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TEAM DEVIANCE TYPOLOGY

Expanding the Dimensionality of Team Deviance: An Organizing Framework and Review

Abstract
Although team deviance is known to detract from team functioning, extant literature largely
focuses on deviance that is independently enacted and directed internally toward other members.
This relatively narrow focus poses limitations to the practical application of strategies to reduce
the incidence and negative impact of team deviance. We offer a four-dimensional typology that
takes into account features of team deviance that are important yet undertheorized: level of
coordination and target membership. We use this typology to summarize current research,
highlight the narratives on team deviance that underlie each dimension, and discuss how to

advance the research domain.
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Expanding the Dimensionality of Team Deviance: An Organizing Framework and Review

Over the past few decades, organizations have undergone a transformation in how work
is structured. Specifically, there has been a rise of collective-based work structures wherein
employees work interdependently in teams to perform complex tasks (Kaplan et al., 2016).
Estimates indicate that employees spend about 80% of their time engaging in some form of
collaborative work (Cross et al., 2016). Teams are frequently used in industries such as health
care, technology, and engineering (e.g., Wuchty et al., 2007).

The dominance of collective work structures has produced a need to understand factors
that contribute to and detract from effective team performance. One factor that is known to
inhibit team effectiveness is workplace deviance. Deviance—voluntary behavior that “violates
significant organizational norms and in doing so threatens the well-being of an organization, its
members, or both” (Robinson & Bennett, 1995, p. 556)—is a label that subsumes many types of
behaviors, such as aggression, sabotage, and wasting resources (Bennett et al., 2019). Attesting
to the impact of this behavior in teams, recent meta-analytic evidence shows a strong, negative
correlation between team deviance and performance (p = -.17; Carpenter et al., 2021).

However, our current understanding of team deviance has largely centered on a
unidimensional view wherein deviance represents an aggregation of members’ independent
actions targeted toward other team members. For instance, operationally, the modal approach in
this literature has team members rate levels of interpersonal deviance using scales adopted from
research on individual-level deviance (e.g., Bennett & Robinson, 2000), and then uses a mean
value of these responses to represent team deviance. While certainly informative, without
considering a broader range of dimensions, the modal approach fails to fully incorporate aspects

of what makes deviance unique at the team level (e.g., coordination). Further, strategies to
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reduce team deviance may be misapplied if they are implications drawn from existing research
that lacks a multidimensional view of team deviance and a comprehensive understanding of
whether the causes and consequences of certain forms of deviance differ.

Therefore, the purpose of the present paper is to offer a novel typology that takes into
account core features of team deviance and use it to review and integrate existing research. In
doing so, we aim to make three central contributions. First, by introducing a typology that
explicitly considers the deviance target and the level of coordination among members, we
provide a framework by which to examine features of team deviance that are fundamental yet
undertheorized. To date, following research on individual-level deviance (Robinson & Bennett,
1995), discussions of dimensionality have been limited to whether the deviance targets other
individuals (i.e., interpersonal deviance) or the organization (i.e., organizational deviance).
Unfortunately, these dimensions were established largely before the widespread adoption of
team-based work structures and thus fail to consider team membership of the target. In addition
to the target dimension limitations, there is no typology to account for the level of coordination
or interdependence involved in team deviance despite being features theorized to differentiate
collective deviance from individual deviance (Carpenter et al., 2021; Morgeson &
Hofmann,1999; Palmer, 2008). Our typology offers a framework by which to consider the target
and level of coordination of team deviance.

Our second contribution lies in organizing existing research on team deviance using this
typology. In doing so, we are able to offer an explanation for why different forms of team
deviance have different antecedents and consequences. Without this typology, it is difficult to
understand why in some cases, team deviance has no relationship with team performance (e.g.,

Loughry & Tosi, 2008; Varella et al., 2012) or why high-quality member relationships can
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contribute to both more and less deviance (e.g., Pearsall & Ellis, 2011; Rispens et al., 2011;
Schwieren & Glunk, 2008). By focusing on the nature of the deviance and its underlying
assumptions, our typology offers an explanation for existing research findings and provides an
important framework for future research. Practically, organizing findings in this way is important
because it shows that strategies effective for managing the incidence and impact of one form of
team deviance may not be effective for other forms.

Our final contribution is providing a more in-depth view of the correlates of team
deviance in the literature that goes beyond recent reviews on the topic. There are two recent
reviews that have considered some of the same studies we review (Carpenter et al., 2021; G6tz et
al., 2019). Our review extends these works in two main ways. First, both reviews had limited
discussion of team deviance’s dimensions because their focus was not strictly on team-level
deviance. Gotz et al. (2019) focused on categorizing antecedents of deviance with a multilevel
focus and Carpenter et al.’s (2021) meta-analysis included team and organizational-level studies
to examine broad categories of direct effects. Our exclusive focus on the team-level analysis
enabled us to critique the construct of team deviance specifically and draw distinctions between
core dimensions rather than collapsing them together. By relaxing the assumption that team
deviance is overall harmful to teams, we go beyond prior reviews to show there are other
narratives in the literature that can help further our understanding of the phenomenon. Second,
our review includes a larger amount of and more recently published team-level studies than
previous reviews, providing an updated state of the science in this domain.

In the sections that follow, we first describe the scope of our literature review and the
process used to identify relevant articles. We then provide an overview of the methodological

features of these articles. Following this, we introduce our typology and its dimensions. We then
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review the literature using this typology, with special attention to the different narratives that
have emerged regarding the correlates of these relationships. We conclude our review with a
discussion of our typology’s implications and offer directions for future research intended to
energize conceptual and empirical work in this domain.

Literature Search

To identify articles, we searched Web of Science and PsycInfo for journal articles and
conference papers. We also searched ProQuest for unpublished theses and dissertations. We
paired the syntax “group* OR team* AND” with behaviors that have been used to identify
workplace deviant behavior in individual-level deviance reviews (e.g., incivility, bullying,
aggression; see Appendix 1). We followed prior reviews and grouped these behaviors together
under the higher-order deviance label (c.f., Bennett et al., 2019; Robinson et al., 2014). We also
included unethical behaviors under this label because, although unethical behavior is defined as
violating societal norms as opposed to organizational, there is substantial overlap between
unethical and deviant behavior, and in most cases, organizational norms coincide with societal
norms (Trevifio et al., 2006). As a final step, we made sure to include the relevant articles
reviewed by Gotz et al. (2019) and Carpenter et al. (2021).

We then examined the articles to ensure they met several criteria. To be included in our
review, articles first needed to test empirical relationships between team-level deviance and
another construct (e.g., relationship conflict) at the team level of analysis. Studies that considered
relationships among individual-level variables or only used deviance as a team-level moderator
were not included. We did not include articles on withdrawal or absenteeism because these
behaviors are not defined as having a target (Carpenter & Berry, 2017). Our final criterion was to

ensure each article was relevant for management and applied psychology audiences—we were
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not, for instance, interested in articles on violence by adolescent gangs. Articles in our review
examined groups or teams' in work organizations or explicitly generalized to them. From this
search, we identified 50 independent studies within 46 articles. In Table 1, we summarize core
features of these studies, presenting methodological characteristics and focal correlates.
Methodological Characteristics

Sample Characteristics

As shown in Table 1, of the reviewed studies, most used samples in North America (34
studies; e.g., Ambrose et al., 2013; Ogunfowora, 2013). Research was also conducted using
samples in Europe (7 studies; e.g., Kauffeld & Lehmann-Willenbrock, 2012; Skogstad et al.,
2011), Asia (6 studies; e.g., Yang, 2016; Zhang & Jia, 2013), and Australia (3 studies; e.g.,
Ayoko & Callan, 2010; Paulin & Griffin, 2017). These studies had tremendous diversity in
sampled industries, ranging from technology (e.g., Lin et al., 2016), to healthcare (e.g., Brown &
Trevifio, 2006), to government agencies (e.g., Aube & Rousseau, 2014). The average number of
teams in a given study was 104. Together, this attests to the global relevance of team deviance
and its pervasiveness throughout many different industries.
Research Design

A large majority of the studies used field survey methods (82%), with the remaining
percentage using experiments (14%) or archival methods (4%). Of the studies using field survey

methods, over half used team members as the source of the deviance measure (61%). Bennett

! While we use the term “team” consistently throughout this review for simplicity, articles differed slightly on what
they labeled the collection of individuals working interdependently toward a common goal. For instance, included in
our review are articles among samples labeled as work groups, units, teams, and departments. Because these articles
often relied on the same theoretical frameworks, cited common references, and used similar measures, we felt
justified in following norms of other team reviews by joining them together under the common “team” label. We did
not include articles that considered organizational-level or branch-level deviance, because a) members within an
organization may not work together in the same way members of a team do (e.g., members in different areas of a
company may never interact) and b) the team boundary distinction is important for the internal vs. external
dimension of our typology.
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and Robinson’s (2000) workplace deviance scale was the most commonly used scale to assess
deviance—it was used in 34% of studies that used a survey. In terms of other field study design
features, only 12% had same-source ratings for all study variables but 70% of studies measured
all the study variables at the same time.
Team Deviance Typology

Team deviance refers to a team-level variable capturing the presence of norm-violating
behaviors perpetrated by team members that threaten the well-being of specific members within
the team, the team as a whole, and/or those outside of the team (e.g., the organization; Carpenter
et al., 2021). Individual and team deviance share the same elemental content (i.e., norm-violating
behavior that can threaten individual, team, and/or organization well-being) but are distinct in
terms of composition and structure (Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999). For instance, most research
conceptualizes team deviance as a shared perception around the level of deviance in the team
that forms as members interact (e.g., Brown & Trevifio, 2006; Mayer et al., 2009). Team
deviance is also distinguishable in that some of its forms require interdependence to enact the
behavior (e.g., Palmer, 2008; Pearsall & Ellis, 2011). Within this broad conceptualization,
scholars have considered different forms of team deviance that are related but not identical. To
more closely consider and distinguish core features of team deviance, we forward a typology that
explicitly considers different dimensions to provide a framework by which to organize research

in this domain.?

2 While this conceptualization helps us consider a wide range of deviant behaviors that are relevant to team settings,
it is worth illustrating how it can be used to incorporate behaviors that have received less attention. For example,
included in our definition are behaviors that may have negative implications for individual members within the team
but not necessarily for the team as a whole (e.g., coordinated ostracism of a poor-performing member; Hales et al.,
2017). It also includes behaviors that may threaten well-being in the short term but ultimately bring long-term
improvements. For instance, teams may coordinate deviance toward external targets through behaviors like
coordinated work slowing (e.g., Kelloway et al., 2010)—actions to right an injustice or ultimately improve the
team’s long-term state. As we describe in later sections, this conceptualization enables us to consider forms of team
deviance that are important, yet undertheorized.
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There are two main factors that distinguish types of team deviance. The first factor is the
level of coordination. Team deviance can be a product of independent action or coordinated
action. Generally speaking, coordination can be defined as “the use of strategies and behavior
patterns aimed at integrating and aligning the actions, knowledge, and objectives of
interdependent members with a view to attaining common goals” (Rico et al., 2008, p. 163). As
noted by Schabram et al. (2018, p. 1060), “coordinated deviance, in contrast to independently
executed deviance, requires mutual helping, cooperation, dependency, and information sharing
with other members in the process of engaging in deviance.” For example, independent action
would be when team deviance represents an aggregate of individual behaviors such as members
cursing at each other, making racial remarks, or coming in late to work (e.g., Dunlop & Lee,
2004). Regarding coordinated action, this would be when team deviance represents either an
aggregate of coordinated behaviors such as ostracizing nonconforming members (e.g., Varella et
al., 2012) or events such as collectively engaging in rule-breaking behavior (e.g., Brief et al.,
2001; Pearsall & Ellis, 2011).

Coordinated deviance differs from individual deviance in at least two additional ways.
First, drawing from the premise that teams can achieve more complex solutions than individuals,
coordinated deviance tends to be more sophisticated than independently enacted deviance. To
illustrate, consider the example described by Mars (1974) of how longshoremen instituted a
system of theft among their docking crews based on functional roles. The holdsmen, stowers,
and checkers were responsible for handling the cargo and were key to the theft from an access
standpoint. For instance, one of the checkers’ roles in the theft was to recognize the contents of
the cargo from its markings and documents to inform the crew of the most fruitful packages to

open. In contrast, the winchmen, signalers, and fork truck drivers did not have direct access to
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the cargo, but played key support roles, like intentionally dropping crates to damage them and
expose contents and moving cargo to block the view from supervisors. This form of deviance
would not be possible by just one member—all roles were necessary to coordinate and conceal
the crew’s theft. Second, coordinated deviance—as a product of group action—is perceived
differently than independent deviance. From the perpetrator standpoint, for example, coordinated
deviance is viewed as more justifiable (Kocher et al., 2018), enabling actors to more easily
maintain positive self-regard afterward (Gino et al., 2013; Wiltermuth, 2011). Further, targets of
coordinated deviance likely perceive the information conveyed by the deviance differently than
targets of independent deviance (e.g., Kelly, 1967; Latané, 1981).

A second factor that distinguishes types of team deviance is the target. Target refers to
the entity whose well-being is immediately being threatened or affected by the deviance
(Robinson & Bennet, 1995). While target is usually implicit, if it is explicitly considered,
scholars adopt individual-level target dimensions—whether the deviance targets other
individuals (i.e., interpersonal deviance) or the organization more broadly (i.e., organizational
deviance). Unfortunately, this categorization scheme is less useful at the team level because
many of the behaviors that traditionally represent organizational deviance (e.g., put little effort
into your work, excessive breaks, coming into work late) also can be considered interpersonal
deviance when one is working in an interdependent team with common goals. As the
interpersonal vs. organizational target distinction was created before team structures emerged as
a dominant form of organization, we believe there is a pressing need for an updated approach
that more closely aligns with the team context. In light of this, we forward an approach that
considers whether the deviance targets those within the team or outside of the team (i.e., an

internal or external target). This approach has conceptual advantages for the team context
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because it raises the referent level of the target to the shared team-level membership boundary
rather than the individual person-level boundary. In addition, this approach allows for the notion
that the same deviant behavior may be directed at different targets instead of defining the
deviance target by certain behaviors. Finally, the internal vs. external target dimension aligns
with social psychological research where intra- and inter-group distinctions are commonly made,
providing many theories to draw from to enrich research in this area (e.g., Brewer, 1999; Stephan
et al., 2009; Tajfel, 1982; Wildschut et al., 2003).

Putting these two dimensions together, we forward a two-by-two typology that
categorizes team deviance by the level of coordination (coordinated vs. independent action) and
the target of the deviance (internal vs. external to the team). We coded the studies in our review
according to these dimensions by considering the assumptions, theoretical arguments and
measures used by the authors.® In the section that follows, we use this typology to organize and
integrate existing team deviance research and to review correlates of team deviance in line with
our typology. We organized research using the dominant theoretical framework and underlying
assumptions in each dimension. While we do not propose that the theories we use are the only
way to examine each form of deviance, they are helpful in illustrating the different approaches,
mechanisms, and evidence that underlie different dimensions of team deviance. Organizing
extant research using this typology has the additional benefit of showcasing that the team
deviance literature to date focuses largely on one form of deviance at the neglect of other forms.

Literature Review Using the Team Deviance Typology

3 Although studies that used Bennett and Robinson’s (2000) organizational deviance scale (e.g., Kuenzi et al., 2020;
Mayer et al., 2009) may suggest the target is external to the team, we included these studies within the internal target
category. This is because of the issues mentioned earlier with using organizational deviance scale in team contexts
(e.g., it blurs internal and external team boundary distinctions in practice) and because the authors of these studies
used the same theoretical arguments to explain antecedents of organizational deviance that were used to explain
antecedents of interpersonal deviance.
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Team Deviance as an Independent Behavior with an Internal Target

Team deviance that is conceptualized as independent member actions targeted toward
other members within the team is by far the most commonly studied form, composing 80% of
the studies in this literature (40 of 50 studies). Studies in this category commonly used Bennett
and Robinson’s (2000) workplace deviance scale, which captures norm-violating behaviors
directed toward other members that require no interdependence to enact (e.g., Aube & Rousseau,
2011; Karaca, 2016). For instance, this includes behaviors such as cursing at teammates, making
racial remarks, or making fun of others.

In line with Carpenter et al.’s (2021) meta-analysis, research on this form of team
deviance can be effectively integrated using social information processing theory (SIP; Salancik
& Pfeffer, 1978). According to this framework, the team’s social context influences how
members construct, understand, and act within the team environment. Team deviance is thereby
a product of member sensemaking and observations of how the team is treated and members
behave within the team. Antecedents are theorized to compose perceptions that deviance is
acceptable and normative within the team environment, and in turn, deviance impacts
consequences as members infer team attitudes and motivation from levels of deviance in the
team. Because deviance of this form has been the topic of prior reviews (Carpenter et al., 2021;
Gotz et al., 2019), our goal is not to review every study in this category, but to illustrate this
narrative with some exemplar findings.

Antecedents

In line with SIP, contextual factors such as leadership influence levels of team deviance

because leaders’ behavior and the climate they establish are important sources that directly and

indirectly communicate how a team should behave. Supporting this, studies have found that
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abusive supervision (Mawritz et al., 2012), leader solecism (i.e., a focus on errors and mistakes;
Pearce & Giacalone, 2003), and overall injustice climate (Priesemuth et al., 2013) are positively
related to this form of team deviance. In contrast, ethical leadership (Borchert, 2011; Mayer et
al., 2009; Mayer et al., 2012), interactional and procedural justice (Ambrose et al., 2013; Schulte
et al., 2015), and inclusive leadership (Lin et al., 2016) are negatively related to team deviance.

Team composition and structure also serve as lenses by which members think about and
evaluate workplace phenomena, impacting levels of team deviance. Team members are more
likely to target each other with deviance when the team is composed of members higher in traits
like moral disengagement (Ogunfowora et al., 2021), procrastination, and learning-avoidance
goal orientation (Van Hooft & Van Mierlo, 2018). Member sensemaking processes are also
influenced by team structure. Zhang and Jia (2013) found that the presence of stretch goals is
positively related to deviance, arguing that stretch goals conveyed the organization held the team
in low regard. In addition, Aube et al. (2011) found that larger team sizes increase deviance,
theorizing that diffusion of responsibility and moral disengagement are heightened in larger
teams.

Beyond direct effects, research adopting this view of team deviance has shown support
for team emergent states to serve as mediators reflecting the sensemaking and perception
processes detailed by SIP. According to this line of reasoning, cues in teams’ shared
environments produce emergent states reflecting attitudes and team perceptions that facilitate or
inhibit deviance toward other members. This logic has been supported by studies that find when
teams have a climate where deviance is explicitly not permissible, such as cultural tightness
(Kim & Toh, 2019; Qin et al., 2019) or an ethical climate (Kuenzi et al., 2020; Mayer et al.,

2010), deviance is less likely. Deviance is also lower in teams with emergent states reflecting
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high-quality relationships and task engagement, such as high commitment (Pearce & Giacalone,
2003), relational orientation (Skogstad et al., 2011), and task reflexivity (Ren et al., 2021).

Studies have also considered factors that strengthen or weaken the relationship between
antecedents and this form of team deviance. In line with SIP, cues that further inform the context
of task functioning, such as leadership, team structure, and emergent states, influence the extent
to which deviance toward other team members is perceived to be appropriate and thus enacted.
For example, research has focused on how team structure informs reactions to the team
environment. Two studies in our review have examined how structural cues affect the weight of
the social information teams derive from leadership influences. In terms of strengthening the
influence of “good” leaders (e.g., leaders committed to realizing justice), Ambrose et al. (2013)
found that supervisor perceptions of interactional justice negatively related to team deviance
through interactional justice climate, but only when the work group structure was organic (i.e.,
flexible, loose, decentralized), as opposed to in a mechanistic structure (i.e., rigid, tight,
bureaucratic) where it had no effect. They reasoned that in organic structures, members typically
have more opportunity for interaction and are therefore more likely to be influenced by their
supervisors. In terms of weakening the influence of “bad” leaders, Priesemuth et al. (2013) found
that functional dependence moderated the positive relationship between overall injustice climate
and deviance such that this relationship was weaker when functional dependence was high,
relative to low. They suggested that high levels of functional dependence place greater focus on
behaviors that help the group and can weaken impulses to follow cues to engage in self-serving
behavior that exist in an unfair climate.

Outcomes
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In addition to SIP’s ability to explain antecedents of independent, internally-targeted
team deviance, it also enables an explanation for why team deviance impacts team outcomes. For
instance, scholars have explained that members’ observations of others’ deviant behavior impact
impressions of the team, its members, and their task—ultimately conveying that accomplishing
goals and member harmony are not valued (e.g., Aube & Rousseau, 2016). This manifests in
processes and emergent states reflecting disengagement from the team. Supporting this view,
studies in our review show that team deviance adversely impacts how members work together: it
negatively relates team processes like collaboration among members (Aube & Rousseau, 2014)
and teamwork behavior (Yang, 2016), and attitudes and emotions about the team environment
such as team goal commitment (Aube & Rousseau, 2011), task meaningfulness (Aube &
Rousseau, 2016), team positive affect (Motro et al., 2021), and cohesion (Coyne et al., 2004;
Paulin & Griffin, 2017; Raver & Gelfand, 2005).

Because the quality of team processes and emergent states greatly influence team
performance (e.g., LePine et al., 2008), the harmful effect of deviance on team performance has
generally been supported. Scholars have found team deviance to have direct negative
relationships with measures of rated (Aube & Rousseau, 2016; Cole et al., 2008; Coyne et al.,
2004; Dunlop & Lee, 2004), objective (Kauffeld & Lehmann-Willenbrock, 2012), and financial
team performance (Raver & Gelfand, 2005). Overall, this considerably supports the view that
this form of team deviance is harmful for several aspects of team dynamics and performance
because it conveys cues that members are not concerned about team well-being.

A small number of studies have examined moderators of the relationship between
deviance in teams and team outcomes. In line with SIP theorizing, these studies consider

contextual factors that provide information which amplify or counteract the cues evoked by high
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levels of team deviance. In terms of amplifiers, Aube and Rousseau (2016) proposed that when
members are more dependent on each other to perform their work (i.e., high task
interdependence), they interact more and are more influenced by each other, making perceptions
of task meaningfulness more sensitive to deviance. In contrast, Lin et al. (2016) found that when
teams had higher resource adequacy (i.e., when a team perceives to have enough resources like
time and equipment), they perceived themselves as more able to constrain the impact of each
other’s deviant behavior, altogether weakening the impact of team deviance.

Team Deviance as an Independent Behavior with an External Target

While the vast majority of research on team deviance focuses on independent forms of
deviance directed toward other members within the team, deviance also can be directed toward
those outside the team. Many of the behaviors found in the previous section can also be found
here (e.g., aggression) but the key distinction is that the intended target is not members within
the team. Examples of this type of deviance in the literature can be found in studies on sports
teams. For instance, this includes acts of aggression toward opposing team members, such as
disallowed violent acts or excessive aggressive contact (Taylor et al., 2017).

Research in this area is clearly linked to research traditions in social psychology where
“group” refers to social category ingroups and outgroups and the examined phenomena are at the
individual level (e.g., Golec de Zavala et al., 2013; White et al., 2021). This tradition connects
with organizational research where group demarcations are drawn around team membership
(Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). This form of deviance tends to emerge as a product of interaction
with and exposure to those outside the team. Because this form of deviance occurs in intergroup
contexts, team identities are more salient (Paolini et al., 2010). In this sense, research on this

form of deviance can be explained by theories of social identity and intergroup threat. The core
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assumption here is that deviance is motivated by a perception of a conflict of interests or goals
between the team and another party, which is ultimately perceived as a threat to the team. As a
result, deviance is enacted to protect resources and gain control (Jackson, 1993; Sherif, 1961;
Stephan et al., 2009).
Antecedents

This form of team deviance has rarely been examined in organizational contexts, attesting
to the notion that research in this domain has primarily focused on internal team dynamics. In
line with the approach that this form of deviance should manifest when teams are interacting
with those outside their boundary, Taylor et al. (2017) considered a context where professional
sports teams were competing against each other. The fact that teams could lose highlighted a
threatening potential for resource loss, creating an impulse to engage in deviance to preserve
resources. The authors integrated conservation of resources theory (e.g., Halbesleben et al.,
2014) to explain factors that impacted teams’ ability to refrain from acting on this impulse,
hypothesizing that travel stress, and low levels of concentration produced by it, would prevent
teams from restraining themselves from engaging in externally directed deviance. They found
mixed support for their propositions in two samples of sports teams. In a sample of football
teams, they found that aggregate levels of travel stress had a positive, indirect relationship with
deviance, mediated by team concentration. Travel stress did not directly increase team deviance.
In a sample of basketball teams, they again found that travel stress had a positive indirect effect
on deviance via team concentration. However, they found that travel stress had a negative direct
effect on team deviance.

In another study that examined this form of deviance, Schwieren and Glunk (2008)

examined intergroup discrimination in undergraduate business student teams. Members in these
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teams were privately asked whether they would like to add a new member and were told that this
new member was either a part of their ingroup or outgroup (i.e., the same or different
nationality). Supporting a social identity perspective, the researchers found that teams were more
likely to discriminate against a potential new member of a different nationality when
identification with their own team was higher. Taken together, while existing research provides
some evidence for factors that influence externally-directed independent deviance, the
literature’s reliance on individual-level target typologies, which do not consider team boundaries,
leaves us without understanding a broader range of antecedents or consequences.
Team Deviance as a Coordinated Behavior with an Internal Target

In contrast to team deviance conceptualized as independent behavior directed toward
internal targets, team deviance directed toward internal targets may rely on coordinated action
among members. An example of this kind of team deviance is what Varella et al. (2012, p. 588)
refer to as sanctioning, or “the extent to which group members engage in punitive actions and
sanctions against nonconforming members.” This includes behaviors such as ostracizing,
criticizing, and avoiding those who do not follow the team’s norms. This type of deviance is
treated as more strategic in nature and stemming out of a motivation to influence non-
conforming members—as noted by Varella et al. (2012, p. 584), it can be motivated by an
“attempt to secure compliance with rules and procedures.” Workplace hazing is also traditionally
considered a form of coordinated, internally-directed deviance. In their conceptual model,
Thomas et al. (2021) proposed that hazing—while stressful and negative for the member
experiencing the hazing—can ultimately increase group homogeneity and cohesion by

influencing newcomers to adjust their values to match the group. Such deviance is coordinated



19
TEAM DEVIANCE TYPOLOGY

insofar as the actions cannot be done alone by one person without coordination from at least
another team member and stems out of a shared motivation.

Studies on this form of team deviance can be effectively integrated using agency theory
(e.g., Eisenhardt, 1989). Agency theory suggests that the delegated and distributed nature of
teamwork can create problems when members act in their own self-interests that undermine
collective interests. In turn, teams act to address these problems by influencing the costs of
engaging in self-interested ways—costs such as being targeted with deviant behavior. For
instance, Loughry and Tosi (2008) used agency theory to suggest that incentive alignment and
monitoring—in their study, gossiping about and avoiding poorly performing team members—
was done to align individual members’ goals with team goals.
Antecedents

There is some support for an agency theory approach to understanding antecedents of this
form of deviance. For instance, Varella et al. (2012) proposed and found that socialized
charismatic leadership had a negative relationship with team deviance. They theorized that when
charismatic leadership is higher, there is less of a need for deviance targeted toward other
members because the leaders’ actions to activate collective group interest prevent agency
problems (e.g., non-conforming members) from arising. While supporting the perspective of
agency theory, research on antecedents of this form of deviance is limited to a single study and
has not empirically considered team dynamics that may give rise to coordinated, internally-
directed deviance.
Outcomes

The agency theory perspective of this form of deviance suggests that actions to align self

and team interests—even if threatening to the target or against organizational norms—should
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serve to help teams in the long run because the internal target of the deviance tends to be
members who are detracting from team norms (e.g., for performance or interpersonal reasons).
While this notion has not been fully supported, coordinated deviance directed toward internal
targets does not appear to generate the strong, negative impacts found in studies on independent,
internally-directed deviance. For instance, Varella et al. (2012) found that deviance was not
significantly related to the extent to which coworkers supported each other in their
responsibilities. In addition, Spoelma and Hetrick (2021) found that team deviance did not
increase subsequent social loafing behavior. In turn, among the studies in this category that
examined relationships of team deviance with team performance, team deviance had no
significant relationship (Loughry & Tosi, 2008; Spoelma & Hetrick, 2021; Varella et al., 2012).
This provides important—albeit limited—evidence about the uniqueness of this form of
deviance. While team deviance as a coordinated behavior with an internal target is not associated
with team performance, there could be more complex processes going on within teams with this
form of deviance. For instance, while the act of coordinating to target others with deviance may
bring the actors closer together, it may be undermining the productivity of the deviance targets;
effects counteracting team-level functioning.
Team Deviance as a Coordinated Behavior with an External Target

The last dimension in our typology consists of studies examining team deviance as a
coordinated behavior among members directed toward those outside of the team (e.g., other
teams, the leader, the organization). In this case, the party who experiences the primary and
immediate threat to their well-being is outside of the team boundary. For example, in the case of
coordinated production deviance, teams may coordinate to reduce team performance to correct

an injustice (Kelloway et al., 2010). Here, the harm could be experienced by other teams or
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organizational members who suffered due to missing their production targets as a result of the
team’s deviance. As another example, this type of deviance includes behaviors such as team
members working together to break rules set by an external authority to gain advantages that
they would not otherwise receive (e.g., Trzebiatowski, 2011). Such deviance can threaten the
well-being of stakeholders outside of the team who are either directly put into a disadvantaged
position (e.g., missing out on a reward for performance) or who are indirectly affected by threats
to justice and fairness (e.g., Skarlicki & Kulik, 2004).

Much like forms of deviance that are independently enacted toward an external target,
studies examining team deviance as a coordinated behavior with an external target can be
effectively integrated using social identity theorizing (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). According to this
perspective, when team membership is salient, members self-categorize and think and act
according to what is in the best interests of the team, which motivates this form of team deviance
and shapes responses to its enactment (c.f., Leavitt & Sluss, 2015). When team identity is strong,
members’ moral judgments are guided by ethics of ingroup favoritism and loyalty (Greene,
2014). Therefore, behavior that advances the team’s goals is likely to be acted upon, even if
viewed as deviant by those outside the team (Quade et al., 2017; Scott et al., 2013; Weisel &
Shalvi, 2015).

Antecedents

According to the studies in our review, the motivation to engage in coordinated team
deviance that violates external rules and norms can be triggered from team composition and
climate antecedents. For instance, Pearsall and Ellis (2011) found that teams composed of
members higher on utilitarianism engaged in more coordinated deviance targeted toward those

outside of the team. They suggested that, “[a] utilitarian weighs the costs versus the benefits of
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an action and chooses the course with the greatest total utility for the individual and his or her
group as a whole” (p. 402). In terms of team climate, Thornton and Rupp (2016) found that
teams engaged in more deviance in unfair justice climates. The authors reasoned that being
treated unfairly by leaders as a team in part threatens a team’s identity, generating retribution for
injustice through violating norms.

In line with the social identity approach, studies have also considered moderators that
further heighten motivation to act in team-serving ways, producing greater team deviance. In
terms of emergent state moderators, Pearsall and Ellis (2011) found that psychological safety
moderated the effects of team member utilitarianism on deviance such that the positive effect of
utilitarianism on team deviance was stronger in teams with a higher level of psychological
safety. Thornton and Rupp (2016) found that the positive effect of injustice climate on deviance
was stronger when team moral identity was strong relative to weak—these groups stole more
when treated unfairly than when treated fairly. This suggests that teams with higher moral
identity care more about violations of ethical norms—especially when there are transgressions
directed against the team—and seek to in turn punish external wrongdoers through coordinated
action.

Outcomes

Consequences of coordinated, externally-targeted team deviance can also be understood
using an identity perspective. In terms of outcomes, the identity perspective suggests that team-
serving deviance may strengthen identification with the team and in the process, create outgroup
biases that interfere with dealings outside of the team. Supporting this notion, Spoelma (2018)
found that team deviance had a marginally negative effect on inter-team coordination. A social

identity perspective also suggests that when members strongly identify with their team, their
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appraisals of team deviance should be colored in a team-serving manner—even if the deviance
violates broader normative standards. Providing support for this logic, in a lab experiment,
Trzebiatowski (2011) found that when the perceived level of team member similarity was high,
team deviance had a positive effect on team pride and no effect on team shame or guilt. Taken
together, these studies show the potential of explaining this form of team deviance using an
identity perspective and reveal a much different narrative about team deviance from studies on
independently enacted forms of deviance directed toward other members.
Discussion and Future Research Directions

As illuminated by our review of 50 studies, deviance is both common and influential in
teams. Our goal was to advance team deviance research by introducing a novel typology and
using it to organize and highlight diverging narratives within research in this domain. In contrast
to the dominant view that conceptualizes team deviance as the product of independent member
actions directed toward other members within the team, we integrate core features of team
deviance to shed light on important yet undertheorized forms of deviance. While we believe our
review provides important proof-of-concept for our typology, it revealed many areas in which
our understanding of team deviance can be improved. In the following section, we discuss the
implications of this typology and use it to suggest future research directions on team deviance.
Theoretical Implications and New Directions for Team Deviance

By organizing team deviance research using our typology, it is clear that the most
common type of deviance studied is team deviance that is independently executed and directed
toward other members of the team. Forty of the fifty studies in our review focus on individuals’
deviant actions in teams rather than team deviance as coordinated member action. In this sense, it

is understandable why team deviance tends to have strong negative correlations with team
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effectiveness (e.g., Carpenter et al., 2021). However, this unidimensional view provides a
relatively narrow approach to team deviance. We believe that for research in this area to
progress, it is crucial to have a framework that incorporates two key features of team deviance in
modern teams: that team deviance may be the product of coordinated action (e.g., Mars, 1974;
Palmer, 2008; Zapf et al., 2003) and that the team boundary shapes the target, rather than the
individual boundary (e.g., Ramsay et al., 2011; Stuart & Moore, 2017). Our typology responds to
calls for a more fine-grained understanding of the dimensionality of team deviance (e.g.,
Carpenter et al., 2021) by providing a framework around common, yet undertheorized, aspects of
team deviance.

Another contribution of the present study is showing our typology’s potential for
organizing antecedents and outcomes of existing team deviance research that makes sense of
seemingly incompatible findings. Existing reviews on team deviance (e.g., Carpenter et al., 2021;
Gotz et al., 2019) adopt approaches that lump existing research into a unitary framework. For
instance, Carpenter et al. (2021) used a social information processing framework to review and
meta-analyze a portion of the research reviewed here. While useful, approaches like the social
information processing framework have a difficult time explaining findings such as why in some
cases, team deviance has no relationship with team performance (e.g., Loughry & Tosi, 2008;
Varella et al., 2012) or why high-quality member relationships can both contribute to more and
less deviance (e.g., Pearsall & Ellis, 2011; Rispens et al., 2011; Schwieren & Glunk, 2008). By
considering more fine-grained dimensions of team deviance, we reveal that different forms of
team deviance have unique underlying assumptions and motivations—such as responding to

external threats, enforcing norms, and enhancing team identity—that have not been considered in
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existing reviews. This organization offers an important footing for using our typology to
understand empirical research.
Future Research on Coordinated Deviance

The typology presented in the current study can be used to advance our understanding of
team deviance in a few key areas. For instance, it is notable the relative lack of understanding
around coordinated forms of deviance. Coordination and interdependence are hallmarks of team-
level constructs (Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999) and neglecting interdependent forms of deviance
means the field is likely focused on a narrow subset of all the forms deviance may manifest in
teams. Indeed, Palmer (2008, p. 108) wrote that “much organizational wrongdoing, even of the
simplest variety, requires coordinated action of many participants” and anecdotal examples of
coordinated deviance are common in the media (e.g., Stein & Pinto, 2011).

Research on coordinated deviance could be enriched by further study of how it might
emerge. In some cases, such as distributed teamwork settings or when deviance is particularly
risky, coordinated deviance may start with an initiating member who approaches another
member who is most likely to join and not report the wrongdoing (Briggs et al., 2013). From
this, the two members can then convince a third to join, gaining more validation and influence
with each subsequent joining member. In other types of situations, coordinated deviance might
emerge differently. Leib et al. (2021) provided some support that joint decisions, relative to
simultaneous or sequential group decisions, produce more collective deviance. It would also be
worthwhile to focus on other mechanisms that underlie coordinated deviance. This might draw
from Kocher et al. (2018), who found evidence of a dishonesty shift in groups wherein groups
are more deceptive than individuals. They proposed that the two core mechanisms which

explained this effect are communication and learning about norm compliance. Through
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communication, group members are likely to exchange arguments to justify deviant behavior,
which shifts norm perceptions. This propensity for groups to shape and coalesce around
justifications for deviance likely creates the shared team mental models that facilitate explicit
and implicit coordinated deviance (c.f., Rico et al., 2008). Lastly, future research on coordinated
deviance might consider how it impacts teams over time. For instance, for severe forms of
coordinated deviance that carry severe penalties if detected by authorities (e.g., unethical
behavior), teams face a trade-off in the risk of under-communicating and not reaching their goal
and over-communicating and risking detection, driving them to communicate less at the outset
but increasing as they build trust (Aven, 2015).
Future Research on Antecedents

Using our typology, scholars may consider antecedents that do and do not produce certain
forms of team deviance. First, research on coordinated deviance could be enhanced by
considering factors that create situations where deviance may help members reach a common
goal, as coordinated action stems out of a need to attain common goals (Rico et al., 2008). For
instance, incentive structures that reward the achievement of team goals (vs. individual goals) or
leadership that heightens collective performance pressure (e.g., bottom-line mentality) are likely
to spur coordinated forms of deviance rather than independent forms. In addition, given
collaborating to engage in deviance may be risky if it violates broader organizational norms,
positive team emergent states, such as cohesion, trust, and team potency, are likely ingredients
that predict coordinated deviance because teams with more psychological safety are more likely
to take risks (e.g., Pearsall & Ellis, 2011).

Our review also shows that much of the team deviance that has been examined to date

has been targeted at other members within the team. Yet, teams (and their members) operate in
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open systems within organizations and are often required to interface with other teams or span
other organizational boundaries (Marrone, 2010), which are contexts that the team deviance
literature has largely overlooked. Using our typology, scholars may distinguish the target of the
team deviance to uncover antecedents. For instance, we would expect that situations that trigger
perceived threat to the team, such as inter-team conflict (e.g., Wombacher & Felfe, 2017) or
contexts with low multi-team system identification (e.g., Cuijpers et al., 2016) would spur
members to engage in externally-directed deviance in ways that would not similarly trigger
internally-directed, independent forms of team deviance.
Future Research on Qutcomes

In terms of consequences, this review confirmed conventional wisdom that when
deviance is independently executed and targeted toward other team members, it generally leads
to damaging outcomes. However, the typology presented in the current study can also be used to
pinpoint which types of deviance may lead to more positive outcomes for teams. Focusing on
potential positive outcomes for the teams is important, because to the extent team deviance
generates positive outcomes—or fails to produce negative outcomes the dominant theoretical
view in the existing literature usually predict—it can offer an explanation for why team deviance
remains so prevalent in the workplace (Zhong & Robinson, 2021). In this respect, highlighting a
broader range of narratives regarding team deviance is crucial to shift the consensus that
deviance is overwhelmingly harmful for teams.

Although the number of studies on forms of team deviance that are not independent or
internally-targeted is small, team deviance that is coordinated and directed toward external
targets appears to be the strongest candidate to generate positive (or at least, not negative)

outcomes for teams. Teams that engage in this form of deviance have members that share high



28
TEAM DEVIANCE TYPOLOGY

similarity, which may contribute to a strong sense of team identity that explains why these teams
do not experience shame and guilt—emotions that are theorized to prevent deviance (Ilies et al.,
2013)—but rather experience elevated pride from team deviance (Trzebiatowski, 2011). Further
supporting this idea, in an individual-level study, Schabram et al. (2018) found that deviants trust
members who coordinated to cheat more than members cheating independently, because they felt
a greater sense of connection with those who engaged in coordinated deviant behavior. To the
extent that deviance is coordinated to achieve a shared goal, it is likely not perceived in the same
negative manner as other forms of deviance.

Regarding other potentially fruitful areas for future research, it is possible that some
forms of coordinated deviance directed at internal targets might have short-term harmful
consequences for specific members but hold long-term beneficial outcomes for the team. For
example, ostracism—ignoring or excluding other team members when it is socially appropriate
to engage them (Robinson et al., 2013; Williams, 2007)—serves an evolutionary function in
social groups (Kurzban & Leary, 2001). It allows groups to distance members who do not add
value, punish cheaters, and incentivize pro-group behavior (Hales et al., 2017). These
evolutionary motives explain why poorly performing (Wesselmann et al., 2015; Wirth et al.,
2015) and disagreeable (Rudert et al., 2020) team members are likely targets of ostracism, and
ostracizing such members may bring long-term performance benefits for the group. Further, the
act of ostracizing unsavory team members may have other interpersonal benefits: perpetrators of

ostracism feel psychologically closer to each other than they do to ostracism targets (Wyer &
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Schenke, 2016), and ostracizing unlikeable members can prevent self-regulatory depletion
(Sommer & Yoon, 2013).*

Another direction for future research on outcomes of team deviance would be to more
closely consider perpetrator and target sensemaking due to the informational value inherent in
the different types of team deviance. For instance, when comparing coordinated and independent
deviance, the number of people involved in the action makes a difference in what conclusions the
target infers from the behavior and how likely they are to change their own behavior. In line with
attribution theory (Kelly, 1967), when consensus is high, recipients perceive positions as
reflecting objective truth rather than an idiosyncratic opinion. Thus, team members may be more
likely to conform to the team’s standard when they are a target of coordinated deviance
compared to being a target of independent deviance. Considering team deviance through this lens
can also lead to moderating predictions regarding the implications of different types of deviance.
For example, because coordinated deviance is more likely to be viewed as feedback and generate
behavioral change, on tasks where uniformity benefits team performance (e.g., quick decisions,
intergroup competitions), coordinated deviance directed toward internal members may be
effective for maintaining solidarity in ways that independent, internally-directed deviance is not.
Altogether, it is important for future research to consider outcomes of different forms of
deviance because, to the extent that it generates greater team effectiveness, it would shed light on
an important dilemma in organizations.

Team Deviance through a Differentiation Lens

4 While ostracism can reflect a coordinated behavior in groups, it is also possible for people to be ostracized in
dyadic interactions (akin to independently enacted behavior; e.g., Smith & Williams, 2004). In the case of the latter,
we would expect ostracism to operate more in line with independently enacted, internally-targeted forms of
deviance. The level of coordination involved in ostracism is a worthwhile distinction for future research on this
topic.
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In the existing literature, the dominant approach used to operationalize deviance at the
team level is through consensus-based assumptions (e.g., Chan, 1998). Through this lens, team
deviance emerges as a shared property of a team, where individual members’ deviance levels
converge through processes such as socialization, contagion, norms, and leadership (e.g., Cole et
al., 2008). Essential to this practice is theory and statistical evidence that supports agreement in
line with the direct consensus or referent shift models (Chan, 1998). This is also the assumption
when leaders offer the focal ratings—there is a certain level of behavior at which all members
coalesce (e.g., Mayer et al., 2012).

However, team members may not converge in their individual levels of deviance and thus
differentiation in team-level deviance should be examined. With this lens, team deviance
represents a configural property, which captures the “variability or pattern of individual
characteristics, constructs, or responses across the members of a unit” (Kozlowski & Klein,
2000, p. 29). Although Schabram et al. (2018, p. 1058) acknowledged that “team deviance is
most accurately conceptualized as a configural property,” all but two studies in our review
treated deviance as a shared property of a team. One way to conceptualize team deviance as a
configural property would be to use statistical metrics that represent dispersion or variance. For
instance, research on conflict within teams has used standard deviation metrics (e.g., Jehn et al.,
2010) and skew metrics (e.g., Sinha et al., 2016). Network approaches have also gained traction
(e.g., Park et al., 2020); for instance, one could consider the density or centralization of team
deviance.

We think a differentiation lens could be especially important for advancing research on
forms of team deviance that are independently executed and internally targeted. While studies in

that dimension nearly exclusively examine deviance that emerges through convergence
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processes, the independently enacted nature of the behavior suggests that deviance as a shared
property may not always be the case. Members may observe others’ deviance and decide not to
engage in it (O’Fallon & Butterfield, 2011). Further, a differentiation lens may help researchers
distinguish independently executed team deviance from individual-level deviance. While
existing research shows team deviance independently executed and targeted toward other team
members generally leads to damaging outcomes, incorporating a differentiation lens may yield
new insight into when deviance does or does not relate to negative outcomes.
Methodological Implications

Organizing research around the typology presented in the current study uncovered where
methodological advances are needed. First, it would be useful for future research to use measures
that more appropriately capture core features of team deviance. As others have noted (e.g.,
Robinson et al., 2014), the measures used in deviance research share significant overlap and
largely fail to capture the attribute distinctions presented in the current study. In the existing
literature, researchers usually adopt deviance scales that were not originally designed to measure
deviance in team contexts—for instance, almost 40% of the studies that used a survey measure to
assess deviance used Bennett and Robinson’s (2000) individual-level deviance scale. Yet, as we
noted earlier, this measure is deficient for team contexts because a) interdependent acts of
deviance cannot be captured and b) it conflates internal and external targets of the behavior. To
date, the dominant way to measure deviance in teams does not allow researchers to account for
crucial elements that likely matter when examining deviance as a team-level property.

To address this limitation, one approach would be to create scales to measure specific
dimensions of team deviance. This would be particularly impactful for capturing the subjective

perception of coordinated, externally-targeted team deviance because in all instances to date, this
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behavior has been measured through observation or manipulated in lab experiments. Without a
scale to measure this behavior, it is difficult to study it in field contexts and fully understand the
complexities and nuances of coordinated deviance. A second approach would be to explicitly
specify the target of the deviance when creating measures. This can be done, for instance, by
changing the referent of the deviance measure to refer to an internal or external target (e.g., rate
aggressive behavior targeted toward parties outside the team boundary).

The second way to improve the research methods in this area is to provide stronger
evidence of causality. Experiments that utilize random assignment are an important tool for
testing causal relationships. Although we found examples of studies that examined both
antecedents (e.g., Thornton & Rupp, 2016) and consequences (e.g., Motro et al., 2021) of
deviance in teams using experiments, this approach is still relatively underutilized (only 14% of
reviewed studies). Instead, field survey methods are much more common. However, over two-
thirds (70%) of the field studies in our review measured all their variables at the same point in
time (i.e., were cross-sectional in nature). Of the studies that did time-separate their measures,
many did not include temporal references that enable stronger causal inferences intended by the
use of longitudinal designs. Without specifying the time frame by which the criterion variable is
rated, it is unclear whether the phenomenon truly took place following the measurement of the
predictor. Future research should test causal relationships with rigorous designs by either
specifying the time frame for their criterion variable to capitalize on time-separated data
collection efforts or by using lab experiments.

Practical Implications
Our typology and review also have practical implications for reducing the incidence and

negative impact of team deviance. First, our review highlighted factors that may reduce the
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incidence of independently enacted, internally-targeted team deviance. For instance, it is
important to eliminate or reduce the amount of abusive supervision that teams experience
(Mawritz et al., 2012; Ogunfowora, 2013). However, if this is not feasible, mechanistic
structures (Ambrose et al., 2013) or functional dependence (Priesemuth et al., 2013) may shield
teams from abusive supervisors, garnering less deviance. If this form of deviance is already
prevalent in teams, one may consider factors that constrain its impact. For instance, since
independently enacted, internally-targeted team deviance damages teams’ social climate,
boosting team emotional regulation abilities (e.g., Jiang et a., 2013) or team mindfulness (e.g.,
Yu & Zellmer-Bruhn, 2018) would effectively weaken the effect of team deviance on the social
climate.

Our review also shows the importance of being aware of what kind of deviance one is
trying to reduce, as certain interventions may backfire. For instance, while fostering tight-knit
team relationships may be good for reducing some types of deviance (e.g., independent,
internally-targeted; Rispens et al., 2011), it may unleash other forms (e.g., coordinated,
externally-targeted; Pearsall & Ellis, 2011; independent, externally-targeted; Schwieren &
Glunk, 2008; coordinated, internally-targeted; Thomas et al., 2021). Further, teams with high
team identification may be especially likely to appraise their coordinated deviance positively
(Trzebiatowski, 2011). As another example, our review shows that stacking teams with members
high on moral identity to reduce internally-targeted deviance (e.g., Kuenzi et al., 2020) may have
the unintended effect of galvanizing members to engage in coordinated, externally-targeted
deviance when treated unfairly (e.g., Thornton & Rupp, 2016). Taken together, this shows that a
finer-grained approach to team deviance is useful for targeted interventions aimed at reducing

team deviance.
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Limitations

Our contributions should be viewed in light of certain limitations. First, we adopted an
extreme groups approach through which each of our reviewed studies is identified as having only
one of the four types of team deviance in our typology. This follows the general approach of
research in the team deviance literature which to date examines one type of deviance at a time.
Yet, there could be some instances where, over time, teams engage in some mix of independent
and coordinated deviance or internal and external deviance. One way to approach team deviance
with overlapping classifications would be to examine co-occurrence as an interaction. This has
been done in the organizational citizenship behavior literature, where scholars have considered
interactions between levels of different types of citizenship (e.g., Whiting et al., 2008). In the
deviance context, for example, it would be possible for researchers to measure and consider the
interactive effects of independent, internally- and externally-directed deviance. We would expect
that when both forms are higher, teams would experience high levels of negative outcomes.
However, teams may experience fewer negative outcomes when independent, internally-directed
deviance is lower while externally-directed deviance is high. A second way to approach the co-
occurrence of the four types of team deviance, especially over time, would be to consider the
presence and level of multiple categories through the lens of latent profiles (e.g., see O’Neil et
al., 2018, for an example in the team conflict literature). Instead of relying on interactive effects,
this approach could consider levels of the four categories simultaneously. This method could be
used to uncover, for example, how teams with high levels of coordinated and independent
externally-directed deviance and low levels of the other two categories differ on given outcomes
from teams with high levels of all four types of team deviance. To illustrate our typology of team

deviance, the present study adopted a non-overlapping classification approach that is generally
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used in the existing literature, but it could be useful for future research to engage in more
complexity when identifying the types of team deviance.

Second, only a small number of studies were classified into some of the categories of our
team deviance typology. This is a common limitation in review research, where the scope of the
review depends on what is available in the existing literature. Specific to team deviance, there is
simply not much empirical research on forms of deviance that are not products of independent
action and targeted toward other members. While in one light, this shows the importance of our
typology for providing conceptual footing needed to distinguish different forms of team
deviance, it is crucial that future research test the validity of our team deviance typology.

Conclusion

Teams offer advantages for performance on complex tasks that is unmatched by
individual employees working alone. Unfortunately, the prevalence of deviance can counteract
these benefits and generate harmful outcomes for teams and those with whom they interact. By
offering a novel typology for identifying less-understood forms of team deviance, we aim to
energize research in this domain to reduce both the incidence and negative impact of team

deviance through a more fine-grained understanding of its dimensionality.
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Note. For research design, 1 = experiment; 2 = field study; 3 = archival study. For form of team deviance, 1 = independent, internally-
directed; 2 = independent, externally-directed; 3 = coordinated, internally-directed; 4 = coordinated, externally-directed. For same

source, 1 = all variables measured by the same source; 2 = some or none of the variables were measured by the same source. For time
lag, 1 = all variables were measured at the same time; 2 = some or none of the variables were measured at the same time.
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Terms Used in Literature Search

deviance
counterproductive work behavior
unethical behavior
unethical conduct
dysfunctional behavior
antisocial behavior
maladaptive behavior
bullying
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bribery

workplace violence
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