International Journal of Business and Society, Vol. 17 No. 1, 2016, 1 - 18

ORGANISATIONAL TRUST AS A MEDIATOR BETWEEN
PERCEIVED ORGANISATIONAL SUPPORT AND
CONSTRUCTIVE DEVIANCE
Kabiru Maitama Kura♣

Federal Polytechnic Kaura-Namoda

Faridahwati Mohd. Shamsudin
Universiti Utara Malaysia

Ajay Chauhan

Universiti Utara Malaysia

ABSTRACT
Although extant empirical research on workplace deviance has traditionally focused on
behaviours that threaten the well-being of an organization and/or its members, however,
there is a paucity of research investigating constructive deviant behaviours, which play a
significant role in creating positive organizational change. Drawing upon social exchange
theory, this study examined organisational trust as a mediator of the relationship between
perceived organisational support and constructive deviance. The data was obtained from a
sample of 212 full-time employees of a public sector organization in Nigeria. Results from
partial least square structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) analyses revealed that perceived
organisational support was positively related to constructive deviance. In addition, the results
demonstrated that organisational trust partially mediated the relationship between perceived
organisational support and constructive deviance.
Keywords: Constructive Deviance; Workplace
Organisational Trust; Social Exchange Theory.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Initial research has traditionally described deviant workplace behaviours (DWBs) as
destructive behaviours that threaten the well-being of an organization, and/or its members
(Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Robinson & Bennett, 1995). Specifically, early researchers often
described DWBs as being similar to counterproductive work behaviour (Fox, Spector, & Miles,
2001), dysfunctional behaviour (Griffin, O'Leary-Kelly, & Collins, 1998), bad behaviour in
organizations (Griffin & Lopez, 2005), non-complaint behaviour, and so on (Puffer, 1987).
Furthermore, DWBs have been associated with negative antecedents, including organizational
injustice (Ambrose, Seabright, & Schminke, 2002), negative affectivity (Aquino, Grover,
Bradfield, & Allen, 1999), psychological contract breach (Bordia, Restubog, & Tang, 2008),
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work stressors (Chen & Spector, 1992), abusive supervision, and so forth (Mitchell & Ambrose,
2007). Previous research has also demonstrated that DWBs could have significant negative
consequences for both organization and its members, including work-related stress (Henle,
Giacalone, & Jurkiewicz, 2005), decreased productivity (Martin & Hine, 2005), damaged
organization's reputation (Bowling & Gruys, 2010), and decreased proﬁtability (Lee & Ok,
2014).
While prior research has increased our understanding of the negative consequences of deviance
within organizations (i.e., destructive deviance), however, in recent years, there is a growing
interest in constructive deviance. The interest in constructive deviance has grown because
such behaviours can play a significant role in creating positive organizational change (Luthans
& Church, 2002; Robbins & Galperin, 2010). Constructive deviance is defined as a “voluntary
behavior that violates significant organizational norms and in doing so contributes to the wellbeing of an organization, its members, or both” (Galperin, 2003, p. 158). Examples of such
behaviours include among others: departing from the organisational norms to solve problems
and using unconventional ways to achieve work goals (Galperin, 2002; Galperin, 2003, 2012).
Due to the increasing interest in constructive deviance among researchers, to date, several
factors have been suggested to explain the underlying cause of constructive deviance. For
instance, empirical evidence suggests that perceived organizational support (POS) play an
important role in promoting constructive deviance (e.g., Chen, Eisenberger, Johnson, Sucharski,
& Aselage, 2009; Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel, Lynch, & Rhoades, 2001; Farmer, Tierney,
& Kung-McIntyre, 2003; Tucker, Chmiel, Turner, Hershcovis, & Stride, 2008). These studies
proposed social exchange perspective whereby employees exhibit constructive deviant
behaviours to reciprocate the extent to which an organization values their contributions (Blau,
1964; Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986; Moorman, Blakely, & Niehoff,
1998)
Despite these empirical studies on the role of perceived organisational support in explaining
the likelihood employees to engage in constructive deviance, however, less attention has been
paid to the fundamental reason why perceived organisational support lead to constructive
deviance at work. We argued that organisational trust (OT), defined as “willingness to be
vulnerable” (Baumeister & Heatherton, 1996, p. 347)may be a key mechanism in explaining
constructive deviance because organisational trust has been established to be a significant
predictor of both positive and negative deviant behaviours at work (Demir, 2011; Erkutlu
& Chafra, 2013; Rahim & Nasurdin, 2008). The logic here is that trust in organisation is the
fundamental reason why perceived organisational support predicts constructive deviance at
work. This line of argument is consistent with social exchange principle (Blau, 1964) and
Eisenberger, Fasolo, and Davis-LaMastro’s(1990) who noted that ‘perceived support would
create trust that the organization will fulﬁl its exchange obligations of noticing and rewarding
employee efforts made on its behalf’ (p. 57). Consequently, this perception of support may
prompt the employees to reciprocate by exhibiting constructive deviance at work (Moorman
et al., 1998).
The purpose of this study was to examine the mediating role of trust in the relationship between
perceived organisational support and constructive deviance in Nigerian public sector. To this
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end, the reminder of this paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we reviewed related
literature toward the development of a theoretical model that explains the mediating role of
trust in the relationship between perceived organisational support and constructive deviance.
Hence, these relationships was explained from social exchange perspective (Blau, 1964). Next,
using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM), we included a sample
of full-time employees of a public sector organization in Nigeria to test our theoretical model.
Finally, we discuss theoretical and practical implications of the findings and suggestions for
future research are offered.
2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. Constructive deviance
The term ‘constructive deviance’ was first conceptualized and validated by Galperin(2002).
While constructive deviance has gained a lot of momentum in recent years, conceptual clarity
still needs improvement through a more rigorous construct validity tests (Park, Song, Yoon,
& Kim, 2013). There are different types of behaviours that seem to be similar to constructive
deviance, including organizational citizenship behaviour (Organ, 1988, 1997), pro-social rule
breaking (Moorman et al., 1998), creative performance (Madjar, Oldham, & Pratt, 2002),
whistle-blowing (Miceli & Near, 1988; Near & Miceli, 2013; Near & Miceli, 1985) and
prosocial behaviours, among others (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986; Puffer, 1987). Although
different terminologies are used, using different theoretical perspectives, organizational
behaviour researchers apparently agree that such behaviour could create positive organizational
change (Galperin, 2003; Galperin & Burke, 2006; Robbins & Galperin, 2010; Vadera, Pratt,
& Mishra, 2013).
A comprehensive review of literature indicate that constructive deviance is a multidimensional
construct, composed of two underlying dimensions - organisational constructive deviance and
interpersonal constructive deviance (Bodankin & Tziner, 2009) Organisational constructive
deviance refers to behaviour directed at the organization, which further comprises two types of
behaviours, namely; innovative behaviours aimed at helping the organization and behaviours
that challenge existing norms in order to help the organization (Bodankin & Tziner, 2009). On
the other hand, interpersonal constructive deviance refers to the behaviour that is “directed at
individuals and comprises behaviors such as disobeying managerial orders in order to improve
organizational processes” (Tziner, Bar-Hen, Fein, Sharoni, & Nord, 2010, p. 96 )
Previous research has linked one or more of these dimensions of constructive deviance to
several factors (i.e., antecedents of CD). To date, some of the factors that have been considered
include: (1) individual characteristics, such as proactive personality, extraversion and creative
self-efficacy; (2) task characteristics, such as feedback style and professional identity; (3)
leadership behaviours, such as transformational leadership and ethical leadership; and (4)
organisational factors, including formal organizational policies, organizational justice and
perceived organizational support, among others. Eisenbergeret al. (1990) suggested that
constructive deviance may be strongly influenced by perceived organizational support.
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2.2. Perceived organizational support and constructive deviance
Perceived organizational support refers to employees’ “global beliefs concerning the extent
to which the organization values their contributions and cares about their well-being”
(Eisenberger et al., 1986, p. 501). Eisenbergeret al. (1990) suggested that employee's perception
of organizational support may play a vital role in determining work attitude benefiting the
organization. This work attitude can be translated into creating constructive deviant behaviours
at work as well as high organizational trust by employee (Chen et al., 2009; Eisenberger et
al., 2001; Farmer et al., 2003; Tucker et al., 2008). For example, Chen et al. (2009)reported
perceived organizational support is positively related to the constructive deviance, defined as
temporal change in extra-role performance. In the same vein, a study conducted by Adebayo
(2005) showed that perceived organizational support had positive correlation with pro-social
behaviour among a sample of 163 Nigeria police officers. Recent research has also supported
a robust relationship between perceived organizational support and organizational trust (e.g.,
Cheryani, Shahtalebi, & Rahmanimanesh, 2012; Chiang, Han, & Chuang, 2011; Narang &
Singh, 2012). Specifically, Chiang et al.(2011) found that perceived organizational support
has a significant positive relationship with organizational trust. Similarly, Narang and Singh
found that (2012) perceived organizational support was positively associated with trust in
the organization. Cheryani et al’s (2012)empirical study showed a significant a significant
positive relationship between perceived organizational support and organizational trust among
high school teachers in Isfahan, Iran. On the basis of these empirical evidences, the following
hypothesis is advanced:
Hypothesis 1: Perceived organizational support will be positively related to constructive deviance.
2.3. Organizational trust as a potential mediator
Organisational trust refers to the “willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of
another party based on the expectation that the other party will perform a particular action
important to the trust or irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party” (Vohs
& Heatherton, 2000, p. 712). Recent research has supported a robust relationship between
perceived organizational support and organizational trust (e.g., Cheryani et al., 2012; Chiang
et al., 2011; Narang & Singh, 2012). Specifically, Chiang et al.(2011) found that perceived
organizational support has a significant positive relationship with organizational trust. Similarly,
Narang and Singh found that (2012) perceived organizational support was positively associated
with trust in the organization. Cheryani et al’s(2012)empirical study showed a significant a
significant positive relationship between perceived organizational support and organizational
trust among high school teachers in Isfahan, Iran. Research also suggests that constructive
deviance is strongly related with high level of organisational trust (Eisenberg et al., 2001;
Robbins & Galperin, 2010). Empirical tests conducted by Mayer and Gavin (2005) revealed a
significant positive relationship between trust in management and constructive deviance among
333 manufacturing employees in Midwestern United States. A similar research conducted
by Madjar and Ortiz-Walters (2009) demonstrated that both trust in supervisors and trust in
customers were significant predictors of constructive deviance (i.e., creative performance).
Gao, Janssen and Shi (2011) found a significant positive relationship between leader trust
and constructive deviance (conceptualized as disclosing problems and making constructive
suggestions in order to do things in the right way).
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In order to better understand the fundamental reason why perceived organisational support
lead to constructive deviance at work, the present study underscores the importance of
examining organisational trust as a mediating variable. Given a robust relationship between
perceived organisational support and organizational trust (Narang & Singh, 2012) as well as
the relationship between organizational trust constructive deviance (Mayer & Gavin, 2005),
we argued that organisational trust serve as a mediator perceived organisational support constructive deviance relationship. Thus, the following hypothesis is advanced:
Hypothesis 2: Organizational trust will mediate the relationship between perceived
organizational support and constructive deviance.
Based on the previous empirical studies, we developed and tested a model in which perceived
organisational support predicts organizational trust, which in turn employees’ constructive
deviance (Figure 1).
Figure 1: Conceptual model
Organisational trust

Perceived
organisational support

Constructive deviance

3. METHOD
3.1. Sample and data collection
Our sample consisted of 212 full-time employees from public sector organizations in Nigeria.
Of 212 participants, 66% were male and 34% were female. Forty nine per cent of the participants
identified themselves as Hausas, 39.2% as Yorubas, 10.4% as Igbos, 1.4% as others (minority
ethnic group). The majority of respondents (i.e., 77.8%) occupied managerial positions and the
remaining 22.2% were in management positions. The mean age of participants was 39.6 years
(S.D. 5.73 years) and their average job tenure was 3.17 years (S.D. .88 years).
3.2. Measures
(a)

Constructive deviance

Although a number of constructive deviance scales have been developed to measure the
underlying dimensions of constructive deviance, we have decided to use a brief measure of
constructive deviance in the present study for two main reasons. Firstly, the brief measure is
easy to administer, yet effective assessing the dimensions of constructive deviance (Watson,
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Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). Secondly, brief measure helps in minimizing transient measurement
errors that could arise when participants are in a negative mood, or because they respond
carelessly due to frustration with the lengthy questionnaire (Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, &
Lucas, 2006). Thus, to measure constructive deviance, we specifically used Galperin’s(2012)
10-item measure of constructive deviance. All items were scored on a 5-point Likert scale (1
= never; 2 = rarely; 3 = sometimes; 4 = often; 5 = always). Sample items are “Sought to bend
or break the rules in order to perform your job” and “Reported a wrong-doing to co-workers to
bring about a positive organizational change”.
(b)

Perceived organisational support

Perceived organizational supportwas assessed by adopting 10 highly-loaded items from
Eisenbergeret al.’s (1986) 36-item measure of organizational support. All participants were
requested to indicate their perceptions of the organizational support on a 5-point Likert scale
(1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly
agree). Sample items are “The organization really cares about my well-being” and “The
organization shows very little concern for me (R)”.
(c)

Organizational trust

Cook and Wall’s (1980) Organizational Trust Scale was adapted, in which 7 items were used
to measure organizational trust. All items were scored on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly
disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). Sample
items are “1 feel quite confident that my organization will always try to treat me fairly” and
“most of my fellow workers would get on with their work even in the absent of supervisors”.
(d)

Control variables

To ensure that the relationships between the antecedents and organisational deviance are not
confounded, we controlled for the demographic variables of age (continuous variable), tenure
(continuous variable), gender was assessed with a dummy variable (1 = male), and ethnicity (1
= Yoruba; 2 = Hausa; 3 = Igbo; 4 = Others). Specifically, ethnicity was measured with three
dummy variables, with Yoruba as the reference category.
3.3. Analytical approach
We employed partial least squares (PLS) path modeling(Wold, 1974, 1985) using SmartPLS
2.0 M3 software (Ringle, Wende, & Will, 2005) to test the theoretical model in the present
study. The PLS path modeling is considered as the most suitable technique in this study for the
following. Firstly, PLS path modeling has the advantage of estimating the relationships between
constructs (structural model) and relationships between indicators and their corresponding
latent constructs (measurement model) simultaneously (Chin, Marcolin, & Newsted, 2003;
Spector & Jex, 1998). Finally, compared to other path modeling software (e.g., AMOS;
Analysis of Moment Structures), the Smart PLS 2.0 M3 software was selected as a tool of
analysis because of its friendly graphical user interface, which help users test a mediating
effect using Preacher and Hayes (2008; 2004) bootstrapping techniques of estimating indirect
effects in simple mediation models.
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4. RESULTS
4.1. Measurement model
To assess the psychometric properties of the scales, individual item reliability, internal
consistency reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity were ascertained in the
present study (Henseler, Ringle, & Sinkovics, 2009) as presented in Table 1. Regarding the
individual item reliability, outer loadings below .50 were deleted from the PLS measurement
model as recommended by Barclay, Thompson, and Higgins (1995).Following this rule of
thumb, of the 27 items in our reflective measurement model, only 9 were deleted. Hence,
18items with loadings between .538 and 0.933 were retained (Table 1).The internal consistency
reliability was assessed using composite reliability coefficient (Hair, Sarstedt, Ringle, & Mena,
2012). As shown in Table 1, the composite reliability coefficient of each latent constructs
ranged from .869 to .905, exceeding the minimum acceptable level of .70 as suggested by
Bagozzi and Yi (1988). Thus, based on composite reliability coefficients reported in this study
(Table 1), it can be concluded that adequate internal consistency reliability was established
(Hair et al., 2012). Convergent validity was assessed by examining the Average Variance
Extracted (AVE) for each latent construct (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). According to Chin (1998)
the AVE for each latent construct should be .50 or more. Following Chin’s (1998) rule of
thumb for assessing convergent validity, Table 1 shows that the AVE for each latent construct
was greater than .50, indicating adequate convergent validity..
Table 1: Results of the Measurement model
Constructs/indicators

Loading

Composite reliability

AVE

Constructive deviance 			
CD01
.798
.905
.520
CD02
.876		
CD04
.538		
CD05
.628		
CD06
.639		
CD07
.822		
CD08
.826		
CD09
.696		
CD10
.584		
Organisational support			
OS05
.805
.869
.690
OS06
.933		
OS07
.743		
Organizational trust			
OT01
.791
.886
.569
OT02
.786		
OT03
.766		
OT04
.873		
OT05
.720		
OT06
.549		
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Finally, Fornell and Larcker’s(1981) criterion was used to establish discriminant validity in the
present study. To this end, the square roots of average variance extracted were compared with
the correlations among the latent constructs (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Table 2 compares the
square roots of AVE for each latent construct with the correlations among the latent constructs.
As shown in Table 2, the square root of the average variances extracted were all greater than
the correlations among latent constructs, thereby suggesting adequate discriminant validity
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
Table 2: Average Variance Extracted and correlations among latent constructs
Construct
1
2
3

Constructive deviance
Organisational support
Organizational trust

1

2

3

.72		
.65
.83
.41
.27

.75

Note. The square root of the average variance extracted are indicated in boldface.

4.2. Structural model
To assess the full PLS structural model, we followed the general recommendations for testing
mediating effects as suggested by Hair, Sarstedt, Hopkins, and Kuppelwieser (2014) Hayes
(2013), as well as Preacher and Hayes (2008; 2004) bootstrapping techniques of estimating
indirect effects in simple mediation models. These techniques are considered in this study
because they provide “higher levels of statistical power compared with the Sobel test”
(Spector & Jex, 1998, p. 223 ). Firstly, we assessed the direct relationship between perceived
organisational support and constructive deviance, without including organizational trust as a
mediator variable to test Hypotheses 1. Figure 2 showed the results of the direct effect model.

Figure 2: Structural model without incorporating a mediator variable

Notes: * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p <.01 (one-tailed test); Q2 value of .234 was obtained
after running the blindfolding procedure.
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The main criterion used to assess the structural model in the present study include the coefficient
of determination and predictive relevance (Henseler, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2012). As shown in
Figure 2, the research model explains 51% of the total variance in constructive deviance. To
test of predictive relevance of the research model, the present study applied Stone-Geisser
test of predictive relevance (Q²; Geisser, 1974; Stone, 1974) after running the blindfolding
procedure (Chin, 1998; Spector & Jex, 1998). The Q² value for constructive deviance was
.234 (Figure 2) and also exceeded zero, thereby suggesting satisfactory predictive relevance
of the model (Chin, 1998; Henseler et al., 2009). We also applied the standard bootstrapping
procedure with a number of 5000 bootstrap samples and 212 cases to assess significance of the
path coefficients (Henseler et al., 2012; Spector & Jex, 1998). When the structural model was
estimated without incorporating a mediator variable, the result (Figure 2) showed a significant
positive relationship between perceived organizational support and constructive deviance,
regardless of age, tenure, gender and ethnicity (β = .593, p <.01).As such, Hypothesis 1 was
supported.
Next, we assessed the structural model with the presence of the organizational trust as
a mediator variable. Figure 3 and Table 1 showed the detailed results of the full PLS path
model. As shown in Figure 3 and Table 1, the coefficient of determination (R2) was .480,
which suggests that the research model explains 48% of the total variance in constructive
deviance. After running the blindfolding procedure (Chin, 1998; Spector & Jex, 1998), the
results showed that the Q² value for constructive deviance was .217 and statistically above
zero, thus, suggesting predictive relevance of the model (Chin, 1998; Henseler et al., 2009).
Figure 3: Structural model with a mediator variable incorporated

Notes: * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p <.01 (one-tailed test); Q2 value .217 was obtained
after running the blindfolding procedure.
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Furthermore, we also applied the standard bootstrapping procedure with a number of 5000
bootstrap samples and 212 cases to assess significance of the path coefficients (Henseler et al.,
2012; Spector & Jex, 1998) with a mediator variable incorporated in the PLS path model. The
result (Figure 3) showed that organizational support has a significant positive relationship with
organizational trust, which in turns predicted constructive deviance in a positive direction,
regardless of age, tenure, gender and ethnicity. The indirect effect of perceived organizational
support (β = .155, p <.01) via the mediator variable organizational trust was found to be
significant, regardless of age, tenure, gender and ethnicity (Table 3). Similarly, the relationship
between perceived organizational support and constructive deviance remains significant
(Figure 3; β = .579, p <.01) but, with a difference of .014, which is significantly lower than
when organizational trust was not incorporated, even after controlling for age, tenure, gender
and ethnicity (Figure 2; β = .593, p <.01). As such, organizational trust partially mediates
the relationship between perceived organizational support and constructive deviance, after
controlling for age, tenure, gender and ethnicity which lends support for Hypothesis 2.
Table 3: Analysis of mediating effect organizational trust
Organizational trust
Relation

Direct
effect

Direct
effect

Direct
effect

Bias corrected 95%
confidence interval

Organisational 					
support ->
.579***
.155***
.734***
[.492; .667]
Constructive 					
deviance

VAF
79%
(partial
mediation)

Notes: *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p <.01 (one-tailed test); VAF = variance accounted for.

The strength of the mediating effect was determined using variance accounted for (VAF; Tol,
2002). The VAF is obtained by dividing the direct effect with total effect and should not be
constrained to be between 0 and 100; and higher the value of VAF suggests stronger mediating
effect (Spector & Jex, 1998; Tol, 2002). According to Hair et al (2014) VAF > 80% suggests
full mediation, 20% ≤ VAF ≤ 80% indicates partial mediation and VAF < 20% is an indication
of no mediation. Therefore, the result (Table 1) showed that the partial mediation has a strong
VAF value of 79%.
5. DISCUSSION
Prior research established a relationship between perceived organizational support and
constructive deviance. The more the employees perceived being supported their organizations
the more likely they engage in constructive deviance(Chen et al., 2009; Eisenberger et al.,
2001; Farmer et al., 2003; Tucker et al., 2008). The present study extended these findings by
examining the mechanism through which perceived organisational support lead to constructive
deviance at work. To this end, the main focus of the present research was to examine the
mediating role of trust on the relationship between perceived organisational support and
constructive deviance in Nigerian public sector. The present study confirms previous research
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(e.g., Chen et al., 2009; Christian & Ellis, 2011) showing that perceived organisational support
plays a significant role in explaining the likelihood of employees to engage in constructive
deviance. One possible explanation for this finding is that trust in organisation is the
fundamental reason why perceived organisational support exert an influence on constructive
deviance at work (Cheryani et al., 2012; Chiang et al., 2011; Narang & Singh, 2012). This
line of argument is consistent with social exchange principle (Blau, 1964) and Eisenberger,
Fasolo, and Davis-LaMastro’s(1990) who noted that ‘perceived support would create trust
that the organization will fulﬁl its exchange obligations of noticing and rewarding employee
efforts made on its behalf’ (p. 57). Consequently, this perception of organizational support may
prompt the employees to reciprocate by exhibiting constructive deviance at work (Moorman
et al., 1998).
Furthermore, industrial and organisational psychologists have become increas¬ingly interested
in the behaviours that create positive organizational change (i.e., constructive deviance;
Luthans & Church, 2002; Robbins & Galperin, 2010). In the current study, we identified
perceived organisational support as one the important constructs that plays a significant
role in explaining constructive deviance at work. The present study also suggests that trust
in organization is the fundamental reason why perceived organisational support lead to
constructive deviance. Understanding the significant predictors of constructive deviance at
work has practical implications. As noted by Eisenberger et al (1990) ‘perceived support would
create trust that the organization will fulﬁl its exchange obligations of noticing and rewarding
employee efforts made on its behalf’ (p. 57). Consequently, this perception of support would
prompt the employees to reciprocate by exhibiting constructive deviance at work (Moorman
et al., 1998). Our results suggest that management could enhance employees' perception of
trust in organisation by ensuring that all contractual agreements honoured and respected before
industrial actions are taken by the labour union.
While the present study provides an insight into the mechanism through which perceived
organisational support is significantly related to constructive deviance at work, however, it
also have a number of methodological limitations that suggest additional avenues for future
research directions. Firstly, the cross-sectional nature of the present study makes it impossible
for causal inferences to be made regarding the effect of perceptions of organizational support
and organizational trust on constructive deviance. Hence, this study needs to be replicated
using longitudinal research to allow for causal inference to be made. Secondly, the sample
in the present study was drawn mainly from the public sector employees in Nigeria, which
makes it impossible for generalizing these findings. Therefore, this study suggests that future
research should consider including employees from private sector to increase the chances for
generalizing their findings. Finally, the constructive deviance was assessed using self-report
measures. It is important to note that the use of self-reports is associated with common method
variance (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) and social desirability bias (Dodaj,
2012; Podsakoff & Organ, 1986; Randall & Fernandes, 1991). Although this study attempts
to reduce these problems by ensuring anonymity and improving scale items (Podsakoff et
al., 2003; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012), however, future research should use
supervisor and peer rating of constructive deviance in order to control for the common method
variance and social desirability bias.
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In conclusion, the present study aimed at examining the mediating role of trust on the
relationship between perceived organisational support and constructive deviance among
public sector employees in Nigeria. The results suggest that perceived organizational support
positively related to organizational trust, which in turns predicted constructive deviance in a
positive direction. Accordingly, the present study demonstrates that the trust in organisation
is the fundamental mechanism through which perceived organisational support predicts
constructive deviance at work.
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