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Abstract

Workplace corruption is a global issue for private and public organizations. It has been
recognized as a costly phenomenon having negative consequences in various aspects of
economic and human development. Since corrupt acts and behaviors of individuals at
workplace are a challenging subject for managers, this doctoral dissertation seeks to explore
organizational corruption and also to emphasize the importance of organizational corruption
study from a managerial perspective. This study provides elements to better understand how
to prevent and to control corrupt acts and behaviors at work. The research model is
constructed on the basis of conservation of resources (COR) theory of Hobfoll (1989).
Corruption motivation is theorized through COR theory and within this framework, it
proposes corruption as a strategy to prevent the perceived loss of valued motivational
resources. Specially, this research investigates the direct impact of powerlessness, sense of
mastery, distributive and procedural justice on workplace corruption. Furthermore, it studies
the moderating effect of transparency and caring climate on the relationship between
powerlessness, sense of mastery, procedural justice, distributive justice, and workplace
corruption. Sample consists of 575 employees from international organizations have
contributed to this research. Results highlight that powerlessness positively, sense of mastery
and procedural justice negatively impact on workplace corruption and deviance. However,
distributive justice only negatively impacts on workplace corruption. Results mostly validate
our principal hypotheses but suggest that the nature of corruption relates to the type of

resources felt threatened.

Keywords: Organizational Corruption, workplace deviance, powerlessness, sense of mastery,

distributive justice, procedural justice, transparency and caring climate.
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Résumé

La corruption au travail est un sujet important qui touche a la fois les organisations
privées et publiques. Elle est reconnue comme un phénomeéne couteux aux conséquences
négatives sur divers aspects du développement économique et humain. Etant donné que les
actes et le comportement des individus corrompus au travail est un sujet difficile a
appréhender pour les gestionnaires, ce travail de recherche vise a explorer le concept de
corruption organisationnelle. Dans ce travail, un certain nombre d’éléments a été pris en
compte pouvant prévenir et controler les comportements de corruption au travail. Nous nous
sommes appuyés sur la théorie de la conservation des ressources (COR) de Hobfoll (1989)
pour construire la recherche. La motivation de la corruption est théorisée a travers le modele
COR. Ce cadre propose une corruption au travail appréhendée comme stratégie de prévention
de perte des valeurs de motivation des salariés. Cette recherche étudie I'impact direct de
I’impuissance, du sentiment de maitrise et de justice procédurale et distributive sur la
corruption. Dans cette relation est analysé en plus 1’effet modérateur de la transparence et du
climat d’entraide. Pour cette recherche, 575 salariés dans des organisations internationales ont
été interrogés. Les résultats démontrent que I'impuissance affecte positivement la corruption
et la déviance au travail. Le sentiment de maitrise et de justice procédurale affectent
négativement la corruption et la déviance au travail. Cependant, la justice distributive affecte
négativement la corruption au travail. Les résultats obtenus valident la plupart de nos
principales hypothéses, mais ils soulignent I’'importance de la nature du type de corruption par

rapport aux variables de ressources.

Mots clés : Corruption au travail, déviance au travail, sentiment de maitrise, justice

distributive, justice procédurale, transparence et climat d’entraide
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« L’Université n’entend donner aucune approbation ni improbation aux opinions émises dans

cette these ; ces opinions doivent étre considérées comme propres a leur auteur ».
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“Don’t try to figure out what other people want to hear
from you; figure out what you have to say. It’s the one

and only thing you have to offer”.

Barbara Kingsolver
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

In the age of globalization and modernization, organizational corruption is a multi-
faced phenomenon, linking multiple issues together. Corruption is a global issue, impacting
on both economic and human development (Williams, 2000). In the last few decades, social
science research has considered this problem, but it remains limited in many aspects because
of lack of reliable data and reliable approaches to eliminate corruption. In fact, corruption can
be considered as a result of poor governance; hence a solid framework of administrative

strategies to manage society’s needs is required across state public enterprises.

Corruption is a changing phenomenon, as values and norms differ considerably from
nation to nation. Therefore, corruption is not an obvious variable in any society; different
countries have varied beliefs and knowledge systems through corruption (Bauer & Van Wyk
1999). Thus acts and behaviors that could be regarded as corruption and deviant in some
countries or nations may be acceptable in other countries. However, most individuals of work
organization engage in some form of corrupt acts and misbehaviors that are related to their
work (Vardi & Weiner, 1996). These types of acts and behaviors are not restricted to certain
employees; they have been recorded for both nonsupervisory and managerial members of

different types of work organizations.

By reviewing the corruption perception index of International Transparency which is
published every year', it’s clear that corruption exists in all governments and public services
but only the degree and the shape of corruption is different. FIFA corruption case in 2015
proves the existence of corruption everywhere and in different levels of administration
structure®. There is no country that has not experienced corruption (Mbaku, 2002); only the
level of corruption varies from country to country. In some countries corruption has been
accepted as a feature of life and this issue is considered as one of the biggest concerns in the
daily life of people. India is one of the examples of these countries; ANNA HAZARA in
India became the leader of Indian people to fight against corruption®. We could see thousands

of Indian people who plagued ensue of corruption to support him. In April 2011, four days of

' The Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI), ranks countries in terms of the degree to which corruption is perceived to exist
among public officials and politicians. It is a composite index, making use of surveys of business people and assessments by
country analysts. http://www.transparency.org/cpi2015

? FIFA officials accused of taking a possible total of $150 million in bribes since the early 90s.

* Anna Hazare is an Indian social activist who led movements to promote rural development, increase government
transparency, and investigate and punish corruption in public life.
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fasting of ANNA HAZARA brought thousands of people out in support of his crusade against

corruption.

In fact, corruption is like poverty which always exists in the life of people. It seems
that the elimination of corruption completely from public life is impossible. Corruption
impacts on economic development, reduces social services, and diverts investments in
institutions critical to the existence of the nation (UNDP, 2004:1). Moreover, it fosters an anti
- democratic environment, characterized by uncertainty, unpredictability and declining moral
values and disrespect for constitutional institutions and authority. Corruption, therefore,
reflects a democracy and governance deficit — in other words, a weak governance system in a
country (UNDP, 2004)". One of the types of corruption which has been impacted vastly on
human life is organizational corruption. Organizational corruption is considered as a global
phenomenon rather than a regional phenomenon which takes different shapes and forms in

organizations.

Several researchers like Fleck and Kuzmics (1985) argued that corruption is a problem
that is found in all societies that have reached a certain level of complexity; some developed
countries had apparently experienced corrupt phases before corruption getting under control
through a combination of administrative, political and judicial reform. Corruption has existed
in almost all human societies throughout the history of mankind. The corruption perception
index of International Transparency (2015) which has studied the perceived level of public
sector corruption in 167 countries/territories around the world (figure 1) highlights that
corruption exist in all countries but only the level of corruption is different in underdeveloped,

developing and developing countries’.

* United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) is the United Nations' global development network, it provides expert
advice, training, and grant support to developing countries, with increasing emphasis on assistance to the least developed

countries.

> The CPI 2015 ranks 167 countries, and draws on several different polls and surveys from independent institutions. Data
from the following sources were included:

— Country Policy and Institutional Assessment by the IDA and IBRD (World Bank),

— Economist Intelligence Unit,

— Freedom House ‘Nations in Transit’,

— International Institute for Management Development (in Lausanne),

— Merchant International Group Limited (in London),

— Political and Economic Risk Consultancy (in Hong Kong),

— United Nations Commission for Africa,

— World Economic Forum (WEF),
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Corruption can be considered as a dimension of dysfunctional behavior or
counterproductive workplace behaviors (Kwok et al., 2005). Counterproductive workplace
behavior is defined as “any intentional behavior on the part of an organization member
viewed by the organization as contrary to its legitimate interests” (Gruys and Sackett, 2003:
30). The study of dysfunctional behavior or counterproductive behavior at workplace helps to
better understand certain common antecedents and consequences of organizational corruption
as well as counterproductive workplace behavior. A number of construct have focused on
dysfunctional workplace behaviors. Studding and reviewing on workplace dysfunction is a
challenging subject because of various constructs and operationalizations that exist, and the

lines are sometimes blurred from one construct to another one.

In the mid-1190s, number of researchers independently focused on the phenomenon of
dysfunctional behaviors into a meaningful whole. The term workplace deviance behavior
from the sociological tradition has developed by Robinson and Bennett (1995) and the term
counterproductive work behavior emerged from organizational psychology (Sackett &
Devore, 2001), similarly, Vardi & Weiner’s (1996) have developed the term organizational
misbehaviors. The terms workplace deviance and counterproductive seem to be the most
common, with the phrases often being used interchangeably. They reflect potentially harmful
workplace behavior, ranging from minor to more serious forms. “Moreover, this harmful
behavior can be directed either individuals, as reflected in behavior such as harassment,
back-stabbing, or physical aggression, or directed at the organization, as reflected in

behavior such as theft, sabotage or absenteeism” (Barling & Cooper, 2008:143).

Many years ago, scientists considered corruption as a deviant, peripheral and
transitory problem but in these days it has been considered as common, deep and permanent
problem. Workplace deviance is defined as “voluntary behavior of organizational members
that violates significant organizational norms, and in so doing, threatens the well-being of the
organization and/or its members” (Robinson & Bennett, 1995: 556). Corruption and
deviance, both of them explain unethical acts and behaviors of individuals. Many societies’
and organizations’ policies, practices, and laws are developed from this normative foundation.
Policies and certain laws are written because entities, ranging in size from organizations to
countries, codify acts of deviance. Deviance is an action or behavior that violates the
accepted norms of a group, organization, or society (Adler & Adler, 2005). Deviance is
occurred in all workplace and all over professions. In fact, when public officials violate

organizational rules or break the law, these acts are called deviance. Corruption is considered
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as a term which is closely related to deviance, also known as graft. Corruption, however, is

not a synonym for deviance, although it is a subset of this practice.

Corruption has been studied from different scopes. For example some studies
concentrated on highlighting the effects of corruption (e.g. Mauro, 1995; 1998 and Rose-
Ackerman, 1999), thinking over the implications, forms, and types of corruption (e.g. Caiden;
2001; Levin & Satarov; 2000 and Stohs & Brannick; 1999), and analyzing anti-corruption
mechanisms as effective ways of minimizing harms and preventing corruption (e.g. Clark &
Jos; 2000). The study of corruption has been started in the latter of 20th century, coincided
with the time of democratizing and developing in some nations. In fact: two principal waves

exist in the study of corruption history:

- The first wave of academic interest was transformed by the independence
movements of 1950s and 1960s which was about decolonization and at the height
of modernization theory, in this period the interest of knowing and studding about
corruption inspired by the experiences of the newly democratized and developing
countries. Between 1950s and 1960s many economists, sociologists and political
scientist started to write about corruption and its effects on human life then the
numbers of academics started to research and write about corruption since the
early 1990s.

- The second wave of studies, researches and activities against corruption which still
continues to the present day has been started in the early to mid-1990 because of
some events and movements that occurred in that period of time in the world such
as: frustration in developing and under developing countries, collapse of the
Soviet Union and consideration of international union to the international
development community regarding the harmful effects of corruption on economic

and development.

Moralists, functionalists, revisionists, scientists, politicians and specialists have
different point of views about the phenomenon of corruption, reviewing these points of view
help to better understand the nature of corruption. Moralist approach such as Leys (1965)
universally condemned corruption®. They consider corruption as an immoral deviant form of
behavior which has serious and detrimental effects on a whole range of societal, political and

economic activities of societies. According to Leys (1965), moralists were convinced that “the

8 Moralist: a person who has strong feelings and opinions about what is right and who tries to control the moral behavior of
other people
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results of nepotism and all other forms of what they call corruption are serious and bad”. A
number of authors such as Mulder (2012) consider nepotism as a common form of corruption
in organizations but recently the researches which have done by Jones & Stout (2015) don’t
consider nepotism as a disadvantage for organizations; they believe that a fairly convincing
fashion that social connectedness can provide advantages for organizations and individuals in
workplace (Noe & Tews, 2012; Walton, Cohen and Cwir, & Spenser, 2012). The other group
like Politicians and sociologists try to know how corruption effects on political and

administrative function.

Numbers of functionalists such as Krueger (1974) & Rose-Ackerman (1978)
challenged the view of corruption in the mid to late 1970s; they agreed that whole corruption
and corrupt behaviors have negative effect on political and economic development ’ .
Functionalists concerned primarily with the utilitarian qualities of corruption, they consider
the influence of both traditional values and custom on corruption, they tend to classify
corruption as a phenomenon that can compensate the difficulties and deficiencies of political
and administrative arrangement, in other words it can be considered as an offer to pass
administrative obstacles to accelerate administrative performance. According to Williams
(2000), corruption can be seen not always as an unlawful or subversive activity but as

efficient and necessary alternative method.

Revisionists do not condemn corruption quickly and they agree that corruption should
be studied and defined more objectively®. They also think that corruption was a by-product of
modernization and development. Some Revisionists like Bayley (1966); Nye (1967) and
Huntington (1968) emphasized that corruption is not harmful but also is an inevitable and
necessary element to the adjustment process. Left (1964) went further and pointed out that

bureaucratic corruption, in some cases can also promote efficiency.

Organizational corruption expresses the phenomenon as the misuse of organizational
power, position or authority for personal or collective (e.g., group, organization, or industry)
gain (Anand et al. 2004 and Ashforth et al. 2008). Organizational or administrative corruption
is a deviation from standards, norms, and modern bureaucracy measures (Alam, 1989). A

group of researchers emphasized that administrative corruption is an instrument to deviate

7 According to the functionalist perspective of sociology, each aspect of society is interdependent and contributes to society's
stability and functioning as a whole.

® Revisionism: support of ideas and beliefs that differ from and try to change accepted ideas and beliefs especially in a way
that is seen as wrong or dishonest.
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individuals from duties or performances which result from their formal duties and activities
related to political and economic issues (Okogbule, 2006). In other words, administrative
corruption is the deviation from regular duties of an official for the sake of family and social
interests, gaining financial incomes or specific type of influence for personal issues (Mbaku,
2002). In fact, organizational or workplace corruption is a type of crime when individuals are
committed by the use of authority within organizations for their own personal benefit and

gain.

Workplace corruption is a cross-systemic, cross-temporal and cross-cultural
phenomenon which not varies from place to place but also from time to time that weakens
public confidence and destroys the fabric of mutual expectations. When corruption is believed
to be the way the administrative sector, or one of its agencies, continuously operates the
damage goes beyond the loss of misdirected resources and public administration risks of
losing both its capacity to be effective and the trust of citizens in the fair and impartial
application of public resources and authority (Thompson, 1992). Workplace corruption and
deviance are caused the reduction of national respect, reduction of administrative efficiency, a
barrier of economic development and weakening of political stability of a country (Williams,

2000). According to Bardhan (1997), workplace corruption leads to:

- Reduction of economic growth

- Wasting public resources and money in a country

- Undermining public trust in government and inefficient in operations

- Causing injustice through advantaging some at expense of others

- Corruption makes difficult to recruit and retain quality staff or obtain the best
value in tender process.

- Bad affection on investment, weakens economic growth, undermines the rule of
law, and direct effect on vulnerable people in society

- Causing mistrust, dysfunction of social model, the weakness of social dialogue and

the lack of confidence in the market.

The studies and researches highlight that dysfunctional behavior is both prevalent and
costly. The cost of dysfunctional behavior range from increased insurance premiums,
tarnished reputations, and cost associated with stress, to capital replacement costs associated
with stress, to capital replacement costs, injury payouts, lawsuits, and lost productivity

(Dunlop & Lee, 2004).
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The World Bank”’ , the United Nations 10 , USAid " and the UK department for
International Development'? are agree that corruption is a major obstacle of development and
also one of the main important causes of poverty in the world. The numbers of people who are
fighting against corruption in different societies are increasing because of the costs and
consequences of this phenomenon. The corrupt acts and behavior of individuals in workplace
are costly not only in financial term but also in social and psychological perspectives
(Peterson & Flanders, 2002). The negative consequences of organizational corruption and
deviance to work organization are significant (Vardi & Winer, 1996); hence, corrupt acts and

behaviors within organization cannot be neglected at all.

By considering a number of consequences of workplace corruption and deviance, it is
clear that workplace corruption and deviance are serious problems that have such a vast
impact on different angels of human being life then it is necessary to study organizational
corruption from different aspects to find some solutions to control this global problem. Many
previous researchers studied organizational corruption from ethical, moral and legal
perspective, according to Ochulor et al. (2011) ethics guide individuals in an office or
company then ethics can be used as in a narrow sense to mean the code of conduct, the
guiding the behavior of individuals, organization or professional body. In fact, society is
composed of moral agents who make choices everyday and engage in daily social

interactions, influenced by their individual desires, attitudes and preferences.

The study of workplace corruption from moral perspective has considered by a group
of researches like Moree (2007), he believes that moral disengagement plays an important
role in organizational corruption. Models of organizational corruption focus at the macro-
level and the micro-level, at the macro-level, variables that create environmental pressures
will lead to corruption (Baucus, 1994 and Szwajkowski, 1985 in Moree, 2007) and, at micro-
level, on how ‘‘otherwise ethical’’ individuals become socialized into wrongdoing (Ashforth
& Anand, 2003 in Moree, 2007). In fact the unethical decisions of some employees need to
set in an organization before the socialization of other employees into the corrupt actions

occur.

? The World Bank is an international financial institution that provides loans to developing countries for capital programs.

1% http://www.unode.org/unode/en/corruption/index. html?ref=menuside

' USAID is the lead U.S. Government agency that works to end extreme global poverty and enable resilient, democratic
societies to realize their potential. https://www.usaid.gov/news-information/fact-sheets/fighting-corruption-and-promoting-
stability

2 The Department for International Development (DfID) is a United Kingdom government department responsible for
administering overseas aid. The goal of the department is "to promote sustainable development and eliminate world poverty".
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The study of workplace corruption from legal perspective considered a lot because the
intensity of corruption relates to governance system and legal system of any country (Ng,
2006). Some researchers like Larmour (2006) believes that low likelihood of punishment and
high likelihood of evasion of punishment in corrupt and weak criminal justice system in
executing the rules and regulation against organizational corruption will tend individuals to
participate in corrupt acts and behaviors in organizations. Legal and regulatory framework
have a specific place in controlling of corruption and in many anti-corruptions strategies
adopted by most countries are based on a holistic approach that considers legal and regulatory
framework, transparency and accountability, public service reforms and constructive

engagement with non-state actors (Mensah et al., 2003).

Previous management scholars have examined corruption at both the individual level
(Brass, Butterfield, & Skaggs, 1998) and organization level (e.g., Baucus & Near, 1991,
Brief, Buttram & Dukerich, 2001; Hill, Kelley and Agle, Hitt & Hoskisson, 1992), but still
the latter is underexplored. However, in this research workplace corruption and deviance are
considered from management perspective. In order to better understand workplace corruption
and deviance from management perspective, the studies are focused on corruption and
deviance from managerial, organizational and human resource. The impact of management on
workplace corruption and deviance is obvious because managers by focusing on ethics in
general, bureaucratic versus managerial values in specific and codes of conducts as an

instrument can ““stabilize” the ethical infrastructure in particular (Von Maravic, 2007).

Managers direct and help employees by facilitating the process to achieve the
objectives of organization (Zaccaro & Klimoski, 2001). Managers are responsible for making
and fixing ethical behaviors and moral values of an organization to guide the employees for
working and decision making. Managers play an important role in an integral aspect of the
organization’s culture, when the standards and values of an organization are displayed; role
modeled and supported with compatible organizational processes, rules and procedures then
the culture of an organization is shaped in a proper manner (Schein, 1985). Studies of Sims &
Brinkman (2002) and Davis & Rothstein (2006) on the behaviors of managers with
employees emphasize that managers by making ethical behavior can influence on employee’s
intent to behave ethically, acutely “The behavior of leaders is a powerful communication
mechanism that conveys the expectations, values and assumptions of the culture and climate

to the rest of the organization” (Grojean et al., 2004: 228)
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Research Question

To achieve our research objective, we answer this principal question:

What motivates otherwise honest individuals to engage into corrupt acts and behaviors at

workplace?

This research aims to highlight the reasons for which even honest people in
organizations are motivated to engage into counterproductive work behavior. The findings of
this research will highlight several variables which are in correlation with misconduct acts
and behaviors of individuals at workplace in order to present new tools to scholars and

managers to prevent and control workplace corruption and deviance.

Academic Interest

This research study is dealing with workplace corruption. Particularly, it doesn’t cover
the number issues for development and business confidence. Generally speaking, this research
distinguishes between organizational corruption and political corruption and covers all levels
of employees from different positions (managers, supervisors, accountants, auditors,
administrative officers, and consultants). This study by working on other tools rather than
salaries, promotion and other types of financial and reward terms, highlights the role of new
terms in leading, forming and accelerating corrupt acts and behaviors of employees at
workplace. This investigation presents the process and mechanism in which, the lack of
power, mastery and justice lead to misconduct acts and behaviors of employees in

organizations.

The finding of this research by considering the relationship mechanism between
powerlessness/sense of mastery/organizational justice and workplace corruption/deviance
through the conservation of resources theory is considerable in human resource science
because it highlights the importance of COR theory of Hobfoll (1989, 1998, and 2001) to
understand and analyze the corrupt acts and misbehaviors of individuals in organizations. In
fact this study explores that power, mastery, distributive and procedural justice are considered
as resources for individuals, when individuals perceive that they are losing them then they
will be more motivated to engage in corrupt acts and behaviors as a protective strategy of

resource preservation to preserve their resources.
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Managerial Interest

The application of finding this research study by providing practical recommendations
can be interesting for all level of managers in public and private sectors, as well as mangers of
national, international and multinational organizations. The findings of this study highlights
for managers and policy makers, how by working on the sense of mastery, power of
employees and also the justice in organizations (procedural and distributive) to prevent and

control the corrupt acts and behaviors of employees at workplace.

Normally managers are aware of serious consequences of organizational corruption
and workplace deviance and it’s quite clear that preventing and controlling corrupt acts and
behaviors of employees is one of the concerns of managers in the entire world. Therefore, the
findings of this research can be considerable for them to prevent and control the unethical acts
and behavior of individuals because of serious consequences of organizational corruption.
This doctoral research by presenting new terms such as: power, sense of mastery, procedural
and distributive justice explores the efficiency of these tools to control and prevent the
workplace corruption and deviance of individuals. Furthermore, the findings of this research
help policy makers to fix and modify the policies of organizations which are related to the
employee’s power, sense of mastery, procedural and distributive justice in more effective and

proper way to reduce the corrupt acts and behaviors of individuals at workplace.

Research Plan

This research is based on two parts: the first part is related to the conceptual scope and
the second part is related to the empirical scope. The first theoretical part includes three
chapters; in the first chapter, we explore workplace corruption and deviance, the second
chapter is devoted to present the stakes (powerlessness, sense of mastery, organizational
justice, transparency and caring climate) which are in direct and indirect correlation with
workplace corruption and deviance. In the third chapter, we specify and present our
theoretical foundation, research model and finally our research hypotheses. The second part of
this research is compromised of three chapters. In the forth chapter, we present the
methodology of our research, the research samples, identification of observation instruments
and methods that have been used to collect the data. The chapter five presents the process of

confirmatory factor analysis and testing of reliability and validity of variable scales and also
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testing of hypotheses. Finally, the chapter six is devoted to results discussion, limitations,

research perspectives, theoretical and managerial implications of our doctoral dissertation.
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PART 1: THEORETICAL STUDY
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INTRODUCTION OF PART 1

The objective of the first part of this research is to conduct the conceptual framework.
The theoretical part of this study is compromised of 3 chapters. The first chapter is devoted to
define and present different types, forms and causes of corruption and deviance and then we
focus only on workplace corruption and deviance of employees in public and private
administration. In the second chapter, we present and define the variables that are in
correlation with workplace corruption and deviance. Finally, we present the conservation of
resources theory (Hobfoll 1989, 2001) which will be adapted as the theory of our research
model. In the first part of chapter 3, we emphasize the direct and indirect impact of variables
which are in correlation with workplace corruption and deviance. Finally, at the end of

chapter 3, we present and fix our research model and hypotheses.
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CHAPTER 1: CONCEPTUAL FOUNDATIONS OF
CORRUPTION
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INTRODUCTION

The main goal of the first chapter is to present workplace corruption and discover this
phenomenon from different context on the basis of literature review. In this chapter, we try to
highlight corruption by studying it from a managerial perspective and particularly, we focus
on corrupt acts and behaviors of individuals at workplace. The first chapter is divided into two
parts. The first part presents three principal definitions of corruption with the purpose of
clarifying the concept of organizational corruption from different point of views.
Furthermore, we discuss about types and forms of corruption that are practiced by individuals
at workplace. The sources and causes of organizational corruption are very vast; then, the
second part of this chapter is only devoted to present the internal, environmental and indirect

sources of workplace corruption.
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1. THE CONCEPT OF CORRUPTION

Corruption is considered as a complicated subject, then defining this phenomenon is a
difficult task (Johnston, 1993). Furthermore, the ambiguity of corruption created serious
barriers to do empirical researches about corruption. In spite of different existing types of
corruption, this study focuses on organizational/administrative or workplace corruption. In
this section of this research by considering the definitions, types, forms of workplace
corruption, we seek to highlight the concept of corruption and workplace corruption

particularly.

1.1. Overview

The lack of awareness of the varying ecology of corruption leads to many writing and
giving different type of definition about this subject. Various definitions about corruption
provided in different reports, books, researches, historical and trial records but each of them
defines corruption from different point of views. Economists, lawyers, public administration
specialists, sociologists, anthropologists and political scientists, all of them have interesting
definition about corruption, but the overall picture is blurred and lacks coherence. Williams
(2000) expressed that the study of corruption is like a jungle and, if we are unable to bring it
to a sale of orderly cultivation, we at least require a guide to the flora and fauna. However,
corruption can be assumed as a beauty which we are unable to give an exact definition of that.
The visibility and recognition of corruption depends on the nature of environment that also
depends on the place and time. According to Drucker (1981), corruption is like beauty lies in
the eyes of the beholder. Therefore, corruption should be determined in large part by
prevalent of cultural norms. To make sense of the many different definitions, Heidenheimer
(1970) proposed a classification of corrupt behavior, into three focuses of interest, including

public office centered corruption, market-centered corruption, and public-centered corruption.

1.1.1. Public-Office-Centered Corruption

Here, corruption is considered as an action which involves the misuse of public office
or authority to have personal benefit or private gain. In other words, public-office-centered
corruption involves the deviation from legal and public duty norms for personal and private
benefits, be it for pecuniary or status gains, or influence. The corruption definitions of
McMullan (1961) and Bayley (1966), Nye (1967) are considered in public-office-centered
category:
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“A public office is corrupt if he accepts money’s worth for doing something that he is
under duty to do anyway, that he is under duty not to do, or do exercise a legitimate

discretion for improper reasons’ (McMullan, 1961: 183)

“Corruption, while being tied particularly to the act of bribery, is a general term
covering misuse of authority as a result of considerations of personal gain, which need not be

monetary” (Bayley, 1966: 720).

“Corruption is a behavior which deviates from the formal duties of a public role
(elective or appointive) because of private-regarding (personal, close family, private clique)

wealth or status gains, or violates rules against the exercise of certain types of private-

regarding influence” (Nye’s, 1967: 966).

As per the definition of Ney (1967) corruption is considered as the acts which are done
by both elected politicians and also by appointed bureaucratic. In fact he defined corruption as
a private gain and goes beyond McMullan’s and Bayley’s corruption definition because he

claims that private gain can be in terms of wealth and or in terms of status.

1.1.2. Market-Centered Corruption

In market-centered definitions category, corruption is considered as a “maximizing
unit” or a special type of stock-in-trade, by which public officials maximize pecuniary gains
according to the supply and demand that exist in the marketplace of their official domains and
they less consider to some general important elements such as: what of corruption are deal
with, how, when, and what degree. In fact the greater nuance of Nye’s definition is missing
and also the overall usefulness of these definitions is limited, however these definitions deal
with limited activities of corruption such as rent seeking (Krueger, 1974). Some scientists like

Klaveren (1970) and Tilman (1968) have provided market-centered definitions:

“A corrupt civil servant regards his public office as a business, the income of which he
will seek to maximize. The office then becomes a ‘maximizing unit.” The size of his income
depends upon the market situation and his talents for finding the point of maximal gain on the

public’s demand curve ”(Klaveren, 1970: 26).

“Corruption involves a shift from a mandatory pricing model to a free-market model
when this happens bureaucracy ceases to be patterned after the mandatory market and takes

on characteristics of the free market” (Tilman, 1968: 440).
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1.1.3. Public-Interest-Centered Corruption

Here, the definition of corruption emphasizes the betrayal of public interests by
preference of particular to common interests. These definitions are in contrast with market-
centered and public-office-centered definitions. According to Heidenheimrin (1970), the
corruption definitions of Rogow & Laswell (1963) and Friedrich (1966) are considered in

public-interest-centered definitions:

“A corrupt act violates responsibility toward at least one system of public or civic
order and is in fact incompatible with (destructive of) any such system. A system of public or
civic order exalts common interest over special interest; violations of the common interest for

special advantage are corrupt” (Rogow & Lasswell, 1966: 132).

“The pattern of corruption can be said to exist whenever a power-holder who is
charged with doing certain things, i.e., who is a responsible functionary or officeholder, is by
monetary or other rewards not legally provided for, induced to take actions which favor
whoever provides the rewards and thereby does damage to the public and its

interests ”’(Friedrich, 1966: 127).

A group of scientists like Farrales (2005) and Johnston (2001) were criticized this
category of corruption definitions. Farrales (2005) indicated that in these definitions, some
important points which are hard to define in a pluralistic society are missing such as: the exact
definition of public interest, what constitutes the public interest, measurement of public
interest, exact definitions of actions which are against of public interest, which is included in
public. Johnston (2001) emphasized that intangible benefits such as prestige, promise of
political support and also the varieties that are not quid pro quo exchanges, such as

embezzlement” are not considering in market interest-centered definitions.

It is important to distinguish between two different types of corruption: the first one
involves illegal transactions between private parties and public officials, and the second one
does not involve private parties and mostly refers to acts and corrupt behaviors of politicians
and other government officials. It’s clear that a large part of any type of corruption involves
the abuse or misuse of authority. For example, Sherman (1980) has expressed corruption as an
illegal misuse of public authority with the purpose of private gain for the agents who are
involved in the acts. The workplace corruption which is the main concept of this research

study is defined as the “misuse of authority for personal, subunit, and/or organizational
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gain” (Ashforth & Anand; 2003: 2). In fact, workplace corruption is the deviation from
regular duties of a private or governmental official for the aim of family and social benefits,

gaining financial incomes or particular type of influence for personal issues (Mbaku, 2002).

1.2. Types of Corruption

International Transparency (2005) and a number of researchers like Mawenya (2008)

have emphasized that corruption can be occurred in three board areas:

1. Corruption within the public sector,
2. Corruption between consumers and public sectors and

3. Corruption in the interaction between private sector and consumers.

Authors and researchers classify corruption in different methods. In fact each of them
define and discover corruption from different point of views. Generally corruption is

classified in three categories:

1. Systematic and Individual corruption
2. Petty, grand and state capture corruption

3. Moral and legal corruption

1.2.1. Systematic and Individual Corruption

- Systematic Corruption

Systematic corruption is occurred when the system has grown sick and corruption has
become an allied and indispensable aspect of the economic, social and political system. In
systematic corruption many parts of government which are responsible to prevent and control
corruption by inspection, evaluation, auditing, monitoring and enforcement, they have been
already corrupted (Klitgaard, 2004). Systematic corruption is characterized from petty to
grand corruption, by extensive corrupt activities such as extortion, bribery and embezzlement.
However, in systematic corruption, corruption is rule rather than exception (Stefes, 2007). In
fact, systematic corruption is done by the magnitude of corrupt activities and also the
presence of rules and norms (institutions) which most of the times are related to public
officials and citizens, these institutions are informal and can shape the interests and strategies

of citizens and public officials (Stefes, 2007).

Sometimes systematic corruption and economic activities are in co-relation. For

example: a group of politicians create some barriers (making restrictive corporate character,
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monopoly, tariffs, quotas and manipulation of rules and regulations) to limit the entry of new
entrance into valuable economic activities with purpose of making a coalition to dominate the
government. In other words, systematic corruption occurs when politic corrupt economic
(Wallis, 2006). In many cases of systematic corruption, the informal rules and regulations
cancel other formal rules and legal procedures and particularly, principles are secretly stripped
of their authority (Heymans & Lipietz, 1999). The lacking of clear rules and regulations,
weakness the rule of law, insufficiency of strategic vision and codes of ethics are some
important elements that can promote systematic corruption in the aspect of the economic,

social and political system.

- Individual Corruption

Sporadic or individual corruption is different from systematic corruption. In fact, this
type of corruption occurs irregularly and therefore it doesn’t menace the mechanisms of
control for example the economy. Individual corruption doesn’t paralyze but it can undermine

morale and effect on economy resources (Byrne, 2007).

1.2.2. Grand, Petty and State Capture Corruption

- Grand or Political Corruption

Grand corruption involves substantial amounts of money and usually high-level
officials. Normally, this type of corruption occurs between public and private sectors and
takes place at the top levels of the public sector and political system. In this type of
corruption, individuals use of their powers or positions to do corrupt acts in national or
international level such as: bribe and embezzle in large scale sums of money, or to manipulate
rules to benefit their private interests (Andvig & Fjeldstad, 2001). It should be noted that

grand corruption normally occurs in large procurement projects of a state.

Grand corruption refers to the policy formulation which involves top officials and
political decision-makers. In this type of corruptions, rules and laws are abused by rulers,
ignored, side-stepped, or even can be tailored to fit the interests of an individual or a group.
Grand corruption is great in scale and involves great amount of money and because of its
large scale has a serious and negative impact on the economy of a country (Shah & Schacter,
2004). Grand corruption is more related to the manner in which decisions are made rather
than misallocation of resources. In many cases of grand corruption, state agents and
politicians change the laws in the name of people to hold or increase their power, status or

wealth. It is difficult to identify and measure grand corruption unless bribes are paid. As
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public policies decisions are couched in terms of public interest, then in this type of
corruption, the individuals who are involved in corrupt acts or decisions can claim and justify
that at least some segments of the population are gained or in future some gains will be

accrued to the specific segment of the society (Arvind, 2001).

- Petty Corruption

Petty or bureaucrat corruption involves smaller sums and typically more junior
officials, normally middle or low-level public officials are engaged in petty corruption, then
this type of corruption also is known as low level or “street level” (Andvig & Fjeldstad,
2001). This type of corruption refers to corrupt acts of the appointed bureaucrats in dealing
with either superiors (the political elite) or with the public (Avind, 2001). Petty corruption
headed is highly visible, pervasive, endemic and in some cases institutionalized (Stiglitz,

2002). Normally petty corruption harms more the poorest members of a society.

Petty corruption takes place between the public and public officials to implement the
existing laws, rules and regulations. Petty corruption is an everyday corruption which exists in
all developed, developing and under developing countries and people from different social
levels experience more or less in their daily life by dealing with public administration and
services like hospital, schools, police, taxing authorities, local licensing authorities. The level
of petty corruption is various in different societies. Normally, it’s more frequent in less
developed countries, where individuals are obliged to pay bribe to get public services that
they should get for free or to speed up the bureaucratic procedure. Sometimes, bribes are

proposed to get some services which are not supposed to be available (Riley, 1999).

- State capture

In the age of modernization and globalization the form of corrupt acts and behaviors in
some societies especially in more advanced countries have been changing; some behaviors are
done in political and administration system which could be considered as corrupt acts even if
they differ from the acts or behaviors that are usually taken into consideration. Capture state
are the legal acts that are done in the benefit of private interests (Hellman & Kaufmann,
2001). Actually this form of corruption is such cooperation or the collusion of private actors
with officials or politicians for reciprocal private benefit which can be considered as a kind of

“capture” of the sate system (Shah & Schacter, 2004).

In the new form of corruption, state capture represents a form of corruption in which

“firms make private payments to public officials to influence the choice and design of laws,
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rules and regulations” (Hellman & Kaufmann, 2001: 1) or in other words, influential oligarch
at the head of a powerful financial-industrial group buys off politicians to shape the country’s

legal and regulatory framework for personal benefits (Hellman & Kaufmann, 2001).

1.2.3. Moral and Legal Corruption

The root of corruption word is coming from Latin verb “rumpere” (to break).
According to this approach, whenever or wherever the law is clearly broken then we are able
to claim that corruption has occurred. Legal interpretations of corruption indicate a very
specific boundary between what a corrupt activity is and what is not. If an act or behavior is
forbidden by established laws of government, then this act can be considered as a corrupt act,
otherwise if this act is not forbidden by laws then it is not considered as corruption even if it
is unethical and indecent (Gradiner, 1993). Moral corruption and legal corruption are
sometimes in opposite of each other, some acts and behaviors legally are considered as
corrupt acts but as per the moral of society’s members, these acts are not considered as
corrupt acts. In opposite, there are some acts and behaviors which are corrupt but according to
the moral values and norms of society’s members, legislators don’t consider them as corrupt
acts. In some cases, it is very difficult to call some acts as corrupt acts because “what is legal
is not always broadly regarded in society as moral and legitimate and what is illegal as
immoral and illegitimate” (Pardo, 2004: 6). In fact, to better understand the causes, effects
and consequences of corruption, that would be better to study and analyze the gradation of
individual position between the ideal extremes - sociological and moral - of right and wrong,

legal and illegal in individual’s daily life (Padro, 2004).

Interpretations of researchers and authors in social science field clear some limitations
of social power of law as a system of specialized knowledge because some corrupt acts and
behaviors or misuses of power are not considered as corrupt acts by legislators at the time of
legislating of laws. There are many immoral acts that are missing in the law of anti-corruption
because understanding and analyzing of what goes on in certain section of society is missing,
then it is difficult for legislators to set enough and proper legislations for immoral acts (Pardo,
2004). In other words, in some cases, the law on corruption fails to possess broad social
recognition, because legislators tend to be informed by the selective interests and moral
attitudes of selected groups then in these cases the weakness of legislations are leading to

happen moral corruption in societies.
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At the time of legislating for behavior warrants, legislators consider on the legality of
an action rather than on the morality of same action (Byrne, 2007). The legal approach
supplies a neutral and static method of ruling, potentially emotive to determine the concepts
of corruption. Indeed, understanding of corruption from law perspective stress self-regulated
behavior. In fact, a dependence on the legal approach helps individuals to specify right from
wrong. Moral and immoral standards are very important to define the rightness or wrongness
of acts, when an act is praiseworthy and in line with universally acceptable moral standards
then this act is good and is considered as a moral act. On the other hand, when individuals do
some acts which are not compatible with moral standards definitions or the individual’s
actions contravene acceptable moral codes, then these acts are considered as immoral acts,
from this perspective, authors classify corruption or acts of corruption as immoral acts

(Uduigwomen, 2006).

There are certain values and norms of society which directly influence the values and
norms of individuals (De Graaf, 2007); these values and norms influence the behavior of
individuals and corrupt them. Corrupt acts can be considered as the deterioration of self-
regulated behavior; therefore morality is being legislated for in the absence of and a loss of
faith in self regulated behaviors (Byrne, 2007). In many cases, we observe that an act or
behavior which is committed within legal parameters it is out of moral boundaries (Kaufmann
et al., 2006). Some scholars like Kaufmann et al. (2006) agree that there is a link between
morality and legal form of corruption; they think that legal forms of corruption would be
occurred when behaviors of individuals because of low morality cannot self regulate, then
they fall within the boundaries of the law which is more rampant than illegal form of

behavior.
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1.3. Forms of Workplace Corruption

Many methodologies have been used in different literatures to create and utilize of a
unique standard to measure workplace corruption and large number of scholars has peered
inside the broad concept to find and identify different types and forms of workplace
corruption. Mostly, workplace corruption is occurred in the form of petty corruption.
Workplace corruption can be investigated from different perspectives such as: types of violate
act, outcome or motive of the act, differences center on the participants involved in a corrupt
act, the nature of the transaction, the broader context within which the act occurs and the
purpose. All of these analytical distinctions have been done with the purpose of better
understanding the phenomenon of workplace corruption in order to better classify different

types and forms of workplace corruption (Morris, 2011).

Generally, all forms of workplace corruption are tangible and intangible and the
parties of workplace corruption are known as active and passive. Tangible corruption is
expressed as any physical, real and concrete benefit that can be obtained for an individual or
an entity through corrupt acts such as: misappropriated funds, bribery and thefts of assets.
Intangible corruption is defined as any benefits and advantages which are not touchable such
as: improper access to data, dissemination of data, proprietary information, or unauthorized
and improper use of assets of an organization for gaining personal benefit in direct and

indirect way (AusAID, 2012).

In a simple and general definition of active and passive, in the process of workplace
corruption, an individual who offers, gives or promises to give money or any valuable things
to an officer is considered as an active incitement to corruption. In opposite, an officer who
accepts the bribe or any kind of tangible and intangible offers in order to do a specific act is
considered as passive incitement to corruption (Vander & Siron, 2001). The bribery is a very
common form of corruption in public and private sectors that active and passive are two

principal parts in forming this form of workplace corruption.

In other words, passive is an official who directly or through an intermediary, “request
of receives advantages of any kind whatsoever for himself or for a third party”, or accepts
any kind of promise of such an advantage, to act or desist from acting in accordance with his
official duties or in the exercise of his functions in break of his official duties. In opposite,
active is an individual who “promises or gives, directly or through an intermediary, an

advantage of any kind whatsoever to an official for himself or for a third party”, that induce
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an individual in his official position to do some actions or desist from acting in accordance
with his official duties or in the exercise of his functions in break of his official duties (Jehle
& Harrendorf, 2010: 165). This research study concentrates only on workplace corruption
which is considered as a form of petty corruption, the forms of workplace corruption are

classified and defined as follows:

1.3.1. Bribery

Bribery is the essence of workplace corruption and is the form of corruption that
receives the greatest share of reference. In fact, this is such a payment (in money or kind) that
is given in a corrupt relationship. These include “kickbacks™, “gratuities”, “pay off”,

2 ¢

“sweetness” ‘“‘greasing palms scratching back™ etc (Bayart et Al, 1997: 11). Bribery is
something with the intention of impressing the recipient in some way favorable to the party
providing the bribe. Bribery is the most current form of corruption with the form of active or
passive in public or in business relationship. Bribery encourages individuals for over-
regulating and over-bureaucratization of procedures with the purpose of providing profits and
the giving of some form of benefits to unduly influence some decision, action on the part of

the recipient or beneficiary.

Bribes are paid on a case-by-case basis or as a part of steady relationship (Stachowicz-
Stanusch, 2010). Bribery as a form of corruption in public and private administration acts as a
guarantee for a desired action from public official or vice versa. It is like an exchange
agreement between two parties to secure benefits or rewards between or among participants.
Bribery can be offered or be accepted in different shapes such as: money or something of
value to influence a transaction, receiving or giving of a benefit with the purpose of improper
affection on the actions or decisions of a public servant and promise (Bauer & Van Wyk,

1999).

1.3.2. Nepotism/Favoritism/Patronage

Actually nepotism is a kind of favoritism; natural human proclivity that a public office
holder prefers his/her relative, close friends or family members for positions in which they
hold some decision-making authority. Nepotism happens when an individual is exempted
from application of rules and regulations or laws or given his/her personal preference in the
allocation of scarce resources (Amundsen, 1997). “Nepotism, favoritism and patronage as

form of corruption involve abuse of discretion, although the act is governed not by the direct
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self-interest of corrupt individual, but by some less tangible affiliation, such as advancing the

interest of family or nepotism, a political party, or of an ethnic, religion or other grouping”

(Stachowicz-Stanusch, 2010: 135).

Nepotism is a common form of corruption that is not forbidden in some organizations.
In other words, this form of corruption involves the favoring of not the perpetrator of
corruption but someone who is related to them, such as family member or association, friends
and relatives. This form of workplace corruption is occurred in public and private
administration or even in politic level, family member or friend hired in a position that are not
qualified for that position. Furthermore, in political level some people get promotion or get a
key position that belong to the same political party of that association, regardless of merit and
qualification. Nepotism exists in under developing, developing and even in developed
countries, because in public and private sectors of these societies, such a personal preferential
behavior works that discriminate against those who have enough quality derive a benefit from

a transaction or decision by an official (Bauer & Van Wyk, 1999).

1.3.3. Greed

Greed is a form of workplace corruption that can be occurred in public and private
sectors when an official seeks private gains at the public expense, “greed is an obsession with
material gains and is aimed at self- enrichment” (Hillard, 1994: 217). From a socio-analytical
point of view, greed is a psychotic dynamic that interdict thinking and limits realities to
desirable things. Greed can be conceptualized as an unconscious dynamic in an organization
or any other social system that is stimulated by the desire, if not the ‘drive’, to incorporate
‘good objects’ from environment in order to fill its inner void, to improve its reputation,
image, power and position in the society or organization with regard to others (Burkard,

2012).

1.3.4. Embezzlement

Embezzlement is one of the most common ways of quick wealth accumulation, this
form of corruption involves theft of public recourses by officers or public officials entrusted
with control and authority of such recourses (Dube, 2011and Bauer & Van Wyk, 1999). In
fact, the lack of strict regulatory systems allows public officers steal money or other
government property, or disloyal employees steal from their employers in the public or

private sectors.
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Embezzlement is considered as a form of workplace corruption, it includes the stealing
of money and valuable objects which influences different level of innocent citizens by
misappropriating recourses meant for the people or disturbing the balance of national budget
(Ackerman, 1999). This form of corruption occurs in all levels of public and private
administration, sometimes parliamentary staff, among other public figures participate in

embezzlement in accidental ways (Gray & Kaufman, 1998).

1.3.5. Fraud

Fraud is as an action which consists of using the misleading information to induce an
individual to turn over from his property or positions voluntarily (Stachowicz-Stanusch,
2010). In fact, fraud is a common form of corruption that occurs when an individual cheats
other individuals through deceit. Fraud is unethical acts and behaviors such as: “tricky,
swindle and deceit counterfeiting, racking, smuggling and forgery” which are practiced by
public officers, other individuals or entitles to cheat others for gaining some unfair or
dishonest advantage that would not normally accrue to an officer, other individuals or entity
(Dude, 2011 and Bauer & Van Wyk, 1999). Most of the time, fraud is a financial crime in

which an individual manipulates or falsify information and facts.

1.3.6. Collusion

Collusion is considered as a form of corruption which obliges individuals to pay bribes
to officials to escape from rules and regulations or sanctions. In fact, “Some behaviors of
corrupt collusion lead to the subversion of the flow of information within an economic,
societal or political unit” (Stachowicz-Stanusch, 2010: 134). Contractual collusion is a
common form of corruption, in which two parties try to convert a non-tradable contractual
condition such as safety conditions into a tradable, earns them a rent over and above normal
profit, then because of the contractual collusion; third party suffers an externality through an

unperceived drop in safety (Stachowicz-Stanusch, 2010).

1.3.7. Extortion

Extortion is expressed as “money and other recourses extracted by the use of
coercion, violence, or threats to use force” (Bayart et al 1997: 11). In other words, extortion
is one the form of corrupt behavior in which an individual coerces another to pay through

money, goods, or favors for an action (Gray & Kaufman; 1998). In fact extortion is practiced
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by a person or entity with the goal of providing a benefit and some advantages for a public

official, another person or entity in exchange for acting in a particular manner (Dube, 2011

and Bauer & Van Wyk 1999).

One of the forms of extortion is government extortion. It occurs when government
agencies have too much delay for providing services, then individuals offer money to get the
required services more quickly. By practicing extortion in administration section, it’s obvious
that those who pay receive preferential action or behavior, making the service not really
public (Ackerman, 1999). As a form of extortion, clients and consumers of public services
and government have to pay some amount extra than official price cost to get license, permits,
official documents or access to public facilities. As a form of political corruption, in many
cases the politicians and public officials make extortion against firms, enterprises and

associations which are weaker or smaller (Stachowicz-Stanusch, 2010).

1.3.8. Conflict of Interest

Different studies have been done about conflict of interest, these studies describe this
phenomenon as a “public administration, political and legal problem” but there is a common
point in all studies that conflicts of interest undermine the trust. “Conflict of interest is
properly understood as a situation, not an action, and it is clear that a public official may find
him or herself in a conflict of interest situation without actually behaving corruptly” (Reed,
2008: 8). Actually conflict of interest is a conflict that occurs between public duty and private
interests, whereby a private interest in an improper manner influence the public interest,

activities and decisions (Gengkaya, 2009).
Conflict of interest is classified in three categories (ICAC, 2004 and Gengkaya, 2009):

- Actual conflict of interest: A public official is in a position to be influenced by
their private interests when doing their job.

- Perceived conflict of interest: A public official is in a position to appear to be
influenced by their private interests when doing their job.

- Potential conflict of interest. A public official is in a position where they may be

influenced in the future by their private interests when doing their job.

In a common form of conflict of interest in public administration and enterprises
which is classified as a form of manifestation of corruption, the officers act in a way where

officials who have interests and insider abuse of privileged information. Actually, they use of
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privileged information and knowledge that officials have as a result of his office to provide

benefits and advantages for an entity or person with the goal of obtaining benefit or accruing

benefit for himself (Dube, 2011 and Bauer & Van Wyk, 1999).

1.3.9. Abuse of Discretion/Power

Abuse of power is occurring when an individual abuse of his/her authority or power to
improperly benefit another or entity (Bauer and Van Wyk, 1999). “Abuse of discretion is
concerning abuse and corrupt government agency practices for private gain without external
inducement or extortion” (Stachowicz-Stanusch, 2010: 134). In some states, the function of
administrative system from high national levels to local levels is constructed by corrupt
governments. Then, this system provides some opportunities for sate agents to abuse and use
citizen rights for their own personal benefits and in some cases theses type of abuses are

happened with the help and cooperation of their partners and extended network.

In some cases, abuse of discretion and power are done in political levels. For example,
some politicians and public officials abuse their political power to obtain great advantages
and benefits or to capture natural resources such as mining sector (Stachowicz-Stanusch,
2010). This form of corruption at global and international levels are complicated, because in
these levels, a comprehensive and systematic abuse of power and authority on global and
international laws, standards and norms are well structured for all aspects of national levels.
In fact, the patterns of these type of abuses are associated with bureaucracies “in which broad
individual discretion is created and few oversights or accountability structures are present”

(Stachowicz-Stanusch, 2010: 135).
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2. SOURCES OF WORKPLACE CORRUPTION

The controlling and preventing of workplace corruption would be easy, if the concept
of corruption was unambiguous, and the sources of workplace corruption were easily
recognizable. Normally, people think that low salary is the only incentive for a public official
to do corrupt acts and behaviors. In fact, there are other factors beyond financial rewards
which also appreciate well-paid officers to do corrupt acts. In this part of our research, we try
to identify several causes of corruption of employees at workplace rather than explain how
and why corruption occurs. According to Brunetti & Weder (2003: 1802), the causes of
administrative corruption are classified in three main sections (internal, external and indirect
factors). At the same time, workings on internal, external and indirect factors are effective to

prevent and control workplace corruption.

2.1. Internal Sources

Internal causes of corruption are related to the system that exists inside the
administration of organizations. The internal sources of workplace corruption are linked to the

issues of civil service and aspect of decentralization.

2.1.1. Civil Service Pay

Over the many years, researchers, authors in the human resource field were believed
that the level of salary and remuneration of employees are important factors in the study of
corruption because low salary fosters corrupt acts and the wages which are paid to civil
servants are important in determining the degree of corruption. The remuneration is a question
of many anti-corruption literatures. Early analysis of anti-corruption explains that the
increasing of public sector salaries would only increase the size of bribes but the role of low

salaries is more complex (Mills, 2012).

Most of empirical researches such as the studies of Rauch & Evans (2000) do not
support the view of positive effect of wages on reducing the corruption level. In opposite, few
researchers (Goel & Nelson, 1998) believe on the relevance of corruption and salary. The
laboratory test of Abbink (2002) has highlighted that high relative salaries don’t lead to less
corruption. According to the empirical researches of Van Rijckeghem & Weder (2001), in
short time, increasing the salaries would not lead to less corruption but an active wage policy
is one of the most important element in fighting the corruption. There are some principle

reasons that low salary foster corrupt behaviors, they are as follows:
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- Difference of Civil Service Pay between Private and Public Sector

The individuals who are working in public administration compare their salaries with
the individuals who work in private sectors, they believe that they work as much as private
sectors but they earn less than them then this though motivate them to do corrupt acts and
behaviors to compensate of these differences. A number of researchers have argued that the
similar wages of public sectors official with private sector can reduce the risk of accepting
bribe and also the potential gain from corruption can be declined (Goudie & Stasavage, 1998).
Some previous researches are shown that increasing the salary of employees cannot reduce
the risk of corruption; even it can be caused to demand bribes in large scales, then increasing
of salaries have to be done through training trips abroad, using “revolting doors” and other

similar methods to control workplace corruption (Mills, 2012).

- Less Salary as a Motivation Element

In certain societies, people know very well that public sectors are remunerated unfairly
and the salaries are low but many people who are dishonest and incompetent apply to take
position in public sectors because corruption acts as a motivation to apply for a job in the
public sector positions (Goudie & Stasavage, 1998 and Mills, 2012). In fact, there is a link
between this belief of people and poor quality of public sectors. According to Park (2003: 31),
corruption in public societies contributes to the poor quality of government officials and
Espejo et al (2001: 142) went further and claimed that “if the system is corrupt, it is because

it has been designed to be corrupt, ergo, redesign it”.

The governments of some countries are aware that the employee’s salary of public
sectors are less but they don’t raise the salary or keep the salary of employees in the low level
because the government believes that civil servants earn sufficient amount of money by
engaging in corrupt cats in their official positions (Lambsdorft, 1998). In this specific type of
corruption, government has to work on the ethical values of people and try to replace

unethical official with an ethically sound person (Gould, 1991:468).
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2.1.2. Personal Policy

The characteristic of meritocracy plays a more significant role than the size of
employee’s salaries in controlling and preventing workplace corruption (Rauch & Evans,
2000). “The meritocratic is based on competitive examination in recruiting, rigid hiring and
firing policy instead of political assignments, career stability, life-time tenure, and internal
promotion” (Liiv, 2004: 16). The stability in organizations which is raised from internal
promotion, life tenure, job security, enhances communication and employee’s concerns about
what others think to them are important for individuals at workplace and the lack of them
motive individuals to engage in misconduct behaviors. In fact, these factors increase
conformity to organizational rules and regulations and decrease corruption (Rauch & Evan,
2000). The studies of Kramer (2000) in post-Soviet states highlighted that the officials who
feel likely to lose their jobs are more willing to accept bribe or doing corrupt behaviors

compare to employees who feel more secure in their positions.

Additionally, the researches which carried down about internal promotion of
employees have highlighted that promotion plays a key role in the level of employee’s
satisfaction. The researches of Liiv (2004) and Carvajal (1999) have shown the relationship
between workplace corruption and internal promotion. In fact poor promotion possibilities in
public or private administration raise the potential for self-compensation by unofficial means
compared to the organizations with the high promotion possibilities. Furthermore, the
participation of individuals in the process of making decisions and policies of organization
can increase the perception of stability of individuals at workplace; in opposite the low level
participation of individuals in decision making process of organizations can increase the

motivation of employees to participate in corrupt acts and behaviors (Carvajal, 1999).

2.1.3. Hierarchical and Decentralization

In organizations, there are different methods of control, it’s not clear which method is
better to control and prevent corruption. Different literatures by focusing on different cases
and technical measures, have presented some effective method to control organizational
corruption (Goudie & Stasavage, 1998). Centralization and decentralization are two methods
of exerting control of organizations. Decentralization is defined as: the distribution of
responsibility and authority to the local and low level of officials in government with the
purpose of better controlling the public functions and exert control (Metcalf 1993 and Elmore,

1993). Decentralization as an effective method is leading greater diversity in the provision of
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public goods, which leads to better accord with the necessities of local people (Tiebout,

1956).

A group of researchers have expressed that there is a direct relationship between
corruption and decentralization (Vergara, 2000 and Fisman & Gatti, 2002a & b), they
consider centralization or hierarchical system as an antecedent of administrative corruption.
According to the empirical finding of some researchers, the hierarchical system leads to more
workplace corruption in organizations because in this system managers who have a large
number of subordinates, employees and officials are not able to control and monitor each
single official. So, individuals are more intended to engage in corrupt acts and behaviors
(Carbonara, 1999). The researches of Stark (1996) and Carbonara (1999) have identified the
importance of decentralization system to control corruption on the basis of control theories.
According to them, decentralization rely on control theories in which are confirmatory to
rules is caused by prevailing norms and social norms. They believe that decentralization
system can be considered as an effective system to control administrative corruption. In
centralization system, politicians and bureaucrats are more responsible for their actions and
decisions, then each of them by being honest try more to maintain and strengthen his or her

position and reputation.

2.2. External Sources

External causes of corruption are related to the system which exists outside of the
organizations. The external sources of administrative corruption can be derived from
improper judicial and public control system. Legal framework and transparency are
considered as the external causes of workplace corruption and also they are considered as the
main components of external control. In fact, transparency and legal framework are
considered as effective tools to control and prevent external sources of administrative

corruption.

2.2.1. Legal Framework

Weak legal system is considered as one of the sources of workplace corruption, strong
and strict legal framework keep individuals away from engaging in corrupt acts and behaviors
in organizations. Corruption has prohibited by law for centuries. For many years, corruption
has been defined as bribery and some improper public official behavior misconduct in public

administration or breach of public trust (Mills, 2012), but recently some actions such as:
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bribery, embezzlement, influence peddling, abuse of office, illicit enrichment, and money
laundering specified as the new forms of corrupt behaviors which are required to be
criminalized by United Nations Convention against corruption (UNODC, 2004a & 2004b).
The lack of sufficient and effective legal system motives individuals to design corrupt acts
and behaviors in public or private administration system and even in all parts and levels of

societies.

In fact, in the real world relatively few people are punished for corrupt acts compared
to the extension of the corruption. With the exception of a few countries, there seems to be a
gap between the penalties which are specified in the rules and regulations and the penalties
which are imposed in reality, it’s obvious that legal, political, or administrative barriers
prevent to apply the quick and full penalties (Tanzi, 1998). “Ineffective legal system
encourages the elite to use for personal gain, and consequently reduce the effectiveness of the
laws and their enforcers through political appointments or through reducing and allocating
resources, which encourages the spread of corruption even more” (Jain, 2001: 72). One of
the factors which limit the role of penalties is the rampant of corruption in the legislative
framework. In some countries, corruption is widespread, then it has affected highly on the
cost of accusers in terms of social capital, such as friends, foremother, the judges who are
responsible to judge and impose penalties may themselves be accessible to corruption or may
have political biases then they could make some barriers to the process of imposing penalties
fully and quickly (Tanzi, 1998). “Theoretical and empirical evidence suggests that dependent
and underdeveloped judicial institutions foster corruption” (Ades & Di Talla, 1997: 515).

Effective legal system plays a unique role in raising awareness by authoritatively
articulating undesirable conduct, indeed legal framework by prosecution and imposing fines
and penalties has enough capacity to control and eliminate corrupt conduct (Mills, 2012). As
we explained proper specification and definition of legal framework of an organization or a
society has a key role in controlling corruption in public and private administration. However
in some cases prosecution can be prevented by jurisdictional conflicts if corruption and
misconduct behavior are subjected to more than one legal framework. Manipulating the
potential for criminal, employment and administrative laws to conflict, delay the imposition
of non-legal penalties and enforcement framework are factors which encourage the
individuals to engage in corrupt acts and behaviors, at the same time considering and working
on these factors are impressive to maintain the effectiveness of anti-corruption strategies

(Mills, 2012).
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2.2.2. Transparency

Transparency is considered as a key factor to control organizational corruption.
Indeed, transparency is known as of one the external sources of workplace corruption and also
at the same time it is considered as an effective anti-corruption strategy. The exposure of
official documents and decisions reduce the motivation of individuals to engage in corrupt
acts and behaviors. In the societies where decision-making process is impenetrable and
everything is transparent for public, the exercising of corruption is nearly impossible. Finland
for many years gained the top position of the transparency international annual’s CPI from
2000 and afterwards because of high transparency level in this country. In fact in Finland,
there are very limited documents which are classified as confidential documents. Generally

the data on operation of public and private sectors is “almost total” (Liiv, 2004).

The development of information and technology are obvious in the level of
transparency and public accountability in public administration. The lack of information and
communication can provide some opportunities for individuals in societies or organizations to
act corruptly; Information and communication technologies help citizens to scrutinize and
verify the activities of public officers and publish or say their ideas about their performances
in public Medias. The high level of using information and communication technologies plays
an effective role in preventing and controlling organizational corruption not only in
accountability and transparency in public and private administration but also by supporting
the quality of an organization’s operational efficiency and robust internal governance (Mills,

2012).
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2.3. Indirect Sources

Indicating and studying the factors which impact on administrative corruption is very
complicated task. However culture and economy of societies are considered as indirect causes
of forming corruption in organizations. Discussion about the indirect factors of corruption is
very difficult because of the ambiguity on the direction of their causality. For example, it’s
very difficult to indicate that corruption is caused by poverty or whether corruption causes the
phenomenon by itself. Underdeveloped countries are not able to fight corruption because they
don’t have enough resources to make an effective legal framework. On the other hand

corruption feeds inequality and poverty by distorting government expenditures (Mauro,
1998).

2.3.1. Economic variables

Economic variables such as real per capita GDP, income inequality, unemployment
rate and economic freedom are considered as indirect sources of administrative corruption. A
number of researches emphasized that corruption and economic are related, in fact corruption
decline when the economy of country is growing, reflected in GDP per capita (Montinola &
Jackman, 2002 and Paldam, 2001); GDP per capita and the rate of inflation are considered as
an important economic determinant of corruption (Paldam, 2002). The study of cross-country
comparison in post-soviet states which has done by Freedom House (2002) has highlighted
the link between economic and corruption. According to this study, the countries with higher

GDP per capita experience lower level of corruption.

The liberalization of economic and competitive environment is considered as effective
factors to prevent corruption in all sectors of a country. The countries with more open foreign
trade, less protectionist policies and less marginal tariff on foreign firm experience lower level
of corruption (Park, 2003 and Tanzi, 1998). In societies that there are more tariff and barriers
then there are more opportunities for official in private and public administration to ask for
illegal payments to pass the barriers (Broadman & Recanatina, 2002). Competitive
environment as one of the variable of free economy has a specific role to prevent
administrative corruption through automatic checks and balances (Broadman & Recanatina,
2001), furthermore, the free competition decline the collusion possibility of private and public

institutions in order to buy officials (Varese, 1997).
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The countries which have been joined to the globalization or world market are able to
better prevent and control corruption through developing political, legal and political
institutions (Kearney, 2001). Normally, modernization is coming with globalization;
modernization disrupts the political institutions and weakens the social norms that might have
restrained individuals in public and private sectors from using their authorities in unethical
acts and behaviors. Unemployment rate as of one the economic variables also impact on
workplace corruption and explain the variation in corruption particularly in developing
countries, according to Goel & Nelson (1998) high rate of unemployment is associated with
high level of corruption. In fact, in societies with high rate of unemployment, the security of
job is low then individuals because of high possibility of losing their jobs and positions may

engage in corrupt acts to secure themselves.

Income inequality as one of the economic variables increases the level of
administrative corruption. By increasing the level of inequality, the richer people have greater
resources for paying bribes to buy public and private officers both legally and illegally
(Glaeser, Scheinkman & Shleifer, 2003). Inequality leads rampant workplace corruption, in
societies with high rate of inequality many poor people rely on petty corruption because they

are more likely to be deprived of basic public-services (You & Khagram, 2005).

2.3.2. Cultural variables

The study of national culture of each country is very important to find the causes of
administrative corruption and also to determine the anti-corruption strategies. In fact, culture
is considered as an important factor to explain corruption. Culture is a set of beliefs and
values about what is desirable and undesirable in societies, and a set of formal and informal
practices to support those values (Javidan & House, 2001). Culture is an important factor that
explains much but not all of the corruption perceived to exist in different countries, then we

consider the cultural variables as an indirect source of corruption.

Various scholars have specified that societal cultures impact on wide variety of social
phenomena (House et al., 2002 and Hofstede, 1983) and organizational behavior studies
highlight that values and culture strongly influence personal behaviors (Rokeach, 1972;
House et al., 2004 and Hofstede, 2001). Culture is a very board concept and is not particularly
useful as a residual explanation of variance among countries. However, working on
specifying and defining on the dimensions of culture can be useful to identify the indirect

sources of administrative corruption and to determine effective strategies to fight corruption.
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The cultural classification system which has been introduced by Hofstede (1980, 1997) helps
to understand the culture of societies and also to understand the indirect sources of corruption
(cultural variables) in shaping administrative corruption. The cultural dimensions of Hofstede
(1980, 1997) are particularly useful to understand the indirect relationship of culture and
organizational corruption. He postulates that work culture around the world is classified along
five cultural dimensions: power distance, individualism-collectivism, uncertainty avoidance,
masculinity-femininity, and long term-short term orientation. In this part of this research, we

study the cultural dimensions in terms of their relevance to organizational corruption.

- Uncertainty Avoidance

Uncertainty avoidance is related to the way that an individual in a society shows
reactions to uncertain and ambiguous situations (Husted, 2002). Uncertainty avoidance is
defined as: “the extent to which members of a culture feel threatened by uncertainty or
unknown situations” (Hofstede, 1997: 113). Individuals in these cultures look for relationship,
institutions and organizations which make events clearly interpretable and predicable
(Hofstede, 2001). Individuals from low level of uncertainty avoidance culture are more
comfortable with few rules and regulations because in these societies, rules and regulations

are applied more for guidance of individuals than direct control.

In bureaucratic societies, low uncertainty avoidance system encourages managers,
officials and people to behave unethically. Actually, in these societies, the social and cultural
rules limit and restrict behaviors, acts and objectives of individuals then individuals to achieve
their objectives are induced to use unethical behavior and informal channels (Getz &
Volkema, 2001). Normally, individuals in these societies from different levels are established
corrupt patterns to achieve their limited personal objectives, and bribe is considered as an
effective tool to reduce uncertainty. Individuals by offering bribe or other unethical offers try
to diminish uncertainties and officials by accepting and demanding bribes to do their duties

faster and provide some services which are out of their control and responsibilities.

Cultural variables act like predictors to serve as guidelines for resignation and
anticipating potential issues in the culture of societies for providing policies and practices to
decrease corruption. Culture can serve as guidelines for individuals and organizations to
design new policies and strategies to face with unethical corrupt behaviors (Mallinger, Rossay
& Singel, 2005). Managers and policy makers of societies have to better understand the

practice and the value uncertainty avoidance in the culture of organizations and societies, then
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by investigation on the policies and procedures within organizations are able to evaluate the
sufficiency of them to deal with unethical acts and behaviors of individuals at workplace.
Such types of investigations allow using more controls to compensate the lack of regulatory

or social controls.

- Power Distance

Power distance is a measure of how a culture, such as a team, business or a country
defines and accepts hierarchy. It’s defined as “the extent to which the less powerful members
of institutions and organizations within a country expect and accept that power is distributed
unequally” (Hofstede, 1997: 28). In fact, power distance is related to the degree in which
individuals of a society react, distribute, and expand to the application of power and it reflects
the relationship between two groups of individuals in a society who have the power and those
who do not (Seleim & Bonti, 2009). Power distance focuses on the distribution of power and
the degree of equality in a society; it is used to explain the differences or inequalities between
groups and people in a society. The study of power distance as cultural sources of workplace

corruption is considerable because it reflects a culture’s attitude towards human equality.

In the societies with high level of power distance culture, high level public officials
use of their powers to get personal benefits from their positions. On the other hand low level
of public officials who don’t have too much power but they are part of bureaucracy, try to
improve their positions or get personal benefits through extortion. Similarly, the people who
are not member of official public try to find unethical ways such as offering bribes to low-
level officials for their personal benefits with the purpose of increasing their living standard
(Gets &Volkema, 2001). In high level power distance societies, individuals accept the lack of
equality regarding power and authority, then the individuals are more open to unethical and

corrupt activities (David & Ruhe, 2003).

In less power distance societies, superiors and subordinates have equal power and
there are more cooperation and harmony among individuals because titles and status are not
important (David & Ruhe, 2003 and Seleim & Bonti. 2004), therefore, subordinate are more
open to criticize and discuss about his/her superior’s actions which lead to less corruption
potential in these societies (Francesco & Gold, 1998 and Davis & Ruhe, 2003). Normally, low
degree of power distance societies take benefit of egalitarian-based system which less
motivate individuals to engage in unethical acts and behaviors (Barkema & Comez-Mejia,

1998). According to Husted (2002), strong leadership can be considered as a necessary mean
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for the implementation of anti-corruption conventions in high power distance culture to

control organizational corruption.

- Individualism/Collectivism

The different characteristics which exist in individualist and collectivist culture effect
on organizational corruption. The individualistic and collectivistic culture describes the
relationship between the individual and group in which he/she belongs (Hofstede, 1997). In
individualist cultures people tend to set their objectives based on what is good for them but
collectivist cultures emphasize group objectives and the interest of a group has priority to the
interest of an individual. In brief, individualism and collectivism refers to the strength of
relationship between the members of a small group such as family, friend and organization. In
high collectivism societies, family members and close friends have strong expectation of each
other then rules and regulation are broken easily to meet some expectations and individuals
tend to apply different rules and regulations, laws, standards and explanations to different

groups (in-group and out-group) and situations (Hofstede, 1991).

Countries with high individualism culture have lower perceived national corruption
than the countries with high collectivism cultures. Different norms and standards which exist
in individualistic and collectivistic cultures influence on individuals to engage in corrupt acts
and behaviors. In fact, in collectivist cultures, priority is given to family members or friends,
loyalty and obligations between in-group members are so important then the ethical standard
is more important than social justice (Cohen et al. 1996). The distinction which exists
between in-group and out-group in collectivistic societies create a pressure for conformity on
in-group members then this pressure can influence on the overall level of corruption in a
society through its impact on the loyalty and obedience of group members (Davis & Ruhe,

2003).

In collectivistic cultures, connection or network of families and friends are oriented to
create a strong relationship among in-group members which create a situation to practice
corrupt acts and illegal transactions (Getz & Volkema, 2001). In collectivistic culture is so
common that an individual who is loyal to his group or connection emphasize to act a rational
bureaucrat over than his responsibility. Therefore, in some cases, family connections and
networks increase the possibility of organizational corruption (Barkema & Gomez-Mejia,
1998). Shame and guilt are culturally sensitive and important in terms of social development

of control mechanisms. Policy makers and managers of organizations by considering the
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culture of shame and guilt are able to control organizational corruption. In collectivistic
cultures which shame is the principle means of social control, the anti-corruption strategies
have to focus on group-bases punishment or punishments which affect the individual’s
relationship to the group. In contrary, in individualistic culture which guilt is the principle
means of social control, the anti-corruption strategies have to focus on the costs and benefits

of rational agents especially in terms of monetary (Husted, 2000).

- Masculinity/Femininity or Gender Egalitarianism

Gender egalitarianism studies the role of males and females in home, organizations,
and communities which influences on the daily life of people. “Masculinity stands for a
society in which social gender roles are clearly distinct: Men are supposed to be assertive,
tough, and focused on material success, women are supposed to be more modest, tender, and
concerned with the quality of life”. In opposite “Femininity stands for a society in which
social gender roles overlap: Both men and women are supposed to be modest, tender, and
concerned with the quality of life” (Hofsted, 2001:297). Masculine culture focuses on
quantity of life and stress more on position, power and wealth, however feminine cultures
consider more on the quality of life and services, then individuals stress more on some values

such as: relationship and welfare of other people (Hofstede, 1983).

In masculine cultures, assertiveness, autonomy, aggression and competiveness are
important values and the success of individuals are measured by commercial then individuals
are more comfortable to achieve their goals through informal and illegal channels such as
bribe. In feminine cultures, individuals respect to feminine values such as: affiliation,
nurturance, helpfulness, and humility, then creating harmonious relationships among social
institutions are more valuable than financial and commercial sphere success (Getz &
Volkema, 2001). The countries in which women hold a larger share of parliamentary seats
and senior positions in the government bureaucracy, the level of corruption and corrupt
behaviors are less (Swamy et al., 2001). The societies with high degree of masculine culture
may encounter proportionately more situations of potential corruption than feminine cultures

(Weaver, 2001).

Social orientated and individual orientated are two different important of male and
female characters, women are more selfless, socially orientated and helpful, then when they
are in power or in senior positions in organizations behave more generously, in opposite men

are more selfish and individually orientated (Eckel & Grossman, 1998). The scale (big) and
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speed (fast) are common values in masculine cultures (Hofstede, 1983 & Park, 2003), in
masculine cultures individuals who are fast are considered more efficient and also big always
considered as a great thing. In many cases, big and fast achievements are impossible through
legal process, then in masculine cultures individuals are blamed to do corrupt behaviors and
practices to achieve their goals faster than others (Carroll et al., 1999). Ostentation manliness
in masculine cultures appreciate the individuals to do corrupt acts in organizations to achieve
their financial goals in a big and fast way and if a person deny to do that, it can be criticized

by other members as a scary and cowardly guy (Park, 2003).

The norms and values such as assertiveness, aggression and competitiveness which
exist in the characteristics of masculine culture can prepare an environment for individuals to
offer or pay bribe or to do corrupt acts and behaviors (Getz & Volkema, 2001). Managers and
policy makers on the basis of values in feminine and masculine societies are able to fix anti-
corruption strategies to control and prevent organizational corruption. As we explained,
material success and money are important values for masculine societies, then heavy fines and
finical penalties for corporate officials would be more effective disincentive because of its
impact on the accumulation of material wealth (Husted, 2000). In feminine societies, greater
importance is placed on relationship, then policies which have an influence on the disruption
of personal relationship such as: prison and jail terms for corporate employees are considered

as effective anti-corruption strategies (Husted, 2000).

- Long Term/Short Term Orientation

This dimension refers to general orientation to value virtue as opposed truth. Long
term and short term orientation cultures focus on the past, present and future, individuals in
long term orientation cultures focus and evaluate more on their plans in term of future
benefits, profit and advantages but in short term orientation cultures, individuals focus and
evaluate more their plans in terms of traditions, history and customs (Heals et al. 2004).
"Long Term Orientation stands for the fostering of virtues oriented towards future rewards, in
particular perseverance and thrift. It’s opposite pole, Short Term Orientation, stands for the
fostering of virtues related to the past and present, in particular, respect for tradition,

preservation of ‘face’ and fulfilling social obligations” (Hofstede, 2001: 359).

In the societies with long term orientation culture, individuals tend to associate with a
lower tolerance for questionable business activities and practices which may lead to corrupt

acts and behaviors (Cohen, Pant & Sharp, 1996). The norms and values which exist in long
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and short term cultures impact on corrupt acts and behaviors of individuals at workplace. In
fact, individuals in long term orientation cultures have lesser likelihood to participate in
workplace corruption rather than individuals from short term orientation culture. In short term
orientation cultures, individuals use and enjoy of moments, free from past and future worries
and focus more on immediate actions and decisions then they practice more corrupt acts and

behaviors when they pay little attention to future orientation practices and values (Seleim &

Bonti, 2009).
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CONCLUSION

The first chapter has been devoted to general presentation of corruption and
particularly the corrupt acts and behaviors of individuals at workplace. In the first section of
chapter one, we have presented public-office-centered, market-centered and public interest-
centered, as three main corruption definition classification in literature review (Heidenheimer,
1970). Different points of views of authors and researchers related to corruption have been led
to various definition of corruption, and then we presented the most popular definitions of
organizational corruption through categories of Heidenheimer (1970). Systematic and
individual corruption; petty, grand and state corruption and moral and legal corruption have
been highlighted as three popular classification of corruption. The final part of first section
presented the most widely practiced form of corruption in organizations. The second section
of this chapter has been devoted to present the internal, external and indirect sources of
corruption. The personal policy, civil service pay and hierarchical/decentralization have been
indicated as internal sources of corruption. However, legal framework and transparency have
been identified as external sources of corruption. Finally, economical and cultural variables

have been presented as indirect sources of corruption.
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CHAPTER 2: ANTECEDENTS OF WORKPLACE
CORRUPTION
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INTRODUCTION

The aim of this chapter is to explore several variables that have impacts on the
organizational corruption in order to prevent and control corrupt acts and behaviors of
individuals at workplace. In the second chapter of this dissertation, on the basis of previous
researches and literatures, several variables are presented that are in correlation with
workplace corruption and deviance. Furthermore, the first section of this chapter presents
numbers of internal and external variables that impact on shaping and forming of unethical
acts and behaviors of individuals at workplace. The second section of this chapter presents
two environmental variables that impact on shaping organizational corruption and workplace

deviance indirectly.
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1. THE CORRELATIONS OF WORKPLACE CORRUPTION

As we highlighted in chapter 1, corruption is a multi-faced phenomenon, correlated to
numerous issues together such as abuse of entrusted power for personal benefits, bribes, low
integrity, fraud and nepotism. These deviant workplace behaviors and acts are both pervasive
and costly not only in term of financial but also in social and psychological perspectives
(Peterson, 2002). Many questions arise how to control and prevent the growth of
administrative corruption in public and private sectors, to answer these questions many
theoretical and empirical researches have been done to find the correlations of workplace
corruption from different point of views. Previous researches determine the social networks
and relationships (Werner, Altman & Brown, 1992), personal and interpersonal functioning
(Altman, Taylor & Wheeler, 1971), the workplace productivity (Knight & Haslam, 2010b),
and the intellectual well-being (Kaplan & Kaplan, 2009; Leonard, 2012).

A group of researches has focused on corruption as part of organizational misconduct
(Burke & Cooper, 2009), or as an objective correlate of organizational failure (Serafeim,
2014). From a risk-management standpoint, however, a main challenge is to reach beyond the
tangible outcomes of corruption, and to anticipate the phenomenon at the individual level. In
dealing with the why of employee corruption, a main research perspective focuses on ethics.
Corruption thus relates to moral disengagement (Moree, 2007; Ochulor, 2011). Interestingly,
however, much less has been achieved to explore corruption as an outcome of a cognitive
process. Indeed, and as an act of defiance, corruption can relate to the satisfaction of needs or

motives (Cullen & Sackett, 2003).

In this part of our researches on the basis of the literature reviews, we present several
motivational perspective factors which are in correlation with workplace corruption and
deviance that play important role in shaping unethical acts and behaviors of individuals in

organizations.
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1.1. Organizational Justice

In this part of our dissertation, we highlight the importance of organizational justice
for individuals and by reviewing the previous researches; we try to investigate the correlation

between organizational justice and workplace corruption and deviance.

1.1.1. An Overview of Organizational Justice

Organizational justice refers to employee’s perception of fairness at workplace which
has a significant impact on employee’s motivation and performance (Cropanzano &
Greenberg, 1997). In brief, we can define organizational justice as the individual’s perception
about the right and fairness of the organizational life (Mccardle, 2007). Justice and fairness
perception in organizations are evaluated by employees based on three components:
processes, outcomes and interpersonal interactions. Justice researchers (Cohen-Charash &
spector, 2001 and Colquitt, Colon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001) acknowledge that individuals
evaluate organizational fairness based primarily on three components: distributive, procedural

and interactional justice.
- Distributive justice

Justice research originally began with an interest in the fairness of the outcome
referred to as distributive justice (Adams, 1963). People assess the fairness of outcome
distribution by comparing their contributions and outcomes against that of a referent (Adams,
1965; Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997; Deutsch, 1985; Homans, 1961 and Kulik & Ambrose,
1992). Distributive justice explains the judgment of an unfair or inadequate outcome such as:
lack of pay raise, promotions, or opportunities for training. In fact, distributive justice is about
the perception of employees regarding their gains and organizational resources (FitzGerald,
2002). This type of justice is more focused on the distribution rates of remunerations and

penalties (Nirmala & Akhilesh, 2006).

Certain actions are taken by individuals at workplace as the result of an inequity
assessment would be directed toward equity restoration (Adams, 1963). Equity restoration is
defined as an intention to increase the level of reward in order to compensate for an outcome
that was deserved but not received (Greenberg, 1996). Research on distributive justice has

primarily focused on the effect of outcome fairness on individual’s responses.
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- Procedural justice

Procedural justice is the fairness of an organization’s policies and procedures to
determine individual’s outcomes (Greenberg, 1990; Lind & Tyler, 1988 and Forret & Love
2008). There are two models of procedural justice which express the importance of fair
procedures on individual’s fairness perceptions and its outcomes (Lind & Tyler, 1988). First,
the self-interest (instrumental model) highlights that process control which is considered as
influential in achieving intended outcomes. When procedures are controlled in organizations,
individuals are able to increase the favorability of such outcomes in the long term. Second,
the group-value (relational model) emphasized that a fair procedure indicates individual’s
positive, full status relationship with authority and promotes within-group relationships, and
hence has implications for an individual’s self-esteem and identity (Lind & Tyler, 1988 and
Tyler & Lind, 1992). Procedural justice focus on the individual‘s evaluation of events that
precede the distribution (Leventhal, 1980). A procedure in an organization is judged as unfair
if it shows a negative relationship with authority or low status group membership (Tyler &

Lind, 1992).
- Interactional justice

Interactional justice is a new form of justice which has designed by Bies and Moag
(1986), this form of justice is related to the fairness perceptions of the personal interactions
when outcomes are done. In fact, Interactional justice focuses on employee’s perceptions in
order to the quality of the interpersonal treatment which is received during the execution of
organizational decisions. Interactional justice refers to the quality of interpersonal processes
and treatment of individuals (Bies & Moag, 1986). This type of justice specially is important
in the shaping of employee behavior (Judge, Scott & Ilies, 2006 and Skarlicki & Folger,
2004). Interactional justice is divided in the aspects of interpersonal and transformational.
The interpersonal aspect focuses on the social sensitivity like status, respect and politeness
which is given by authorities. The informational aspect concentrates on scope to which
decision makers explain and provide proper justification for their decisions (Greenberg,
1987). According to organizational behavior scholars, interactional justice states that
individuals at workplace are sensitive to the quality of interpersonal treatment that they
receive from their managers during the approval of organizational procedures (Colquitt &

Greenberg, 2003 and McShane & Von Glinow, 2006).
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Researches of organizational justice show that fairness perceptions can associate to
various attitudinal, cognitive, emotional, act and behavioral outcomes among organizational
members. Justice perception in organization plays an important role. In recent years, studying
the behaviors of individuals toward justice at workplace has considered by many researches
and they have indicated the importance and necessary of justice in organizations (Cohen-
Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001 and Forret & Love, 2008). A group of
researchers tried to investigate and highlight the impact of justice perception on
organizational outcome such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, organizational

citizenship behavior, productivity, and withdrawal behavior (Forret & Love, 2008).

Organizational justice is necessary for the employee’s satisfaction and adequate
functioning of the organization, the absence of justice can be the source of many problems in
organizations and particularly it plays a significant role in creating and predicting unethical
behaviors (Lim, 2002). Organizational justice is about the organizational behaviors, in order
to understand the organizational unethical acts and behaviors of individuals. In fact,
organizational justice should be studied as one of the sources of employee’s misconduct

behaviors.

Justice is linked to personal values, moral maturity, and sensitivity to fairness (Rupp,
2003 in Liao & Rupp, 2005). Organizational justice has a considerable impact on individual
and organizational outcomes such as: performance, motivation, self-confidence, job
satisfaction and citizenship behavior (Koh & Boo, 2001). Individuals care about justice
because it signals about the extent to which they are valued and respected by organizational
authorities, and also it provides information of individuals’ interest level regarding standing in

groups (Tyler & Lind, 1992 in Jones, 2009).

According to the principles of social exchange, individuals’ behaviors and attitudes at
workplace are the consequences of exchange relationship between employees, supervisors and
organization (Cropanzano et al, 2001), then fairness and justice perceptions have
considerable impact on cognitive, various attitudinal and behavioral outcomes of individuals
in an organization. In fact, employees differentiate their behaviors and attitudes toward their
supervisors versus their organizations on the basis of their perceived fairness from supervisors
and organization (Mccardle, 2007). Studies of previous literatures about organizational justice
highlight that unethical acts and behaviors of individuals in organizations can be considered

as a reaction to the unfairness perceived by individuals at workplace.
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1.1.2. The Correlation of Organizational Justice with Workplace
Corruption

A number of theoretical and empirical researches highlighted that certain unethical
acts and behaviors are the reaction to unfairness and injustice that are perceived by
individuals in their relationship with the supervisors or employers at workplace (Ambrose,
Seabright & Schminke 2002; Aquino, Lewis, & Bradfield, 1999 and Skarlicki & Folger,
1997). Individuals who perceive greater unfair treatment, they are more intended to associate
in unethical behaviors. According to Folger (1993), employees respond to unfair and injustice
treatment with negative emotions like anger, outrage, and resentment. People response to
unfair treatment in direct and indirect ways such as: theft, withdrawal behaviors, vandalism,
sabotage and citizenship behaviors reduction (Greenberg, 1990 and Jermier, Knights & Nord,
1994). In fact, individuals who are not satisfied with the procedural fairness of their
organizations, they are more motivated to violate organizational norms and commit in
organizational deviance (Aquino et al., 1999). Unfair treatment of organization toward its
employees leads to deviant workplace behaviors. In other words, employees are likely to
engage in misconduct behaviors when they perceive that their employers are treated with

them in an unjust or unfair manner (Lim, 2002).

Equity theory of Adams (1965) confirms the relationship which exist between the lack
of organizational justice and unethical behaviors, according to this theory employees compare
the ratio of their outcomes such as: pay, promotion and etc. to the ra