewer "vague controls" would preclude 

controls' falling differentially on some employees and 

providing currency for supervisory J;>rokerage of deviance in 

workplace operations. In sum, there is a seeming dil~nma 

'between the benefi ts to be deri ved from exp 1 i ci t workpl ace 
" 

standards and permi ss i veness on the means. to accompl ish 

company goals wh i ch allows s i tuat i ona 1 determi nati on of 

acceptable and unacceptable standards at work .' group 

levels. We have pointed out the importance of the latter 
= 

to the understanding of deviance. While it was not our 

purpose' here· to examine closely the possibilities of' 
". 

resolving the dilenma, we obtained the impression from: 

intensive employee interviews that the dilemma may be more 

apparent than real and that the .. two positions can 'be 

brought closer together without great difficulty. 

A second major pol icy imp 1 i cati on of the above general 

finding, 'i~s the- constrai'nt such a situation imposes upon 

cooperation tetween internal organizatioQal contr61 

operations and control systems outside the company. The 

principleinyolved might be'stated as 'follows: "The more 

organizationarly-specific the definition of and reaction to 

misconduct inside the company, the' less the cooperation 

between . internal and external control operations. A 

coro 11 aryml ght be that: The ,lnor,e' embedded the or; gi ns, 
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structurve, and proces ses of dev i ance are ,,; n the maj or 

preoccupations and priorities of the host corporation, the 

less responsive it is to influence by external social 

control influences. Another dilemma of sorts presents 

itself. To the extent that an organization keeps itself 

open to the social control notions of 'the broader society, 
-

it accrues the benefits from its compatability in 

definitions of deviance and guides for reaction to it. 

However, to the extent that work groups, occupations, or 

organizations vary from broader societal standards in order 

to reflect more accurately the needs of the specific work 

setting, they must assume the consequences of conflicting 

definitions and reactions • 

In this research we have only slightly opened the d?or 

on this scholarly and policy concern. Much more 

illumination is demanded. For example, too much of the 

above point mi ght be made. We founq?(! for instance, that 

employees at all levels showed remarkable adaptability to 

differential definitions of deviance between their specific 

work setting and those of their broader social experience. 

Occasionaly, ,older workers easily compared this phenomenon 

across different companies in which they had worked. 

Contrariwise, we obtaine.d very subtle indications that 

employees (especially first-job employees) were in the 

process of. learning that broader societal norms of property 
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theft and production time deviance did not apply inside the 

oy'ganization for' which they now worked. In this sense, 

work organizations were seen as major contributors to the 

eros'i on .of norms of the broader soc i ety , i nregard' t.o 
" respect far property. Obviously, this·is a complex issue of 

considerable impo,rtance. 

. " 
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SUMMAR? 

, ~~ese seven major research findings strongly suggest 0 

that employee theft should not be categorized as simply a 

"l aw enforcement problem" within the work organization. 

Instead, theft and. other forms of counterpr'oductive 

behavior should be understood in the context of deviance in 
• cr, 

response to. the various social and structual conditions 

within the workplace. 
~\ 

Perhaps the most important conciusion which can be 
~' 

drawn from this study is that theftl is partly a reflection 

of how ~an,agement is perceived by the employe~. This means 

that management can halve an effect on the i nci deflce of 

theft in the work organization. If the employee is 

permitted easily to conclude that his or her contribution 

to' the workplace is not apprecj,ated, or that the 
\\ ,"", 

organization does not seem to care about the theft of its 

property, we expect to, find gr:eater involvement. In short, 

a loweredo prevalence of employ~e theft may be but one 

char a,~ter i st i c of an organ i za1~i onwh i ch is res pons i ve to 

the cllrrent percept ions, att 'j' tudes, and needs of its work 

force. 
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NOTE ON THE APPENDICES 

Duecto their volume (257 pages) and to their limited 

use e.xcept to av; d researchers, the appendi ces are not 

included. Interested parties shou)d contact the co
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