INTRODUCTION 

Workplace issues remains important in organizational behavior research because of their impact on employees and organization. One of the important workplace issues that receive less attention among organizational scholars is workplace deviant behavior. The concept of workplace deviance in recent years has generated high interest among organizational researchers and practitioners because of its pervasiveness in organizations. Some forms of workplace deviance includes absenteeism, abusing sick day privileges, abusing drugs and alcohol, filing fake accident claims, sabotaging, breaking organizations’ rules, withholding effort, stealing, taking long breaks, working slowly, harassing other employees and hiding needed resources. This paper investigates the nature of deviant workplace behaviors and its impact on organizations. The purpose is to broaden the research in organizational studies by focusing not only on deviant behaviors that are negative, but on those that are positive as well. 
Furthermore, this article examines different types of both positive and negative deviant workplace behaviors, along with some of the reasons why managers/employees engage in such behaviors. Also, some of the reasons why organizations allow negative deviant behaviors to thrive, while discouraging positive deviant behaviors are investigated. Lastly, possible solutions to overcome problems arising from negative deviance in the workplace will be examined, along with how organizations can encourage positive deviant behaviors. 

ORGANISATIONAL BEHAVIOR 
Organizational Behavior (OB) a field of study that investigates the impact that individuals, groups, and structure have on behavior within organizations, for the purpose of applying such knowledge toward improving an organization’s effectiveness. 

Organizational behavior is the study and application of knowledge about how people, individuals, and groups act in organizations. It does this by taking system approach. That is, it interprets people-organization relationships in terms of the whole person, whole group, whole organization, and whole social system. Its purpose is to build better relationships by achieving human objectives, organizational objectives, and social objectives. 

It is important to study about organizational behavior especially for managers and challenging too. It is related to individuals, group of people working together in teams. The study of organizational behavior relates to the expected behavior of an individual in the organization. No two individuals are likely to behave in the same manner in a particular work place situation. Therefore it depends on predictability of a manager about the expected behavior of an individual. 

There are no absolutes in human behavior. Researchers, management practitioners, psychologists, and social scientists must understand the very credentials of an individual, his background, social framework educational update, impact of social groups and other situational factors on behavior. Managers under whom an individual is working should be able to explain, predict, evaluate and modify human behavior that will largely depend upon knowledge, skill and experience of the manager in handling large group of people in diverse situations. . The value system emotional intelligence, organizational culture, job design and the work environment are important causal agents in determining human behavior. 
Cause and effect relationship plays an important role in how an individual is likely to behave in a particular situation and its impact on productivity. An appropriate organizational culture can modify individual. 

The scope of the organizational behavior is as under: 
a) Impact of personality on performance 
b) Employee motivation 
c) Leadership 
d) Creating effective groups and teams 










WORK PLACE BEHAVIOR 
Pattern of actions and interactions of the members of an organization that directly or indirectly affects its effectiveness (of organization) is work place behavior. It describes the relationship between people in the organization. 
Work place behavior has its own significance in organization. Whatever the company or business sector, positive Workplaces are built on successful people-to-people relationships. This relationship sets the tone and impacts the workplace. The workplace environment drives employees; those people, who ultimately, drive the business. Given the close proximity of people in the workplace, technology and its influence on our time, the global business culture, and the on-going social and networking interactions. 
We can easily forget about the importance of the developing and maintaining the people-to-people relationships. But Etiquette has always been an important part of has become more important now due to fact that business is becoming more global and attitude of the person reflects his behavior. So maintaining good workplace behavior is important for the people in any organization. 





DEVIANT WORKPLACE BEHAVIOR 
Deviant workplace behavior is defined as “voluntary behavior that violates significant organizational norms and in so doing threatens the well-being of an organization, its members, or both. It is also called as anti-social behavior or workplace incivility. 
“Business ethics is rules, standards, codes, or principles which provide guidelines for morally right behavior and truthfulness in specific situations.” 
In the workplace many people come together and express different behaviors. Each of these behaviors has different consequences to the individuals working in the organization and to the whole organization. In the ideal case these behaviors coincide with the norms of the organizations. The organizational norms are a construct consisting of “expected behaviors, languages, principles, and postulations that allow the workplace to perform at a suitable pace”. But since reality is not always the ideal case; work behavior can also range outside the norms of the organization. Employees either lack the motivation to conform to normative expectations of the social content or become motivated to violate those expectations. 
The consequences of deviant workplace behavior are critical because they can affect all levels of the organizations including decision-making, productivity, and financial costs. 
“There is currently no common definition or terminology regarding workplace deviance that is generally agreed upon. “In literature deviant workplace behavior is used under a variety of denominations. Although the concepts are very similar, there may still be slight differences among them. The denominations include Organizational Misbehavior, Non-Compliant Behavior, Antisocial Behavior, Workplace Deviance, Dysfunctional Workplace Behavior, Counterproductive Behavior, Workplace Aggression, Organizational Retaliation Behavior, and Organization-Motivated Aggression. “Each of these activities is similar in that they violate significant organizational or societal norms and imply harmful effects on the organization and on its members.” 
Deviant workplace behavior is defined as “voluntary behavior that violates significant organizational norms and in so doing threatens the well-being of an organization, its members, or both.” 

Nature of Deviant Work Place Behavior 
The prevalence of deviant behavior such as fraud, theft, withholding effort, aggressive behavior, and sexual harassment in the workplace is a big challenge for organizations. 
The reasons of workplace deviance can be traced to many individual, sociological, organizational, and economic causes. Personality, education, group influence, Ethical Work Climate, frustration, and stress are only but a few examples. Deviant behavior takes place when an employee’s behavior changes substantially. The deviant behavior can be regarded as a cry for help and management’s major task is to recognize the change in behavior and to take corrective action. 
With workplace deviance being so prevalent and costly to organizations, researchers have attempted to study individual-level factors that can predict deviant behavior, hoping to be able to profile the deviant employee. Certain types of individuals appear to enter organizations with a predisposition to engage in deviant behaviors. 
Some of the factors linked to a predisposition to engage in deviant behavior include cognitive ability, personality, and even genetics. Over the years, these types of behaviors have cost organizations millions of dollars. In the United States alone, it has been reported that retailers lose $15.1 billion per year as a result of theft from employees. In Australia, fraud committed by organizational members cost organizations an average of $2.1 million for each incident of fraud. Workplace deviance also leads to increased healthcare costs, absenteeism, and turnover as well as decreased performance, commitment, and satisfaction. 
Deviance in the workplace has been defined broadly as acts committed by organizational members that have, or are intended to have, the effect of damaging coworkers, managers, or the organization itself. Such behavior at work has received much broadcast play and media ink over the past several years. This notoriety is often due to the sensational negative consequences associated with improper behavior in organizations: financial ruin of many rank-and-file workers due to illegal actions by corporate managers, violence committed by employees in the workplace, and expensive sexual harassment verdicts. It would be difficult, if not impossible, to produce a truly accurate estimate of the cost of deviant behavior in the workplace, particularly when one includes its many forms—corporate fraud, employee theft, bullying and harassment, revenge, withholding job effort, drug and alcohol abuse, and violence—and the measures taken to prevent and correct them. Yet total estimates in the billions of dollars are routine. 
Employee misbehaviors can be quite widespread and can cost organizations significant amounts of money. One survey found that 42 per cent of surveyed working women have been sexually harassed, and some estimates have put the cost of workplace violence alone at $4.2 billion annually. Clearly, organizations and their managers would like to reduce these behaviors. This kind of employee behavior has traditionally been handled by creating and enforcing rules, but there is little evidence supporting just how effective rule enforcement is. 
A recent study found that employees accounted for a higher percentage of retail thefts than did customers. One in every fifteen employees steals from his or her employer. “Research reports that 33 to 75 percent of all employees have engaged in some deviant action, and as many as 42 percent of women have been sexually harassed at work. About 25 percent of employees have reported to know of substance abuse of co-workers. One in every fifteen employees has been threatened by violence at work. 

a) Deviant Workplace Behavior and Ethical Decision-Making: 
“Ethics considers rightness or wrongness of behavior in terms of organizational, legal, or societal guidelines determining what moral behavior means.” 
The ethical decision-making that takes place in organizations comprises employees’ evaluations of different precarious business practices (ethical dilemmas). Ultimately, such reasoning leads to ethical or unethical conduct. But before action comes about “ethical challenges must first be recognized, judged, and then be followed by intentions”. 

b) Deviant Workplace Behavior vs. Unethical Behavior: 
While deviant workplace behavior violates organizational norms, unethical behavior is wrong-doing when “judged in terms of justice, law, or other societal guidelines determining the morality of behavior”. Deviant behavior and unethical behavior are not necessarily linked. Several of the behaviors that are considered deviant may also be considered unethical. 

THE DIMENSIONS OF WORKPLACE DEVIANCE 

Workplace deviance is enacted in a wide variety of forms that can vary from context to context. Robinson and Bennett (1995), using multidimensional scaling analysis, identified two dimensions that capture the full domain of workplace deviance: severity and target. 

Severity: The dimension of severity refers to the extent to which the deviant act violates important organizational norms and thus is perceived as more potentially harmful to the organization or its members. Relatively minor forms of deviance include such behaviors as social loafing and unjustified absenteeism, whereas more severe forms might involve physical aggression or theft. 

Target: The target dimension reflects whether the deviance is directed at the organization or organizational members. Organization-directed deviance might include, for example, vandalism, theft, or sabotage. In contrast, individual-directed deviance might include gossip, scapegoating, or physical assault. Although a given act of deviance may harm both targets, organizational members will tend to direct their deviant actions at primarily an individual or an organizational target. These two dimensions of workplace deviance create four specific types of deviance. Less severe behavior that is targeted at individuals reflects “political behavior,” the engagement in social interaction that puts other individuals at a personal or political disadvantage (Robinson & Bennett, 1995: 566) and includes things such as gossip, rumor spreading, scapegoating, or favoritism. 

More severe forms of behavior targeted at individuals, labeled personal aggression, include behavior such as harassment, verbal attacks, and threats to cause physical harm. Deviance that is less severe and directed at the organization reflects “production deviance” and includes taking excessive breaks, calling in sick, intentionally working slow, and generally violating norms regarding the minimal quality and quantity of work to be accomplished. 



CLASSIFICATION OF WORKPLACE DEVIANCE 

Deviance in an organization can be widely classified into two: Positive and negative. 
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Positive deviance: 
"Positive deviance focuses on those extreme cases of excellence when organizations and their members break free from the constraints of norms to conduct honorable behaviors," Spreitzer says. "It has profound effects on the individuals and organizations that partake and benefit from such activities." 
In defining positive deviance, Spreitzer and Sonenshein argue for a normative approach, which implies the evaluation of conduct (that ought or ought not to occur) by a specific body of people (a referent group) whose expectations determine regular or typical behaviors. In addition, the researchers say, positively deviant behavior must be something others would extol or commend, if aware of it, and must focus on actions with honorable intentions, independent of outcomes. 

Organizational citizenship activities, they say, do not fit the definition of positive deviance, because these behaviors are minor in magnitude and are often extensions of prescribed role responsibilities, do not depart substantially from norms, and are intended to improve organizational functioning (which positive deviance may or may not do). 
In addition, a whistle-blower's intentional actions to disclose information of unethical or illegal behavior typically departs from the normative expectations of a referent group (the wrongdoers) but may or may not be honorable–and thus may or may not be positively deviant–depending on whether the person's actions are altruistic or revengeful. 
Finally, activities associated with corporate social responsibility and creativity/innovation also tend to fall short of meeting the three criteria for positive deviance: voluntary behaviors; significant departure from the norms of a referent group; and honorable intentions. 

Fig.1 :Typologies of positive work deviance 
Negative deviance: 
Researchers has found on negative behaviors that may be considered deviant such as absenteeism, withdrawal, withholding effort and behaviors that lead to corporate inequality. Most of the studies on negative deviant workplace behavior prior to 1995 were mostly concerned with isolated attempts to answer specific questions about specific deviant acts such as theft, sexual harassment unethical decision making. Robinson and Bennett integrated the various deviant workplace behaviors into a single framework in order to gather the increasingly scattered research available on the subject into one comprehensive chart. 

According to Robinson and Bennett’s (1995) typology of workplace deviance, deviant behavior varies along two dimensions, minor versus serious and interpersonal versus organizational. ‘‘Organizational deviance’’ is a grouping of behaviors between the individual and the organization that involves such things as theft, sabotage, lateness, or putting little effort into work. On the other hand, ‘‘interpersonal deviance’’ is a behavior displayed between individuals in the workplace and involves behaviors such as: belittling others, playing pranks on others, acting rudely, arguing, and physical aggression The first dimension of Robinson’s typology is the organizational-interpersonal dimension. The axis ranges from deviance directed towards individuals to deviance directed towards the organization. The second dimension of Robinson and Bennett’s (1995) typology shows the severity of workplace deviance ranging from minor to serious. The results of their research yielded a two-dimensional chart which organizes deviant workplace behavior into four quadrants labeled: production deviance, property deviance, political deviance, and personal aggression. 

Fig. 2: Typologies of negative deviant workplace behavior 

CAUSES OF DEVIANT WORKPLACE BEHAVIORS 

Causes of negative deviances 
While there are a number of reasons why individuals may engage in deviant behavior in the workplace the major one is that the organization in which they work supports or encourages such behavior. While society values persons who are honest and that are not deceitful, some organizations however depend on employees that are dishonest and deceitful in order to be successful (Sims, 1992). 
These types of organizations have been termed toxic and are characterized by a history of poor performance, poor decision-making, very high levels of employee dissatisfaction and employee stress well beyond normal workload issues. 
Toxic organizations will develop under certain circumstances. The first condition is for a relatively small work unit with a high level of face-to-face interaction that stimulates interpersonal relationships (Sims, 1992). Under these conditions, the ‘‘sick organization’’ will develop with a high interdependence of its employees who have personal agendas that do not match with the needs of the organization. 
The second condition for the development of a toxic organization is an ineffective manager that is immoral or mentally unsound. In light of this, organizations may be viewed as falling on a continuum ranging from organizations that function well to toxic organizations that are destructive to its employees and leaders. One postulate for why toxic organizations encourage workers to engage in counter norms behavior has been referred to as ‘‘bottom-line mentality’’. Sims (1992) explains this type of mentality as encouraging unethical practices in order to reap financial gains. Individuals who practice bottom-line mentality view workplace ethics as an obstacle to their main goal of profit. Another factor that causes individuals to engage in acts of negative deviance in the workplace is the influence of deviant role models. Social learning theory proposes that deviant role models in an organization or in any group in general, will influence others in the group to commit acts of deviance as well. It is important to stress the influence of groups in the workplace when assessing the effects of deviant behavior within organizational structure. Aggressors (within the group) have lasting effects on emotional and organizational outcomes due to the close proximity the aggressor 
may share with the victim. Research suggests that deviant role models within a group setting will significantly influence others within the group. 

Furthermore, Organizational stressors have also have been shown to lead to deviance. Studies suggest that all stressors, save for workload, had a direct relationship with aggressive acts, theft and the wanting to quit. 

Operational environment is a good predictor of employees engaging in negative deviant workplace behavior. The research suggested that it is the workplace environment characteristics rather than individual personality characteristics that are a good predictor of workplace violence, an extreme form of deviance. Studies have shown that employee violence can be assessed simply on job characteristics such as the employee’s contact with the public, working with firearms, carrying out security functions, serving alcohol, supervising others, disciplining others etc. 
In this light, it is important to realize that even though an individual may uphold the highest moral standards, the type of organization one works for exerts a strong influence on their members and may predispose them to engage in deviant behavior. 

Another view that has gained recognition as a reliable predictor of workplace deviance is called situation-based behavior, and it proposes that certain conditions of the organizational environment predispose employees to deviance. Organizational factors that may contribute to employee deviance include ‘‘job stressors, organizational frustration, lack of control over the work environment, weak sanctions for rule violations and organizational changes such as downsizing.’’ Thus, situation-based deviance proposes that employees will perpetrate deviant acts depending on the workplace environment, irrespective of their personal characteristics. 

Another perspective that is used as a predictor of workplace deviance is called Person-based perspective, and postulates that an individual’s personality, not the environment he is in, dictates his behavior .In this view, persons with a predisposition to deviance will likely be risk-takers, have a Type A personality and negative affectivity. Traditionally, situation-based and person-based predictors of employee deviance were considered mutually exclusive. Today, cognitive social theorists believe that there is a strong interaction between the person-based and situation-based types of deviance. This is because personality is contextual and it modifies how individuals interpret and thus respond to particular situations. 

Causes of positive deviances 
Organizational behavior literature shows that there is a greater likelihood that employees with engage in positive deviant behaviors once they are psychologically empowered in the working environment. It is clear that psychological empowerment is likely to be a key enabler of positive deviance’’. Spreitzer and Doneson (2005) argues that an empowered mindset is critical. Empowerment ‘‘enables employees to participate in decision making, helping them to break out of stagnant mindsets to take a risk and try something new’’. Organizational behavior researchers point out that, ‘‘the pervasive influence of norms provides a means of control over what people say and do’’. ‘‘Positive deviance requires real risk, and it requires departing from norms in a positive way –often making others uncomfortable’’ .In other words, when companies enable their employees to be empowered the employees are more likely to engage in risk-taking behaviors that depart positively from the norms of the organization in a way that is beneficial to the organization. And, companies making their employees empowered have led to much financial and psychological gain: ‘‘supervisors who reported higher levels of empowerment were seen by their subordinates as more innovative, upward influencing and inspirational’’. 

CONDITIONS UNDERLYING WORKPLACE DEVIANCE 

Causes of deviant behavior have been studied on many different levels. To begin with, it appears that on the individual level, deviant behavior cannot be attributed to personality traits alone. As previously mentioned, it is more likely that deviant behavior may be best predicted based on a combination of personality variables and the nature of the workplace situation .In addition to personality variables and the workplace situation, other key factors in determining the likelihood of deviant behavior within organizations include: unfair treatment, organizational culture and climate, as well as supervisory behavior. 

Machiavellianism is another trait thought to be linked to the likelihood of deviant behavior within individuals and groups. It refers to a person’s strategy in dealing with co-workers by seeking to manipulate others into completing extraneous tasks within the workplace .Such manipulation can often proceed to fall into unethical practices for the overall financial benefit of the firm, while sacrificing moral norms. According to a study by Robinson and Bennett (2000), such a scale of Machiavellianism was related to both interpersonal and organizational deviance. 

It is believed that theft approval, intent to quit, dissatisfaction with the organization as well as company contempt are all symptomatic of workplace deviance. Symptoms manifested include substance abuse, absenteeism, abuse of employment privileges and theft. In addition to the aforementioned causes, other reasoning behind the likelihood of the occurrence of deviant behavior will be elaborated in greater detail. 

Although workplace deviance is most often destructive in nature, it may have a positive aspect to it. For example, it may provide such things as a safety valve, it allows workgroups to know of each other’s common interests, and could provide warning signals to organizations. Different types of workplace deviance have a variety of consequences. For example, interpersonal deviance can actually increase employee cohesion by building interpersonal bonds, while organizational deviance can warn the company of impending problems so that solutions can be devised. 

Several studies have concluded that the basis of continuing unethical behavior in the workplace is most likely linked to the lack of moral leadership in an organization. Employees will observe the ethical judgment of their CEO or managing director and are often likely to imitate, even if such imitation constitutes acting unethically. Eventually, their successes instilled motivation within the lower ranks of both firms, who would go to even greater unethical lengths to play a role in their respective companies’ outcomes. This ultimate outcome of profit became the major goal for lower ranking officers of the company (regardless of how unethical the means to get to it were) and would remain so until each entity eventually defaulted. 

WORKPLACE VARIABLES (NEGATIVE AND POSITIVE) 

Among the different types of workplace constructive and destructive deviances lay many variables within the workplace that may accommodate such deviant behaviors or limit them. Baucus and Near(1991) have shown that illegal (or negative) behaviors are most likely to occur in larger firms with greater resources. It is believed that employees of such firms are predisposed to take part in illegal activities since such activities are tied to social acceptance within the organization (Baucus and Near, 1991). Therefore it is recognized that many organizations can wield a significant influence on their employees, even if such employees tend to have solid ethical values. 

Several studies have reported that some forms of production deviance and property deviance are more likely to involve employees who are young, new to their job, work part-time, and have low-paying positions (Baucus and Near, 1991). Various studies have also shown that wrongful treatment, social normality as well as the influence of work groups can also contribute to workplace deviance .There are four main demographic factors that may affect ethical behavior in an organization. The first factor is gender, due to the fact that males tend to engage in more aggressive behavior than females at work. Tenure is an additional factor to consider, as employees with less tenure are more likely to commit property deviance (aside from other instances of destructive workplace deviance). Third, it has been shown that the more educated the employee is, the less likely they will be involved in unethical behavior, as per age, where older employees are likely to be more honest than younger employees. 

Taking all such factors into consideration, it is important to note that there is a trade-off between both extremes of each individual factor, since constructive deviant behavior arising from the greater propensity to deviate from corporate constructs and regulations will more than often benefit the entity responsible. Employees who report high levels of job and organizational satisfaction also reported lower levels of likelihood of ethical rule breaking within the organization. This concept may be explained by the fact that individuals who have grown more attached to their jobs and organizations as a whole are more likely to follow the rules set forth by their workplace, which preside over ethical decision making. 

Commitment is also factor in assessing the likelihood of engaging in unethical or deviant behavior. Employees that are most loyal and passionate about their work are, on average, least likely to consider quitting. Consequently, such an employee will most likely not engage in unlawful business practices. Conversely, discovered that ‘‘increased feelings of continuance commitment’’ would actually be positively related to the likelihood of deviant behavior. 

Additionally, the researchers found that co-worker satisfaction was also inversely related to interpersonal and organization deviance. One of Hirschi’s classical and early elements of social bonding theory that was believed to be linked to deviant behavior was the concept of involvement. According to Hirschi (1969), 
‘‘the assumption is that a person may be simply too busy doing conventional things to find time to engage in deviant behavior’’. Therefore it can be concluded that although personal involvement in corporate tasks diminishes the possibility of destructive behaviors, it also diminishes the chances of any positive involvement that may lead to greater good, e.g. whistle-blowing. 
It was also demonstrated that the multitude of ethnic differences between workers in an organization was inversely related with the likelihood of deviance (Liao et al., 2004). What was shown was that ethnic similarity actually increases the likelihood of workplace deviance, possibly due to the fact that ethnically-different employees feel they have the need to conform to organizational norms in order to avoid any negative connotations with not abiding to such rules (Liao et al., 2004). 

Moreover, studies conducted suggest that company task structure is a major determinant for the likelihood of workplace deviance taking place. First, activities within the workplace that are well organized and allotted to specific individuals will often place these individuals in roles that make them responsible for their own social control within that task. In addition to this, structured activities will seldom offer opportunities to engage in deviant activities .Therefore it may be postulated that keeping workers occupied with tasks that they will be asked to take responsibility for will often lead to a lower likelihood that such employees engage in deviant behaviors. It has been shown in the literature that employees with a high status and that possess numerous reference groups are more likely to engage in positive deviant behaviors than those without. 
A likely explanation for this behavior is that employees exposed to multiple outside reference groups are more likely to face a relatively broader range of varying perspectives and viewpoints .Integrating these wide-ranging perspectives can aid employee problem-solving skills, a precursor to forward-thinking ideas that may lead to increased workplace creativity and eventually may lead to innovation, a type of positive workplace deviance. 
Furthermore, research also suggests that those with a high status are more likely to receive support for engaging in positive deviant behaviors than those with a low status. Specifically, an increase in employee ‘‘self-efficacy’’ has been linked to an increased tendency to engage in positive deviant behaviors. This has been linked to research that shows that when employees have the support of their colleagues they are more confident of their skills. And, with this increased self-efficacy, employees are more likely to persist. Since innovation, for example, has been linked to employee persistence, employee self-efficacy can be positively related to increased positive deviant behaviors. 

EFFECTS OF DEVIANT WORKPLACE BEHAVIOR 
Workplace deviant behavior is an occupational crime that may vary along a continuum of severity, from minor acts such as embarrassing co-workers and leaving early, to serious acts, such as sabotage and theft (Bennett & Robinson, 2000). Victims of workplace deviant behavior include employers, other employees or both. An act can be a workplace deviant if it violates the major rules of organizational life (Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Robinson & Bennett, 1995; Spector & Fox, 2002). 
Workplace deviant behavior is pervasive and costly for today’s organizations. Previous studies have revealed that most employees engage in some form of workplace deviance. This includes absenteeism, abusing sick day privileges, abusing drugs and alcohol, filing fake accident claims, sabotaging, breaking organizations’ rules, withholding effort, stealing, taking long breaks, working slowly, harassing other employees and hiding needed resources. 
One of the forms of workplace deviance, employee theft, has been reported to be 10 times costlier than the street crime in the United States of America. It has been blamed for 30% to 50% of all business failures in the United States of America. Although the accuracy of an organization’s loss figures is difficult to verify and subject to bias, Workplace Deviant Behavior will negatively affect the profit of an organization as well as the employees’ morale (Robinson & Greenberg, 1998). Hence, workplace deviant behavior is costly and harmful to the organization, its members or both. A number of studies have suggested that deviant behavior at work increases the risk of accidents at workplace (Hoffmann & Larison, 1999; Kaestner & Grossman, 1998). Alcohol and drug abuse use at or away from work had significant relationship with job performance indicators such as absenteeism, withdrawal activities, turnover, accidents at the workplace and medical insurance costs. Drug abuse at the workplace is one of the problems faced the employers. 
WDB has been said to negatively affect organizations and individuals. Individuals who are targets of WDB are more likely to quit, experience decreasing productivity, face stress-related problems, feel insecure at work, suffer lower self-esteem, and undergo psychological and physical agony (Griffin & O’Leary-Kelly, 2004; Harris & Ogbonna, 2002). These are dysfunctional and costly behaviors to the organizations which have attracted researchers towards the topic of deviant workplace behavior. 

MEASURES TO AVOID AND OVERCOME DEVIANCE IN WORKPLACE 
In order to decrease negative deviant behavior within the work place, organizations must adapt to specific organizational culture. Specifically, an organization culture is that which is centered on extremely important ethical values and behavior. It is not surprising that organizations are taking steps to increase a culture of ethical behavior of their employees. “Unitary and cohesive organizational culture scatters around core ethical values”. This culture must be shared and valued by all employees, and it must be capable of affecting behavior across the organization as a whole. The first step in creating a culture is to formulate a clear philosophy or mission statement. It is then commanding to have the actions of top managers reflect the moral climate that is desired. The ethical behavior of subordinates is strongly influenced by their supervisors and the ethical climate of an organization reflects the climate that management adopts. In order to resolve the problems associated with negative workplace deviance, it is necessary that employees throughout the whole organization adopt this specific frame of mind. 
A second and less drastic approach to minimize negative deviant workplace behavior involves grouping together all the generally accepted values and norms present within the workforce by the management team. By understanding the different values held by different subcultures within the company, management can then provide the direction for employees belonging to specific subculture of the company. In doing so, the employees in question are steered towards helping the organization meet its goals, rather than having a brand new set of values imposed on them. Furthermore managers should also find methods of matching severity of punishment to the violation of organizational norms. 
On the other hand the organizations have vested interest in increasing some types of positive deviant workplace behaviors within their walls by empowering their employees. Empowerment is precursor of pro-social behavior such as innovation, and innovation is the key to maintaining the competitive edge of company. Such a strategy is likely to increase the long-term financial success of the organization. By making information accessible to employees about organizational strategies and goals, employees are more apt to engage in positive deviant behaviors such as corporate innovation because of their understanding of the corporate environment. 
Toxic handlers are the people usually higher level managers who voluntarily shoulder the sadness and anger that are endemic to organizational life. These are the people that filter needlessly upsetting directives from toxic bosses to the employees; listen empathetically to staff member’s frustration and anger. They work behind the scene to prevent pain and hold the confidence of others in the work place. Without recognition and assistance, the toxic handler can become just as stressed as the general population. What some companies are slowly starting to realize that toxic handlers are critical to their bottom line profits. When people are hurting, ideas dry up and productivity declined thus having a direct effect on revenue. Organizations as a whole are adapting themselves to become proactive at maintaining proper organizational environments. Severe deviations can be selected against through background checks and psychological testing. Once hired it is necessary to nip deviant behaviors in the bud before they get the chance to exert significant social influence on the work force. The more the likelihood of punishment, less will be the relationship. Though it is interesting to note that even with punishment having such a strong correlation to the prevention of antisocial behavior, closeness and supervision does not share any of the same correlation. 
CONCLUSION 
Topics like job satisfaction are widely discussed across the globe to ensure that both the shareholders and the business sustains with satisfaction. In that context, deviant workplace behavior is a topic to be dealt with utmost seriousness. Deviance happens irrespective of the type, nature and the kind of job, it is thus essential to identify the causes and variables contributing to deviant workplace behavior. 
It is always essential to keep a quote in mind: “A spoiled apple can spoil the entire barrel”.

