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The objective of this study is to examine deviant behaviour in workplace which may 
be due to negative perception of employees towards organisational justice 
(distributive and procedural justice).  Data was gathered from a sample of 279 
operational hotel employees in Penang, Malaysia.  Results from regression analyses 
revealed that procedural justice has a significant negative effect on the three forms 
of deviant behaviours.  Distributive justice, on the other hand, was not significantly 
affects deviant behaviours.  Theoretical and managerial implications of the findings 
were discussed. 

 
Key words: deviant behaviour, organisational justice, hotel industry 

 
Introduction 
 
Workplace deviance is a prevalent and costly problem for organisations (Aquino, Galperin, 
and Bennet, 2001).  One study showed that 79% of employees have lost their temper at work 
and 42% have made an obscene comment (Bennett and Robinson, 2000).  Another study 
reports that 75% of employees have taken property from their employers at least once 
(McGurn, 1998).  In a third study, 42% of women reported being harassed at work (Grubber, 
1990).  Harper (1990) noted that 33 to 75 percent of employees in the United States have 
engaged in some form of theft, fraud, embezzlement, vandalism, sabotage, and unexcused 
absenteeism.  Such actions are known as employee deviance (Robinson and Bennett, 1995).  
The social and economic costs of these and other types of deviant workplace behaviours can 
be substantial.  The amount of losses arising from these wrongdoings can be staggering.  
According to Murphy (1993), employee deviance and delinquency resulted in organisational 
losses estimated to range from US$6 billion to US$200 billion annually. 

Workplace deviance is not an uncommon phenomenon in Malaysia.  Incidences of 
deviant conducts like corruption, drug abuse, and sabotage have been reported in the local 
media.  For example, Malaysia has been ranked at 33rd place together with Hungary, 
Trinidad, and Tobago with a Corruption Perception Index (CPI) score of 4.9 out of a clean 
score of 10 in 2002 (Transparency International, 2002).  Nonetheless, local studies pertaining 
to this subject has been very limited.  Except for the exploratory work of Shamsuddin (2000), 
empirical evidence on this topic in Malaysia remains vague.  Hence, the present study seeks 
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to examine whether organisational justice (distributive and procedural justice) has a negative 
impact on deviant behaviours within the Malaysian hotel industry setting. 

Review of Literature 
 
Deviant Behaviour 
 
The concept of workplace deviance has received a great deal of attention in the past decade 
(for example, Robinson and Bennett, 1995; Sims, 2002; Vigoda, 2002) particularly from 
Western scholars.  Deviant behaviour (DB) has been defined as an individual’s voluntary 
behaviour that violates significant organisational norms and in doing so threatens the well-
being of an organisation, its members, or both (Robinson and Bennett, 1995).  Examples of 
deviant behaviour include withholding effort, stealing company property, acting rudely to co-
workers, abusing drugs and alcohol, taking long breaks, and others (Bolin and Heatherly, 
2001).  Robinson and Bennett (1995) initially identified four different yet related types of 
deviance namely production deviance, property deviance, political deviance, and personal 
aggression.  Subsequently, even though there are different manifestations of deviant 
behaviours, Bennett and Robinson (2000) argued that these behaviours can be distinguished 
in terms of their targets.  Typically, there are two primary types of workplace deviance.  
Interpersonal deviance is targeted at members of the organisation and includes behaviours 
such as saying something hateful or making fun of someone at work.  Organisational 
deviance, on the other hand, is directed at the organisation and includes actions such as taking 
property from work without permission and discussing confidential information with 
outsiders.  
 
Organisational Justice and Deviant Behaviour 
 
Two sources of organisational justice have been frequently cited in the literatures namely 
distributive justice and procedural justice (Moorman, 1991).  Distributive justice refers to the 
perceived fairness of the amounts of outcomes employees receive (Greenberg, 1990a).  
Procedural justice, on the other hand, reflects a person’s judgments about the fairness of the 
process of making outcome allocation decisions (Greenberg, 1990a).  Specifically, procedural 
justice reflects the extent to which an individual perceives that outcome allocation decisions 
have been fairly made according to the organisation’s formal procedures and from the 
treatment given by the organisation’s authorities in enacting those procedures (Moorman, 
1991).  
 
Distributive Justice and Deviant Behaviour 
 
Distributive justice refers to the perceived fairness of the amounts of outcomes employees 
receive (Greenberg, 1990a).  Past studies on organisational justice have largely focused on 
the effects of distributive justice on deviant behaviours like theft and vandalism (Hollinger 
and Clark, 1983; Greenberg, 1990b).  According to the theories of relative deprivation 
(Folger et al., 1983), and equity theory (Adams, 1965), beliefs of injustice associated with 
outcomes will evoke one’s feelings of dissatisfaction and resentment that motivate the 
aggrieved individual to react either by modifying their behaviour to restore equity or by 
seeking to change the system.  If the individual believe that he or she cannot change the 
system, one alternative is to inflict punishment upon the parties held responsible for violating 
their sense of justice (Greenberg, 1990a).  Therefore, this study posits that: 
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H 1: Distributive justice is negatively related to deviant behaviour. 
 

H 1a: Distributive justice is negatively related to organisational deviant behaviour. 
H 1b: Distributive justice is negatively related to interpersonal deviant behaviour.  

 
Procedural Justice and Deviant Behaviour 
 
Procedural justice, on the other hand, reflects a person’s judgments about the fairness of the 
process of making outcome allocation decisions (Greenberg, 1990a).  Specifically, procedural 
justice reflects the extent to which an individual perceive that outcome allocation decisions 
have been fairly made according to the organisation’s formal procedures and from the 
treatment given by the organisation’s authorities in enacting those procedures (Moorman, 
1991).  Since process issues are equally important to people whenever allocations are being 
made (Folger and Greenberg, 1985), it is highly likely that procedural justice may have a 
potent effect on employees’ deviant behaviours.  When employees are dissatisfied with the 
fairness of procedures, they are more likely to violate organisational norms and commit acts 
of deviance.  Aquino et al. (1999) provided empirical evidence for the negative impact of 
procedural justice on deviant behaviour.  Hence, the second hypothesis of the study is as 
follows:  
 

H 2: Procedural justice is negatively related to deviant behaviour. 
 

H 2a: Procedural justice is negatively related to organisational deviant behaviour. 
H 2b: Procedural justice is negatively related to interpersonal deviant behaviour.  

 
Methodology 
 
Subjects  
 
Participants in the study were operational employees employed by eight 5-star rated hotels 
located on the island of Penang.  These hotels had expressed their willingness allowing their 
employees to participate in this study.  Self-administered questionnaires (in the form of 
booklet) were used in data collection.  Given the fact that this researcher had no direct access 
to the respondents, helps from human resource managers were sought.  The research 
instruments were hand delivered to the human resource managers of the participating hotels.  
Each manager was told to randomly distribute the questionnaires to their operational 
employees in four different departments (food production, food and beverage service, 
housekeeping, and front office).  Each booklet was accompanied with a cover letter; stating 
the purposes of the study, confidentiality of the gathered data, and instructions on how to 
answer the questionnaires.  An envelope with the researcher’s address was provided with 
each questionnaire.  A total of 400 questionnaires were distributed.  Respondents were given 
two weeks to answer the questionnaires.  In all, 279 useable questionnaires were returned and 
analyzed representing a response rate of 69.75%.  
 
Measurement  
 
The predictor variables used in this study are distributive justice and procedural justice.  The 
criterion variable is deviant behaviour.  Distributive justice was gauged using a 5 positively 
worded items adopted from Niehoff and Moorman (1993).  Similarly, procedural justice was 
measured using a 10 positively worded items adopted from Niehoff and Moorman (1993).  
Responses to the items were made on a 5-point scale (1= strongly disagree to 5= strongly 
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agree).  The criterion variables relate to the two forms of deviant behaviour namely 
interpersonal deviance and organisational deviance.  Seven items were used to measure 
interpersonal deviance whereas another 12 items were utilized to gauge organisational 
deviance.  These items were derived from Bennett and Robinson (2000).  Responses to the 
items were made on a 5-point scale (1= never to 5 = more than 20 times).  
 
Method of Analysis 
 
Following the suggestions made by earlier researchers (for instance, Robinson and 
Greenberg, 1998; Lau et al., 2003; Grasmick and Kobayashi, 2003; Hollinger and Clark, 
1983) that deviant behaviours can be influenced by personal factors; six personal variables 
(gender, age, marital status, race, job tenure, and organisational tenure) were controlled in the 
statistical analyses.  In the current study, the hypotheses were tested using a two-step 
hierarchical regression (Cohen and Cohen, 1975).  Control variables were entered in the first 
step, followed by the model variable of organisational justice dimensions (distributive justice 
and procedural justice). 
 
Results 
 
Profile of Respondents 
 
The sample profile is shown in Table 1.  From Table 1, it can be observed that of those who 
completed the survey, 28 (10%) were males and 251 (90%) were females.  In terms of marital 
status, 158 respondents were married (56.6) and 121 were unmarried (43.4%).  For ethnicity, 
the sample consisted of mostly Malays (94.6%).  Regarding education, 244 (87.5%) had 
MCE/STPM and lower, 25 (9%) had HSC/STPM, and 10 (3.5%) acquired a degree.  The 
mean age for the sample is 29.08 years with a standard deviation of 5.86 years.  On the 
average, respondents have been in their jobs for 5.98 years with a standard deviation of 3.75 
years.  In terms of organisational tenure, the mean for the sample is 6.14 years with a 
standard deviation of 3.78 years. 
 

Table 1 Sample Profile of the Respondents 
Demographic Variables Categories Frequency Percentage (%)

Gender Male 
Female 

28 
51 

10.0 
90.0 

Marital Status Single  
Married 

121 
158 

43.4 
56.6 

Race Malay 
Chinese 
Indians   

264 
4 

11 

94.6 
1.4 
3.9 

Educational Level MCE/SPM & below
HSC/STPM 
Degree  

244 
25 
10 

87.5 
9.0 
3.5 

 
Age (years) 
Job Tenure (years) 
Organisational Tenure 
(years) 

Mean 
29.08 
5.98 
6.14 

 

SD 
5.86 
3.75 
3.78 
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Factor Analyses of Study Variables 
 
A principal component factor analysis with varimax rotation was conducted to validate the 
underlying structure of organisational justice.  In interpreting the factors, only a loading of 
0.50 or greater on one factor and 0.35 or lower on the other factor are considered (Igbaria et 
al., 1995).  The results of the factor analysis revealed that all items loaded on to a two-factor 
solution as originally conceptualized where the total variance explained was 66.39%.  The 
KMO measure of sampling adequacy was 0.926 indicating sufficient inter correlations while 
the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant (Chi square = 3031.52, p < 0.01).  The first 
factor consisted of ten items was named Procedural Justice (PJ), while the second factor was 
labelled Distributive Justice (DJ), consisted of five items. 

Similarly, another factor analysis was undertaken to see the dimensionality of the 
dependent variable (deviant behaviour).  Three factor solutions emerged explaining 61.62% of 
the total variance.  One item was excluded due to its high cross loading whilst another item was 
dropped because of its low loading.  The KMO measure of sampling adequacy was 0.910 
indicating sufficient inter correlations while the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant 
(Chi square = 2718.33, p < 0.01).  Eleven items measuring organisational deviant behaviours 
were divided into two factors.  Factor 1 consisted of five items relate to deviant behaviours 
pertaining to individual’s deviant behaviours toward the organisation.  Hence, this factor was 
named “Deviant Behaviour Organisation” (DBO).  Factor 2, which was consisted of six items 
relate to employees’ deviant behaviours towards work.  Thus, this second factor was labelled 
“Deviant Behaviour Work” (DBW).  Factor 3 was named Deviant Behaviour Interpersonal 
(DBI), consisted of six items that relate to employees’ deviant behaviours toward their co-
workers.  
 
Mean, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of the Study Variables 
 
Descriptive statistics such as mean scores, standard deviations, reliability, and inter 
correlations of the study variables were computed as depicted in Table 2. 
 

Table 2 Descriptive Statistics of the Study Variables 
Variable Mean SD DJ PJ DBO DBW DBI 

DJ 3.27 .65 (.83)     

PJ 3.31 .71 .512** (.95)    

DBO 1.08 .29 .021 -.082 (.87)   

DBW 1.46 .54 .049 -.149* .558** (.79)  

DBI 1.24 .42 -.049 -.183** .704** .633** (.83) 
** p < 0.01, *   p < 0.05; value in parentheses indicate Cronbach’s alpha 
 

As can be seen from Table 2, the mean value for distributive justice is 3.27 with a 
standard deviation of 0.65.  The mean score for procedural justice is 3.31 with a standard 
deviation of 0.71.  Respondents in this study indicated a low level of deviant behaviour with 
mean scores of 1.08, 1.46 and 1.24 for the DBO, DBW, and DBI respectively.  The reliability 
coefficients for the study variables were considered good, which concur with Nunnally’s (1978) 
minimum required level of 0.70.  In terms of correlations, the Pearson’s correlations among 
organisational justice dimension (DJ and PJ) were significant and positive (r = .512, p < .01).  
PJ has significant and negative association with DBO and DBI, while DJ was found not 
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significantly correlated with any of the DB dimensions.  Finally, correlation coefficients 
among DB dimensions were positively significant, ranging from 0.558 to 0.704 (p < .01).    
 
Hypotheses Testing 
 
Based on the factor and reliability analyses, the hypotheses for this study are restated as 
follows: 
 

H 1: Distributive justice is negatively related to deviant behaviour. 
 

H 1a: Distributive justice is negatively related to deviant behaviour organisation 
(DBO). 

H 1b: Distributive justice is negatively related to deviant behaviour work (DBW).  
H 1c: Distributive justice is negatively related to deviant behaviour interpersonal 

(DBI).  
 

H 2: Procedural justice is negatively related to deviant behaviour. 
 

H 2a: Procedural justice is negatively related to deviant behaviour organisation 
(DBO). 

H 2b: Procedural justice is negatively related to deviant behaviour work (DBW). 
H 2c: Procedural justice is negatively related to deviant behaviour interpersonal 

(DBI).  
 

To test the hypotheses of this study, distributive justice and procedural justice were 
regressed on to the three dimensions of deviant behaviour separately.  Tables 3, 4, and 5 
present the results of the three regression analyses.  

 
Table 3 Results of Regression Analysis: Impact of Distributive Justice and Procedural Justice 

on DBO  
Independent Variables Deviant Behaviour Organisation (DBO) 

 Std Beta (Model 1) Std Beta (Model 2) 

Control Variables   

Gender (1=Male) 
Age 
Marital Status (1=Single) 
Race (1=Malays) 
Organisational Tenure 
Job Tenure 

.19** 
-.01 
-.06 
-.05 
.07 
-.01 

.19** 
.00 
-.04 
-.04 
.04 
-.02 

Model Variable   
Distributive Justice (DJ) 
Procedural Justice (PJ) 

 -.03 
-.21** 

R2 

Adj. R2 

R2  Change 
F Change 

.04 

.03 

.04 
2.378* 

.09 

.07 

.05 
7.284** 

**p < 0.01, *p < 0.05 
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From Table 3, it can be seen that the control variables (gender, age, marital status, 
race, organisational tenure, and job tenure) explained 4.0% variation in DBO.  From the first 
equation, gender was found to have a positive and significant relationship with DBO (β = .19, 
p < .01).  In terms of gender, male employees had higher DBO compared to those of female 
employees (since males were coded as 1 whilst females were coded as 0).  When model 
variable were added, the additional variance explained was 5.0% (F change = 7.284, p < .01).  
Inspection at the individual variables showed that procedural justice (β = -.21, p < .01) was 
found to have a significant and negative effect on DBO.  These findings provided support for 
H2a, while H1a was not supported.  

Table 4 presents the results of the regression analysis of distributive justice and 
procedural justice on DBW. 

 
Table 4 Results of Regression Analysis: Impact of Distributive Justice and Procedural Justice 

on DBW  
Independent Variables Deviant Behaviour Work (DBW) 

 Std Beta (Model 1) Std Beta (Model 2) 

Control Variables   

Gender (1=Male) 
Age 
Marital Status (1=Single) 
Race (1=Malays) 
Organisational Tenure 
Job Tenure 

.25** 
-.10 
-.09 
-.04 
-.01 
-.01 

.26** 
-.08 
-.06 
-.04 
-.04 
-.02 

Model Variable   
Distributive Justice (DJ) 
Procedural Justice (PJ) 

 
 

.23** 
-.32** 

R2 

Adj. R2 

R2  Change 

F Change 

.08 

.07 

.08 
4.777** 

.16 

.14 

.08 
12.204** 

**p < 0.01, *p < 0.05 
 

From Table 4, it can be observed that the six control variables explained 8.0% of the 
variation in DBW (F change = 4.777, p < .01).  Again, gender was found to have a positive 
and significant relationship with DBW (β = .25, p < .01).  Male employees had higher DBW 
compared to those of female employees.  From the second model, it can be seen that 
distributive justice and procedural justice contributed an additional of 8.0% towards the 
variation in DBW (F change = 12.204, p < .01).  Procedural justice (β = -.32, p < .01) was 
found to have a significant and negative effect on DBW, hence providing supports for H2b.  
Distributive justice was also found to significantly predicted DBW, however the relationship 
was in a positive direction (β = .23, p < .01).  Thus, H1b was rejected.   

 Table 5 shows the results of the regression analysis of distributive justice and 
procedural justice on DBI.  From Table 5, it can be seen that the control variables (gender, 
age, marital status, race, organisational tenure, and job tenure) explained 8.0% variation in 
DBI.  Gender (β = .16, p < .01) and age (β = -.26, p < .01) were found to have significant 
relationship with DBI.  In terms of gender, male employees had higher DBI compared to 
those of female employees.  On the impact of age, younger employees displayed higher DBI 
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as compared to older employees.  When model variables were added, the additional variance 
explained was 5.0% (F change = 7.778, p < .01).  From the second model, it can be seen that 
procedural justice has a significant negative effect on DBI (β = -.24, p < .01).  Therefore, H2c 
was accepted, while H1c was rejected.  
 
Table 5 Results of Regression Analysis: Impact of Distributive Justice and Procedural Justice 

DBI  
Independent Variables Deviant Behaviour Interpersonal (DBI) 

 Std Beta (Model 1) Std Beta (Model 2) 

Control Variables   

Gender (1=Male) 
Age 
Marital Status (1=Single) 
Race (1=Malays) 
Organisational Tenure 
Job Tenure 

.16** 
-.26** 
-.12 
.00 
.10 
.01 

.15** 
-.23** 
-.09 
.00 
.07 
.01 

Model Variable   
Distributive Justice (DJ) 
Procedural Justice (PJ) 

 
 

.01 
-.24** 

R2 

Adj. R2 

R2  Change 

F Change 

.08 

.06 

.08 
4.284** 

.13 

.11 

.05 
7.778** 

**p < 0.01, *p < 0.05 
 
Discussion 
 
The objective of the current study was to examine whether organisational justice (distributive 
and procedural justice) has a negative effect on deviant behaviours.  The statistical results 
obtained in this study showed that organisational justice; particularly procedural justice has a 
significant negative impact on employees’ deviant behaviours towards their organisations 
(DBO and DBW) and towards their co-workers (DBI).  This finding implies that employees’ 
judgment about procedural fairness plays an important role in determining their behaviours at 
the workplace. This finding is consistent with those of previous researchers (Aquino et al., 
1999; Moorman, 1991; Niehoff and Moorman, 1993).  When employees are dissatisfied with 
the fairness of procedures, they are more likely to violate organisational norms and commit 
acts of deviance.   

Findings from this study showed that employees’ feeling of organisation’s distributive 
justice has no significant negative impact on their deviant behaviours.  In fact, a significant 
positive relationship was found between distributive justice and organisational deviant 
behaviours.  This finding seems to contradict with the previous study (Hollinger and Clark, 
1983; Greenberg, 1990a, 1990b).  Perhaps one explanation for the positive relationship 
between distributive justice and deviant behaviours in this study could be due to the over 
representation of female (90.0%) and married (56.6%) respondents.  Traditionally, women 
placed more attention towards family matters than job or career advancement.  Thus, 
perceived fairness of the amount of outcomes female employees received may not deter them 
from engaging in deviant behaviours.  In other word, female employees may not afraid of 
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losing their jobs since the “bread winners” for the family are traditionally accorded to the 
husband.   
 
Implications 
 
From a practical viewpoint, one can conclude that in order to contain hotel employees’ 
deviant behaviours towards organisation, work, or co-workers, managers must treat 
employees fairly and make use of fair procedures in making decisions.  Thus, hotel managers 
concerned with reducing deviant behaviours among their workers need to focus their 
attention on providing fair supervision, treating employees with respect and dignity, making 
job decisions in unbiased manner, collecting accurate and complete information before taking 
any job decisions, and showing sensitivity towards employees’ personal needs.  A favourable 
work climate that fosters positive implementations of the hotel’s formal procedures and from 
the treatment given by the hotel’s authorities in enacting those procedures may induce 
employees to reciprocate by exhibiting positive organisational, work, or interpersonal 
behaviours.  
 
Limitations  
 
The first limitation of this study relates to the sample, which was derived from one particular 
industry.  Thus, the findings obtained may not be generalized to other samples across 
different industries.  The use of a larger sample from other sectors would improve the 
generalizability of the findings.  Second, this study is limited in scope, and given that there 
may be other individual, job, organisational, and environmental factors that affect deviant 
behaviours, researchers interested in this area should attempt to explore these elements in 
future.   
 
References 
 
Ambrose, M.L., Seabright, M.A. and Schminke, M. (2002). Sabotage in the workplace: The 

role of organisational injustice. Organisational Behaviour and Human Decision 
Processes, 89, 947-965. 

Aquino, K., Lewis, M.U., and Bradfield, M. (1999). Justice constructs, negative affectivity, 
and employee deviance: A proposed model and empirical test. Journal of 
Organisational Behaviour, Volume 20. 

Aquino, K., Galpeerin, B.L., and Bennett, R.J. (2001). Social status and aggressiveness as 
moderators of the relationship between international justice and workplace deviance. 
Paper presented at the meeting of the Academy of Management, Washington DC. 

Bolin, A. and Heatherly, L. (2001). Predictors of Employee Deviance: The Relationship 
between Bad Attitudes and Bad Behaviour. Journal of Business and Psychology, 15 
(3). 

Bennett, R.J. and Robinson, S.L. (2000). Development of a measure of workplace deviance. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 85 (3), 349-360. 

Cohen, J. and Cohen, P. (1975). Applied Multiple Regression Correlation Analysis for the 
Behavioural Sciences. New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.  

Folger, R. and Greenberg, J. (1985). Procedural Justice: an interpretive analysis of personnel 
systems. In K.M. Rowland and G.R. Ferris (ed). Research in personnel and human 
resources management, Greenwich: JAI Press, 141-183. 

Grasmick, H.G. and Kobayashi, E. (2003). Gender and Non-compliance with Workplace 
Rules in Japan: The Contribution of Managerial Sanctions, Embarrassment, and 
Shame. NUCB Journal of Economics and Information Science, 46 (2). 



TEAM Journal of Hospitality & Tourism, Vol. 3, Issue 1, December 2006 

 40

Greenberg, J. (1990a). Organisational Justice: Yesterday, Today and Tomorrow. Journal of 
Management, 16 (2), 399-432. 

Greenberg, J. (1990b). Employee theft as a reaction to underpayment inequity: The hidden 
cost of pay cuts. Journal of Applied Psychology, 75, 561-568. 

Grubber, J.E. (1990). How women handle sexual harassment: A literature review. Social 
Science Research, 74, 3-9. 

Hackett, R.D. and Bycio, P. (1996). An evaluation of employee absenteeism as a coping 
mechanism among hospital nurses. Journal of Occupational and Organisational 
Psychology, 69, 327-338. 

Harper, D. (1990). Spotlight Abuse – Save Profits. Industrial Distribution, 79, 47-51. 
Hollinger, R.C. and Clark, J.P. (1983). Deterrence in the Workplace: Perceived Certainty, 

Perceived Severity and Employee Theft. Social Forces, 62(2). 
Igbaria, M., Iivari, J. and Maragahh, H. (1995). Why do individuals use computer 

technology? A Finnish case study. Information and Management, 5, 227-238. 
Jones, G.E. and Kavanagh, M.J. (1996). An experimental examination of the effects of 

individual and situational factors on unethical behaviour intentions in the workplace. 
Journal of Business Ethics, 15 (5), 511-523. 

Lau, V.C.S., Au, W.T., and Ho, J.M.C. (2003). A Qualitative and Quantitative Review of 
Antecedents of Counterproductive Behaviour in Organisations. Journal of Business 
and Psychology, 18 (1), 73. 

McGrun, C. (1998). Spotting the thieves who work among us. Wall Street Journal, 7, 16. 
Moorman, R.H. (1991). Relationship between Organisational Justice and Organisational 

Citizenship Behaviours: Do Fairness Perceptions Influence Employee Citizenship? 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 76 (6), 845-855. 

Murphy, K.R. (1993). Honesty in the workplace. Belmont: Brooks/Cole. 
Niehoff, B.P. and Moorman, R.H. (1993). Justice as a mediator of the relationship between 

methods of monitoring and organisational citizenship behaviour. Academy of 
Management Journal, 36 (3), 527-556. 
Nunnally, J.C. (1978). Psychometric Theory. 2nd. ed., New York: McGraw-Hill.  

Robinson, S.L. and Greenberg, J. (1998). Employees Behaving Badly: Dimensions, 
Determinants and Dilemmas in the Study of Workplace Deviance. Journal of 
Organisational Behaviour (1986-1988): 1988; ABI/INFORM Global, pg. 1 

Robinson, S.L. and Bennett, R.J. (1995). A Typology of Deviant Workplace Behaviours: A 
Multidimensional Scaling Study. Academy of Management Journal, 38 (2), 555-572 

Shamsudin, F. M. (2003). Workplace Deviance Among Hotel Employees: An Exploratory 
Survey. Malaysian Management Journal, 7(1), 17-33 

Sims, R.L. (2002). Ethical rule breaking by employees: A test of social bonding theory. 
Journal of Business Ethics, 40 (2), 101-109 

Transparency International (2002) website. URL: http://www.transparency.org/index.html. 
Vigoda, E. (2002). Stress-related aftermaths to workplace politics: The relationships among 

politics, job distress, and aggressive behaviour in organisations. Journal of 
Organisational Behaviour, 23 (5), 571. 




