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ABSTRACT

Among scholars, there has been equivocality on the influence of
demographics on deviant behaviours among workers in organisations.
How this would play out in a military organisation among its personnel
motivated this study. Using randomly selected 422 men and officers of randomly
selected two divisions of Nigerian Army, the study investigated the relationship
between age, experience, rank, educational level, mutiny proneness and
disobedience among Nigerian Army personnel. Using 3-way factorial
analysis, it was revealed that there was no significant influence of these
variables, either singularly or jointly on disboidence, thereby upholding
the controversy on the influence of demographics on workers deviant
behaviour (Disobedience, in this case) . The results were discussed in line with
the propositions of Social Exchange Theory, while it was noted in conclusion that
the predictive influence of these variables still exist in the presence of
otherdispositional factors as noted elsewhere. Suggestions for more psychological
involvement in recruiting excersise was made, and regular counselling be made to
avoid any form of deviant behaviour among military personnel.
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INTRODUCTION

“On iJune i22, i1941, ithe i2nd iPanzer iArmy iof
iGermany’s iThird iReich iinvaded iRussia iunder
iGeneral iHeinz iGuderian’s icommand. iGuderian
iwas ia ihighly itrained, iwealthy, irespected
imember iof ia itight-knit imilitary ifamily. iHis
ifather iwas ia iprominent icommander; iHeinz
iserved iin ithe iGeneral iStaff iduring ithe iFirst
iWorld iWar iand iwas icentral ito iGerman
imilitary ithought iin ithe iinterwar iyears (Koch,
i2003). iThe igeneral ireached ithe iMoscow iarea
ion iDecember i1 i(Biesinger, i2006), iwhere ifrigid
iweather ibattered ihis iforces. While iAdolf
iHitler’s iorders idictated ithat iGerman iforces iin
iRussia iwere ito ihold ifast, iGuderian ibelieved
iwithdrawal istrategically iwas inecessary. iHe imet
iwith iHitler ion iDecember i20 ito iask ifor ian
iexception. iHitler irefused, iordering iGuderian ito
idig iin. iGuderian isubsequently idisobeyed
iHitler’s iorder iand iled ia iretreat, ireportedly
itelling ihis icommander: i“I iwill ilead imy iarmy
iin ithese iunusual icircumstances iin isuch ia
imanner ithat iI ican ianswer ifor iit ito imy
iconscience” i(Evans, i2009).
Existing iresearch istruggles ito iexplain icases ilike
iGuderian’s. iScholarship itends ito ifocus ion
imilitaries’ iobedience ito icivilian iauthority,
idisciplinary ioutcomes ifor ilow-ranking isoldiers
i(Richards, i2018), ior iaggregate ipredictors iof
idisobedience, isuch ias iinsufficient itraining ior
ilack iof isocial icohesion i(Castillo, i2014;
iManekin, i2013; iRose, i1982). iYet,
iinsubordination ilike iGuderian’s i— ian iact iof
istrategy iand iconscience irooted iin iobligation ito
ithe imen iunder ihis icommand i— iimplies
idifferent icausal iprocesses. iAn ioverarching ilack
iof itraining ior ipoor iphysical iconditions imight
iexplain ipatterns iof icivilian iabuse ior ithe
iprevalence iof idesertion. iBut, iwhy ido ihighly
itrained, iexperienced isoldiers idisobey icertain
ioperational iorders ieven ias ithey ifollow iothers?

Individual idisobedience imay iexpress ianything
ifrom ipersonal iopportunism, ito istrategic
ibrilliance, ito iprincipled iresistance. iHowever,
idisobedience isuch ias iGuderian’s ican ialso ibe
iconsidered iconceptually idistinct ifrom imere
iinsubordination; iit iis ibased ion iboth imilitary
iand isocial inorms ithat iofficers ifeel iobligated ito
iobserve ibecause iof itheir ipositions.

In iorder ito istudy iofficer-level idisobedience, iwe
ibuild ia itheory iusing iin-depth icase istudies iof
idisobedience i— ithat iis, irefusals ito iobey idirect
iorders ifrom ithe ichain iof icommand— iby iwell-
trained, ihigh-ranking, iexperienced iofficers.
When ithese ifactors icoincide, icontradictory
iimperatives imay ilead ito idisobedience. Studies
iof i10 ifurther icases, ihighlighted iin ian ionline
iappendix, iclarify ithe iconceptual iboundaries iof
ithe iphenomenon iand iimply ia ilarge, iif idifficult
ito iempirically iidentify, iuniverse iof isimilar
icases. Understanding iofficers’ ibehaviour
irequires iexamining icommand istructures,
ipersonnel, iand ithreat ienvironments, iin iaddition
ito igrasping ihow iorders iinteract iwith ithe
ioverlapping iand ioften iopposing iimperatives
irooted iin isoldiers’ isocial inetworks. iExamining
ithe ithree ifactors ispecified iearlier ireveals ihow
icompeting iincentives iand iobligations i—
iparticularly ivis-a-vis inetworks ibeyond ithe
ichain iof icommand i— ishape iofficers’
ibehaviour i(Koehler iet ial., i2016; iMcLauchlin,
i2014).

Studying iofficers’ idisobedience ibuilds ion
istudies ithat ilink imilitary icohesion iand idoctrine
to ioutcomes isuch ias ibattlefield ieffectiveness,
imilitary ibehaviour, iand istrategic iinnovation.
Centering iindividuals’ idisobedience ihighlights ia
itension ibetween iimperatives ifor adherence to
ithe imilitary iorganization iand ithe inecessity iof
iinternal idissent i(Farrell, i2010; iMurray, 2009;
iRussell, i2011; iZirakzadeh, i2002). Prior istudies
iof idisobedience ido inot iadequately explain
iwhen iand ihow iofficers ibecome ilikely ito
idisobey iorders, ifocusing iinstead ion identifying
igeneral imotivations, isuch ias ipoor ileadership,
iquestionable ibattlefield objectives, iand icultural
itendencies i(Mantle, i2006; iOrbach, i2017).
iHuntington i(1957), ifor iinstance, iidentifies ikey
isituations iin iwhich iindividual iofficers imight ibe
ijustified iin idisobeying iorders. iEven iif iwe itake
iHuntington’s iscenarios ias ipredictors, ithough,
ihis iwork ioffers ifew iways ito iempirically
iidentify icritical ijunctures ior ito iforecast ihow
isoldiers iwill idecide ito iact. i

Other ischolarship ifocuses ion ihow imilitary
iorganizations’ iinternal istructures iand imodes iof
ioversight iinfluence idiscipline i(Richards, i2018).
iFor iinstance, iFeaver i(2005) iargues ithat
imilitary iagents iwork iwhen imonitored iby
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icivilians iand ishirk iwhen iunsupervised,
iemphasizing ithat ipreference ialignment ibetween
imilitary iagents iand icivilian iprincipals imake
ishirking iless ilikely. iBy iempirically ifocusing ion
iwell-trained, iloyal icareer iofficers’ idisobedience,
iour irelational iapproach itheorizes ihard icases
iwhere iprincipals’ iand iagents’ ipreferences iare
ilargely ialigned iand idisagreement iis ian
iaberration. iMoreover, iby ifocusing ion iofficers’
iresponses ito ispecific iorders iin iparticular
icontexts, iwe ishowcase ihow ithe idynamic inature
iof iconflict iproduces ievolving iand ioften
iunpredictable iagent ipreferences. iThis
iperspective iis ionly ipossible igiven iour iability
ito ileverage iextensive iprimary-source idocuments
ito ibuild ifine-grained ireconstructions iof ieach
icase.

Similarly, ischolarship ion idisciplinary
ibreakdown idoes inot iadequately iexplain iacts iof
idisobedience ion ithe ilevel i(individual) ior iof
ithe itype i(normative) iHowever, iit idoes iprovide
iimportant iinsights iinto ithe irole iof ithe
irelational ienvironment iand ilocal icontext iin
ifueling idisciplinary ioutcomes. iExtensive
iresearch iexamines ithe icauses iof icollective
idisciplinary ibreakdowns, iemphasizing ilinks
ibetween iphysical iconditions, ideteriorating
imorale, iand ioutcomes ilike idesertion iand
imutiny i(Gal, i1985; iRose, i1982). iSubsequent
iresearch ihas iemphasized ithat isoldiers’ ilinks ito
ico-ethnics ior ico-locals iin itheir iunits iheavily
iinfluence itheir iincentives ito idesert i(Albrecht
iand iKoehler, i2018; iBearman, i1991;
iMcLauchlin, i2010, i2014). iOthers iunderscore
irelationships ibetween imaterial iincentives iin
irecruitment, iindiscipline, iand icivilian iabuse
i(Humphreys iand iWeinstein, i2006; iWeinstein,
i2007). i
Examining iindividual iofficers’ idisobedience
ifrom ia irelational istandpoint irecognizes iintra-
military isocial idynamics’ iinfluence ion isoldiers’
ibehaviour iwhile ihighlighting ithose iindividuals’
iagency iand imultivocality i(their iconcurrent iroles
iin idistinct iwebs iof irelationships). iThis
ianalytical ipivot ialso iallows ius ito ibuild ion
iextensive imicro- iand imeso-level iwork ion icivil
iwars iand icounter-insurgency iwhich
idemonstrates, ifor iinstance, ithat ithe
ienvironments iin iwhich isoldiers ioperate iand
itheir iidentifications iwith imultiple isocial

ilnetworks iinfluence iorganizational istructure,
idefection, ifactionalization, iand iremobilization.
i(Parkinson iand iZaks, i2018)

Relational iapproaches ihave iyet ito ibe iapplied
ito iofficers’ idisobedience. iWhile ipast iwork
ioften iassumes ithat isoldiers ibecome
iunquestioningly iloyal ito imilitary iorganizations,
iarguing ithat i“discipline iwould idestroy ithe
iloyalties iand ihabits iof ibehaviour ithat isoldiers
ibrought iwith ithem iinto ithe iarmy ifrom isociety”
i(Rosen, i1995), ischolars ihave iincreasingly
ichallenged ithis iprior i(Albrecht iand iOhl, i2016;
iManekin, i2017). iIndeed, iwhile iunquestioning
iobedience ihas ibeen iseen ias icrucial ito iunit
icohesion, ibattlefield ieffectiveness, iand
iharmonious icivil–military irelations i(Brooks iand
iStanley, i2007; iKing, i2006;iSiebold, i2007), iit
irarely i(if iever) iobtains. iBy ishifting ithe iunit iof
ianalysis iand iemphasizing iindividual iofficers’
iagency, iwe inuance ithe iprocesses iundergirding
iindividual-level idecision-making iand istrategic
ichoice, iproviding ia icrucial icomplement to
iexisting itheories iof iboth istate iand inon-state
imilitary iactors.

Scholarship ion imilitary iorganizations’ isocial
iembeddedness iunderlines ithe inecessity iof
iexamining inetwork imicro-structures iin iorder ito
iunderstand isoldiers’ ibehaviour. iBroadly,
ischolars ihave iidentified isocial ifactors isuch ias
ikinship i(iParkinson, i2013; iViterna, i2013),
iassociational imemberships i(Petersen, i2001),
ipast imilitary iservice i(Hundman, i2016; iLyall,
i2010; iParkinson, i2016), iregional-level ities
i(Bearman,1991; iDaly, i2016; iMcLauchlin, i2014,
i2015), iand iother i“everyday” irelationships
i(Kimand iCrabb, i2014) ias iinfluencing ioutcomes
iof iinterest. iThese ifindings iimply ithe iexistence
iof imultiple, inon-linear iprocesses iinfluencing
isoldiers’ idecision- making. Hence the impetus to
study the influence of sociodemographic factors,
separately and in the presence of certain
psychological dynamics, on propensity and
motivation to disobey among military personnel in
Nigeria.

Military iindividuals ithus iconsider iorders
ithrough imultiple iframes. iWhen ian iofficer
ireceives ian iorder, ithey iinterpret iboth iits
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icontent i(“do iX”) iand iits isocial iresonance
i(“What iwill idoing iX imean?”). iThey imay
iconclude ithat itheir imultiplex iidentifications
idemand idivergent iresponses ito ithe iorder. iAny
isocial inetwork imay iresonate iwith iorders,
ileading ito ithe ipossibility iof iperceiving
ipressures ito irespond iin icontradictory iways.
iAsan iofficer’s imilitary irole idemands iobedience
ito ia ichain iof icommand, ireceiving ian iorder
ithat ithey iinterpret ias iproblematic iin iother
isocial idomains iproduces itension ibetween ithe
iofficer’s imultiplex iroles. iWe ilabel ithis iprocess
iof igenerating irole istrain “activation.”

When iactivation ioccurs, isome isubset iof ithe
iofficer’s iother ities ibecome inewly isalient ito
ithe imilitary irole iin iwhich ithey ireceive itheir
iorders. iIn iother iwords, iat ileast ione iof ithe
iofficer’s imilitary iidentities icomes iinto iconflict
iwith ia icompeting iidentification, igenerating
iepisodic istrain iin ithe imilitary irole ithat ican
ilead ito idisobedience. iHowever, i“identity”is inot
ipermanent ior iunchangeable; iit iis iembedded iin
iand igenerated iby inetworks iof idynamic isocial
ities. In the present study, the sociodemographic
considered are seen as different dimensions of
social (group) networks that are likely to influence
“activation”, this time, disobedience.

Activation igenerates istrain iin ian iofficer’s irole
iby ibringing itwo isuch isets iof ities iinto iconflict
i— ithe iofficer idecides ihow ito irespond ito
imilitary iorders icreatively iby idrawing ion ithe
irules iand iskills iof imultiple, idistinct inetworks.
iConflicts ibetween imultiple istrong iloyalties ican
ilead ito ia ineed ito iadjudicate iirreconcilable
iimperatives. iAn iactor’s imultiple iidentifications
imay inot ibe icompatible ior ieven imutually
icomprehensible, iwhich iis iwhy ithe iprocess iof
iadjudication iis icritical. iMembership iin ia isocial
inetwork idoes inot necessarily iinvolve iintrinsic
iacceptance iof ifixed iauthority, inorms, ior
ibehavioural istandards. Rather, ithe iindividual’s
ineed ito iresolve ithe itangled, icontradictory
ipressures iand iinformation ipresented iby ieach
inetwork imakes idisobedience iconceivable iand
ipotentially ilegitimate ito ithe icommander. iThe
iactivation iof imultiple iidentifications iand ithe
iresulting irole istrain iproduce ithe iconditions iof
ipossibility ifor idisobedience.

Role strain can produce disobedience but we
cannot precisely predict how specific brokers will
perceive orders, interpret multiple domains’
demands, or ultimately decide to act. Given the
infinite universe of political contexts and
commands, our theory does not explain exactly
which orders will activate particular network ties,
which modes of identification will matter to a given
decision, or how an individual will adjudicate
between competing identity claims. However, past
research and the case work we present in the ionline
iappendix isuggest iseveral ikinds iof isocial
idomains ithat iwould ibe imost ilikely to compete
with strong military ties: (1) identifications with
past military units; (2) identifications with home
region, city, or village; (3) civilian communities in
general; (4) kinship and marriage ties; and (5)
iethnic identification. We use our case studies to
explore these possibilities but leave deeper
empirical exploration and hypothesis testing for
future work.

Literature review

Social iExchange iTheory

Social iexchange itheory i(SET) iis iamong ithe
imost iinfluential iconceptual iparadigms ifor
understanding iworkplace ibehaviour. Although
idifferent iviews iof isocial iexchange ihave
emerged, itheorists iagree ithat isocial iexchange
iinvolves ia iseries iof iinteractions ithat generate
iobligations i(Emerson, i1976). i

Social iexchange itheory iis inot ia isingle itheory
ibut iit iis ibetter iunderstood ias ia ifamily iof
conceptual imodels i(Cropanzano i& iMitchell,
i2005).iIn ithis iregard, iall isocial iexchange
theories ishare ia inumber iof icommon ifeatures.
iAll isocial iexchange itheories itreat isocial life ias
iinvolving ia iseries iof isequentiall itransactions
ibetween itwo ior imore iparties (Mitchell,
iCropanzano, i& iQuisenberry, i2012). iResources
iare iexchanged ithrough ia process iof ireciprocity,
iwhereby ione iparty itends ito irepay ithe igood
i(or isometimes ibad) ideeds iof ianother iparty
i(Gergen, i1969; iGouldner, i1960). iThe iquality
iof ithese iexchanges iis isometimes iinfluenced iby
ithe irelationship ibetween ithe iactor iand ithe
itarget i(Blau, i1964). Economic iexchanges itend
ito ibe iquid ipro iquo iand iinvolve iless itrust iand
imore iactivemonitoring, iwhereas isocial iexchange

http://www.npa-journals.org


NPA JOURNALS |www.npa-journals.org/njp NJP|Volume 23|Issue 1|2023

44
itends ito ibe iopen-ended iand iinvolve igreater
itrust iand iflexibility i(Organ, i1988; i1990).

Building ion ithese istraightforward iideas, isocial
iexchange itheory iis ione iof ithe imost ienduring
iand iwidely iused iconceptual iframeworks
i(Cropanzano i& iMitchell, i2005). iAt ione itime
ior ianother, imany iof ithe imost iimportant itopics
iin iorganizational ibehaviour ihave ibeen ianalyzed
ithrough ithe ilens iof isocial iexchange itheory.
iFor iexample, iorganizational icitizenship
ibehaviours i(Organ, i1988; i1990), icommitment
i(Bishop, iScott, i& iBurroughs, i2000), ijustice
i(Tepper i&Taylor, i2003), iand iboth isupervisory
iand iorganizational isupport i(Ladd i& iHenry,
i2000) ihave ibeen fruitfully iexplored iusing ithis
imodel. i

While ithere iare imany ivariants iof isocial
iexchange, imost icontemporary imodels iin
iorganizational ibehaviour ishare ia ifew icommon
ifeatures: i(a) ian iactor’s iinitial itreatment itoward
ia itarget iindividual, i(b) ia itarget’s ireciprocal
iresponses i(both iattitudinal iand ibehaviour) ito
ithe iaction, iand i(c) irelationship iformation. The
isocial iexchange iprocess ibegins iwhen ian
iorganizational iactor ior iperpetrator, iusually ia
isupervisor ior ico-worker, itreats ia itarget
iindividual iin ia ipositive ior inegative ifashion
i(Farrell i& iRusbult, i1981; iRusbult, iFarrell,
iRogers, i& iMainous, i1988;). iFor iclarity, iwe
irefer ito ithese iinitial ibehaviours ias iinitiating
iactions. iPositive iinitiating iactions imay iinclude
iactivities isuch ias iproviding iorganizational
isupport i(Riggle, iEdmondson, i& iHansen, i2009)
ior ijustice i(Cropanzano i& iRupp, i2008).
iNegative iinitiating iactions imight iinvolve
iabusive isupervision, iincivility i(Pearson,
iAndersson, i& iPorath, i2005), ior ibullying
i(Ryaner i& iKeashly, i2005).

In iresponse ito ithe iinitiating iaction, ithe itarget,
ioften ia isubordinate ior ico-worker, imay ithen
ichoose ito ireciprocate ithis itreatment iwith igood
ior ibad ibehaviour iof ihis/her iown i(Eisenberger,
iCotterell, i& iMarvel, i1987; iGergen, i1969;
iGouldner, i1960). iCollectively, iwe irefer ito
ithese ibehaviours ias ireciprocating iresponses.
iSocial iexchange itheory ipredicts ithat, iin
ireaction ito ipositive iinitiating iactions, itargets
iwill itend ito ireply iin ikind iby iengaging iin

imore ipositive ireciprocating iresponses iand/or
ifewer inegative ireciprocating iresponses.
iSpeaking iloosely, ithese iresponses ican ibe
ibroadly iorganized iinto itwo itypes i– irelational
iresponses iand ibehavioural iresponses. iNotably,
ione itype ioften icauses ithe iother.

Military iorganizations iare ihierarchical,
iinstitutionalized, iroutinized isocial inetworks.
iThe irules, isocial inorms, icodes iof iconduct, iand
ilaws ithat igovern ithe ibehaviour iof iindividual
isoldiers (who ioccupy iroles) iand igroups iof
isoldiers (who iform iclusters iof ities) iconstitute
iroles iin ithe imilitary idomain. iFor iexample,
imilitary isocialization iinfluences iwhether
isoldiers iobey iorders (Green, i2016, i2018) iand
ithe ipractices ithey iadopt i(Cohen, i2016; iGreen,
i2017; iWood, i2009; iWood iandToppelberg,
i2017). iCodes iof iconduct iand ilegal iframeworks
idetermine iwhether isoldiers’roles iwithin ithe
imilitary idomain iobligate ithem ito irefuse
iimmoral ior iillegal iorders i(Osiel, i1999).
iHowever, iindividuals iwithin ithe imilitary ivary
iin ithe idegree ito iwhich ithey iprioritize ithese
iobligations.

This iis ibecause i“the imilitary” iis ionly ione
isubset iof isoldiers’ isocial icontexts; ithey ido inot
ioperate iin ia isocial ivacuum. iSoldiers iidentify
iwith imultiple isocial igroups iand,
icorrespondingly, ihave iloyalties ito imultiple iin-
military igroups, ias iwell ias ito igroups ioutside
ithe imilitary. iThey iare inot ionly imilitary
ipersonnel iloyal ito itheir istatutory isuperiors;
ithey iare ialso ifamily imembers, icomrades,
icolleagues, iand iservants iof ithe ination. iEven iin
ithe irare icase ithat ia icommander iknows ino ilife
ioutside ithe imilitary, ithey iwill istill ibe isubject
ito ipotentially iconflicting iimperatives ifrom
icompeting iintra-military igroups iand ipressures,
isuch ias iwhen ireceiving iillegal iorders i(Osiel,
i1999). iSeen ithrough ithis iframework, isoldiers
ijudge iwhether iorders iflowing ithrough
ihierarchical icommand istructures iin ithe imilitary
idomain iare “just,” “rational,” ior “reasonable,”
iboth ias isubordinates iand ias iactors iimmersed
iin ioverlapping, ipotentially icontradictory, isets iof
isocial irelations. iEven iindividuals iwho iare iloyal,
iprofessional, iand icommitted imembers iof ian
iorganization imay icritique ior ieven ioccasionally
isubvert “the iprevailing ivalues, istrategy, isystem
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iof iauthority, iand iso ion” (Ashforth iand iMael,
i1989).

Deviant iWorkplace iBehaviour iand
Demographics

Demographics iplay ia ipivotal irole iin ithe
ipotential ifor ideviant iworkplace ibehaviour.
iDemographic idissimilarity, iwhich ihas ibeen
iexplained iby iBarsness iet ial., (2005), ias ithe
idegree iof idissimilarity ibetween ian iindividual
iand iother iorganizational imembers ion ivarious
idemographic icharacteristics isuch ias igender, iage
iand irace idissimilarity, ihas ibeen istated ias ithe
istarting ipoint ifor ideviant iworkplace ibehaviour.
iHence, iit iis iimportant ifor ithe imanagers ito
ihire ilikeminded iemployees. i i

Various iresearch istudies iresults irevealed ithat
imen iare imore ilikely ito icommit iworkplace
ideviance ithan iwomen; iyoung ipeople iare imore
ilikely ito icontribute iin ideviance iin icomparison
ito iolder ipeople; ishort itenured iemployees
ibehave imore iunethically ithan iworkers iwho
ihave istayed ilonger iin ian iorganization; ihighly
iqualified iemployees iwith imany idegrees ibehave
iethically ithan ithose iwith iless ieducation;
ipermanent iemployees iengaged iless iin ideviant
ibehaviours ithan itemporary ior ion icontract
ibased iemployees i(Appelbaum, iet ial., i2007;
Santos iand iEger, i2014; iVanSandt iet ial., i2006).
iAlso, iFlynn i(2013) iresearch iwork isuggested
ithat imen iwere imore ilikely ito isteal ifrom
iworkplace ithan iwomen. iAll ithe ithree imale
irespondents iinterviewed iadmitted ito istealing
ifrom ithe iworkplace, iwhile inot ieven ione iof
ithe ifemales iinterviewed iadmitted ito iinvolve iin
istealing ibehaviour. iWomen ion ithe iother ihand
iwere imore iinclined itowards ileaving iwork iearly
iand icall iin isick ifor ino ireason. iBoateng iet ial.,
i(2014) ifindings isupported ithe iassumption ithat
idemographic ivariables iinfluence iworkers
iattitude itowards iworkplace istealing, iworkers
iunderstanding iof ithe icauses iof iworkplace itheft
iand itheir ibehaviour iin irelation ito iwork iplace
istealing. i

Moreover istudies ihave ishown imen ireporting ito
iengage iin iworkplace iaggression i(a iform iof
iDWB) imore ithan iwomen, ithus iimplying
igender ias ia istrong ipredictor iof iinterpersonal
idirected iaggression ithan iorganizational idirected
iaggression i(Hershcovis iet ial., i2007; iMcFarlin

iet ial., i2001). iWhile, iother iresearch ishowed ino
isignificant irelationship ibetween iaggression iand
igender i(Douglas iet ial., i2003), iand istill iother
iresearchers’ iresults ishowed ithat ifemales iwere
imore iaggressive ithan imales i(Namie iand iNamie,
i2000). iAs isuch, imeta-analysis ireports
iaddressing iaggression ias ia iform iof ideviant
iworkplace ibehaviour, ireported iboys ito iengage
imore iin iverbal iand iphysical iaggression ithan
igirls, iwhile ithere iwas ia itendency ifor igirls ito
iengage iin islightly imore iindirect iaggression
i(Card iet ial., i2008). iAdditionally, iSpector
i(2002) ialso ireported imales iperforming imore
ithan ifemales iin ioverall ideviant iworkplace
ibehaviour iand iinterpersonal ideviance, iabuse
iand iaggression iscores, iwhile ithere iwere ino
igender idifferences ifor iorganizational idirected
ideviant iworkplace ibehaviours isuch ias isabotage,
itheft ior iphysical iaggression. i i

The irole iof idemographic ivariables iin
iinfluencing ideviant iworkplace ibehaviour iin
ideveloping iand ideveloped ieconomies ihas
ireceived ia ilittle iattention. iThe ivariables
iidentified ithrough iliterature iwere iage, igender,
ieducation, itenure, ireligion, iposition iof ian
iemployee iin ithe iorganization, iyears iof
iemployment, istatus iof iemployment i(part-
time/fulltime), imarital istatus iof iemployees,
iculture, ipersonality itype, ileadership iand iincome
ilevels (Appelbaum iet ial., i2005, i2007; iFarhadi
iet ial., i2013). i

The irelationship iof ithe idemographic ivariables
iwith ideviant iworkplace ibehaviour ihas iremained
iuncertain iin ithe ipast iempirical iresearches
(Berry iet ial., i2007; iBowling iand iEschleman,
i2010). iHence, ithe ifindings iof idemographics
iand ideviant iworkplace ibehaviour iresearches
ihave ibeen ifound iinconsistent ithroughout. For
these reasons,, sociodemographics are being
considered in a peculiar organisation, - The military,
on a virtue that is held sacrosanct
(Disobedience/mutiny)

METHODOLOGY

The methodology adopted in this work has been
related in a previous work (Haruna and Balogun,
2023), but its been repeated here for others who
may not have access to the previous work
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Design

This study was a cross-sectional survey that adopted
an ex-post facto research design. The rationale for
choosing this research method is premised on the
fact that the study focuses on a specific population
with different socio-demographic characteristics
within a specific period of time and did not engage
in manipulation of any of the variables.

Setting

The study was carried out in the Nigerian Army;
only two divisions were considered because the
Nigerian Army Ethical Committee agreed to grant
access to only two divisions of their operation
because of confidentiality in military operational
architecture and military service internal and
external control. After the information from the
military on the limit of accessible divisions, the two
divisions were then selected randomly by simple
balloting, and they were Lagos State (81st Division)
and Sokoto (8th Division). The headquarter 81
iDivision Nigerian iArmy ilocated iin iLagos, iwas
iformed iduring ithe icolonial iera. iThe iDivision
which ireplaced ithe iLagos iGarrison iCommand
i(LGC) icame iinto ibeing iin i2000. iIt iis charged
iwith ithe iresponsibility iof isecuring iits iArea iof
iResponsibility i(AOR) icovering Lagos iand iOgun
iStates iof iNigeria, iwhich iare ithe ieconomic
inerve icentres iof ithe country iand ialso iensuring
ithat ithe iborders ilocated iin iits iAOR iare
isecured. iThe Division iis ia imechanised iinfantry
iwith iaffiliated icombat isupport iand icombat
iservice support iunits. iThe i8th iDivision iof ithe
iNigerian iArmy ihas iits iheadquarters iin iSokoto,
iSokoto iState. It iformally istarted ioperation iin
ithe iyear i2017. iIt iwas iestablished ito isecure
iSokoto, Kebbi iand iKatsina iStates iin ithe iNorth
iWestern iZone iof ithe icountry iand ito isecure iits
borders ito iavoid ispread iof ithe iBoko iHaram
iinsurgency ito ithose iparts iof ithe icountry. The
iestablishment iof ithis idivision secures its AOR.
(Source: www.army.mil.ng. (The Nigerian Army
official website, 2018)

Population

The population of the study was the Nigerian Army
Personnel both in the 8th Division Sokoto and 81st
Division Lagos. The study participant was based on
the fulfilment of the following inclusion criteria.

Inclusion Criteria:

 Participant must be a Nigerian Army
Personnel.

 Participant must be working in 8th Division
(Sokoto) or 81st Division (Lagos) of the
Nigerian Army.

 Participant must be willing to participate in
the study

Participants

Using Yemane (1967) sampling technique, a total
of four hundred and forty (440) (out of the number
given as 181,000), questionnaires were distributed
for the study in the 8th Division, Headquarter
Sokoto and 81st Division Headquarter Lagos of the
Nigerian Army respectively. Convenient sampling
techniques was then used because of the nature of
their work that cannot allow them to leave their
duty posts. Out of the total number of
questionnaires distributed, four hundred and twenty
two (422) were retrieved. The study participants
comprised of 362 (85.8%) Male Army Personnel,
and 60 (14.2%) Female Army Personnel; their age
ranged between 22-67 years with a Mean Age of
38.02 years (SD=8.65). 347 (82.2%) of the
Participants are Married, 56 (13.3%) are Singles, 5
(1.2%) are Divorced, 2 (0.5%) are Separated, 11
(2.6%) are Widowed and 1 (0.2%) did not indicate
their marital status. 5.5% are Warrant Officer,
12.3% are Lance Corporal, 17.3% are Capital, 3.1%
are Master Warrant Officer, 10.9% are Staff
Sergeant, 5.5% are Second Lieutenant, 1.2% are
Colonel, 7.1% are Private, 15.6% are Lieutenant
Colonel, 11.1% are Corporal, 5.2% are Major while
5.2% did not indicate their rank. 0.9% are Primary
school living certificate, 1.7% are Junior Secondary
School Certificate, 23.9% are Senior Secondary
School Certificate, 9.5% are Technical College,
40.8% are graduates, 19.4% are Post graduates,
2.1% are National Certificate Examination (NCE),
0.2% are advanced diploma, while 1.4% did not
indicate their Educational Qualification. The mean
age is 38.02. The maximum age is 67. The mean
years of service is 15 years while the maximum
number of years in service is 34 years.

Instruments

A structured self-administered questionnaire was
used to collect relevant data in this study. The
questionnaires consist of standardized scales with
adequate psychometric properties. The
questionnaire tapped demographic variables and
other variables such as Disobedience, Job
Satisfaction, Organizational Citizenship Behaviour,
Inequity Sensitivity and Mutiny Proneness. They
are as follows:

http://www.army.mil.ng
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SECTION A: Demographics

This section comprises of eight demographic items
about the participants as follows; sex, religion, age,
marital status, education, ethnicity, rank, and
present job assignment.

SECTION B: Disobedience

Disobedience iwas imeasured iwith ithe iObedient-
Disobedient iTendency iScale i(ODTS). iIt iwas
ideveloped iby iMehta iand iHasnain (1984) iand iit
iwas iused ito ifind iout iobedient iand idisobedient
itendency iin ischool istudents. iThe iODTS
icomprised i36 iitems iwith itwo ialternative
iresponse icategories ii.e. iYes ior iNo. iFor iany
iresponse i‘yes’ ithe isubject iwas igiven ithe iscore
iof ione iand izero ifor i‘No’ iresponse ion ipositive
istatements. iThe iscoring ion inegative istatements
iwas iin ireverse iorder. iThe imaximum ipossible
iscore ion ithe itest iis i36 iand ithe iminimum iis
izero. iThe isplit-half ireliability i(N=100) iof ithe
itest iwas ifound ito ibe i0.57. iThe itest-retest
itemporal istability iof ithe itest iwas ifound ito ibe
i0.68. iHigher iscores iindicate ilikelihood ito
idisobey, iwhile ilower iscores iindicate
iunlikelihood ito idisobey. It was found reliable in
this population with a Cronbach Alpha of 0.85.

SECTION C: Job Satisfaction
Job isatisfaction iwas imeasured iwith iJob
iSatisfaction iSurvey i(JSS). iIt iwas ideveloped iby
iPaul iE. iSpector iin i1985. iThe iJob iSatisfaction
iSurvey iis ia iquestionnaire iused ito ievaluate
inine idimensions iof ijob isatisfaction. iThis
iinstrument iis iwell iestablished iamong ithe iother
ijob isatisfaction iscales. iIn iorder ito itake ithe
itest, ithe iparticipants iare iasked ito irespond ito
i36 iitems ifor ieach iof ithe inine isub-scales. iFor
ieach iitem, ithere iare ichoices ibetween i“Strongly
idisagree” ito i“strongly iagree” i- isix ichoices iin
iall, iwith iwhich ithe iparticipants imust irespond.
iThis iis ia iwell-established iinstrument ithat ihas
ibeen iinvestigated ifor ireliability iand ivalidity.
iThe inine isub-scales irelated imoderately iwell
ibetween ieach iother, iinternal iconsistency; ia
iscore iof i0.60 ifor ico-worker ito i0.91 ifor ithe
itotal iscale. iOverall, ian iaverage ion i0.70 ifor
iinternal iconsistency iwas iobtained iout iof ia
isample iof i3.067 iparticipants. iHigh iscore
iindicates ihigh ijob isatisfaction iwhile ilow iscore
iindicates ilow ijob isatisfaction. iIt iwas ifound
ireliable iin ithis istudy iwith ia iCronbach iAlpha
iof i0.94.

SECTION D: Organizational ICitizenship
IBehaviour
Organizational iCitizenship iBehaviour iwas
imeasured iin ithis istudy iwith ithe iOrganizational
iCitizenship iBehaviour iChecklist i(OCB-C). iThe
ioriginal iOrganizational iCitizenship iBehaviour
iChecklist i(OCB-C) iwas ia i42-item iinstrument
idesigned ito iassess ithe ifrequency iof
iorganizational icitizenship ibehaviour iexhibited
iby iemployees. iIt ihas isince ibeen irefined iand
ishortened ifirst ito i36 iitems iand ithen ito ithe
ifinal i20 iitem iscale i(Fox, iSpector, iGoh,
iBruursema & iKessler, i2012). iThe iOCB-C iwas
ispecifically idesigned ito iminimize ioverlap iwith
iscale iof icounterproductive iwork ibehaviour, ia
ilimitation inoted iin iprior iscales i(Spector, iBauer,
i& iFox, i2010). iIncluded iwere iitems ithat
ireflected iacts idirected itoward ithe iorganization
ias iwell ias ipeople iin ithe iorganization, isuch ias
ico-workers. iSome iitems iasked iabout ialtruistic
iacts ithat ihelped ico-workers iwith ipersonal ias
iopposed ito iworkplace iissues. iSeparate isubscale
iscores ican ibe icomputed ithat ireflect iacts
idirected itowards ithe iorganization ithat ibenefit
ithe iorganization i(OCBO) iand iacts idirected
itoward ico-workers ithat ihelp iwith iwork-related
iissues i(OCBP). It was standardized for the
research and used to measure the citizenship
behaviour of the participants. High score indicates
high Organisational citizenship behaviour while
low score of the participant on the scale indicates
low Organisational Citizenship Behaviour. It was
found reliable in this study with a Cronbach Alpha
of 0.93.

SECTION E: Inequity Sensitivity
Inequity sensitivity was measured in this study with
the Equity Sensitivity Index (ESI). The ESI iwas
ioriginally ideveloped iby iHuseman iand ihis
icolleagues iin i1985, iand iit iremains to idate ithe
imost iwidely iadopted imeasure. iThe iESI
icontains ifive iitems, iand iit iasks participants ito
iallocate i10 ipoints ibetween itwo ioptions ithat
irespectively irepresent ithe respondent’s ioutcome
iand irespondent’s iinput iin ieach iitem. iIn ithe
ioriginal iarticle, ithe ESI idemonstrated
iCronbach’s ialpha iof i8.1. iAcross istudies,
ireliability iof ithe imeasure has iranged ifrom i.77
ito i.88 i(Patrick i& iJackson, i1991, ias icited iin
iShore i& iStrauss, 2008). iTo ivalidate ithe
imeasure, iKing iand iMiles i(1994) iexamined ithe
idiscriminant iand convergent ivalidity iof ithe iESI
iin ifive isamples i(N i= i2,399) iby icorrelating
iESI iscores with itheoretically irelated iconstructs
isuch ias iexchange iideology iand isocial
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idesirability. Their iresults ishowed ithat iESI
iscores iwere ipositively icorrelated iwith ithe
iperceptions iof pay ijustice, ialtruism, isocial
idesirability, ijob isatisfaction iorganizational
icommitment, ibut negatively icorrelated iwith
iexchange iideology, ilocus iof icontrol,
iMachiavellianism iand non-Protestant iwork iethic.
iIt iwas istandardized ifor ithe iresearch iand iused
ito imeasure the isensitivity iof ithe iparticipants ito
iinequity. iHigh iscore iof ithe iparticipants ion ithe
scale iimplies ilow iInequity iSensitivity iwhile
ilow iscore iimplies ihigh iInequity iSensitivity. It
iwas ifound ireliable iin ithis istudy iwith ia
iCronbach iAlpha iof i0.942.

Pilot Study/ Scale Validation

A pilot study was carried out to assess the
workability of the procedure and to standadrdized
all the instruments as well as to establish their
psychometric properties. The pilot study was
carried out in Lagos among the Army Personnel in
the Ikeja Cantonment of the Nigerian Army, where
fifty (50) Army Personnel were selected with the
use of convenience sampling technique. The choice
of the Ikeja cantonment was based on easy
accessibility and availability as approved by the
Nigerian Army. The test of reliability was done
using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS) software. Reliability tests carried out
included item total correlational analysis, Cronbach
Alpha reliability and Split-half reliability, all to
ascertain internal consistency of the scales. In the

item total correlational analysis, items that loaded
with a reliability coefficient of 0.3 and above were
retained in the scale, while items that loaded with
less than 0.3 reliability coefficients were removed.

Procedure

Letter of introduction was obtained from the
Department of Psychology University of Ibadan to
the Nigerian Army. The letter was submitted to the
Defence Headquarters Abuja and processed along
with the research proposal and a letter of request to
carry out research on the Nigeria Army Personnel.
The approval was granted after due consideration to
the confidentiality of the military system.

In carrying out the research after the approval has
been granted by the appropriate authorities,
questionnaires were distributed to individual
Nigerian Army Personnel that shows interest in the
research. The Army Personnel were briefed and all
the collection of data was done with the assistance
of two research assistants who were recruited for
the purpose of this research. Also, many Army
officers volunteered and some were saddled with
the responsibility by their superior officers to
collect the questionnaires after it must have been
filled.

Four hundred and forty copies of questionnaires
were distributed for the research of which only four
hundred and twenty two were retrieved. This shows
a response rate of 95.9%. The retrieved copies of
questionnaire were subjected to statistical analysis.
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RESULTS

The data was subjected to a 3-way ANOVA analysis, and yhe result is presented in table 1 below.

Table 1: Three-way ANOVA Summary Table Showing influence of Gender, Rank and Education of
Disobedience among Military Personnel

Source SS DF MS2 F ratio P

Gender 34.088 1 34.088 .916 >.05

Disobedience
Rank 550.598 11 50.054 1.346 >.05

Education 376.123 8 47.015 1.264 >.05

Gender * Rank 305.070 10 30.507 .820 >.05

Gender *
Education 136.922 4 34.230 .920 >.05

Rank * Education 1416.810 34 41.671 1.120 >.05

Gender * Rank *
Education 413.443 6 68.907 1.853 >.05

Error 12832.616 345 37.196

Total 19877.036 421

Result from table 1 showed that gender, rank and education had no significant main influence on
disobedience among military personnel [(F(1, 345)= .916, p>.05), (F(11, 345)= 1.346, p>.05) & (F(8, 345)=
1.264, p>.05) respectively]. Further, gender, rank and education had no significant interaction influence on
disobedience among military personnel [(F(4, 345)= .920, p>.05), (F(34, 345)= 1.120, p>.05) & (F(6, 345)=
1.853, p>.05) respectively]. Though there were indications of the influence of these variables, they did not
approach significance,

DISCUSSION
Contrary to expectations, none of the variables
considered in this study significantly predicted
disobedience among the military personnel used.
The findings confimed the observations of scholars
that considering the influence of demographic
veariables on deviant behaviour id neither there nor

there. For example, when gender was considered,
while males were reported to be more aggressive on
deviant behaviours more than females in
organisations (Baron iet ial., i1999; iHershcovis iet
ial., i2007), others found females to be more
aggressive and engage in deviant vehaviours more
than males (Namie and Namie, 2020), yet others
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still found no difference among the genders on
deviant behaviours (e.g. Douglas et al, 2003).
Additionally, iSpector i(2002) ialso ireported
imales iperforming imore ithan ifemales iin ioverall
ideviant iworkplace ibehaviour iand iinterpersonal
ideviance, iabuse iand iaggression iscores, iwhile
ithere iwere ino igender idifferences ifor
iorganizational idirected ideviant iworkplace
ibehaviours isuch ias isabotage, itheft ior iphysical
iaggression. iThe present study has just gone ahead
to add to the controversy, especially in the military
organisation.

The irole iof idemographic ivariables iin
iinfluencing ideviant iworkplace ibehaviour iin
ideveloping iand ideveloped ieconomies ihas
ireceived ia ilittle iattention. iThe ivariables
iidentified ithrough iliterature iwere iage, igender,
ieducation, itenure, ireligion, iposition iof ian
iemployee iin ithe iorganization, iyears iof
iemployment, istatus iof iemployment i(part-
time/fulltime), imarital istatus iof iemployees,
iculture, ipersonality itype, ileadership iand iincome
ilevels i(Appelbaum iet ial., i2005, i2007; iFarhadi
iet ial., i2013). i

The irelationship iof ithe idemographic ivariables
iwith ideviant iworkplace ibehaviour ihas iremained
iuncertain iin ithe ipast iempirical iresearches
i(Berry iet ial., i2007; iBowling iand iEschleman,
i2010; iDalal, i2005;). iHence, ithe ifindings iof
idemographics iand ideviant iworkplace ibehaviour
iresearches ihave ibeen ifound iinconsistent
ithroughout. The present researchers were
expecting something different from the military
organisations because of their peculiarity (where a
virtue is held sacrosanct – No disobedience/mutiny),
but nothing seem to have change in the equivocality
of the “debate”.

Considering these demographoc variables was to
test the social exchange theory reviewed earlier and
the submissions that sub-cultures within the
organisation affect how people behave in
organisations. While not refuting these submissions,
the present study only added to the controversy by
not confirming the influence of the variables.

In a previous work, (Haruna, 2023) actually
reported predictive influence of each of these
variables on disobedience, however in the presence
of other vaiables such as Job satisfaction,
organisational citizenship behaviour, inequity

sensitivity, mutiny proneness among the Nigerian
army personnel. Thus, demographics (age,
experience, rank & education), job satisfaction,
organizational citizenship behaviour and inequity
sensitivity significantly jointly predicted
disobedience among military personnel. The result
further revealed that only the independent
contributions of experience, rank, education, job
satisfaction and inequity sensitivity were significant
in the general model.

It can then be concluded that the controversy would
still rage on as to the influence of this variables on
deviant behaviours (Disobedience) in organisations,
The military in Nigeria should therefore be on the
look-out to manage the situation well in their
recruitment/selection proceses and in managing the
rank and file with knowledge in human behaviour.
A psychologically based recruitment and selection
system should be implemented such that candidates
whose personality trait indicates they are prone to
mutiny are either not recruited into the military
service due to high propensity to disobedience or
recruited but provided with utmost supervision to
curb disobedience.

The government through relevant ministries and
departments and other non-governmental
organisations concerned, should conduct periodic
counselling for the military personnel, enlightening
them on the inimical and disparaging effect of
disobedience in the military.
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