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PREFACE

The aim of this research is to determine factors affecting workplace deviance among
manufacturing employees in Malaysia. The topic of our research project is
“Determinants of Workplace Deviance among Manufacturing Employees in
Malaysia”. The reason of choosing manufacturing industry to conduct our study is
because this industry provides significant contribution to Malaysia’s economic
growth. In addition, we have also found out some of the problems faced by
manufacturing industry such as poor work performance, declining productivity,

high accident rates and others.

In order to achieve the objectives, there are four independent variables used to
conduct our research which are perceived organizational support, distributive
justice, procedural justice and interactional justice. The low perceived
organizational support, distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional
justice will lead to high workplace deviance behaviours which in turn cause harmful
effect to the industry’s performance and productivity. In a nut shell, this research
provides better insight of factors affecting workplace deviance behaviours among

manufacturing employees in Malaysia.
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ABSTRACT

The main objective of this study is to examine workplace deviance among
employees in manufacturing industry in Malaysia. We have proposed a few
hypotheses to examine the relationship between independent variables (perceived
organizational support, distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional
justice) and dependent variable (workplace deviance). We have also provided the

literature review and proposed conceptual framework for this study.

In this research, we focus on identify the significant relationship between perceived
organizational support and workplace deviance. We also aim to identify significant
relationship between organizational justice and workplace deviance. Our target
respondents are employees in manufacturing industry in Malaysia. We have
collected and analysed data in order to get the result. The result shows that perceived
organizational support, distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional
justice are significantly correlated with workplace deviance. In short, employers in
manufacturing industry should consider perceived organizational support and

organizational justice in order to prevent workplace deviance issues.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1.0 Introduction

The purpose of this study is to find out the factors affecting workplace deviance
among employees in manufacturing industry in Malaysia. Workplace deviance is
important in manufacturing industry in which it can affect the organizational
productivity and effectiveness. This research is to examine research questions and
accomplish research objective to identify the relationship between dependent
variable and independent variables. This chapter covers discussions on research
background, problem statement, research objectives and questions, hypotheses,

significance of the study, chapter layout and conclusion.

1.1 Background of Study

The problem of workplace deviance has been occurring widely in most
organizations around the world in the recent years (Appelbaum, 2006). Most of the
employees practice workplace deviance towards their co-workers or employers
nowadays. According to the research done by Northwestern National Life Insurance
Company (1993), it stated that more than 2 million employees were physically
attacked at work and about 6 million of employees were threatened, and nearly 16
million were harassed by others every year. Workplace deviance is harmful to
organizations’ financial condition due to the annual estimated expenses that
incurred to solve workplace deviance issues are amounted to millions dollar among
U.S. organizations (Case, 1998). For example, in United States of America, the
wrongdoings of employees who engage in workplace deviance and delinquency

cause organizational losses ranging from US$6-200 billion annually (Shamsudin,
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2003). In addition, United States Department of Commerce reported that around a
third of U.S. organizational bankruptcies are caused by workplace deviance (Marasi,
Bennett, & Budden, 2018).

Workplace deviance is a negative behavior of saboteur which intends to disrupt,
damage or subvert an organization’s business for individual purpose and these acts
include destroying property, embarrassment, harming other employees and
customers, destructing working relationship, creating unfavorable publicity and
delaying productions (Ambrose, Seabright, & Schiminke, 2002). Workplace
deviance can be defined as voluntary behavior and intention to violate an
organization’s norm that influences the well-being of an organization and/or the
members of an organizations and harm the organizational functioning (Robinson &
Bennett, 1995). Organizational norms involve a basic moral standard and other
traditional community standards such as rules and procedures, formal and informal
company policies (Feldman, 1984). Workplace deviance might violate
organizational norms because it is also known as misbehavior (Vardi & Weitz,
2004), counterproductive behavior (Sackett & Devore, 2002), workplace incivility

and antisocial behavior (Giacalone & Greenberg, 1997).

In addition, employers, employees or both of them are always the potential victims
of workplace deviance (Adeoti, Shamsudin, & Wan, 2017). Workplace deviance
may vary along a continuum of seriousness, from the minor actions such as leaving
early and embarrassing co-workers, to a more severe action such as theft and
destroying organization’s property (Bennett & Robinson, 2000). According to
Bennett and Robinson (2000), workplace deviance is defined as occupational crime
that includes absenteeism, misuse of time at work, stealing company’s asset, sharing
company confidential information, performing unsafe and unethical behavior, late
to work, corporate sabotage, consuming drug and alcohol, spreading rumor and
providing poor quality of work (Vardi & Wiener, 1996; Appelbaum, Laconi, &

Matousek, 2007). If an employee takes an action that violates the major rules and
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regulations of company, the particular action may be considered as workplace
deviance (Spector & Fox, 2002).

The initiative to solve workplace deviance issue is essential to organization’s
productivity, organization’s financial condition, organization’s reputation,
employees’ well-being, employees’ performance, employees’ productivity,
interrelationship between and among colleagues, and so on and so forth. Workplace
deviance brings a lot of drawbacks towards organizations especially for their human
capitals. The existence of workplace deviance affects the interactions between and
among employees, work units, department, division and intra-organization which
may lead to organization’s failure (Gabcanova, 2011). For example, when
workplace deviance takes place in a department, the members will become
frustrated to work as team and corporate cohesively. When this happens, error may
occur and that error may be passed from one department to another department due
to organizational interdependency. Finally, the whole organization is trapped by

mistakes that cannot be undone.

Human capitals are known as one of the most valuable assets of an organization
(Stambor, 2006). This is because employee is the one who operates and runs the
businesses on a daily basis (Vaynerchuk, 2016). They contribute their efforts,
knowledge, expertise and skills which directly affect organizational success
(Mayhew, 2018). Thus, it is important to address workplace deviance where
organizations should take actions to avoid their employees become the instigators
and victims of workplace deviance. Organizations should manage their employees
properly and try their best to avoid workplace deviance since it also affects

organization’s profitability and productivity (Rodriguez, 2017).

Moreover, workplace deviance also brings significant implications towards
psychological well-being of employees (Aizat & Rahim, 2008). From

psychological perspective, those who are the victims of workplace deviance will
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experience feelings of frustration, desire for revenge and anger (Sathappan, Omar,
Ahmad, Hamzah, & Arif, 2006). Besides that, those who are threaten by incivility
and verbal harassment will experience low morale, develop stress-related issues and
have greater tendency to resign from the organizations (Bowling & Gruys, 2010).
According to Penny and Spector (2002), the victim will feel job stress, frustration
and dissatisfaction due to the act of their co-worker’s workplace deviance.
Workplace deviance will also negatively affect their mental and physical health
which directly influences their motivation and productivity at work (Bowling &
Beehr, 2006). They are more likely to leave the organization because they feel
insecure at work, undergo physical and psychological agony, lost work time and
suffer from low self-esteem (Griffin & Kelly, 2004).

Workplace deviance issue can also harm the development of an organization (The
World Bank, 2017). For instance, corruption will tarnish company’s reputation,
damage customer trust and investor confidence which directly affect organization’s
performance. Decreased productivity, stress-related problems, declining employees’
performance, absenteeism and deteriorating employees’ morale are the
consequences of workplace deviance (Henle, 2005). The consequences of
workplace deviance are very detrimental to organizations. For example,
organizations are responsible for paying maintenance cost whenever they faced the

problem of lost or damaged property (Aquina, Galperin, & Bennett, 2004).

Furthermore, workplace deviance has been a critical issue across the world, the
impacts of workplace deviance are totally out of control where it exists in nearly
95% of organizations around the world (Henle, Giacolone, & Jurkiewicz, 2005).
According to Chirasha and Mahapa (2012), 75% of employees practice workplace
deviant behaviors such as vandalism, voluntary absenteeism, fraud and theft. In
Pakistan, 82% of public organization employees are always late to work without
prior permission, 90% of them have taken longer break more than acceptable range
and 66% of them would leave offices earlier than others (Bashir, Nasir, & Bashir,

2012). In United States, around 33% to 75% of employees have engaged in
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workplace deviant behaviors such as vandalism, unexcused absenteeism, theft,
personal aggression and sabotage (Chen, Fah, & Jin, 2016). Based on the study of
Betty Dukes, he mentioned that 1.6 million female employees of Wal-Mart have

experienced sexual harassment (Jim, Veniegas, & Rosemary, 2001).

On the other hand, the World Bank Group stated that corruptions will be a major
challenge to both of its objectives which are ending extreme poverty by 2030 and
boosting shared prosperity for the poorest 40% of citizen in developing nations (The
World Bank, 2017). In addition, it also stated that the $1.5 trillion paid by
businesses and individuals for bribes each year is about 2% of global GDP and 10
times the value of overseas development assistance. According to the study of
Global Corruption Barometer in Asia Pacific, the nations with the highest
corruption rates are India (69%), Vietnam (65%), Thailand (41%), Myanmar (40%),
Pakistan (40%), and Cambodia (40%) (Satar, 2017). Moreover, approximately
three-quarters of employees had steal at least once from their organizations and the
financial costs associated with it have been more than US$50 billion each year
(Coffin, 2003). Lastly, the retailers in United States has lost US$15.1 billion per
year because of internal theft and the number of such theft is raising every year until
today (Muafi, 2011).

In Malaysia, issues of workplace deviance have been widely discussed and it is one
of the most frequent topics of reports in newspaper (Aizzat & Rahim, 2011). For
instance, there are a lot of cases concerning about poor work attitude (New Straits
Time, 2005), dishonesty (New Straits Time, 2005), fraud (Utusan Malaysia, 2004),
social and moral problems (New Straits Times, 2009), employee turnover
(Anonymous, 2010), industrial accidents, bribery (New Straits Times, 2015) and
falsification of medical certificates (Aizat & Rahim, 2008). Besides that, Tan Sri
Mohd Sidek Hassan (2009), who is the former Chief Secretary of the Malaysia
government, said that the number of workplace deviance cases involving public
sector employees is increasing. For instance, there were 3383 workplace deviance

cases happened in 2008 compared to 2159 workplace deviance cases happened in
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2007. In short, various forms of workplace deviance cases practiced by employees
in public service organizations had raised by 36.2% in 2008 compared to 2007
(Aizat & Rahim, 2008).

Awanis (2006) pointed out that the common forms of workplace deviant behavior
in Malaysia organizations includes saying something hurtful, making fun of
someone at work, taking longer breaks and spending longer time fantasizing. In
addition, the issues of workplace deviance are not only explored by the local media
but they are also examined by various respective government agencies. For example,
Labor Department, National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH)
and Social Security Organization (SOCSO) had mentioned the severity of
workplace deviance in Malaysia (Shamsudin & Rahman, 2006). Moreover, the
existence of a variety of workplace deviant behavior among Malaysian employees
has been indicated in the Industrial Law reports from year 2000 to 2009 (The
Malaysian Current Law Journal, 2000-2009). The Malaysian Labour Department
has also been received few cases of workplace deviance such as use of abusive
language, sabotage, assault, fight at work, harassment and threat. According to
Shamsudin and Rahman (2006), Labour Department has not provided any official
statistics on the phenomenon of workplace deviance. This is because most of the
companies are unwilling to provide details of negative incidences at their
workplaces (Alwi, Aizzat,& Rahim, 2016) as they want to protect their company’s
image (Atkinson, 2002).

According to the study of Global Corruption Barometer (GCB), corruption is
pervasive and prevalent among employees in Malaysia’s organizations (Satar,
2017). The Corruption Rank of Malaysia has increased from 2016 (55) to 2017
(62™), it reached the highest record since 1995 (Trading Economics, 2018; The
Straits Times, 2018). Besides that, according to the local survey that was conducted
by Kommen Prufen Meckern Gehen (2004), an international audit, tax and advisory
professional firm, it stated that 83% of the Malaysian public and private companies

exercised a serious form of workplace deviance which is known as fraud.
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Furthermore, the workplace sexual harassment issues in Malaysia are considered
severe but the government does not take any legal actions on it. Hence, there is a
lot of civil society groups requesting for a Sexual Harassment Act in order to protect
employees of Malaysia. The Women, Family and Community Development
Ministry pointed out that sexual harassment will reduce the productivity and quality
of working life and threaten the well-being of working men and women (Brown,
2018).

Furthermore, employee theft and absenteeism which are considered as workplace
deviant behavior have also become severe issues in Malaysia. For instance,
according to Global Retail Theft Barometer, it mentioned that the shrinkage of retail
in Malaysia was 1.5%, the 12™" highest among 42 nations surveyed in year 2010. In
Malaysia, there are 22.3% of employees commit theft at workplace and it costs the
organizations almost US$52 million annually  (Moothy, Somasundaram,
Arokiasamy, Nadarajah, & Marimuthu, 2011). Besides that, based on the research
of 2017 Malaysia’s Healthiest Workplace by AIA Vitality, it shown that Malaysian
employees’ loss 67 days a year to absenteeism and the average annual cost of
absenteeism per organization is approximately RM2.7 million (New Straits Times,
2017).

In conclusion, workplace deviance is a common organizational issue worldwide
(Leweherilla, 2017). Although it is a common issue, the consequences of workplace
deviance are severe and this is definitely not an easy task for organizations to tackle
the issue. This is because workplace deviance issues range from minor to severe. It
is challenging for the organizations to recognize the minor destructive behaviour.
However, once the organizations suffer the consequences, often the issue already
emerges from minor to severe and it is too late and costlier to the organizations to
solve the severe issue. Although workplace deviant behaviour is practiced by small
number of employees in an organization, it still can cause a large impact and
significant financial losses to an organization. To solve workplace deviance issue,

an organization should determine the factors that drive workplace deviance and take
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the corrections action immediately. In order to identify the factors that affect
employees to practice workplace deviant behaviour in manufacturing industry in
Malaysia, this research was conducted for the wellbeing of employees,

organizations and nations.

1.1.1 Manufacturing Industry in Malaysia Context

Manufacturing industry has contributed critically to the Malaysia’s
economy in terms of the country’s total employment, GDP, job creation and
total exports (Yusoff & Salleh, 2013). Based on the data from Department
of Statistics Malaysia, in 2017, manufacturing industry has grown
continuously as its sales has increased by 13.6% (Rm65.9 billion) compared
to previous year (The Star Online, 2017). Manufacturing industry is also
known as the “engine of growth” of Malaysia’s economic performance
(Dogan & Koi, 2010). Manufacturing includes the production of goods by
utilizing equipment, raw material, labor and machines (Surbhi, 2015).
Industrial design and engineering are closely related to manufacturing that
aims to boost Malaysia’s economy (Chang, 2012). Manufacturing industry
can be divided into two main groups which are the resource-based industries
and non-resource-based industries. Resources-based industries can be
defined as industries that involve in downstream processing and
manufacturing of the nation’s “primary industries” such as mineral products
and agro-industry (Ahmad, 1990). According to Third Industrial Master
Plan (2006-2020) (Ministry of International Trade and Industry, 2006),
resources-based industries includes industries of wood-based, food
processing,  oil-palm-based,  petrochemicals,  rubber-based and
pharmaceuticals. On the other hand, electrical and electronics, medical
devices, transport equipment, textiles and apparel, machinery and
equipment, and metals industries are categorized as non-resource-based

industries. Both of the industries are equally well-developed in Malaysia. In
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addition, petroleum products, textile and apparel, electronics, electrical
machinery and appliance, wood and wood products, chemical and plastic
products, and iron, steel and metal products are all the major manufacturing

industries in Malaysia.

The macro-policy changes in the Malaysian industrialization process will
influence the development of Malaysia labor market. During the beginning
of 1970 until early of 1980s, the labor displacement period in mining and
agriculture was the source of employment expansion in manufacturing
industry. The largest employer sector of Malaysia from year 2001 to 2010
was manufacturing industry and thus this industry should greatly pay
attention with respect to workplace deviance problems. On the other hand,
based on Statistic Tables 2016/2017 (Department of Statistics Malaysia,
2016) the number of employment in manufacturing industry in 2015 is the
second largest which amounted to 2,322.7 million persons and it has
contributed 16.5% of total employment in Malaysia. Moreover, Cushman
and Wakefield had ranked Malaysia as the world’s top manufacturing
location in term of new suitability index (Business Circle, 2014). If the
manufacturing industry neglects the employee’s workplace deviance
behavior, it will bring significant detrimental consequences to them (Aizzat
& Rahim, 2011). Therefore, there is a need for investigation in order to
predict the factors that affect the workplace deviance in Malaysia

manufacturing industry.

According to the 2016 industry ranking report that was done by Tiny Pulse
(2017), they found that manufacturing industry was ranked as 11" happiest
industry while consumer products and services industry is the happiest
industry. Tiny Pulse received over 500,000 survey responses from over
60,000 employees in 13 industries in order to get the result. The main reason
that causes employees in manufacturing industry to be unhappy is because

of their colleagues and team members. For example, one of the unhappy
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employees in manufacturing industry sees their team as an obstacle to
overcome because their supervisor treats him unfairly compared with his
colleagues. His colleagues have limited knowledge and skills and take low
level of responsibility to work compared to the unhappy employee, but his
colleagues get more average pay than him, thus, he felt that the organization
had mistreated him (Chiu & Peng, 2008). Workplace deviance can also be
caused by psychological contract and abusive supervisions, the employees
in manufacturing industry have higher probability of facing these issues in
the workplace compared to other industries (Nasurdin, Ahmad, & Razalli,
2014).

The main objective of this research project is to figure out the factors that
affect the workplace deviance in Malaysia manufacturing industry. We have
selected four independent variables which are perceived organization
support, procedural justice, distributive justice and interactional justice to
study on how these factors will affect workplace deviance in manufacturing

industry in Malaysia.

1.2 Problem Statement

Workplace deviant behaviours such as drug use, theft, sexual harassment and

sabotage of equipment can harm organizational productivity and thus industry’s

performance (Norsilan, Omar, & Ahmad, 2014). According to 11th Malaysia Plan

for year 2016 to 2020, a new vision emerged where the government targets to

increase the productivity of manufacturing industry by using two strategies which

are automation and workforce skill improvement (Economic Planning Unit, 2016).

Under this plan, the manufacturing industry is important to country’s GDP growth

in which it is expected to increase by 5.1 percent per year and contribute 22.5

percent to Malaysia’s GDP. Despite the government’s commitment to the vision,
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the performance of manufacturing industry has declined since the past few years.
Hence, there is an urgent need to conduct research on what is the problem faced by
the industry.

Workplace deviant behaviours such as not complying with laws and regulations can
increase accident rate (Adhikari, 2015). In 2017, an average of 43 severe industrial
accidents and occupational diseases incidents was reported daily (The Sun Daily,
2018). The number of industrial accidents has increased by 6% from 31,314 cases
in 2016 to 33,319 cases in 2017. In response to the problem, Tan Sri Dr Aseh Che
Mat, the chairman of SOSCO, has granted RM5, 804, 007.50 to a total of 32
selected institutions and non-governmental organisations to conduct 704 accident
prevention programmes. The medical expenses spent by SOCSO on industrial
accidents have increased from RM 4,222,000 in 2015 to RM 4,252,000 in 2016.
Moreover, according to data from Department of Occupational Safety and Health,
there was a total of 3635 accidents reported in 2017. Among the industries,
manufacturing industry recorded the highest number of accidents (59.92%),
followed by agriculture, forestry and fishery (14.36%), construction (6.60%),
finance, insurance, real estate and business services (4.02%), transport, storage and
communication (3.36%), hotels and restaurants (3.14%), utilities (2.86%),
wholesale and retail trades (2.67%), public  services and  statutory
authorities(1.82%) and mining and quarrying (1.27%). This indicates that
employees in manufacturing industry are prone to higher accidental risks (Halim,
Said, & Said, 2012). One of the potential causes of high industrial accident rate in
manufacturing industry is negligence or non-compliance of industry law and
regulation which is considered as a kind of workplace deviant behaviour (Rahman,
2008). Thus, it is important to conduct research on manufacturing industry to

investigate whether the industry is facing workplace deviance problem.
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Figure 1.1 Occupational Accidents Statistics by Sector 2017

Occupational Accidents Statistics by Sector 2017 (Investigated)

Sector NPD PD Death Total
Manufacturing 1985 125 68 2178
Mining and Quarrying 37 1 8 46
Construction 123 [ 111 240
Agriculture, Forestry and Fishery 488 11 23 522
Utilities (Electricity, Gas, Water and Sanitary Services) 50 4 10 104
Transport, Storage and Communication 105 1 16 122
Wholesale and Retail Trades 86 1 10 97
Hotels and Restaurants 110 1 3 114
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate and Business Services 124 ] 16 146
Public Services and Statutory Authorities B4 0 2 66
Mo Information 0 0 0 0

Source: Department of Occupational Safety and Health (2018)

As mentioned above, deviant behaviours can cause errors and thus increase the risk
of accidents (Hoffmann & Larison 1999; Adhikari 2015). Workplace deviant
behaviours such as alcohol and drug use on works have high tendency of causing
severe accident (Ramchand, Pomeroy, & Arkes, 2009). Alcohol and drug use can
affect a person’s job performance and even harm the safety of that person, other
workers or the customers. According to data from National Anti-Drug Agency
(NADA) of Malaysia, the number of drug abusers has increased from 20,887
persons in 2013 to 25,922 in 2017 where there were 465 drug abusers from
manufacturing industry in 2017. Since 2010, the National Anti-Drug Agency has
taken efforts to tackle this issue where the agency has made changes to the existing
rehabilitation programs. The drug abusers are given the opportunity to get treatment
at rehabilitation centres without being prosecuted or prison (Bonn, Cai, Hoang,
Khairuddin, & Qiu, 2015). According to Nyameh, Teru, Titus, and Yakubu (2013),
drug abuse is a serious problem that affects a country’s economy and development
process. In addition, drug abuse is associated with high turnover intention, poor
work performance, low productivity, low level of positive contextual performance
and high level of counterproductive behaviours (Frone, 2004; Lehman & Simpson
1992). Thus, workplace deviance issue should be addressed as fast as possible to

ensure the country’s future growth and development.
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Moreover, there is a positive relationship between workplace deviance and turnover
intention (Dufur, Hoffmann, & Huang, 2007; Asif, Hassan, & Mehar 2018). The
consequences of workplace deviance include increasing absenteeism, declining
employee morale, deteriorating employee’s performance and increasing financial
costs (Muafi, 2011). According to the data from Department of Statistics Malaysia,
the total salaries and wages of manufacturing employees have increased by 8.4 %
from RM 5959.9 million in 2015 to RM 6461.0 million in 2016. Despite the
increasing trend of salary level, the number of employees involved in
manufacturing industry has decreased by 0.2 percent from 1,030,484 persons in
2015 to 1,028,301 persons in 2016. The result is out of expectation as there is a
negative relationship between salary and employees’ turnover rate (Chepchumba,
2017). As the salary level increased from 2015 to 2016, the number of employee is
expected to increase as well. Thus, it is important to investigate what is going on in

manufacturing industry.

According to Rahman, Ferdausy, and Karan (2012), there is a significant
relationship between workplace deviance and job performance indicators such as
quantity, quality, employee’s efficiency, work standard and accuracy of work. The
performance of manufacturing industry has declined where the industry
productivity has decreased by 2.2 percent from RM 106,054 in 2015 to RM 103,713
in 2016 (Department of Statistics Malaysia, 2018). The sales value of
manufacturing industry has also decreased by 2.4 percent from RM 109, 286.9
million in 2015 to RM 106, 648.3 million in 2016. Given the contribution of
manufacturing industry to Malaysia’s economy, it is important to conduct research

on this industry.

As mentioned before, we have found some indications and symptoms of workplace
deviance issue such as increasing accident rate, increasing turnover rate, declining
work performance and deteriorating industry’s productivity happen in
manufacturing industry. Since manufacturing industry is a vital industry that
contributes to the economic growth of the country, we decide to conduct research

on this industry. We have chosen perceived organizational support and
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organizational justice as our independent variables in this research. The reason why
we choose perceived organizational support as independent variable is because we
found that employers in Malaysia do not really consider the welfare and well-being
of their employees. According to Ang (2016), 91% of human resource department
in Malaysia were found to plan their benefits programmes without a clear strategy
or tactic. In addition, there were 34% of staff have resigned from work because of
the relationship with their supervisor. Furthermore, according to data from
Randstad Employer Brand Research, 34.58% of the employees in Malaysia are
looking forward to leave their companies. The primary reasons of their leaving are
poor salary and benefits, lack of career progression and lack of appreciation from
management. These evidences indicate that those employees perceive a low
organizational support from organization where the organizational support can be
referred to both tangible reward (salary) and intangible reward (recognition). On
the other hand, the reason of choosing organizational justice as independent variable
is because we found that organizational justice exerts significant influence on
workplace deviance. This is because when employees perceive fairness in their
working places, they will develop positive working behaviour, otherwise it will
bring negative consequences to the organization. If organizational justice is not
perceived by employees, injustice may happen, the consequences include sabotage,

theft, workplace aggression and other form of workplace deviance (Mccardle, 2007).

Last but not least, the gap of this research is that there are a lot of researchers do the
workplace deviance researches in public service organizations and voluntary
sectors. However, there are no researchers conduct workplace deviance research in
manufacturing industry. Given the problems faced by the manufacturing industry
such as high accident rate, increasing turnover rate, declining productivity and

others, we decide to conduct workplace deviance research on this industry.
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1.3 Research Objective

1.3.1 General Objective

The general objective of conducting this study is to identify the factors
affecting workplace deviance among employees in manufacturing industry
in Malaysia.

1.3.2 Specific Objectives

The specific objectives of this research are to:

1. To determine whether there is a significant relationship between
perceived organizational support and workplace deviance among employees

in manufacturing industry in Malaysia.

2. To determine whether there is a significant relationship between
distributive justice and workplace deviance among employees in

manufacturing industry in Malaysia.

3. To determine whether there is a significant relationship between
procedural justice and workplace deviance among employees in

manufacturing industry in Malaysia.

4. To determine whether there is a significant relationship between
interactional justice and workplace deviance among employees in

manufacturing industry in Malaysia.
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5. To determine whether there is a significant relationship between the four
variables (perceived organizational support, distributive justice, procedural
justice and interactional justice) in explaining the variances of workplace

deviance among employees in manufacturing industry in Malaysia.

1.4 Research Questions

1. Is there a significant relationship between perceived organizational support and

workplace deviance among employees in manufacturing industry in Malaysia?

2. Is there a significant relationship between distributive justice and workplace

deviance among employees in manufacturing industry in Malaysia?

3. Is there a significant relationship between procedural justice and workplace

deviance among employees in manufacturing industry in Malaysia?

4. Is there a significant relationship between interactional justice and workplace

deviance among employees in manufacturing industry in Malaysia?

5. Is there a significant relationship between the four variables (perceived
organizational support, distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional
justice) in explaining the variances of workplace deviance among employees in

manufacturing industry in Malaysia?

16



Determinants of Workplace Deviance among Manufacturing Employees in Malaysia

1.5 Hypotheses of Study

1.5.1 Hypothesis One — Perceived Organizational Support

Ho: There is no significant relationship between perceived organizational
support and workplace deviance among employees in manufacturing

industry in Malaysia.

Hi: There is a significant relationship between perceived organizational
support and workplace deviance among employees in manufacturing

industry in Malaysia.

1.5.2 Hypothesis Two-Distributive Justice

Ho: There is no significant relationship between distributive justice and
workplace deviance among employees in manufacturing industry in

Malaysia.

H>: There is a significant relationship between distributive justice and
workplace deviance among employees in manufacturing industry in

Malaysia.
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1.5.3 Hypothesis Three- Procedural Justice

Ho: There is no significant relationship between procedural justice and
workplace deviance among employees in manufacturing industry in

Malaysia.

Hs: There is a significant relationship between procedural justice and
workplace deviance among employees in manufacturing industry in

Malaysia.

1.5.4 Hypothesis Four-Interactional Justice

Ho: There is no significant relationship between interactional justice and
workplace deviance among employees in manufacturing industry in

Malaysia.

Has: There is a significant relationship between interactional justice and
workplace deviance among employees in manufacturing industry in

Malaysia.
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1.5.5 Hypothesis Five

Ho: The four variables (perceived organizational support, distributive justice,
procedural justice and interactional justice) are not significant in explaining
the variances of workplace deviance among employees in manufacturing

industry in Malaysia?

Hs: The four variables (perceived organizational support, distributive justice,
procedural justice and interactional justice) are significant in explaining the
variances of workplace deviance among employees in manufacturing

industry in Malaysia?

1.6 Significance of Study

The aim of this research is to study the dimensions and determinants of workplace
deviant behaviour among employees in Malaysia’s manufacturing industry. The
research findings are not only able to expand knowledge and increase awareness of
workplace deviance among employees, organizations and government but also
affect the nation’s economic performance. In addition, this research also provides
inputs to organizations to identify the workplace deviance related issues which help
them to address the workplace deviance issues more effectively. Since the
workplace deviant behaviours may put employees’ safety at risk, it is important to
identify ways to address the issues. For example, workplace deviant behaviour such
as noncompliance of industry regulation may cause accidents which may put the
employees’ life at risk.It is expected that this research will help policy makers and
practitioners to reduce occurrences of workplace deviance behaviors. There was a
lot of workplace deviance studies conducted in Malaysia, however, there are not
many studies of this topic conducted in manufacturing industry. Thus, this research

also provides additional information for other researchers.
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1.6.1 Employee perspective

Workplace deviant behaviour affects employees’ job performance.
According to Rahman, Ferdausy and Karan (2012), workplace deviance is
one of the factors that influences employees’ performance. The results from
the research showed that there is a negative correlation between workplace
deviance and job performance. It indicates that the higher the workplace
deviance, the lower the job performance. Specifically, avoiding workplace
deviant behaviour also leads to high employees’ job performance since
employees are more motivated to work in a safe working environment. The
main implication of the study is that the existence of deviant workplace
behaviour is a prior indication of poor job performance; therefore,
preventive actions should be taken to minimize it. Thus, avoiding workplace
deviant behaviour is a way for organization to improve the employees’ job
performance. In addition, workplace deviance does not only harm
employees’ physical wellbeing but also psychological health. Specifically,
workplace deviance affects employees’ emotional intelligence. According
to Kim, Lee, and Yim (2017), workplace deviant behavior is one of the
factors that harms employees’ emotional intelligence. The results from the
research showed that there is a negative correlation between workplace
deviant behavior and emotional intelligence. It indicates that the greater the
workplace deviant behavior exists in the workplace, the lower the emotional
intelligence. On the other hand, restricting the workplace deviant behavior

also works on greater employees’ emotional intelligence.
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1.6.2 Organization’s perspective

It is important to study workplace deviance since it will directly affect the
organizational performance and productivity. Employees are one of the
most important assets of the organization since they are the one who decide
the organization’s success and competitiveness. Employers are responsible
for providing a safe environment for their employees as well as ensuring
their employees receive fair treatment from other colleagues. According to
Alias, Rasdi, Ismail, and Samah (2013), in organization with low workplace
deviance, employees are more motivated and productive. Since the
organization is dependent of employees, it is important to avoid workplace
deviance among the employees. Organizations that face workplace deviance
issues normally suffer from poor reputation and negative corporate image.
For example, when an employee of an organization is found committed
fraud, the public will perceive that organization in a negative manner and

lose confidence and trust of the organization.

1.6.3 Future researcher perspective

This study is able to provide more information for the future researchers
who are interested in the concept of workplace deviant behaviour. In the
past two decades, there are academicians started to realize the importance
of workplace deviance to organizations. Therefore, they started to study the
concept of workplace deviance(Yildiz & Alpkan, 2015). In this case this
paper will be useful for those who is investigating the concept of workplace
deviance. As this paper provides a theoretical framework regarding the
study of workplace deviance, future researchers can use this paper as a
reference for their studies. There are a lot of factors that induce the

workplace deviant behavior; however, this paper provides a more detailed
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explanation which concern on the impact of perceived organizational
support and organizational justice to the workplace deviant behaviour. Thus,
this paper can provide additional information to the future researchers who
are interested in the study of how perceived organizational support and

organizational justice affect the workplace deviance in organization.

1.7 Chapter Layout

Chapter 1: Introduction

The first chapter discusses about the factors affecting workplace deviance among
employees in manufacturing industry in Malaysia. This chapter consists of research
background, problem statement, research objectives, research questions,
hypotheses and significance of the study. Chapter layout and conclusion will be

discussed afterwards.

Chapter 2: Literature Review

In chapter 2, the literature review provides insights to the topic by reviewing the
related journal articles. This chapter also consists of review of relevant theoretical
models, proposed theoretical/conceptual framework, hypotheses development and
conclusion. The theoretical framework is to hypothesize the relationship between

dependent and independent variables.

Chapter 3: Research Methodology

This part consists of all the research design and how the research data is collected.
This chapter focuses on research method which includes sample size, data

collection method, types of measurement scales and method of analysis.
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Chapter 4: Research Result

This chapter presents the analysis of the questionnaire which is reported in the form
of charts and table through the application of Statistical Analysis System (SAS).

The result will be analysed and discussed in detail.

Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusion

This chapter presents the overall conclusion of the research. It includes summary of
statistical analysis, discussion of major findings and implication of the study. The
limitations of the study will be indicated in this chapter and recommendation will

be given for upcoming study.

1.8 Conclusion

In a nutshell, chapter 1 depicts our research background that consists of the research
briefing on the factors affecting workplace deviance in manufacturing industry in
Malaysia. It also discusses the problem statement, research questions and objectives
of our study. Moreover, this chapter provides the guidance and serves as a
fundamental for us to proceed to the next chapter. Besides that, this chapter allows
the readers to gain a basic understanding of variables about the factors affecting

workplace deviance in manufacturing industry in Malaysia.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.0 Introduction

This chapter is started with overview of dependent variable (workplace deviance)
and independent variables (perceived organizational support and organizational
justice). The relationship between perceived organizational support and
organizational justice with workplace deviance are explained based on the support
and evidence from literature review. Besides, theoretical framework and hypotheses
development are included in this chapter. Chapter summary will be written in last

part to conclude this chapter.

2.1 Review of Literature

2.1.1 Dependent variable: Workplace Deviance

Workplace deviant behavior is a voluntary behavior that is practiced by
employees who have the intentions to violate the workplace norms and
threaten the well-being of the organizations or its organizational members,
or both (Bennett & Marasi, 2016). Workplace deviance occurs when the
employees are lacking the motivation to conform to the norms, rules and
regulations or the organization has motivated the employees to violate the
rules and regulations in the workplace in which the violation can be harmful
to the organization and its members. From the prior research of workplace

deviance, there are two aspects of workplace deviance (Robinson & Bennett,
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1995). First, employees engage in workplace deviance behaviors
intentionally and they are not committing workplace deviance by
opportunities. Second, workplace deviance represents a significant
inconsistency with the workplace norms. Workplace norms include all the
workplace standards that are expected to be performed by the employees
and any moral standards that prescribed in both formal and informal ways
such as organization’s rules and regulations, policies and procedures
(Feldman, 1984).

Workplace deviant behavior is also referred to the expressive motivation for
the employees to express their anger, stress, pressure and even unfavorable
treatment received from others (Lee & Allen, 2002). The employees may
practice this behavior toward their co-workers, subordinates, and the
organizations. Reciprocity theory can also be taken into account when the
prior researchers discuss on the workplace deviant behavior (Colbert, Mount,
Harter, Witt, & Barrick, 2004). The reciprocity theory explains that
behaviors exchange between people in term of positive and negative
behavior. When the employees receive negative treatments from the
organization or the co-workers, they may response to the situation by
treating the organization or co-workers in the same way (Alias, Rasdi,
Ismail, & Samah, 2013).

There are few terms used in other literatures which are almost similar to
workplace deviant behavior. First, workplace incivility is also a deviant
behavior even the employees who commit the actions have low intention to
cause harm toward other employees in the workplace and their actions have
little impact to the targets (Norsilan, Omar, & Ahmad, 2014). However,
those actions will contribute to the workplace deviant behaviors such as the
absenteeism, reciprocal action with negative intention toward others and etc.
Second, organizational misbehavior is referred to employees who are

intentionally violating the organization’s rules and regulations in the
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workplace (Vardi & Wiener, 1996). It is also known as organizational
dysfunctional behavior which can bring harm to the organization, its
members and stakeholders. Third, there is a newer form of the workplace
deviant behavior which is known as cyber loafing. This behavior is related
to any activities in the workplace which includes engaging in non-work-
related activity such as using the company’s internet to perform personal
matters (Lim, 2002). Cyber loafing also includes sending non-work-related
email, downloading the non-work-related resources and online shopping.
This type of non-work-related activity is detrimental to organization’s
productivity and financial resources since these activities consume

employees’ working times and waste the company’s resources.

From the prior researches that were done by the other researchers, the
typology of the workplace deviance is using multidimensional scaling to
differentiate and identify the two dimensions of the workplace deviance
(Norsilan, Omar, & Ahmad, 2014). The two dimensions are type of
envisaged target and severity of the deviant behavior. First, types of
envisaged target are both the interpersonal deviance and organization
deviance (Palo & Chawla, 2015). Interpersonal deviance is defined as the
deviant actions directed toward the organizational members. It includes
actions that cause harms to the co-worker or any behaviors that are
considered as rude to others. Organization deviance is defined as the deviant
action directed toward the organization. It includes actions such as stealing
company’s resources and performing badly with intention. Second, the
severity of the deviant behavior measures the seriousness of the offense and

it ranges from minor offense to serious offense.
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Figure 2.1 Types of Workplace Deviance

Organizational
L
Production deviance Property deviance
u | eaving early = Sabotaging equipment
m Taking excessive breaks ® Accepting kickbacks
= [ntentionally working slow = Lying about hours worked
m'Wasting resources m Stealing from company
Minor - » Serious
Palitical deviance Personal aggression
» Showing favoritism ® Sexual harassment
m Gossiping about coworkers m Verbal abuse
= Blaming coworkers = Stealing from coworkers
= Competing nonbeneficially = Endangering coworkers
'
Individual

Source: Bennett, R., & Marasi, S. (2016). Workplace Deviance.
Encyclopedia of Mental Health, 2(4), 382-386.

There are four types of workplace deviance that generated from two
dimensions (envisaged target and severity of the deviant behavior). The four
types of workplace deviance are production deviance, property deviance,

political deviance, and personal aggression.

First, production deviance is a minor behavior that is detrimental to the
organization’s productivity such as punctuality problem, wasting
company’s resources, absenteeism issues and withholding effort (Tuclea,

Vranceanu, & Filip 2015). This behavior is caused by the employee’s
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negative feeling toward the organization. Cyber loafing is also one of the
production deviance examples as the employee may be less productive due

to the internet usage.

Second, property deviance is a serious behavior that can cause harmful
effects to the organization such as the sabotage organization’s property,
stealing the company’s property and reporting a fake working hour to the
organization (Gruys, 1999). This type of workplace deviance behavior has
significant negative consequence toward the organization as the

organization has to bear more unfavorable costs which are not necessary.

Third, political deviance occurs when the employees put others in a political
disadvantage position through the engagement in the social interaction
(Norsilan, Omar, & Ahmad, 2014). Normally, the political deviance is
practiced by employees through actions such as gossiping with other
employees, showing favoritism toward employees, blaming other
coworkers for any mistakes and a non-beneficial competition among the
employees. Victims who are affected by the political deviance may display
negative attitudes and behaviors such as absenteeism and intentionally do

things wrong.

Lastly, personal aggression is a serious behavior that is harmful to other
individuals in the workplace (Norsilan, Omar, & Ahmad, 2014). Employees
who engage in this personal aggression usually commit an aggressive or
hostile act toward other employees in the workplace. Examples of personal
aggression are sexual harassment, actions that endanger other employees

and verbal abuse directed toward other employees.

This typology of the workplace deviance can be served as a classification of

the workplace deviant behavior which is according to the workplace climate
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(Appelbaum, laconi, & Matousek, 2007). The management can solve the
workplace deviance issue by looking into this typology and provide the
appropriate action. This typology can tell the companies what action they

should take in order to solve the problem.

In short, the concept of workplace deviance as mentioned by authors such
as Robinson & Bennett (1995), and Bennett & Marasi (2016) has explained
how the workplace deviance can bring negative consequences to the
workplace. As we read through these journal articles, we also agreed on the
points that workplace deviance can bring the negative consequences to the
workplace such as increasing absenteeism, declining work performance and
others. Thus, workplace deviance should be a topic that the companies’

management team should focus on.

2.1.2 1% Independent Variable: Perceived Organizational

Support

According to Caesens, Stinglhamber, Demoulin, and Wilde (2017),
perceived organizational support is defined as employees’ general
perceptions of how organizations value their contributions and cares about
their welfares. Organizations that value their employees will always give the
employees approval, treat the employees with respect and provide
employees with pay and promotion opportunities. Moreover, perceived
organizational support also means the organization will provide assistance
to the employees when it is necessary to perform the works and overcome
stressful state (Eisenberger & Rhoades, 2002).
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Perceived organizational support is a crucial part of the social-exchanged
relationship between employees and employers (Yoeung, Sinsen, Roem,
Loy, & Ros, 2017). In social-exchanged theory, employees assume that their
extra efforts will be reciprocated with moral and material awards. They seek
employment as a trade of the efforts and loyalty for a tangible reward or
benefit from the organization (Kurtessis, Eisenberger, Ford, Buffardi,
Stewart, & Adis, 2015). They expect their efforts will be exchanged for a
good pay, rank, job enrichment, or other rewards. Thus, it can be concluded
that based on norm of reciprocity, perceived organizational support
produces a sense of responsibility of employees to the organization and this
responsibility also enhances employees’ affective commitment to the
organization (Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel, Lynch, & Rhoades, 2001).
On the other hand, for employees who work hard and put extra efforts into
their works but do not receive a good pay or other rewards, workplace

deviance may happen in order to attract the organizations’ attention.

According to Eisenberger and Stinglhamber (2011), perceived
organizational support is important as it will lead to three categories of
outcome which are good attitude toward the organization and work,
favorable  behavioural outcomes, and employees’ well-being.
Organizational support theory explains how perceived organizational
support link to these three categories of outcomes. First, organizational
support theory states that because perceived organizational support offers
tangible and intangible rewards to employees, they feel a sense of
responsibility to care about the organizational wellbeing and assist the
organization to achieve its targets. Second, the theory mentions that
perceived organizational support reveals to employees that those who
increase their work efforts will be rewarded (Yoeung, Sinsen, Roem, Loy &
Ros, 2017). It enhances the employees’ positive attitudes and behaviors
towards the organization since it assures the employees that the efforts they
put into the organizations will be rewarded. Lastly, perceived organizational

support can satisfy some socio emotional needs of employees such as the
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need for esteem, affiliation, emotional support and approval (Kurtessis,
Eisenberger, Ford, Buffardi, Stewart, & Adis, 2015). This led to the
employees’ self-enhancement process where they will develop positive
attitudes and better well-being in the workplace. Once the employees feel
that their organizations have taken care of their welfare, the workplace
deviance in that organizations will be reduced. The employees will have
good attitudes or manners to perform in their workplace instead of involving
in workplace deviance to harm the organizations’ image. In addition,
according to Panatik, Tan, Rahman, and Rajab (2015), when employees’
socio emotional needs are satisfied, the employees will have higher

satisfactions and less likely to involve in destructive behaviors.

Furthermore, a high perceived organizational support means that increase in
the employees’ performances, efforts and rewards have been taken into
consideration by the organization. For instance, by acknowledging the
employees’ contribution to the assigned task, it can help to enhance their
self-esteems and satisfy their needs for approval and self-esteem. According
to Ferris, Brown, and Heller (2009), when employees perceive support
given from organization, they will have a higher self-esteem and perceive
themselves as important to the organization. In turn, it reduces their
intention to engage in workplace deviant behaviors such as theft and taking

a longer break.

In contrast, low perceived organizational support reflects dissatisfaction of
the relationship between employees and organization due to the employees’
performance and efforts are not well compensated (Epitropaki & Martin,
2013). There is also a reciprocity norm applied which means that the
employees will withhold their efforts when they do not receive any
compensation or appreciation. For those employees who have low level of
perceived organizational support, they are more likely to behave defiantly
(Liu & Ding, 2012). According to Eder and Eisenberger (2008), perceived
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organizational support decreases the employees’ involvement in workplace

deviance particularly for work group withdrawal and individual withdrawal.

In short, perceived organizational support is important to the both
organization and employees’ wellbeing. This is because employees’
perception of organizational support will affect their contributions and
efforts to the organization. When the employees perceive a high level of
organizational support, they will contribute their efforts to the organization.
On the other hand, when the employees perceive a low level of
organizational support, they will withdraw their efforts or even engage in

workplace deviant behaviour which is detrimental to the organization.

2.1.3 2"d Independent Variable: Organizational Justice

Justice research can be dated back to 1960s which aimed to investigate the
propositions about the distribution of payment and other work-related
rewards. According to Adam (1963), research on justice initiated with an
intention of investigating the fairness of the outcome which is referred to
distributive justice. There are a lot of organizational justice researches, the
purpose of these researches is to gain a better understanding on employees’
perceptions of fairness within organizations (Greenberg, 1987; Cropanzano
& Greenberg, 1997; Baldwin, 2006; Cropanzano, Bowen, & Gilliland,
2007).

According to Greenberg (1987), organizational justice refers to employees’
perception about organization’s fairness and their responses towards the
perceptions. Employees’ perception of fairness can actually affect

employees’ attitudes and behaviors which in turn influence their

32



Determinants of Workplace Deviance among Manufacturing Employees in Malaysia

motivations, productivities and performances. Organizational injustice such
as unfair treatment can cause employees to display workplace deviant
behaviors such as theft, withdrawal, resistance, vandalism and sabotage
(Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2001; Bus, Review, & Dar, 2017).

As time passes by, organizational justice does not only include fairness of
outcome but other aspects. According to Baldwin (2006), organizational
justice is defined as the degree to which employees perceive fairness about
rewards, procedures, policy, rules and treatment received in the organization.
Justice in organizations extends to both financial and non-financial rewards.
Examples of organizational injustices are unequal pay, unequal
opportunities for promotion, arbitrary dismissal, unfair treatment from
supervisors and so on. According to Pan, Chen, Hao, and Bi (2018), when
the employees perceive a low level of organizational justice, they will
become dissatisfied and display negative emotions which then lead to

negative consequences to the organizations.

According to Cropanzano, Bowen, and Gilliland (2007), organizational
justice is defined as individual judgment about the ethical and moral
standards of managerial action. Organizational justice also refers to
organization’s practices and policies that are consistent with ethical
standards, religion and or law (Yean & Yusof, 2016; Pekurinen, Valimaki,
Virtanen, Salo, Kivimaki, & Vahtera, 2017). Adhering to justice demands
an organization to consider the perspective of its employees. In addition,
justice is subjective and descriptive in which it does not relates to objective
reality but rather personal evaluation of decisions, practices and treatment
received within an organization (Greenberg, 1987; Cropanzano &
Greenberg, 1997; Cropanzano, Bowen, & Gilliland, 2007; Yadav & Yadav,
2016). Thus, it is vital to understand the employees’ perspectives before an
organization forms its justice mechanisms. When employees perceive their

organizations are unfair to them, they may display negative feelings such as
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resentment, frustration, mistrust and job dissatisfaction which lead them to
conduct deviant behaviors toward their organizations and colleagues (Folger
& Skarlicki, 1998).

Although different researchers define the components of organizational
justice in different ways, most of the justice researchers stated that
employees perceive organizational fairness based on three major
components which are outcomes, processes and interpersonal treatment.
The three dimensions of organizational justice are distributive justice,
procedural justice and interactional justice. According to Mccardle (2007),
when employees perceive one of these components as unfair, they may have
negative workplace attitudes such as demotivated, frustration, job
dissatisfaction and aggression which lead to deviant behaviors toward other

employees and organization.

The emergence of organizational justice was started by the idea of
distributive justice (Adams, 1963). Distributive injustice perception occurs
when an individual perceives the outcomes received as unfair, for instance,
lack of pay raise, promotions, or training opportunities. Later, the studies on
organizational justice were extended to include researches on procedural
justice. Procedural justice is concerned with the fairness of distribution rules
on rewards, punishments, opportunities and promotions (Folger &
Cropanzano, 1998). The last dimension of organizational justice,
interactional justice is concerned with the fairness of treatment a person

receives during the interactional process (Bies & Moag, 1986).

Last but not least, when individuals face multiple unfair incidents, their
tendencies to seek for revenge and other negative behaviors such as
absenteeism, theft and dishonesty increase (Folger & Skarlicki, 1998). For

instance, employees experience a higher level of resentment, anger or

34



Determinants of Workplace Deviance among Manufacturing Employees in Malaysia

frustration when both the outcomes and procedures are perceived as unfair
(Folger & Cropanzano, 1998). While multiple injustice events can stimulate
intense behavioral responses, the perception of one type of injustice can be
reduced by perceptions of other type of fairness. According to Greenberg
(1993), employees who perceive the outcome as fair will not respond even
if they receive unfair personal treatment. In addition, according to the
studies done by Folger and Konosky (1989), when the supervisors adopt fair
performance appraisal procedures, the employees will feel satisfied with the
pay received regardless of the amount of pay, in other word, they perceive

the amount of pay received as fair.

2.1.4 3" Independent Variable: Distributive Justice

According to Adams (1963), the concept of equity theory is an antecedent
for organizational justice and distributive justice, where the initial concept
of organizational justice and distributive justice was derived from.
Distributive justice is defined as the fairness associated with the decision
making of distribution of resource within the organization (Yean & Yusof,
2016). Similarly, distributive justice principle can be used in the allocation
of financial and non-financial resources such as compensation for the
employee and praises. The resources distributed can be in tangible or
intangible form, in this case tangible form refers to financial resources such
as salary, while, intangible form refers to nonfinancial resources such as the
praise given by manager to their subordinates. Organizations should
compensate their employees accordingly. For instance, they should
compensate those who have attained the organizational goal or performance
target and not to compensate those who do not achieve the goal or target. In
this case, distributive justice is achieved when the employees notice their
efforts and rewards are evaluated equally. In other words, they have received

something in return that is equal to their contribution.

35



Determinants of Workplace Deviance among Manufacturing Employees in Malaysia

In addition, distributive justice has primarily been studied from equity
theory perspective. Based on the equity theory, there are three rules for
employer to attain fair distributive justice which are rule of equity, equality
and allocations based on need. Other than that, these rules can also be used
by employees to assess and decide whether or not their outcomes are fair
(Steiner, Traban, Haptonstahl, & Fointiat, 2006). In this case, the issue of
unequal and or unfair distribution of resources can be eliminated if the
employer takes these three approaches into consideration when distributing

resources.

Equity allocation is a fair allocation that pays individuals in accordance with
their contributions. According to Adam’s equity theory, people tend to
assess their perceived rewards relative to their perceived contributions and
then compare the efforts and allocations against that of a referent. Outcome
or reward in a work context is wages, promotions and career opportunities
that an employee receives, while input or contribution includes education,
experience and effort of an employee (Baldwin, 2006). Besides, inequitable
outcome allocation arouses perception of injustice and can cause

dissatisfaction of employee over the violation of distributive justice norms.

Equality allocation stress on all members of the group should receive the
same share regardless of their individual contribution. The goal of equality
allocation is to maximize group harmony and maximize productivity. In this
case, equality allocation approach is most common among the close and
communal group. Equality allocation is opposed to the equity allocation, it
is preferable in the situation when allocating something negative such as
budget cuts. This is because when everyone are necessary to share the
suffering outcome, they prefer to suffer by the same amount or percentage
(Goncalo & Kim, 2010).
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Need allocation is implemented when outcome is provided on the basis of
perceived scarcity. However, need allocation has been less widely studied
in the organizational science, even though some of the profit-making firms
make at least some use of this allocation method. In addition, family leave
policy is one of the examples which leaves are allocated to those who need
them. Family leave policy is only for people with particular needs such as

child care or elder care (Cropanzano & Molina, 2015).

In conclusion, there are various studies that have examined the influence of
fair treatment to employees on organizational variables. According to
Satisfaction and Organ (2015) ; Deluga (1994), and Morrison (1994), they
agreed that the fair outcomes to employees will increase job satisfaction,
improve relationships between supervisors and their subordinates and
encourage organizational citizenship behavior, therefore benefiting the
organization. In contrast, Pan, Chen, Hao, and Bi (2018)suggested that
employees may respond to perception of unfair distribution with a range of
negative behavioral responses such as theft, withdrawal, resistance,

vandalism, sabotage and reduction of positive behavior.

2.1.5 4" Independent Variable: Procedural Justice

Procedural justice is defined as the perception of fairness toward the
procedures and processes that are used to allocate resources or decision
making (Partlin & Darcy, 2007). Other than that, procedural justice focuses
on the fairness of the decision process that results in a certain outcome
(Baldwin, 2006). In addition, according to Baldwin (2006), individuals may
accept any unfavorable outcome if their perceptions toward the process of

distribution are fair.
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According to Baldwin (2006), there is a higher chance that people perceive
procedural justice if they are given more opportunities to voice up their
opinions and participate in the discussion during the decision making
process. This voice up process is not only applied in the discussion process,
however it can also be applied in the daily working interaction or causal
interaction between and among supervisors and subordinates. The parties
who are granted with opportunities to express their ideas or opinions would
like to have a positive thinking which they may be able to increase the
probability to generate a favorable outcome (Thibaut & Walker, 1975). The
voice up function also plays an essential role in status identification where
the organizational members perceive each other’s importance (Lind & Tyler,

1988).

Other than the voice up theory, there are few characteristics that determine
the quality of the procedural justice (Partlin & Darcy, 2007). These
characteristics can affect the perception of the fairness during the process of
decision making. The first characteristic is consistency which means the
allocation of resources or decisions should be the same toward the person
regardless of the time or situation. The second characteristic is neutrality.
This characteristic explains that any decisions should be made based on the
fact, truth and correct information rather than based on personal feeling or
the interest of the decision maker. The third characteristic is accuracy. The
decision made should be based on the timely and right information. The
fourth characteristic is correctability, people should have the rights to appeal
or have the ill-revised process toward the decision made when they have a
disagreement with the decision made. The fifth characteristic is
representativeness which illustrates that decision made should take all the
parties affected into considerations. Lastly, the sixth characteristic is
morality and ethicality (Leventhal, 1980). For example, demographics
factors such as age, gender and nationality should not affect the decision

making.
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The prior researchers have found out that if the authority parties emphasize
a high degree of procedural justice, the people will have higher acceptance
toward the result; the more cooperative the behavior of the authorities, the
higher the outcome satisfaction (Beijersbergen, Dirkzwager, Eichelsheim,
Vanderlaan, & Nieuwbeerta, 2015). This has showed that the importance of
the procedural justice in a company which may generate better workplace
as compared to those authorities who did not treat their subordinates in a
way consistent with procedural justice. In short, when the employees
perceive unfairness of the process or any dissatisfactions toward the process
that involves decision making, it will increase the probability of
commitment of workplace deviant behavior by the employees (Hemdi &
Nasrudin, 2006).

2.1.6 5""Independent Variable: Interactional Justice

Interactional justice is the perception of equity in the relationship between
supervisors and employees (Bies & Moag, 1986). Bies and Moag (1986)
stated that employees are not only assessing the processes and results, they
are also examining the justice of interpersonal treatment they receive. In
addition, Rizvi, Barry, and Rauf (2017) proposed that fairness is not only
concerned with the formal procedures and policies of the organization but
supervisor is also a significant source of fairness. A lot of researchers have
emphasized the supervisors’ treatment towards their employees. The
“treatment” is expressed by the information of the message given by the
supervisors as well as by the manner of their behaviors toward employees
such as respect, courtesy (Taylor, 2001), or the method of applying the
procedures and policies (Bies, 2001). Bies (1987) mentioned that
perceptions of fairness of employees tend to be higher when they were

treated with respect and dignity and when data and information were shared
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and acceptable explanations were provided regarding distribution of

significant resources.

The term “interactional justice” has been identified by Bies and Moag (1986)
as the degree of sensitivity of employees towards the superiority of
interpersonal treatment they obtain while performing the organizational
processes. They have determined four principles of interpersonally fair
procedures which are truthfulness, respect, propriety of questions and
justification. Truthfulness, respect and propriety of question are dealing
with the pattern of the communication when interaction is happening while
justification is dealing with eliminating any discontent under an unfair
procedure. First, truthfulness includes two elements which are dishonesty
and candidness. It means that the organizations must provide accurate and
realistic information to their employees because employees are expecting
organization treated them in a forthright manner. Besides that, the
explanations given by supervisor should be honest, frank and open. Second,
respect means the discourteous or insult behaviors of the organization
should be avoided because employees are expected to be treated respectfully
and politely. Third, the propriety of questions means that questions should
not be valued inappropriately by their very nature and employees should not
express prejudicial statements. Lastly, justification is dealing with negative
results and injustice treatment. The real reasons behind all decisions must
be clearly explained to employees since it may be an alternative to rectify
an unfair situation with an appropriate justification. A sense and feeling of
anger or dissatisfaction with injustice can be minimized by providing
appropriate explanation or apology (Bies & Shapiro, 1988). According to
Trevino and Weaver (2001), they suggested that if employees do not receive
an appropriate explanation, they will suspect whether they have been treated
in according with a socially fundamental expectation for justice procedures

in human interaction.
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There are various theoretical frameworks that explain how interactional
injustice would lead to workplace deviance such as leader-member
exchange (LMX) theory and reciprocal relationship. Leader-member
exchange theory is defined as the quality of the supervisor-employee
relationship and it assumes that leaders tend to build up a special
relationship with each employee (Graen & Scanfura, 1987). Employees’
perception of interactional justice enables the development of high-quality
leader-member exchange (Spector & Charash, 2001). If employees are
treated fairly by their leaders, they will attempt to reciprocate something
positive to their organizations (Gouldner, 1960). According to Uhl-Bien,
Graen, and Scandura (2000), interactional justice plays an important role to
leader-member exchange because interactional justice helps to develop trust,
respect and mutual obligation between interactions of leaders and
employees. Based on several empirical researches, employees with a
positive interactional justice perception towards their leaders are more likely
to develop close relationship with their leaders (Cropanzano, Prehar, &
Chen, 2002; Masterson, Lewis, Goldman, & Taylor, 2000). In short, leader-
member exchange will affect employee’s perception of interactional justice

that can lead to workplace deviance (Son, Kim, & Kim, 2014).

According to Greenberg (1993), he suggested that there are two dimensions
of interactional justice which are informational justice and interpersonal
justice. Informational justice is defined as the accuracy and quality of
received information, while the interpersonal justice refers to the quality of
interpersonal interactions between supervisor and employees such as
truthfulness, dignity and respect (Roy, Bastounis, & Poussard, Interactional
Justice and Counterproductive Work Behaviors: The Mediating Role of
Negative Emotions, 2012). According to Aquino, Galperin, and Bennett
(2004), the perception of interactional justice is significantly related to
employee’s tendency to perform workplace deviant behaviors since
interactional justice focuses on the relationship between hierarchical

superiors and their subordinates. Therefore, employee’s behavior is
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significantly shaped by interactional justice (Greenberg & Alge, 1998;
Judge, Scott, & llies, 2006; Skarlicki & Folger, 2004).

In addition, the extent of employee’s perception of interpersonal justice
would trigger deviant behaviors such as moral outrage, anger and
resentment. For instance, employees who have been treated unfairly may
involve in retaliation against their employers or experience more insomnia
(Greeberg, 1993). Daily routine interpersonal meetings that happen
frequently in an organization make interpersonal justice more appropriate
and psychologically meaningful to employees compared to other types of
justice (Bies, 2005). In the workplace, employee’s reactions and predictions
about their direct supervisor are important determinants of interpersonal
justice (McCardle, 2007). The overall fairness of the organization is directly
influenced by the perceptions of interpersonal justice; therefore, it will also
affect how individuals think about the unfair treatment (Derek, Scott, Aditi,
& Sabrina, 2010).
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2.2 Review of Relevant Theoretical Models

2.2.1 Perceived Organizational Support

Figure 2.2 Conceptual framework: Perceived organizational support and

workplace deviance in the voluntary sector.

Interpersonal
deviance
Perceived
Organizational Organizational
Support deviance
\ —
organizational

Source: Lim, L. C., Chan, Y. F., & Teh, C. J. (2015). Perceived
organizational support and workplace deviance in the voluntary sector. 7th

International Economics & Business Management Conference.

The model above shows the relationship between perceived organizational
support and three dimensions of workplace deviance which are
interpersonal deviance, organizational deviance and inter-organizational
deviance. The aim of this study was to extend the workplace deviance
hypothesis into voluntary sector and to investigate the correlation between
perceived organizational supports and workplace deviance. A total sample
of 346 volunteers was included in emergency relief services in Malaysia in
this study. The measurement of perceived organizational support was
adopted from Eisenberg and his colleagues (1986). While the measurement
of workplace deviance was adopted from Robinson and Bennett (2000). The
result showed that the relationship between perceived organizational

support and workplace deviance is significant. There is a negative
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relationship between perceived organizational support and workplace
deviance. The end of this study concluded that perceived organizational
support is negatively related to the three dimensions of workplace deviance
which are interpersonal deviance, organizational deviance and inter-

organizational deviance.

There are many researchers study the relationship between perceived
organizational support and workplace deviance. Moreover, the research
conducted by Khan, Kanwal, & Shoaib (2015) was aimed to investigate how
perceived organizational support and perceived supervisor support affect
workplace deviance. In order to test the relationship in this study, the
researchers have distributed 800 set of questionnaires to the front line
employees from 8 prime banks in Pakistan. Eventually, the research has
showed that there is a significant relationship between perceived
organizational support and workplace deviance. The research study also
indicated that high support from the bank management will reduce antisocial

behavior at work.
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2.2.2 Organizational Justice

Figure 2.3 Conceptual framework: Relationship between Organizational

Justice Perception and Engagement in Deviant Workplace Behavior
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Organizational Justice:
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Source: Muhammad, I. S. & Riani, R. S. (2011). Relationship between
Organizational Justice Perception and Engagement in Deviant Workplace
Behavior. The South East Asian Journal of Management, 5(1), 37-49.

The model above shows the relationship between three dimensions of
organizational justice which are distributive, procedural and interactional
justice and four dimensions of deviant workplace behavior which are

production, property, political and personal aggression.

The purpose of this study was to find out the impact of three dimensions of
organizational justice upon four dimensions of deviant workplace behavior,
as well as the overall association between organizational justice and deviant
workplace behavior. In addition, 33 employees who work in supporting
divisions such as HR division, finance division, academic bureau and library
in Faculty of Economics of the University of Indonesia have participated in
this study. The measurement of organizational justice perception is adopted
from Moorman and Lim (2002). The measurement of deviant workplace

behavior is adopted from Robinson and Peterson (2002).
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This study revealed that perception of organizational justice is associated
with deviant workplace behavior. The result showed that procedural,
distributive and interactional justice is significant negatively related to
deviant workplace behavior, especially the interactional justice has the
strongest relationship. This is because of interactional justice has a stronger
impact than distributive and procedural justice, to negative emotions, intent
to leave and intent to reduce works (Syaebani, M.l & Sobri, 2011). In
addition, the study also revealed that employees are concerned whether their
supervisors have enacted organizational procedures properly and fairly.
However, the employees’ perception regarding the fairness of
organizational procedure is not that intense as interactional justice.
Moreover, the relationship between distributive justice and deviant
workplace behavior is moderate. In short, from the result, we have found
that organizational justice perception plays important role to the existence

of deviant workplace behavior.
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2.3 Proposed Theoretical/ Conceptual Framework

Figure 2.4 Conceptual framework for this study
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Distributive Justice @[ Workplace
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Note: Distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice are three
components of organizational justice.

Source: Developed for research

According to several researchers, the most two common factors that cause
workplace deviance are perceived organizational support and organizational
justice. A conceptual framework is proposed based on the literature review
and researches done by other researches. Figure 2.3 shows two independent
variables which affect the workplace deviance in Malaysia manufacturing
industry which are perceived organizational support and organizational
justice. There are 3 dimensions of organizational justice which are

distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice.
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2.4 Hypotheses Development

2.4.1 Relationship between Perceived Organizational

Support and Workplace Deviance

According to the study conducted by Lim, Chan, and Teh (2015), they have
examined the relationship between perceived organizational support and
workplace deviance. The result showed that perceived organizational
support is negatively related to workplace deviance. Colbert, Mount, Harter,
Witt, and Barrick (2004) also found that there is a negative relationship
between perceived organizational support and workplace deviance. This is
because when employees believe their efforts are supported by the
organization, they will less likely to withhold their efforts and engage in
workplace deviant behaviors (Appiah, 2015). In contrast, when employees
have a low perceived organizational support, they will more likely to

withhold their efforts as well as engage in workplace deviance.

In addition, the study of Panatik, Tan, Rahman, & Rajab (2015) also showed
that perceived organizational support is negatively related to workplace
deviance among the employees. Employees who have a high level of
perceived organizational support will less likely to engage in interpersonal
deviance. According to Eder and Eisenberger (2008), the study investigated
the manufacturing employees of electronics and appliances store in United
State, they have found that the higher the perceived organizational support,

the lower the workplace deviance.

Furthermore, based on the study of Khan, Kanwal, and Shoaib (2015), they

have mentioned that there is a negative relationship between workplace
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deviance and perceived organizational support. In other words, when the
employees realize that the support from the management is low, they may
involve in the antisocial behaviors such as harassment, discrimination,
interpersonal violence as well as whistle-blowing. One of the reasons why
perceived organizational support is low is due to the organization does not
give opportunities to the employees to make their own decisions. Therefore,
the employees will think that their opinions, suggestions and interests are
not important to the organizations which in turn engage in workplace

deviance.

According to Liu and Ding (2011), stated that the higher the perceived
organizational support, the lower the likelihood of workplace deviance.
Workplace deviant behavior such as verbal abuse or sharing offensive joke
may cause harm to the individual as well as organization. They concluded
that perceived organizational support will affect interpersonal deviance
more compared to organizational deviance. This study encourages more
researchers to bring out the full understanding about the relationship

between perceived organizational support and workplace deviance.

Hypothesis One
Ho: There is no significant relationship between perceived organizational

support and workplace deviance.

Hi: There is a significant relationship between perceived organizational

support and workplace deviance.
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2.4.2 Relationship between Distributive Justice and

Workplace Deviance

The study on the effects of organizational justice on workplace deviance
which is conducted by Faheem and Mahmud (2015) in public sector hospital
in Pakistan showed that there is strong negative relationship between
distributive justice and workplace deviance. This is because of the
employees’ perception of unfair outcomes will increase the occurrence of
deviant behavior at workplace (Adams, 1963). When employees perceive
distributive injustice, the organization and the supervisor, or both, will be
their first target to blame. Therefore, organization and supervisors normally

are the victims who counter with the employees’ retaliatory actions.

As distributive justice focuses on the fairness of an outcome, it is important
to predict those actions that are effective in restoring equity. According to
Hollinger and Clark (1983), distributive justice has effects on deviance such
as theft. In addition, they found that the employees are more likely to engage
in acts of theft, as a mechanism to correct their perceived injustice especially
when the employees feel being exploited by the organization. According to
Michael (2010), a researcher of a study of sabotage in the workplace, he
revealed that the induction of employees to engage in sabotage behavior is
to restore equity. The study showed that distributive injustice is the main
source of the deviant behavior induction. Moreover, research on pay
systems has found that employee reaction to pay inequity triggers deviant
behavior by targeting the organization, such as property theft (Maria &
Maureen, 2007). In short, distributive justice is suggested to have

implications for employees’ workplace deviance behavior.
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Hypothesis Two

Ho: There is no significant relationship between distributive justice and

workplace deviance.

H2: There is a significance relationship between distributive justice and

workplace deviance.

2.4.3 Relationship between Procedural Justice and

Workplace Deviance

Existence of procedural justice can help employees to perceive fairness
during the process of decision making and employees who perceive
procedural justice are easier to accept the unfavorable result than those who
did not perceive procedural justice during the process. When the employees
perceived unfairness during the process, they may commit the workplace
deviant behaviors such as violating workplace norms or committing actions
that are harmful to others (Hemdi & Nasrudin, 2006; Faheem & Mahmud,
2015). Thus, it is important for organizations to look into the perception of
procedural justice of the employees in order to avoid the workplace deviant

behavior.

According to Baig and Ullah (2017), they have developed a research on
workplace deviance in non-government sector in Pakistan and they found
that procedural justice is strongly associated with the workplace deviance
which means that the more the employees perceive procedural justice in the
workplace, the less likely they will engage in workplace deviant behavior.
Perception of unjust procedures will increase organizational conflict and

hinder collaboration. In turn, procedural injustice can cause the employees
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not to comply with organizational policies which is a predicament of

compliance with formal rules (De Lara & Verano-Tacoronte, 2007).

According to the Hemdi and Nasrudin (2006), they have developed a
research on the workplace deviance in the hotel industry and they have
proved that the workplace deviant behavior of employees is significant and
negatively affected by the procedural justice. Procedural injustice happens
because employees unable to correct the unjust procedures and it may cause
them to retaliate against those individuals who gain advantages from unjust
procedures or against those who are accountable for adopting those
procedures. In another research, it also stated that there is a negative
relationship between workplace deviance and procedural justice (Bennet &
Robinson, 2000). Perception of inequity and procedural injustice can lead
to workplace deviant behavior such as theft (Greenberg, 1990). These
behaviors may have the intentions to get even with the organization or to

retaliate those who cause the injustice to happen.

Hypothesis Three

Ho: There is no significant relationship between procedural justice and

workplace deviance.

Hsz: There is a significant relationship between procedural justice and

workplace deviance.
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2.4.4 Relationship between Interactional Justice and

Workplace Deviance

Among distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice, the
researchers had identified that the interactional justice plays a significant
role in the emergence of workplace deviance (Nadisic, 2008). This is
because the components of interactional justice are more dominant in the
daily working environment than the components of distributive and
procedural justice. For instance, employees evaluate the organizational
exchanges on the basis of interactional justice rather than on the basis of
distributive and procedural justice. The results also disclosed that
interpersonal concerns are more prominent to individuals especially when
they judge the equality of the outcomes or structural characteristics of
practice. Bies (2005) has proved that low perceived interactional justice is
the strongest predictor of deviance behaviors in the workplace. He also
verified that the dimension of interactional justice will enable the
mechanism of external blame attribution because the sources of justice such

as hierarchical superior and colleague are very easy to recognize.

Moreover, in the study of Van Yperen, Hagedoom, Zweers, and Postma
(2000), they mentioned that the perception of low interactional justice is
associated with the engagement in verbal violence between supervisor and
employees and therefore increases the deviance behavior. Furthermore, the
interactional justice also acts as the main cause of sabotage, the actions of
sabotage are not only affecting the employees but also affecting the
organization as a whole (Ambrose, Seabright, & Schminke, 2002). They
obtained the result from a content analysis of over 100 sabotage reports that
completed by employees. These outcomes proved that the nature of

interactional justice is related to various forms of workplace deviance.
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According to Greenberg and Alge (1998), they suggested that inequality
treatment is a dominant social influence on workplace deviance.
Interpersonal justice is also known as the equality of the treatment an
employee perceives in the enactment of proper procedures or in the
clarification of those procedures. When the supervisors treat their
employees with respect and exactly explain the reason for their decisions,
interpersonal justice is adopted (Na-Ting & Cherng, 2012). Based on the
cross-cultural research of Mikula, Petri, and Tanzer (1989), they realized
that perceived violations of interpersonal justice was the most significant
types of unfairness that reported by respondents, thus, they identified that
these perceptions may exercise the strongest influence in workplace
deviance. Employees who perceive mistreatment and abusive supervision
have a high tendency of disturbing colleagues, being late to work and being
less productive (Bowles & Gelfand, 2009).

Hypothesis Four

Ho: There is no significant relationship between international justice and

workplace deviance.

Has: There is a significant relationship between interactional justice and

workplace deviance.
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2.5 Conclusion

In a nutshell, this chapter discusses all relevant literature on the dependent variable
which is workplace deviance and independent variables which are perceived
organizational support, organizational justice, distributive justice, procedural
justice and interactional justice. It provides an insight to the research topic in
predicting the factors affecting workplace deviance. Therefore, after the proposed
framework and research hypotheses have been created, research methodology will

be proceeded in the following chapter which is chapter 3.
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.0 Introduction

Research methodology is a process of carrying out the procedures for illustrating,
describing, and forecasting phenomena (Rajasekar, Philominathan, &
Chinnathambi, 2013). This chapter includes research design, data collection
methods, sampling design, research instrument, construct measurement, data
processing and data analysis. Furthermore, the research design will be discussed in

the following part followed by the explanation of data collection methods.

3.1 Research Design

Research design is a comprehensive planning process that aims to increase the
understanding of the topic by collecting and analyzing the data (Abutabenjeh &
Jaradat, 2018). A research design includes processes such as data collection,

measurement, and analysis of data in order to answer the research questions.

The research comprises two different major types which are qualitative and
quantitative research. Qualitative method is used for exploring the idea which helps
the researchers to gain an understanding of root cause, opinions and motivations. In
contrast, quantitative research is used to generate numerical data that can be
transformed into statistics by quantifying the problem. This research is quantitative
research because it focuses on statistical, mathematical, or numerical analysis of
data. Our research involves the numerical measurement in which we use statistics

to sum up the findings by distributing the questionnaire to our respondents.
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In addition, there are three categories of research which are exploratory research,
descriptive research and causal research. Exploratory research is used to study a
problem that has not been defined yet. It helps researchers to have a better
understanding about the problem. Descriptive research is used to describe the
characteristics of the variables of interest in a situation (Sekaran, 2003). Causal

research is used to test the hypothesis about the cause-and-effect relationship.

In this research, causal research is used to investigate the factors that affecting the
workplace deviance. We tend to determine the cause-and-effect relationship in this
research. We would like to identify whether change in organizational justice,
procedural justice, interactional justice and perceived organizational support will
cause a change in workplace deviance. In short, the causes are organizational justice,
procedural justice, interactional justice and perceived organizational support while

the effect is workplace deviance.

3.2 Data collection methods

Data collection methods are important in a research methodology project which it
will affect the result and validation of the research methodology project. There are
two types of data collection method which are primary data collection method and
secondary data collection method. Both data collection methods are important to

the research and both of them provide different insights to the research.
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3.2.1 Primary data collection method

Primary data collection method focuses on the data collection which is first-
hand to the research project. This data collection method is fast and accurate
where the researchers collect the data by directly contacting the respondents
(Driscoll, 2011). The researchers develop their own questionnaire and make
the observation on the respondents where during that time the researchers will
have face to face contact with the respondents. There is an important
distinction between the involvement and non-involvement of a researcher in
the completion of a questionnaire. The researcher can provide full guidance
to the respondents during the completion of the questionnaire or the
questionnaire can also be done by the respondent without the guidance of the
researcher. Furthermore, the combination of both ways is also available where
the respondent fills up the questionnaire by oneself and the researcher
provides the guidance only if the respondent requests for it (Beukenhorst &
Kerssemakers, 2012).

There are few methods of collecting and gathering primary data such as
survey, observation and face to face interview. In this research methodology
project, we are developing the questionnaire and distribute to the respondents

to collect and gather the primary data.

3.2.2 Secondary data collection method

Secondary data collection means collection and gathering of data which has
been analyzed by the prior researchers (Herron, 1989). A researcher who uses
secondary data collection method will adopt or collect the primary data that
was collected and analyzed by another researcher (Boslaugh, 2007). The

secondary data is collectable through the journal article, book and any other
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research methodology project of other researchers. The secondary data can
give a professional insight to the researchers. This method is also less costly
and convenient to the researchers where they can get access to the secondary

through online.

In this research, we are utilizing the database that provided by Universiti
Tunku Abdul Rahman to get access to the prior research or journal article that
has been done by other researchers. However, some of the data have outdated

and thus they cannot be used in this research.

3.3 Sampling Design

In this research project, the sampling design involves target population, sampling

frame and sampling location, sampling elements, sampling technique and sampling

size.

3.3.1 Target Population

The first step of sampling design is to select the target population in order to
carry out the research project. According to Alvi (2016), target population is
defined as all the members who meet the specific requirement for a particular
research investigation. As this research topic is about the workplace deviance
among employees in Malaysia’s manufacturing industry, the target
population for this research project would be the employees of manufacturing

industry in Malaysia.
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Based on the Monthly Manufacturing Statistics Malaysia, it showed that the
total employees employed in manufacturing industry in May 2018 was
1,070,000 persons, an increase of 18,077 persons compared to 1,051,923
persons in May 2017 (Department of Statistics Malaysia, 2018). Thus, the
target population for this research project is 1,070,000 people.

3.3.2 Sampling Frame and Sampling Location

Sampling frame is the collection of source materials from which the sample
is selected (Turner, 2003). In other word, sampling frame includes a complete
list of all possible people who together form a population. Ideally, the
sampling frame will perfectly coincide with the target population, but
sometimes the sample frame would be larger or smaller than target population.
It depends on practical ways of getting in touch with each member of the
sample. The sampling frame of manufacturing industry in Malaysia is
unattainable because there are limitations on access to personal data and

information due to protection of private and confidential materials.

Sampling location is the place where the researchers approach the target
population in order to collect the data by distributing the questionnaires. The
sampling location for this research project is Selangor. According to Statistics
from Department of Statistics Malaysia, the manufacturing industry of
Selangor has grown by 7.9% in year 2017 as compared to year 2016 which is
4.3%. In addition, the state government has contributed RM 7 billion as
investment into manufacturing industry in year 2018 (The Star Online, 2018).
This showed the importance of Selangor’s manufacturing industry in terms of
contribution to Malaysia’s economy performance. According to Statistics
from Department of Statistics Malaysia, Selangor is the largest contributor

that contributes 28.9% of Malaysia’s manufacturing GDP in year 2016. Since
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Selangor represents a significant part of manufacturing industry, we would
like to conduct our research in Selangor to investigate whether the workplace

deviance is a critical issue in Malaysia.

Figure 3.1 Percentage Share of Manufacturing Sector by State, 2016

Percentage Share of Manufacturing Sector
by State, 2016

Selangor

28.9%
Other States
27.7%

RM254.7
billion

Negeri
Sembilan
6.2%
Pulau Pinang
Sarawak 12.9%

11.8%

Johor
12.6%

Source: Department of Statistics Malaysia, 2018

3.3.3 Sampling Elements

Sampling elements are about the respondents who have participated in our
survey. The sampling elements of this research project are all the employees
who currently working in manufacturing industry in Kuala Lumpur. They will
provide the information such as their working conditions, working

environments and the relationship between colleagues and supervisors to us.
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This information will be able to help us to conduct our research project. The
questionnaire will be distributed to various categories of employees in terms
of ages, genders, positions, working periods and education levels. The reason
that we distributed the questionnaire to different individuals is because we
want to get different perceptions of the factors that would influence workplace
deviance. Besides that, the respondents from different categories will provide

more accurate, reliable, valid and unbiased data.

3.3.4 Sampling Technique

Sampling technique is majorly classified into probability sampling and non-
probability sampling. All the members in probability sampling have a pre-
specified and an equal opportunity to be chosen as a representative sample.
This method is based on the randomization principle and the procedure of
selecting the sample will be designed. Probability sampling includes four
types of methods which are simple random sampling, stratified sampling,
cluster sampling and systematic sampling. On the other hand, non-probability
sampling means the researcher does not know which member from the
population will be chosen as a sample and the members are not given an equal
chance to become part of the sample (Surbhi, 2016). Convenience sampling,
guota sampling, judgement or purposive sampling and snowball sampling are

the sampling methods under non-probability sampling.

Non-probability sampling techniques has been adopted as the sampling
method to conduct this research project because the population of
manufacturing industry is too large and it is more cost saving compared to
probability sampling method (Alvi, 2016). In additions, we are unable to get
and access to the personal information of employees of each companies in

manufacturing industry. The convenience sampling has been selected as the
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sampling method to conduct this research project. We are able to obtain those
respondents that are most conveniently available where it enable us to
approach them and distribute our questionnaires to them without any
restrictions (Paul, 2008).

3.3.5 Sampling Size

According to the statistics from Department of Statistics Malaysia, it showed
the total employed population in manufacturing industry in 2018 is 1,070,000
persons. Krejcie and Morgan (1970) had developed a table for determining
sample size for the research project. According to Hashim (2010), he
mentioned that the table of Krejcie and Morgan is used for a known and finite
population in order to simplify the procedure of determining sample size.
Thus, this table is used to determine our sample size since our sample size is
known which is 1,070,000 persons. Therefore, based on the Table 3.1, the
sample size for employees in manufacturing industry should be 384 persons
because the population of manufacturing industry is 1,070,000 persons. Thus,

we need to distribute 384 questionnaires over 1,070,000 target population.
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Table 3.1 Table for Determining Sample Size of a Known Population

N S N S N S
10 10 220 140 1200 291
15 14 230 144 1300 297
20 19 240 148 1400 302
25 24 250 152 1500 306
30 28 260 155 1600 310
35 32 270 159 1700 313
40 36 280 162 1800 317
45 40 290 165 1900 320
50 44 300 169 2000 322
55 48 320 175 2200 327
60 52 340 181 2400 331
65 56 360 186 2600 335
70 59 380 191 2800 338
75 63 400 196 3000 341
80 66 420 201 3500 346
85 70 440 205 4000 351
90 73 460 210 4500 354
95 76 480 214 5000 357

100 80 500 217 6000 361

110 86 550 226 7000 364

120 92 600 234 8000 367

130 97 650 242 9000 368

140 103 700 248 10000 370

150 108 750 254 15000 375

160 113 800 260 20000 377

170 118 850 265 30000 379

180 123 900 269 40000 380

190 127 950 274 50000 381

200 132 1000 278 75000 382
210 136 1100 285 1000000 384
Note —N is population size.

S is sample size.

Source: Krejcie, R. V., & Morgan, D. W. (1970). Determining sample size
for research activities. Educational and psychological measurement, 30(3),
607-610.
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3.4 Research Instrument

In our research, we are using questionnaire as our research instrument to collect
data from our target respondents. The reason we use questionnaire but not other
method such as interview is because the use of questionnaire to collect data is less
time-consuming and cost-efficient. However, in order to collect relevant results
successfully, a well-designed questionnaire is crucial. This is because a well-
designed questionnaire is able to provide us accurate information and give a hand

to us to achieve our research objectives.

We have used fixed alternative questionnaire and closed-ended question to design
our questionnaire, where multi-choice answers are provided in the questionnaires.
Our respondents are free to choose the optimal options that most represent their own
opinions. The purpose for us to use fixed alternative questionnaires is to ease the
respondent for filling up, as well as by using this method the answers gathered from

respondents would not deviate too much from our research objectives.
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3.4.1 Questionnaire Design

Table 3.2 Questionnaire Section A, B and C

Section Components/Variables
Section A Demographic Profile
Section B Dependent Variable:

Workplace Deviance Behavior

Section C Independent Variables:

Part 1: Perceived organizational support
Part 2: Distributive Justice
Part 3: Procedural Justice

Part 4: Interactional Justice

Source: Developed for the research

In our survey questionnaire, we have categorized into 3 sections. Section A
contains respondent’s demographic profile such as gender, age, ethic group,
marital status, gross monthly salary, education level, working experience, job
title, average working hours per week and employment status. Section A has

a total of 9 questions for respondents to fill up.

In Section B, it consists 12 questions of workplace deviance coupled with
Five Point Likert scale rating, which the range is from strongly disagree to
strongly agree. While in Section C, there are 4 parts which are perceived
organizational support, distributive justice, procedural justice and
interactional justice. For the variable perceived organizational support, it

consists of 8 questions, distributive justice consists of 4 questions, procedural
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justice consists of 6 questions and interactional justice consists of 6 questions.

Also, we have used Five Point Likert scale rating in designing this section.

3.4.2 Pilot study

A pilot study is a small study to investigate research protocols, data collection
instruments and other research procedures in order for researchers to prepare
for a larger study. The reason we run the pilot study is because it enables us
to become familiar with the procedures in the protocol before we proceed to
full study (Hassan, Schattner, & Mazza, 2006). In our study, we had
distributed 30 sets of questionnaires to our target respondents who are the

employees working in manufacturing industry at Kampar.

Table 3.3 Schedule of Pilot Study

Date Activity
Date Activity

8th Aug 2018 Distribute questionnaire at Kampar
11th Aug 2018 Collect back the questionnaire

13th Aug 2018 Run pilot test in Statistical Analysis System (SAS)

software

Source: Developed for the research

On 8" August 2018, we have distributed 30 survey questionnaires to our
target respondents at Kampar. After that, we collected back the questionnaire
on 11" August 2018. Meanwhile, we have used two days times to rearrange
the survey questionnaire collected, in order to run the pilot test with Statistical
Analysis System (SAS) software on 13" August 2018.
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Based on the table above, the gap to distribute and collect back the
questionnaires is not tight, thus there was enough time for the respondents to
fill up the questionnaires. In this case, the respondents were able to fill up the

questionnaires at their ease and the quality of the response was assured.

Table 3.4 Reliability analysis for Pilot Study

* Variables Dimension Number of | Cronbach’s
[tem Alpha
Dependent Workplace Deviance 12 09192
variable
Independent Perceived 8 0.6294
varable Organizational
Support
Distributive Justice 4 0.8253
Procedural Justice 6 0.7788
Interactional Justice 6 0.9280|

Source: Developed for research

Refer to Table 3.5, workplace deviance has coefficient alpha value of 0.9192,
perceived organizational support has coefficient alpha value of 0.6294,
distributive justice has coefficient alpha value of 0.8253, procedural justice
has coefficient alpha value of 0.7788 and interactional justice has coefficient
alpha value of 0.9280. Since the alpha values of all the variables are more

than 0.6, the variables are reliable.
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3.5 Construct Measurement (Scale and Operational

Definitions)

3.5.1 Origin of Construct

Table 3.5: Table of Origin of Construct

‘anable Adopted from bcale
of Measurement
Wworkplace Bennett, B. J., & FHobimson, 5. L. | Interval
Deviance {(2000). Development of 2 measure
{Dependent of workplace deviance. Journsl of
Vanable) Applied Peychology, 83(3), 349-
340. Dol 10I037/0021-
8010.35.3.349
Percerved Chiang, C., & Hsieh, T. (2017} The | Interval
organizational | mpacts of perceived orgamzational
support support and psvchological
{(Independent | empowerment on job performance:
Vanable) The mediating effects of
organizztional citizenship behavior.
International Joumal of Hosprtality
Management, 31(1), 180-
190 hitp://dx. dol.org/10.10167.yhm.
2011.04.011
Distminative Bearden, W. O, Netemeyer, B G, Interval
Justice & Haws, K. L. (2011). Muiti-Tiem
{Independent | Measures for Morketing and
Wariable) Corsurner Behaviour Research
(third ed.). United States of
America: 8AGE Publications, Inc.
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Procedural Usmani, S. & Jamal, 5. (2013). | Interval

Tustice Impact of Distributive Justice,
(Independent | Procedural Justice, Interactional
Variable) Tustice, Temporal Tustice, Spatial

Tustice on  Job  Satisfaction of
Banking Employees. Review agf
Integrative Business and Economics
Research, (1), 351-383.

Interactional Faheem | M A & Mahmud, N | Interval

Tustice (2015). The Effects of
(Independent | Organizational Tustice on
WVariable) Workplace Deviance and Job

Satisfaction of Employees: Evidence
from a Public Sector Hospital of
Pakistan Adediterranean Jowurnal qf
Social Sciences, 6(5), 342-353.

Source: Developed for research

3.5.2 Scale of measurement

According to Sekaran, and Bougie (2016), measurement includes allocation
of numbers or symbols to characteristics of items based on a prefixed set of
rules. The reason of assignment of numbers to the item is because the numbers
enable the researchers to conduct statistical analysis and to investigate the
hypotheses developed. While, a scale is an instrument or method used to
distinguish variables from one and another. There are four types of
measurement scale which are nominal scale, ordinal scale, interval scale and

ratio scale.
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3.5.2.1 Nominal scale

Nominal scale is used for non-numeric variables and it is the lowest
measurement level (Sekaran & Bougie, 2012). A nominal scale
involves only assigning data into categories with no order or ranking. It
classifies objects into mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive
groups. This scaling provides only some basic, categorical, gross
information and personal data such as gender or department (Sekaran
& Bougie, 2016).

Example of nominal scale:

1. Gender

:l Male :l Female

Source: Developed for the research

3.5.2.2 Ordinary scale

According to Sekaran and Bougie (2016), the purpose of ordinary scale
is not only showing the differences among the variables but to rank the
variables in order. For any variables that can be ranked according to
preferences, ordinary scale would be applied. The preference would be
ranked from first to last or from best to worst and will be assigned
number 1, 2 and so on. Besides, ordinary scale possesses some features
of nominal scale. The difference between them is that ordinary scale
can be used for rank-orders, thus it is also known as ranking scale.
Nevertheless, it does not show the interval value among the rankings
(Sekaran & Bougie, 2012).
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Example of ordinary scale:

5. Education Level

_ oM [ Isi [ I Diploma
I:I Bachelor's Degree I:I Master’s Degree l:l Doctorate Degree

I:I Others, please specify:

Source: Developed for the research

3.5.2.3 Interval Scale

An interval scale is numeric scale that does not only capture the order
but also the exact differences between the values. Unlike ordinary scale
that does not show the interval value among the rankings, interval scale
enables researchers to capture the differences between objects. In short,
interval scale captures the differences, the ranking and the equality of
the magnitude of the differences in the variable (Sekaran & Bougie,
2016)
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Example of interval scale:

Procedural Justice SD| D[N | A |SA

1 | My supervisor makes job decisions in a biased manner. 1] 2 3 415

LN

2 | My supervisor makes sure that all employee concerns are 1] 2 3 4
heard before job decisions are made.
3 | My supervisor collects accurate and complete information | 1 | 2 | 3 4
before making job decisions.
4 | My supervisor clarifies decisions and provides additional 1] 2 3 4
information when requested by me.

LN

L

5 | My supervisor applies all job-related decisions 1] 2|3 4135
consistently to all emplovees.
6 | My supervisor allows me to challenge or appeal job 1] 2 3 41 5

decisions made by him or her.

1. Strongly Disagree (SD)
2. Dusagree (D)

3. Neutral (N}

4. Agree (A)

5. Strongly Agree (SA)

Source: Developed for the research

3.6 Data Processing

Researchers need to collect the data from the respondents in order to produce a
meaningful and useful information (Sekaran & Bougie, 2013). After collecting the
data, those data need to be processed in order to obtain a meaningful result. Data
processing can be defined as the process of integrating and manipulating the data
and altering it into meaningful information. There are 4 processes which are data

checking, data editing, data coding, and data transcribing.
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3.6.1 Data Checking

Data checking is a process of checking the questionnaires collected back from
the respondents. Some of the answer of questionnaires may be incomplete or
missing due to the inadequate understanding of the questions of the
respondents. Thus, this step is important to ensure that the questionnaires that

we have distributed to the respondents are filled properly.

3.6.2 Data Editing

Data editing is the second step after the process of data checking. Data editing
is the process of detecting errors and making the error correction on the
questionnaires which have an omission, unclear, inconsistencies and illogical
answer. The reason that the errors will happen is because the respondents may
not understand the question or they just unwilling to answer the question.
Hence, this step is to ensure that the information or answers that are provided

by the respondents are complete and precise.

3.6.3 Data Coding

Data coding is the third step where the researchers assign number to every
alternative in all questions. The allocated number is to let the researchers
easily and systematically key in the data into the database by using SAS

Enterprise Guide.
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In section A, the answer of each question is coded as:

Q1 | Gender Male=1
Female=2
Q2 | Age Below 20 years old=1

20-29 years old=2
30-39 years old=3
40-49 years old=4
50-59 years old=5

Above 60 years old=6

Q3 | Ethic group Malay=1
Chinese=2
India=3

Other=4

Q4 | Marital Status Single=1
Married=2
Divorced=3
Widowhood=4

Others=5

Q5 | Gross Monthly Salary Below RM1,000=1

RM1,000 to RM1,999=2
RM2,000 to RM2,999=3
RM3,000 to RM3,999=4

RM4,000 to RM4,999=5
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Above RM5,000=6

Q6 | Educational level

SPM=1

STPM=2

Diploma=3
Bachelor’s Degree=4
Master’s Degree=5
Doctorate Degree=6

Others=7

Q7 | Working experience

Less than 5 years=1
5-10 years=2

11-15 years=3
16-20 years=4
21-25 years=5

More than 26 years=6

week

Q8 | Average working hours per

Less than 30 hours=1

35 hours=2

40 hours=3

45 hours=4

More than 50 hours=5

Q9 | Employment status

Part-time=1

Full-time=2

Source: Developed for the research
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In section B and C, the answer of each question is coded as:

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = Neutral
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree

3.6.4 Data Transcribing

For the data transcribing, it is a process that the researchers have to transcribe
all the data coded into the SAS Enterprise Guide for data analysis. The
researchers will run this process after all the answers for each question have

been coded.

3.7 Data Analysis

Data analysis is a process of converting data into information (Galetto, 2018). After
the data has been collected from respondents, we have used Statistical Analysis
System Enterprise Guide (SAS) software Version 7.1 to analyze and interpret the
data. We have checked and key in all the data from the questionnaire into the

software.
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3.7.1 Descriptive Analysis

Descriptive analysis is also known as data simplification (Loeb, Morris, &
Dynarski, 2017). It is able to convert raw data into a statement formed which
makes it convenient for researchers to read and interpret, restructuring,
ordering and manipulating data in order to generate descriptive information.
We have prepared several questions regarding demographic information
which consists of gender, age, ethic group, marital status, gross monthly
salary, education level, working experience, job title, average working hours
per week and employment status. The data will be shown in a pie chart after
the analysis is conducted. The reason of using pie chart is because it is more
presentable and easier for the reader to understand the information as it

displays the data as a fractional part of a whole.

3.7.2 Scale Measurement

Reliability can be defined as an evaluation tool which is used to measure and
produce the consistent and stable result. Reliability analysis has been used in
scale measurement to evaluate the reliable result. According to Tavakol and
Dennick (2011), the range of the Cronbach’s coefficient alpha is from 0 to 1

which means from not consistent to completely consistent.

According to Sekaran and Bougie (2016), showed that the coefficient alpha
value that less than 0.60 is considered as poor reliability. For the fair
reliability, the value of coefficient alpha is between 0.60 and 0.70. In addition,
the value of coefficient alpha with good reliability is between 0.70 and 0.80.
Lastly, the value of coefficient alpha with 0.80 and above is considered as
very good reliability. The table below shows the range of the value of

coefficient alpha:
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Table 3.6 Coefficient Alpha Ranges (o)

Coefficient Alpha(a) Level of Reliability
Less than 0.60 Poor Reliability
0.60t0 0.70 Fair Reliability
0.70t0 0.80 Good Reliability
0.80t0 0.95 Very Good Reliability

Source: Sekaran, U., & Bougie, R. (2016). Research methods for business: A
skill building approach (7th ed.). Chichester, West Sussex: John Wiley &
Sons, Inc., (page290).

3.7.3 Inferential Analysis

3.7.3.1 Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient

Pearson Correlation Matrix is a measure used to show the strength,
direction and significance of the relationship among all variables which
are the dependent and independent variables at interval scale ratio
(Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). The correlation range is between -1.00 and
+1.00. Specifically, when the correlation coefficient is +1.00, it
indicates that the variables are perfectly positive correlated. In contrast,
when the correlation coefficient is -1.00, it indicates that the variables
are perfectly negative correlated. In addition, when the coefficient value
is less than 0.5, it signifies there is a weak correlation. However, when
the coefficient value is more than 0.8, it signifies there is a strong

correlation.
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We have used Pearson Correlation Coefficient for questions in Section
B and C in order to test the relationship between the variables. Besides,
we have used Likert Scale to show the level of agreement on each
question regarding perceived organizational support and organizational
justice toward workplace deviance in manufacturing industry. Table 3.8

shows the rules of thumb of Pearson Correlation Coefficient.

Table 3.7 Rules of Thumb of Pearson Correlation Coefficient

Coefficient Range Strength of Association
+0.91to £1.00 Very strong

+0.71t0 £ 0.90 High

+0.41t0+0.70 Moderate

+0.21t0 £0.40 Small but define relationship
+0.00to £0.20 Slight, almost negligible

Source: Hair, J., Money, A., Samouel, P., & Page, M. (2007).
Research Methods for Business. New York: John Wiley & Sons,

Inc.
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3.7.3.2 Multiple Regression Analysis

Multiple regression analysis is used to analyze the variance between
single dependent variable with multiple independent variables which
have a cause-effect relation (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). Multiple
regression analysis is a multivariate technique that often is used in a
business research. This analysis objectively assesses the degree and the
character of the relationship between independent variable and multiple
dependent variables. By looking at the coefficient regression, it can
relatively explain the importance of each of the independent variables

in the prediction of dependent variable.
The formula equation for multiple regression analysis:

Yy=po+fixa+ ...+ fXk+te

3.8 Conclusion

In this chapter, we will discuss research methodology of this study. It discusses
about the research design, data collection method, sampling design, research
instrument, constructs measurement, data processing and data analysis. In addition,
we also use SAS Enterprise Guide Software to test the reliability of the

guestionnaire.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESEARCH RESULTS

4.0 Introduction

Throughout this chapter, there were 384 set of questionnaires distributed to the
respondents who are working in manufacturing industry. The result of
questionnaires were collected and analyzed by using SAS Enterprise Guide
software. The analysis carried out are descriptive analysis, reliability analysis,

pearson correlation coefficient analysis and multiple regression analysis.

4.1 Descriptive Analysis

There are total 9 questions of respondents’ demographic profile in this part. The
questions that included in this part are gender, age, ethic group, marital status, gross
monthly salary, education level, working experience, average working hours per

week and employment status.
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4.1.1 Respondent Demographic Profile

4.1.1.1 Gender

Table 4.1 Statistics of Respondents’ Gender

Gender | Frequency | Percent | Cumulative Cumulative
Frequency Percent

Male | 137 35.68 137 35.68

Female | 247 64.32 384 100.00

Source: Developed for the research

Figure 4.1: Statistics of Respondents’ Gender

Gender

m Male
Female

Source: Developed for the research
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Based on the Table 4.1 and Figure 4.1, there are two gender groups which
are male and female. There are 137 male respondents with the percentage
of 35.68% and 247 female respondents with the percentage of 64.32%. This

shows that the majority of the respondents are female employees.

4.1.1.2 Age
Table 4.2 Statistics of Respondents’ Age

Age Frequency | Percent Cumulative | Cumulative
Frequency | Percent

Below 20 years old | 23 5.99 23 5.99

20-29 years old 205 53.39 228 59.38

30-39 years old 108 28.13 336 87.50

40-49 years old 41 10.68 377 98.18

50-59 years old 5 1.30 382 99.48

Above 60 years old | 2 0.52 384 100.00

Source: Developed for the research
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Figure 4.2: Statistics of Respondents’ Age

Age

1.3 0.52

10.68 " = Below 20 years old
| = 20-29 years old

= 30-39 years old
40-49 years old

= 50-59 years old

= Above 60 years old

Source: Developed for the research

Based on the Table 4.2 and Figure 4.2, there are six age groups which
include below 20 years old, 20 to 29 years old, 30 to 39 years old, 40 to 49
years old, 50 to 59 years old and above 60 years old. There are 205
respondents have an age of 20 to 29 years old which represents the largest
age group with a percentage of 53.39%. In addition, there are 108
respondents have an age range of 30 to 39 years old with a percentage of
28.13%. On the other hand, the age range of 40 to 49 years old consists of
41 respondents with a percentage of 10.68%. The age category of below 20
years old consists of 23 respondents with a percentage of 5.99%. There are
5 respondents have an age of 50 to 59 years old which represents 1.30% in
this research project. Last but not least, there are only 2 respondents with

the age above 60 years old which represents a percentage of 0.52%.
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4.1.1.3 Ethnic Group

Table 4.3 Statistics of Respondents’ Ethnic Group

Ethnic | Frequency | Percent Cumulative Cumulative
Frequency Percent
Malay | 104 27.08 104 27.08
Chinese | 126 32.81 230 59.90
Indian | 154 40.10 384 100.00

Source: Developed for the research

Figure 4.3: Statistics of Respondents’ Ethnic Group

Ethnic Group

m Malay ® Chinese ® Indian

Source: Developed for the research
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Based on the Table 4.3 and Figure 4.3, there are three ethnics groups who
contribute in this research which are Malay, Chinese and Indian. The largest
contributor in this research is India which represents a total of 154
respondents (40.10%). Chinese respondents are the second largest
contributors in this research which represents 126 respondents (32.81%).
The lowest contributors of respondents is Malay which represents only 104
respondents (27.08%).

4.1.1.4 Marital Status

Table 4.4 Statistics of Respondents’ Marital Status

Marital | Frequency | Percent | Cumulative Cumulative
Status Frequency Percent
Single 247 64.32 247 64.32
Married | 136 35.42 383 99.74
Divorced | 1 0.26 384 100.00

Source: Developed for the research
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Figure 4.4: Statistics of Respondents’ Marital Status

Marital Status

= Single

® Married

= Divorced

Source: Developed for the research

Based onthe Table 4.4 and Figure 4.4, there are four groups of marital status
contribute in this research which are single, married, divorced and
widowhood. There are 247 respondents (64.32%) are single. There are 136
respondents (35.42%) who have already married. There are 1 respondent
(0.26%) has divorced.
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4.1.1.5 Gross Monthly Salary

Table 4.5 Statistics of Respondents’ Gross Monthly Salary

Gross Frequency | Percentage | Cumulative | Cumulative
Monthly Frequency | Percent
Salary

Below 4 1.04 4 1.04
RM1000

RM1000 26 6.77 30 7.81
RM1999

RM2000 160 41.67 190 49.48
RM2999

RM3000 176 45.83 306 95.31
RM3999

RM4000 13 3.39 379 98.70
RM4999

Above 5 1.30 384 100.00
RM5000

Source: Developed for the research
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Figure 4.5: Statistics of Respondents’ Gross Monthly Salary

Gross Monthly Salary

45.83
41.67

6.77

. 3.39 3
1.04 .
— - |

Below RM1000 RM1000 - RM2000 - RM3000 - RM4000 - Above RM5000
RM1999 RM2999 RM3999 RM4999

Source: Developed for the research

Based on Table 4.5 and Figure 4.5, there are six categories of gross monthly
salary which are below RM1000, RM1000 to RM1999, RM2000 to
RM2999, RM3000 to RM3999, RM4000 to RM4999 and above RM5000.
Most of the respondents are receiving RM3000 to RM3999 as their gross
monthly salaries in which it represents a total of 176 respondents (45.83%).
There are 160 respondents (41.67%) who receive RM2000 to RM2999 as
their gross monthly salaries; 26 respondents (6.77%) are receiving RM1000
to RM1999; 13 respondents (3.39%) are receiving RM4000 to RM4999 and
5 respondents (1.30%) are receiving above RM5000 as their gross monthly
salaries. Last but not least, 4 respondents (1.04%) are receiving below

RM1000 as their gross monthly salary.
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4.1.1.6 Education Level

Table 4.6 Statistics of Respondent’s Education Level

Education Level | Frequency | Percentage | Cumulative | Cumulative
Frequency | Percent

SPM 32 8.33 32 8.33

STPM 15 3.91 47 12.24

Diploma 78 20.31 125 32.55

Bachelor’s 256 66.67 381 99.22

Degree

Master’s Degree | 3 0.78 384 100.00

Source: Developed for the research

Figure 4.6 Statistics of Respondent’s Education Level

Education Level

80

70 66.67
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50
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20.31
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SPM STPM Diploma Bachelor’s Degree Master’s Degree

Source: Developed for the research
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There are seven categories of educational level which are SPM, STPM,
Diploma, Bachelor’s Degree, Master’s Degree, Doctorate Degree and others.
Based on the Table 4.6 and Figure 4.6, most of the respondents are from the
Bachelor Degree in which it consists of 256 respondents (66.67%). There
are 78 respondents (20.31%) who have a Diploma education level; 32
respondents (8.33%) are from SPM level; 15 respondents (3.91%) are from
STPM level. Lastly, there are 3 respondents (0.78%) holding the Master’s

Degree.

4.1.1.7 Working Experience

Table 4.7 Statistics of Respondent’s Working Experience

Working Frequency | Percentage | Cumulative Cumulative
Experience Frequency Percent
Less than 5 years | 159 41.41 159 4141

5-10 years 194 50.52 353 91.93
11-15 years 19 4.95 372 96.88
16-20 years 9 2.34 381 99.22
21-25 years 1 0.26 382 99.48
More than 252 0.52 384 100.00
years

Source: Developed for the research
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Figure 4.7 Statistics of Respondent’s Working Experience

Number of Respondents According to Working

Experience
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Source: Developed for the research

Based on the Table 4.7 and Figure 4.7, there are 6 classifications of working
experience which are less than 5 years, 5 to 10 years, 11 to 15 years, 16 to
20 years, 21 to 25 years and more than 25 years. Most of the respondents
work for 5 to 10 years which is 194 respondents (50.52%). The second
highest working experience is less than 5 years which represents 159
respondents (41.41%). The third higher number recorded is the respondents
who work for 11 to 15 years which is 19 respondents (4.95%). The number
of respondents who work for 16 to 20 years, 21 to 25 years and more than
25 years are 9 (2.34%), 1(0.26%) and 2(0.52%) respectively.
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4.1.1.8 Average working hours per week

Table 4.8 Statistics of Respondent’s Average Working Hours per Week

Average Frequency | Percentage | Cumulative Cumulative
working hours Frequency Percent
per week

Less than 30 |13 3.39 13 3.39

hours

35 hours 5 1.30 18 4.69

40 hours 14 3.65 32 8.33

45 hours 80 20.83 112 29.17
More than 50 | 272 70.83 384 100.00

hours

Source: Developed for the research
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Figure 4.8 Statistics of Respondent’s Average Working Hours per Week

Number of Respondents According to
Average Working Hours per Week

Less than 30 hours 35 hours 40 hours 45 hours More than 50
. hours
Average working hours per week

Source: Developed for the research

Based on table 4.8 and figure 4.8, there are five classification of average
working hours per week which are less than 30 hours, 35 hours, 40 hours,
45 hours and more than 50 hours. There are 272 respondents work with an
average working hours of more than 50 hours per week which represents a
percentage of 70.83%. In addition, the second higher average working hours
per week recorded is 45 hours which represents 80 respondents (20.83%).
The number of respondents who work for 40 hours, less than 30 hours and
35 hours are 14 (3.65%), 13 (3.39%) and 5 (1.3%) respectively.
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4.1.1.9 Employment Status

Table 4.9 Statistics of Respondent’s Employment Status

Employment | Frequency | Percentage | Cumulative | Cumulative
Status Frequency | Percent
Full-time 384 100.00 384 100.00

Source: Developed for the research

Figure 4.9 Statistics of Respondent’s Employment Status

Number of Respondents According to
Employment Status

®m Part time = Full time

Source: Developed for the research

Based on table 4.9 and figure 4.9, there are two categories of employment

status which are full time and part time. All of our respondents are full-time

employees.
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4.1.2 Central Tendencies Measurement of Constructs

This part will discuss the mean and standard deviation measurement of the
independent variable and dependent variable. Section B and C consist of 36

questions which will be tested using SAS Enterprise Guide software.

4.1.2.1 Workplace Deviance

Table 4.10 Central Tendencies Measurement of Workplace Deviance

ltems Mean Mean Standard | SD
Ranking | Deviation | Ranking

| used to take|1.01563 |10 0.12418 10

property from work

without permission.

| used to discuss | 1.32031 |4 0.46721 4

confidential company

information with an

unauthorized person.

| always neglect to | 1.34115 |3 0.47471 3

follow boss’s

instructions.

| used to litter work | 1.30469 |6 0.46088 6

environment.

| used to use anillegal | 1.58854 | 1 0.90110 1

drug or consumed

alcohol on the job.
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6 |1 always take an|1.31510 |5 0.46516 5
additional or longer
break than IS
acceptable at
workplace.

7 |1 always drag out |1.02603 |8 0.15947 8
work in order to get

overtime.

8 || always spend too | 1.58854 |1 0.90110 1
much time
fantasizing or
daydreaming instead

of working.

9 | I used to intentionally | 1.01302 |12 0.11351 12
work slower than

others could have

worked.

10 | I always come in late | 1.01563 | 10 0.12418 10
to work without
permission.

11 | I always put little | 1.02083 |9 0.14301 9

effort into work.

12 || used to falsify a | 1.04167 |7 0.20009 7
receipt to get
reimbursed for more
money than you spent

on business expenses.

N=384

Source: Developed for the research
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Based on the Table 4.10, there are two statements “I used to use an illegal
drug or consumed alcohol on the job.” and “I always spend too much time
fantasizing or daydreaming instead of working.” have the highest mean of
1.58854 and highest standard deviation of 0.90110. In short, these two
statements are having the same mean and standard deviation. Next, the
statement of “I always neglect to follow boss’s instructions.” has the third
highest mean of 1.34115 and third highest standard deviation of 0.47471.
Besides, the statement “I used to discuss confidential company information
with an unauthorized person.” has a mean of 1.32031 and standard deviation
0f 0.46721. The statement of “I always take an additional or longer break
than is acceptable at workplace.” has a mean of 1.31510 and a standard
deviation of 0.46516. The statement of “I used to litter work environment.”
has a mean of 1.30469 and a standard deviation of 0.46088. The statement
of “I used to falsify a receipt to get reimbursed for more money than you
spent on business expenses.”” has a mean of 1.04167 and a standard deviation
of 0.20009. The statement of “I always drag out work in order to get
overtime.” has a mean of 1.02603 and standard deviation of 0.15947. The
statement of “I always put little effort into work.” has a mean of 1.02083
and standard deviation of 0.14301. The statement of “I always come in late
to work without permission.” and “I used to take property from work
without permission.” have mean of 1.01563 and a standard deviation of
0.12418. Last but not least, the statement of “I used to intentionally work
slower than others could have worked.” has a mean of 1.01302 and a

standard deviation of 0.11351.
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4.1.2.2 Perceived Organizational Support (POS)

Table 4.11 Central Tendencies Measurement of Perceived Organizational Support

POS
No | Items Mean Mean Standard | Standard
Ranking | Deviation | Deviation
Ranking
1 | My organization cares | 4.63281 | 4 0.52912 4
about my opinions.
2 | My organization really | 4.89844 |1 0.39262 6
cares about my well-
being.
3 | My organization | 4.62760 |5 0.54497 1
strongly considers my
goals and values.
4 | Help is available from | 4.63802 |3 0.54242 2
my organization when |
have a problem.
5 | My organization would | 4.63802 | 3 0.54242 2
forgive an  honest
mistake on my part.
6 |If given the | 4.62760 |5 0.54497 1
opportunity, my
organization would
take advantage of me.
7 | My organization shows | 4.62500 | 6 0.53102 3

very little concern for

me.
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8 | My organization is | 4.65104 |2 0.52419 5
willing to help me if |

need a special favor.

N=384

Source: Developed for the research

Based on the Table 4.11, the highest value of the mean (4.89844) belongs
to the statement “My organization really cares about my well-being” but it
has the lowest standard deviation value of 0.39262. On the other hand, the
highest value of the standard deviation (0.54497) belongs to the statement
“My organization strongly considers my goals and values” which has a
mean value of 4.62760 which is ranked at 5" and the statement “If given the
opportunity, my organization would take advantage of me.” which has a
mean of 4.62760. Besides, the lowest value of mean (4.62500) belongs to
the statement “My organization shows very little concern for me.” which
has a standard deviation of 0.53102. From the table, there are two statements
“Help is available from my organization when I have a problem.” and “My
organization would forgive an honest mistake on my part.” have the same
value of mean which is 4.63802 and same value of standard deviation which
is 0.54242. Last but not least, the statement “My organization is willing to
help me if | need a special favor.” has a mean of 4.65104 and a standard
deviation of 0.52419.
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4.1.2.3 Distributive Justice

Table 4.12 Central Tendencies Measurement of Distributive Justice

Mean Mean Standard SD
No | Items _ o )
Ranking Deviation Ranking
My outcome reflects the | 4.39063 1 0.48853 1
1 | effortthat I have put into my
work.
My outcome is appropriate | 4.36719 2 0.48267 4
o | for the work that | have
completed.
My outcome reflects what | | 4.35156 4 0.48351 3
3 | have contributed to my
work.
My outcome is justified for | 4.35677 3 0.48508 2
4

my given performance.

N=384

Source: Developed for the research

Based on Table 4.12, the statement “My outcome reflects the effort that |
have put into my work” has the highest mean which is 4.39063 and also has
the highest standard deviation which is 0.48853. The statement “My
outcome is appropriate for the work that I have completed” has the second
highest mean which is 4.36719 and the lowest standard deviation which is
0.48267. While the statement “My outcome reflects what I have contributed
to my work” has the lowest mean (4.35156) and third highest standard
deviation (0.48351). Last but not least, the statement “My outcome is
justified for my given performance” has the third highest mean (4.35677)
and second highest standard deviation (0.48508).
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4.1.2.4 Procedural Justice

Table 4.13 Central Tendencies Measurement of Procedural Justice

No

Items

Mean

Mean

Ranking

Standard

Deviation

SD
Ranking

My supervisor makes job

decisions in a biased manner.

4.58594

6

0.60710

1

My supervisor makes sure
that all employee concerns
are heard before job

decisions are made.

4.66667

0.47202

My  supervisor  collects
accurate and  complete
information before making

job decisions.

4.64844

0.47808

My  supervisor  clarifies
decisions and  provides
additional information when

requested by me.

4.64583

0.47888

My supervisor applies all
job-related decisions
consistently to all

employees.

4.92708

0.26034

My supervisor allows me to
challenge or appeal job
decisions made by him or

her.

4.94271

0.23270

N=384

Source: Developed for the research
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Based on the Table 4.13, the statement of “My supervisor allows me to
challenge or appeal job decisions made by him or her.” has the highest mean
which is 4.94271 however it has the lowest value of standard deviation
which is 0.23270. Besides, the statement of “My supervisor makes job
decisions in a biased manner.” has the lowest figure of mean which is
4.58594 however it has the highest figure of standard deviation which is
0.60710. Moreover, the statement of “My supervisor applies all job-related
decisions consistently to all employees.” has the second highest mean value
which is 4.92708 but it has a standard deviation 0.26034 which is ranked at
Sth. For the statement of “My supervisor makes sure that all employee
concerns are heard before job decisions are made.”, it has a mean 0f4.66667
and standard deviation of 0.47202. While for the statement “My supervisor
collects accurate and complete information before making job decisions.”,
it has a mean of 4.64844 and standard deviation of 0.47808. Last but not
least, the statement of “My supervisor clarifies decisions and provides
additional information when requested by me.” has a mean of 4.64583 and

a standard deviation of 0.47888.
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4.1.2.5 Interactional Justice

Table 4.14 Central Tendencies Measurement of Interactional Justice

Items Mean Mean Standard | SD
Ranking | Deviation | Ranking

My supervisor considers my | 4.36979 | 6 0.89602 |1
viewpoint.
My supervisor was able to | 4.62760 | 5 0.48407 |2

suppress personal biases.

My supervisor provides me | 4.90365 | 3 0.29546 |4
with timely feedback about
the  decision and its

implications.

My supervisor treats me with | 4.92969 | 1 0.25601 |6

kindness and consideration.

My supervisor shows concern | 4.92448 | 2 0.26457 |5

for my rights as an employee.

My supervisor took steps to | 4.63802 | 4 0.48120 |3
deal with me in a truthful

manner.

N=384

Source: Developed for the research

Based on the Table 4.14, the statement with the highest mean (4.92969) is
“My supervisor treats me with kindness and consideration.”, but it has the
lowest standard deviation of 0.25601. On the other hand, the statement that
has the highest standard deviation (0.89602) is “My supervisor considers
my viewpoint.”, but it has the lowest mean of 4.36979. In addition, the
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statement of “My supervisor shows concern for my rights as an employee.”
has the second largest mean of 4.92448 and its standard deviation of 0.26457
is ranked at 5th. However, the statement of “My supervisor provides me
with timely feedback about the decision and its implications.” has the third
largest mean of 4.90365 and standard deviation of 0.29546 which is ranked
at 4th. Furthermore, the statement “My supervisor took steps to deal with
me in a truthful manner.” has the mean value of 4.63802 which is ranked at
4th and the standard deviation of 0.48120 which is ranked at 3rd.

4.2 Scale Measurement

In this research project, the SAS Enterprise Guide software has been used for
reliability analysis in order to evaluate the dependent variable which is workplace
deviance and independent variables which are perceived organizational support,
distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice. There are total 384

respondents included in the reliability analysis of this research project.
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4.2.1 Reliability Analysis

Cronbach’s alpha has been used to test the reliability of this research project.

The purpose of reliability test is to determine the internal consistency for all

the variables. Moreover, it also can be used to identify the random error that

occurs in the questionnaire.

Table 4.15: Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Test

Pilot Test Full Study
Variables Dimensions | No. of | Cronbach’ | Reliabil | No. | Cronba | Reliability
Items | s Alpha ity of ch’s Result
Result | Item | Alpha
S
Dependent | Workplace |12 0.9192 | Very 12 0.8643 | Very Good
Variable Deviance Good
Independent | Perceived 8 0.6294 | Fair 8 0.9449 | Very Good
Variables Organizatio
nal Support
Distributive | 4 0.8253 | Very 4 0.9567 | Very Good
Justice Good
Procedural |6 0.7788 | Good 6 0.8351 | Very Good
Justice
Interactiona | 6 0.9280 | Very 6 0.7342 | Good
I Justice Good

Source: Developed for the research
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Based on the Table 4.15, all the variables are reliable. All the variables have
a good reliability with the Cronbach’s alpha value of more than 0.70,
therefore, all the variables show the level of the internal consistency

respectively.

Firstly, the dependent variable, workplace deviance which is measured by
12 items in the pilot test, showed a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.9192. In the
full study, the Cronbach’s alpha value is 0.8643 and measured by 12 items.
The Cronbach’s alpha indicates a very good reliability.

Secondly, the first independent variable is perceived organizational support.
Perceived organizational support is measured by 8 items in the pilot study
and the result of the Cronbach’s alpha is 0.6294. However, in the full study,
the Cronbach’s alpha value was increasing to 0.9449. This Cronbach’s alpha
value is ranked the second highest among all the independent variables. The

Cronbach’s alpha indicates a very good reliability.

Thirdly, in the pilot test, the Cronbach’s alpha value of distributive justice
which is measured by 4 items is 0.8253. However, in the full study, the
Cronbach’s alpha value was slightly increasing to 0.9567. This Cronbach’s
alpha value is ranked the highest among all the independent variables. The

Cronbach’s alpha indicates a very good reliability.

Moreover, the Cronbach’s alpha value of procedural justice which is
measured by 6 items in pilot test is 0.7788. The Cronbach’s alpha value has
increased to 0.8351 in full study. The Cronbach’s alpha indicates a very
good reliability.
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Lastly, the Cronbach’s alpha value of interactional justice which is
measured by 6 items in the pilot test is ranked the highest among the
independent variables which is 0.9280. But, the Cronbach’s alpha value has
slightly decreased to 0.7342 in the full study. The Cronbach’s alpha

indicates a good reliability.

In conclusion, since the Cronbach’s alpha value of all the variables is
between 0.70 to 0.95, thus, the questionnaire is considered reliable and

consistent. All the variables are reliable.

4.3 Inferential Analyses

4.3.1 Pearson Correlation Analysis

Pearson correlation analysis is a method to measure the strength,
significance and direction of a linear relationship between two variables.
The outcome of pearson correlation analysis is pearson correlation
coefficient which has a value range from -1 to +1. A correlation coefficient
with a value of -1 means that the there is a perfect negative relationship
between the independent variable and dependent variable. A correlation
coefficient with a value of +1 means that the there is a perfect positive
relationship between the independent variable and dependent variable. A
correlation coefficient with a value of 0 means that the there is no linear

relationship between the independent variable and dependent variable.
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4.3.1.1 Correlation between Perceived Organizational Support and

Workplace Deviance

Table 4.16 Correlations between Perceived Organizational Support and

Workplace Deviance

Perceived Workplace

Organizational Support | Deviance

Perceived Pearson 1 -0.77267
Organizational Correlation
Support —
PP Significant  (p- <.0001
value)
N 384 384
Workplace Pearson -0.77267 1
Deviance Correlation

Significant ~ (p- | <.0001

value)

N 384 384

Source: Developed for Research

Based on Table 4.16, there is a negative relationship between perceived
organizational support and workplace deviance with a correlation
coefficient of -0.77267. Thus, when perceived organizational support
increases, the workplace deviance will decrease. Besides, the correlation
coefficient of -0.77267 falls within the correlation range of £ 0.71 to +0.90.

This specifies that the strength of the relationship between perceived
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organizational support and workplace deviance is high. Since the p-value

(<.0001) is less than alpha value (0.05), the relationship between perceived

organizational support and workplace deviance is significant.

4.3.1.2 Correlation between Distributive Justice and Workplace

Deviance

Table 4.17 Correlations between Distributive Justice and Workplace

Deviance
Distributive Workplace
Justice Deviance
Distributive Justice Pearson 1 -0.52872
Correlation
Significant  (p- <.0001
value)
N 384 384
Workplace Deviance Pearson -0.52872 1
Correlation
Significant (p- | <.0001
value)
N 384 384

Source: Developed for Research
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Based on Table 4.17, there is a negative relationship between distributive
justice and workplace deviance with a correlation coefficient of -0.52872.
Thus, when distributive justice increases, the workplace deviance will
decrease. Besides, the correlation coefficient of -0.52872 falls within the
correlation range of #0.41 to +0.70. This shows that the relationship
between distributive justice and workplace deviance is moderate. Since the
p-value (<.0001) is less than alpha value (0.05), the relationship between

distributive justice and workplace deviance is significant.

4.3.1.3 Correlation between Procedural Justice and Workplace

Deviance

Table 4.18 Correlations between Procedural Justice and Workplace Deviance

Procedural Workplace
Justice Deviance
Procedural Justice Pearson 1 -0.74860
Correlation
Significant  (p- <.0001
value)
N 384 384
Workplace Deviance Pearson -0.74860 1
Correlation
Significant (p- | <.0001
value)
N 384 384

Source: Developed for Research
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Based on Table 4.18, there is a negative relationship between procedural
justice and workplace deviance with a correlation coefficient of -0.74860.
Thus, when procedural justice increases, the workplace deviance will
decrease. Besides, the correlation coefficient of -0.74860 falls within the
correlation range of +0.71 to +0.90. This shows that strength of the
relationship between procedural justice and workplace deviance is high.
Since the p-value (<.0001) is less than alpha value (0.05), the relationship

between procedural justice and workplace deviance is significant.

4.3.1.4 Correlation between Interactional Justice and Workplace

Deviance

Table 4.19 Correlations between Interactional Justice and Workplace Deviance

Interactional Workplace
Justice Deviance
Interactional Pearson 1 -0.78277
Justice Correlation
Significant  (p- <.0001
value)
N 384 384
Workplace Pearson -0.78277 1
Deviance Correlation
Significant (p- | <.0001
value)
N 384 384

Source: Developed for Research
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Based on Table 4.19, there is a negative relationship between interactional
justice and workplace deviance with a correlation coefficient of -0.78277.
Thus, when interactional justice increases, the workplace deviance will
decrease. Besides, the correlation coefficient of -0.78277 falls within the
correlation range of +0.71 to +0.90. This shows that the strength of
relationship between interactional justice and workplace deviance is high.
Since the p-value (<.0001) is less than alpha value (0.05), the relationship

between interactional justice and workplace deviance is significant.

4.3.2 Multiple Linear Regression Analysis

A multiple linear regression analysis is used to determine the relationship
between a dependent variable and a set of independent variable. A multiple
linear regression analysis can be considered as an extension of simple linear
regression which is used to determine the relationship between a dependent

variable and an independent variable (Mark & Mark, n.d.).

Table 4.20: Analysis of Variance

Source DF Sum of | Mean F-value Pr>f
Square Square

Model 4 22.79426 5.69856 199.56 <.0001

Error 379 10.82248 0.02856

Corrected | 383 33.61674

Total

Source: Developed for the research
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Based on Table 4.20, the p-value (<.0001) is less than the alpha value (0.05).
This means that the F-statistic of this research is significant. In other word,
it specifies that this research model is a good model in terms of describing
the correlations between dependent variable (workplace deviance) and
independent variables (perceived organizational support, distributive justice,
procedural justice and interactional justice). In addition, the dependent
variable is significantly explained by independent variables and the

hypothesis is supported.

Interpretation on R square

Table 4.21: Summary of R Square

Root MSE 0.16898 R-Square 0.6781
Dependent 1.21593 Adjusted R- | 0.6747
Mean Square

Coefficient 13.89747

Variables

Source: Developed for the research

Based on Table 4.21, the value of R square is 0.6781, which specifies that
the independent variables (perceived organizational support, distributive
justice, procedural justice and interactional justice) are able to explain 67.81%
of the dependent variable which is workplace deviance. On the other hand,
there are 32.19% of the dependent variable left unexplained. In a nutshell,
there are other significant variables which are able to explain the variation

of dependent variable which was left unexplained.
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Interpretation on Parameter Estimates

Table 4.22: Parameter Estimates

Variable DF Parameter | Standard t Value Pr >[t|
Estimate Error

Intercept 1 4.37739 0.13743 31.85 <.0001

Perceived 1 -0.30715 0.04277 -7.18 <.0001

Organizational

Support

Distributive 1 -0.08234 0.02261 -3.64 0.0003

Justice

Procedural 1 0.17988 0.08007 2.25 0.0252

Justice

Interactional 1 -0.46918 0.06568 -7.14 <.0001

Justice

Source: Developed for the research

Based on the results, all the independent variables (perceived organizational
support, distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice)
were significant in explaining the workplace deviance among employees in
manufacturing industry in Malaysia. This is because the p-value of all the
independent variables are less than alpha value of 0.05 where the p-values
of perceived organizational support, distributive justice, procedural justice
and interactional justice are <.0001, <.0001, 0.0003, 0.0252 and <.0001

respectively.
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Multiple Linear Regression Equation: Y= a + B1X1 + B2Xz + BsX3z + B4 X4
Y= Workplace Deviance

a=constant

X1=Perceived Organizational Support (POS)

X2=Distributive Justice

X3=Procedural Justice

X4=Interactional Justice

Bi= value of parameter estimate, where =1, 2, 3, 4...

Workplace Deviance =4.37739-0.30715 (POS)-0.08234 (DJ)+0.17988(PJ)-
0.46918(1J)

Interactional justice is the biggest contributor in term of explaining the
variance in the workplace deviance variable. This is because interactional
justice has the highest parameter estimate of 0.46918. The second biggest
contributor is perceived organizational support since it has the second
highest parameter estimate which is 0.30715. In other word, it has second
strongest contribution in term of explaining the variance in workplace
deviance variable. The third biggest contributor is procedural justice
(0.17988) followed by distributive justice (0.08234). The negative value of
parameter estimates shows that the relationship between dependent variable
(workplace deviance) and independent variable (perceived organizational
support, distributive justice, interactional justice). However, the result of
multiple regression analysis shows that there is a positive relationship

between workplace deviance and procedural justice.

When the procedural justice is tested individually using pearson correlation
coefficient, there is a negative relationship between workplace deviance and

procedural justice. When the procedural justice is tested in combination with
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other variables using multiple regression analysis, there is a positive
relationship between dependent variable and independent variables. Since
the parameter estimate value of procedural justice is the third biggest
(0.17988) among four independent variables, this indicates that procedural
justice does not contribute much to the relationship between dependent
variable and independent variables. The reason of positive relationship is
supported by the longer tenure of the employees in this study. In this study,
50.52% of the respondents have worked in manufacturing industry for 5 to
10 years which is considered long tenure. In addition, 70.83% of the
respondents work for more than 50 hours a week. Workplace deviance
behaviours can be caused by longer tenure because when employees have
been working in the same industry for a long period, they feel like “a fixture”
of the organization and perceive more authority and liberty to not obey the
rules and regulations of the organization (Ng & Feldman, 2010). Moreover,
long tenured employees are more likely to engage in workplace deviance
because they are valuable to the organization due to their experiences
(Lovett & Cole, 2003).
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4.4 Conclusion

In a nutshell, we have summarized the collected data and analyzed it by using SAS
Enterprise Guide. The demographic profile of the respondents have been analyzed
and summarized by using the table and pie chart. Furthermore, the reliability of the
independent variables and dependent variable have also been analyzed. Besides,
Pearson Correlation Coefficient Analysis is used to determine the strength of all the
variables relationship. In addition, Multiple Regression Analysis has been used to
estimate the relationship between the dependent and independent variables. The end
of the result will be brought to the next chapter to further discuss and conclude the

entire research.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

5.0 Introduction

This chapter consists of the discussions and conclusion of this research project. First,
a summary of statistical analysis on demographic profile statistic, central tendencies,
scale measurement and inferential analysis result will be discussed under this
chapter. Second, this chapter will include the major findings of this research project
in order to show the impacts of perceived organizational support, distributive justice,
procedural justice and interactional justice on workplace deviance. Last but not least,
this chapter was continued by the discussion on the implication of the study, several
limitations that found during the progress of the research and some

recommendations for future research.

5.1 Summary of Statistical Analyses

5.1.1 Descriptive Analysis

5.1.1.1 Respondent Demographic Profile

From the demographic profile analysis, there are 384 respondents
contributed in this research. The majority of gender is female (64.32%)
which represents 247 respondents whereas the male (35.68%) represents

137 respondents.
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Besides, 205 respondents (53.39%) contributed in this research are between
the age of 20 to 29 years old. The second highest is the age between 30 to
39 years old which consists of 108 respondents (28.13%) and followed by
the age between 40 to 49 years old which consists of 41 respondents
(10.68%). The age below 20 years old consists of 23 respondents (5.99%)
whereas the age between 50 to 59 years old only consists of 5 respondents
(1.30%). The least number of respondents contributed in this questionnaire

is the age above 60 years old which consists of 2 respondents (0.52%).

The largest ethnic group participated in this questionnaire is India which
represents 154 respondents (40.10%). The second largest ethnic group is
Chinese with a number of 126 respondents (32.81%) while the least ethnic

group is Malay which represents 104 respondents (27.08%).

From the questionnaire, most of the respondents who participated in our
questionnaire is classified as single marital status which consists of 247
respondents (64.32%). There are 136 respondents (35.42%) classified as
married marital status whereas only 1 respondent (0.26%) is classified as

divorced marital status.

The result showed that the most common gross monthly salary received by
respondent is RM 3,000 to RM 3,999 which represents 176 respondents
(45.83%). The gross monthly salary between RM 2,000 to RM 2,999
consists of 160 respondents (41.67%). The other amount of gross monthly
salary are RM 1,000 to RM 1,999 consists of 26 respondents (6.77%), RM
4,000 to RM 4,999 consists of 13 respondents (3.39%), above RM 6,000
consists of 5 respondents (1.30%) and below RM 1,000 consists of 4
respondents (1.04%).
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There are 256 out of 384 respondents (66.67%) who hold the Bachelor’s
Degree certificate. The respondent who hold Diploma certificate consists of
78 respondents with 20.31% and followed by the SPM certificate which
consist of 32 respondents (8.33%). There are only 15 respondents (3.91%)
and 3 respondents (0.78%) hold STPM level and Master’s Degree

respectively.

There are 194 respondents (50.52%) who have 5 to 10 years of working
experience. There are 159 respondents (41.41%) who have served their
company for less than 5 years while 19 respondents (4.96%) have 11 to 15
years of working experience. In addition, 9 respondents (2.34%) have
worked for 16 to 20 years; 2 respondents (0.52%) have more than 25 years
of working experience and only 1 respondent (0.26%) has 21 to 25 years of

working experience.

The average working hours per week for most of the respondents is more
than 50 hours (70.83%) and 80 respondents (20.83%) work 45 hours per
week. Only 14 respondents (3.65%), 13 respondents (3.39%) and 5
respondents (1.30%) who work an average working hours per week of 40

hours, less than 30 hours, and 30 hours respectively.

Lastly, the analysis has clearly showed that all of the respondents are full

time employees (100%).
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5.1.2 Central Tendencies Measurement of Constructs

Table 5.1 Central Tendencies Measurement of Constructs

Mean Standard Deviation
Variables

Highest | Lowest | Highest Lowest
Workplace Deviance 1.58854 |1.01302 | 0.90110 0.11351
Perceived Organizational Support 4.89844 | 4.62500 | 0.54497 0.39262
Distributive Justice 4.39063 | 4.35156 | 0.48853 0.48267
Procedural Justice 494271 | 4.58594 | 0.60710 0.23270
Interactional Justice 492448 | 4.36979 | 0.89602 0.25601

Source: Developed for the research

5.1.3 Reliability Test

There are total five variables tested in the reliability test. The five variables
are workplace deviance, perceived organizational support, distributive
justice, procedural justice and interactional justice. According the reliability
test conducted in full study, all variables have reliability above 0.73.
Therefore, the questionnaire that used in this study is considered reliable.
Among all the independent variables, the variable that has the highest
Cronbach’s alpha value is distributive justice with the alpha value of 0.9567
followed by perceived organizational support with the alpha value of 0.9449.
The variable with third highest Cronbach’s alpha value is procedural justice
with the alpha value of 0.8351. Interactional justice has the lowest
Cronbach’s alpha value which is 0.7342. For the dependent variable, which

is workplace deviance, it has a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.8643.
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Workplace deviance, perceived organizational support, distributive justice
and procedural justice are considered as having a very good reliability while

interactional justice is considered as having a good reliability.

5.1.4 Inferential Analyses

5.1.4.1 Pearson Correlation Coefficient

According to the results, the independent variable that has the highest value
of Pearson Correlation Coefficient is interactional justice (-0.78277),
followed by perceived organizational support (-0.77267), procedural justice
(-0.74860) and distributive justice (-0.52872). The correlation coefficient
values of interactional justice, perceived organizational support and
procedural justice falls within the correlation range of £0.71 to £0.90. This
specifies that the strength of the relationship between independent variables
(interactional justice, perceived organizational support and procedural
justice) and dependent variable (workplace deviance) is high. While for
distributive justice, it has a correlation coefficient value falls within the
correlation range of +0.41 to £0.70. This means that the relationship
between distributive justice and workplace deviance is moderate. Since the
p-value of all the variables are <.0001, the relationships between

independent variables and dependent variable are significant.
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5.1.4.2 Multiple Linear Regression Analysis

Based on the result, the R-square value of the study is 0.6781. This means
that 67.81% of the dependent variable (workplace deviance) can be
explained by independent variables (perceived organizational support,
distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice). On the
other hand, 32.19% of the dependent variable is explained by other factors.
In addition, the p-value of the study is <.0001 is less than alpha value of
0.05. This specifies the relationship between independent variables
(perceived organizational support, distributive justice, procedural justice
and interactional justice) and dependent variable (workplace deviance) are

significant.

Multiple Linear Regression Equation: Y=a + B1X1 + B2X2 + BaX3 + BaX4

Workplace Deviance =4.37739-0.30715 (POS)-0.08234 (DJ)+0.17988(PJ)-
0.46918(1J)

From the equation, interactional justice provides highest contribution in
terms of explaining the variation of workplace deviance since it has a
highest parameter estimate of (-0.46918). This is followed by perceived
organizational support (-0.30715), procedural justice (0.17988) and
distributive justice (-0.08234).
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5.2 Discussions of Major Findings

Table 5.2: Summary of Hypothesis Testing Results

Hypotheses Significant | Correlation | Conclusion

level Coefficient

/ R-square

Hi: There is a significant relationship | p=<.0001 | r=-0.77267 | H: is
between  perceived  organizational supported.
support and workplace deviance among
employees in manufacturing industry in
Malaysia.
H>: There is a significant relationship | p=<.0001 | r=-0.52872 | H» is
between distributive  justice and supported.
workplace deviance among employees
in manufacturing industry in Malaysia.
Hs: There is a significant relationship | p=<.0001 | r=-0.74860 | Hs is
between  procedural justice and supported.
workplace deviance among employees
in manufacturing industry in Malaysia.
Ha: There is a significant relationship | p=<.0001 | r=-0.78277 | Ha is
between interactional justice and supported.

workplace deviance among employees

in manufacturing industry in Malaysia.
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Hs: The four variables (perceived | p=<.0001 | R?=0.6781 | Hs is
organizational support, distributive supported.
justice,  procedural justice and
interactional justice) are significant in
explaining the variances of workplace
deviance among employees in

manufacturing industry in Malaysia?

Source: Developed for the research

5.2.1 Relationship between Perceived Organizational

Support (POS) and Workplace Deviance

Based on the result, H: is supported since the p-value (< .0001) is less than
alpha value of 0.05 which specifies that there is a significant relationship
between perceived organizational support and workplace deviance among
employees in manufacturing industry in Malaysia. In addition, the
correlation coefficient value of -0.77267 which falls within the correlation
range of +0.71 to £0.90 specifies that there is a high negative relationship

between perceived organizational support and workplace deviance.

The result is supported by study done by Colbert, Mount, Harter, Witt, and
Barrick (2004) which proves that there is a negative relationship between
perceived organizational support and workplace deviance. The evidence is
that when organization supports the effort of their employees, the employees
are less likely to withhold their efforts and engage in workplace deviant
behaviors. Furthermore, Khan, Kanwal, and Shoaib (2015) mentioned that

there is a negative relationship between workplace deviance and perceived
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organizational support. This is because when the employees sense the
support from the management is low, they may involve in the antisocial
behaviors such as harassment, discrimination, interpersonal violence as well
as whistle-blowing (Appiah, 2015). The reason of perceived organizational
support is low may because of the organization policy that does not give
freedom to the employees to make decisions. This makes the employees
think that their involvement are not important to the organizations which in

turn engage in workplace deviance.

5.2.2 Relationship between Distributive Justice (DJ) and

Workplace Deviance

Based on the result, Hz is supported since the p-value (< .0001) is less than
alpha value of 0.05 which specifies that there is a significant relationship
between distributive justice and workplace deviance among employees in
manufacturing industry in Malaysia. In addition, the correlation coefficient
value of -0.52872 which falls within the correlation range of £0.41 to £0.70
specifies that there is a moderate negative relationship between distributive

and workplace deviance.

The result is supported by the study done by Faheem and Mahmud (2015)
which shows that there is a negative relationship between distributive justice
and workplace deviance. The evidence is that the employees’ perception of
biased outcomes will increase the incidence of workplace deviance at
workplace (Adams, 1963). In addition, the study done by Maria and
Maureen (2007) states that perception of pay inequity will cause workplace
deviant behaviours such as property theft. The reason why the employees
engage in workplace deviance is because the employees want to restore
equity. However, this negative behaviour is harmful to the organization even

it is reasonable for the employees to restore equity.
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One of the theories which support the relationship between distributive
justice and workplace deviance is equity theory. According to Adams
(1963), equity theory focuses on exchange relationship where individuals
contribute something and expect something in return. Three important
variables of this theory are input, output and reference person or group.
Inputs can be referred to education, intelligence, experience, training, efforts
and others. While output can be referred to pay, benefit, job status, rewards
and others. The reference group can be referred to coworker, relative,
neighbour, or group of coworkers. An employee compares his or her job’s
input with output. Perception of equity occurs when employee perceive his
or her input balanced with the output received and when he or she also
perceives others inputs are balanced with others output. When the
employees perceive inequality, they will do something to correct the

inequity and engage in restoring equity.

5.2.3 Relationship between Procedural Justice (PJ) and

Workplace Deviance

Based on the result, Hz is supported since the p-value (< .0001) is less than
alpha value of 0.05 which specifies that there is a significant relationship
between procedural justice and workplace deviance among employees in
manufacturing industry in Malaysia. In addition, the correlation coefficient
value of -0.74860 which falls within the correlation range of £0.71 to £0.90
specifies that there is a high negative relationship between procedural justice

and workplace deviance.
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Based on the study done by Faheem and Mahmud (2015), when employees
perceive unfairness of the process, they may commit the workplace deviant
behaviours such as violating workplace norms or committing actions that
are harmful to others. Workplace deviance often occurs when procedural
injustice happens. This because employees who are unable to correct the
unjust procedures may retaliate against those individuals who benefit from
unjust procedures or against those who adopt those procedures (Hemdi &
Nasrudin, 2006). There is also another research done by Bennet and
Robinson (2000) that proves a negative relationship between workplace
deviance and procedural justice. Often the employees who experience
procedural injustice may engage in workplace deviance due to their
intentions to get even with the organization or to retaliate those who cause

the injustice to happen.

One of the theories which support the relationship between procedural
justice and workplace deviance is voice-up theory. According to Thibaut
and Walker (1975), the elements of procedure focus on the concepts of
process control and voice. Perception of procedural justice is more likely to
occur if employees are given more chances to voice up their opinions and
participate in the discussion during the decision-making process. Employees
who are given the chances to voice up their opinions are likely to have a
positive mind set which they may be able to increase the possibility to
generate a favourable outcome. On the other hand, when employees are not
given the chances to express their opinions and perceive procedural injustice,
they may not want to comply with organizational policies since they

perceive these policies as unfair.
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5.2.4 Relationship between Interactional Justice (1J) and

Workplace Deviance

Based on the result, Hs is supported since the p-value (< .0001) is less than
alpha value of 0.05 which specifies that there is a significant relationship
between interactional justice and workplace deviance among employees in
manufacturing industry in Malaysia. In addition, the correlation coefficient
value of -0.78277 which falls within the correlation range of £0.71 to £0.90
specifies that there is a high negative relationship between interactional

justice and workplace deviance.

Based on the study done by Bies (2005), when the perceived interactional
justice is low, the workplace deviance of the employees is high. This is
supported by the evidence that employees who perceive mistreatment and
abusive supervision have a high tendency of disturbing colleagues, being
late to work and being less productive (Bowles & Gelfand, 2009). On the
other hand, when the supervisors treat their employees with respect and
patiently explain the intention of their decisions, interpersonal justice is
adopted and workplace deviance is less likely to occur (Na-Ting & Cherng,
2012).

One of the theories which support the relationship between interactional
justice and workplace deviance is leader-member exchange (LMX) theory.
Leader-member exchange theory is the interaction between supervisor and
employee. In this theory, reciprocal relationship plays an important role. For
example, if employees receive fair treatment from their supervisors, they
will tend to reciprocate something good to their supervisors. When the
employees receive fair treatments, they will perceive interactional justice.
Leader-member exchange will affect employee’s perception of interactional

justice that can lead to workplace deviance (Son, Kim, & Kim, 2014). The
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extent of employee’s perception of interpersonal justice would elicit deviant
behaviours such as moral outrage, anger and resentment. For instance,
employees who receive unfair treatment may engage in retaliation against

their employers (Greeberg, 1993).

In this study, the relationship between interactional justice and workplace
deviance is the strongest compared to other independent variables. In other
words, interactional justice plays the most significant role when comes to
workplace deviance of the employees. This is because interactional justice
are more significant in the daily working environment than distributive and
procedural justices (Nadisic, 2008). For example, employees evaluate the
organizational exchanges on the basis of interactional justice rather than on

the basis of distributive and procedural justice.

5.3 Implication of the study

5.3.1 Managerial implication

5.3.1.1 Perceived Organizational Support

The result of this research shows there is a negative relationship between
perceived organizational support and workplace deviance. This finding is
supported by Colbert, Mount, Harter, Witt, and Barrick (2004), who state
that low perceived organizational support may increase the possibility of the
employees involve in workplace deviance especially when employees
perceived their contributions and welfare are not being recognized and
concerned by the company. Consequently, the organizational effectiveness

and performance will be affected.
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On the other hand, according to Ferris, Brown, and Heller (2009), high
perceived organizational support may reduce employee involvement in
workplace deviance. High perceived organizational support exists when the
company values the employee contribution and care about their well-being
which might led the workers to believe that organization is favorably
inclined to them. Thus, the organizational effectiveness and performance

will be increased.

Hence, the management of the company in manufacturing industry should
provide good care to improve their employees’ well-being. For instance, the
company can provide flexible working arrangement for their workers,
especially working mother to work at home, thus boost their engagement.
In addition, the company can offer mindfulness training to their workers to
relieve stress and feel a sense of balance between work and life which will
increase their productivity and focus on their day to day work. Thus, by
implementing a mindfulness program, it is a win-win situation for both the

company and the employees.

5.3.1.2 Distributive Justice

The result of this research shows there is a negative relationship between
distributive justice and workplace deviance. According to Faheem and
Mahmud (2015), low distributive justice will increase the chances of the
workers involve in workplace deviance. This is because of the employee
perceived inequalities arising from an imbalance between inputs and outputs.
In a social exchange process, employees contribute certain inputs like
education, experience and effort to organization, and in return they expect

outcomes such as pay promotion and intrinsic satisfaction. If the employees
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perceive procedural injustice, they will engage in sabotage behaviour in

order to correct situation of being exploited by the organization.

Hence, the management should continuously assess the employee
contributions together with rewards. For instance, the top management
should develop an effective rewards system which the contribution of the
employees and rewards received by the employees should be aligned. In
other word, the management should compensate their employees
accordingly. For instance, the supervisor can closely monitor their
subordinates and compensate those who have attained the organizational
goal and do not compensate those who did not achieve the promised target.
An effective reward system is useful in terms of avoiding employees’

performance and efforts are not well compensated.

On the other hand, the researchers agree that the fair outcomes to employees
will increase job satisfaction, improve relationships between supervisors
and their subordinates and encourage organizational citizenship behavior,
therefore benefiting the organization (Satisfaction and Organ, 2015);
(Deluga& Morrison, 1994). Thus, organizations should monitor and review

their reward or compensation system periodically.
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5.3.1.3 Procedural Justice

The result of this research shows there is a negative relationship between
procedural justice and workplace deviance. According to research done by
Hemdi and Nasrudin (2006), low procedural justice is one of the
determinants causing high occurrence of workplace deviance especially
when the employees do not perceived fairness in the process of disputes

resolve and resources allocation.

For sake of attaining procedural justice, the management of the company
can create policies and procedures that take all perspectives and concerns
into considerations. With the aim of the response will be fair and consistent
regardless of whoever is involved in the situation, the policy apply to every
person at every level should be equally affected by the policy of the

company.

In addition, when there is a situation cannot be resolved between parties, the
manager or supervisor is required to make a ruling. This is because
procedural justice suggests that decisions must be neutral, appropriate for
the actions and based on fact. For example, the company can develop a strict
tardiness policy with specific punishment if employees repeatedly late to the
organization. Thus, the employees believe problems will be resolved
honestly and fairly and more confidence in the decision made by the
management. In this case, the employees will comply with the rules and
regulations set by the organization with sincerely convinced and thus

reduces the chances of involvement in workplace deviance.
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5.3.1.4 Interactional Justice

The result of this research shows there is a negative relationship between
interactional justice and workplace deviance. According to Van Yperen,
Hagedoom, Zweers, and Postma (2000), low interactional justice will cause
increase the deviance behaviour in the workplace. For instance, the verbal

violence between employees and supervisors.

In real life, interactional justice is the dominant factor that induce employee
to display deviance behaviour in the workplace. To avoid the occurrence of
workplace deviance, the supervisor can treat their employees with respect
which will lead the employees feel honoured and helps to obtain mutual
respect between each other in the organization. In addition, the supervisor
should explain the reason for every decision they have made for the

employees to avoid misunderstandings.

For instance, when a leader is appointed to form a team for a specific project,
with the intention to exhibit interactional justice, that person will select co-
workers who is qualified and bring the right talents to the project instead of
selecting his or her friends who are not qualified. In this case, the company
practices interactional justice and the employees will understand the
importance of treating each other with the same level of integrity and

honestly.
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5.3.2 Theoretical Implication

There are researchers who had proven three different theories which are
related to the organizational justice. Since the organizational justice is form
by the distributive justice, procedural justice, and interactional justice. First,
the theory that is related to the distributive justice is the equity theory. This
theory is focusing on exchange relationship where individuals contribute
something and expect something in return (Adams, 1963). Second, the
theory that is related to the procedural justice is the voice-up theory. This
theory is explaining the concept of process control and voice in the
procedure that involve decision making. (Thibaut and Walker, 1975). When
people are allowed to voice up their opinion during the process of decision
making or allow participation in the decision making, they will perceived
procedural justice is existing. Third, the theory that is related to interactional
justice is the leader-member exchange theory. This theory is focusing on the
interactional relationship between the supervisor and the employee. It is
explaining that when the employee is receiving the unfair treatment from
their supervisor, they will treat back their supervisor in the similar way. This
is also called a reciprocal relationship (Son, Kim, & Kim, 2014). These
theories are helping the researcher to understand better the organizational

justice.
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5.4 Limitations of Study

There are some limitations and constraints when we were conducting this research
project. These limitations give a significant impact towards the accuracy and
reliability of the results.

5.4.1 Inability to control the environment

The first problems is that we are not able to control the environment where
the respondents fill in the questionnaire. The way the respondents answer
the questionnaire is affected by the situations that happen during the
particular time frame. For instance, before the respondent answered the
questionnaire, the respondent might had been scolded by his or her
supervisor, thus, the respondent might provide the inaccurate information.
In addition, although the respondent gets scold or injustice treatment for the
first time of his or her employment, the respondent provides the answers

based on the current conditions.

Moreover, some questions in the questionnaires are considered as sensitive
topics because those questions raise issues about disapproval or
consequences of answering truthfully or the question itself is deemed as an
invasion of privacy. Therefore, the respondents might not answer the
questions in accordance with their daily behaviors and this make our result
unreliable. For example, some respondents felt the questions under
workplace deviance are sensitive, therefore, even though the respondents
had exercised the workplace deviance behaviors such as misuse of company

asset in the workplace, the respondents might not answer truthfully.
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5.4.2 Limited access to literature

We have faced the problem of limited access to academic journal due to the
high subscription cost. Although Universities Tunku Abdul Rahman
(UTAR) has subscribed a lot of academic journals, it does not provide the
adequate journals for us to conduct this research project. Some of the
journals and articles that subscribed by UTAR are partial access, thus, we
can only view the abstract of the particular journal. Other than that, the
journals and articles about workplace deviance are rare in the database of
UTAR because this research topic is quite novelty. Therefore, we need to
search the academic journal from other sources but the free access journals

are limited which poses us a problem of insufficient information.

5.4.3 Limited outcomes in a quantitative research

The questionnaires for quantitative research method are structured with
close-ended questions. This kind of questionnaire leads to limited outcomes
in our research project. Thus, the outcomes and results of our research
project are not able to represent the actual conditions in a generalized form.
Besides that, the respondents had limited alternatives to select when they
answer the questionnaires which they are not allowed to provide their own
opinions and suggestions. For instance, the respondent can answer this
statement “My organization really cares about my well-being.” by providing
the example of well-being that provided by the organization rather than

select the alternatives between strongly agree and strongly disagree.
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In additions, the quantitative research method usually requires a large
sample size in order to represent the whole population. For instance, the
target population for this research project is 1,070,000 people, this is
impossible for us to distribute our questionnaire to this huge amount of

people. Thus, we collect our data from only 384 respondents.

5.4.4 Financial and time constraints

This research project had incurred high expenses to us such as printing costs,
transportation costs, telephone charges, accommodation cost and others
indirect costs. Since the sample location is targeted at Selangor, we traveled

to Selangor to distribute the questionnaires and collect the data.

Furthermore, we were required to complete this research project in a short
time frame. It is quite challenging for us to finish this research project within
approximately seven months as there are many procedures to go through at
every stage. For example, some of the processes are considered time
consuming, such as distributing questionnaire, gathering information and
data, running the analysis test by using SAS Enterprise Guide and others.
At the same time, we are accountable to complete the assignment of other

subjects and also prepare ourselves for final exam.
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5.5 Recommendation of study

There are some limitations that we have faced during this research. We are here to
provide our recommendations for the future researchers. These recommendations

may avoid or minimize the limitations of the study for the future researchers.

5.5.1 Inability to control environment

The respondents may get affected by their environments such as supervisor
or their current emotions when they are filling up the survey. The answer
would not be reliable if their emotions are not stable and fail to answer in a
calm condition. Therefore, the researchers should include the questions that
are able to detect the emotion status of the respondent to find out the
reliability of the result. The question can be asking the respondent’s current

mood or the recent time they get scolded by their supervisor.

The researcher can arrange those questions in a sequence of general to
sensitive. Those general questions can help the respondents to remove the
feeling of sensitive question in the survey. The researchers can put the
sensitive question at the end of the survey to keep the respondents feel
comfortable or general about the survey. The researchers can also include
the purpose of the questions in the survey such as the explanation for the
questions. The researchers should keep the respondents’ information safely

and confidentially.
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5.5.2 Limited access to literature

One of the problems that we faced is the limited access to literature. Even
though the Universiti Tunku Abdul Rahman has provided us an e-database,
however some of the journals are not accessible. The future researchers can
try to get the resources from websites which provide free access to the
journals or literature. The future researchers can also try to get the printed

journal in other libraries since there are many libraries available in Malaysia.

5.5.3 Limited outcomes in a quantitative research

To solve this problem, the researchers can provide a blank slot for the
respondents to write down their opinions or answers after they have
answered the survey. This solution enables the researchers to get the
accurate answers from the respondents and the researchers can also analyse
the written answers or opinions other than the limited alternatives that the
researchers provide. Based on the written answers or opinions, the future
researchers can get a more accurate answer and gain a better understanding
of the respondents’ real opinion regarding the question. This provides a
different perspective for the future researchers to understand their research

projects.

The future researchers can group their ideal respondents into different
groups according to the different status before the researchers distribute the
survey to the respondents. The future researchers should not randomly pick
respondents to answer the questionnaire. The future researchers can select
different groups of people as their respondents. This can help the future
researchers to complete the research with nice respondent groups which they

are able to get more reliable result.
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5.5.4 Financial and time constraints

The future researchers can distribute the survey questionnaire through
online method such as Google form to reduce the time of collecting data.
Travelling time and expenses can be saved through online method. It is also
convenient for the researchers to check the result of the survey questionnaire
online. The future researchers can get the data immediately after

respondents fill in the survey.
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5.6 Conclusion

In the chapter 5, we had summarized both descriptive analysis and inferential
analysis. The discussion on the hypothesis test in this research project had been
provided as well. Throughout this chapter, the outcomes show that workplace
deviance has a significant relationship with perceived organizational support,
distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice. The outcomes from
this research project presents a negative relationship and this result is supported by

previous researchers.

This research project provides a better view for the company management team to
realize that the workplace deviance behavior of employees can be affected by the
perceived organizational support, distributive justice, procedural justice and
interactional justice perceived by employees. It is proven that the high perceived
organizational support and organizational justice in the workplace may lower the

employees’ intention to perform workplace deviance behavior.

Moreover, this chapter also includes the limitations and few recommendations for
future researchers in order to avoid the constraints that cause low reliable result. We
hope that the recommendations given are able to help future researchers to better

conduct the research in the areas of workplace deviance behavior.

In a nutshell, this research project had contributed to the manufacturing industry by
providing a better understanding of the relationship between workplace deviance
and four independent variables which are perceived organizational support,

distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice.
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Appendix B
Questionnaire
UNIVERSITI TUNKU ABDUL RAHMAN (UTAR)
) FACULTY OF BUSINESS AND FINANCE
UT R BACHELOR OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION
UNIVERSITI TUNKU ABDUL RAHMMAN (HONS)
FINAL YEAR PROJECT

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Workplace deviance among employee in Manufacturing Industry Malaysia

Dear Respondent,

We are researchers of Bachelor of Business Administration (Hons) from University
Tunku Abdul Rahman (UTAR). We are conducting a survey on manufacturing
industry in Malaysia. The objective of this research is to study the impacts of
perceived organizational support and organizational justice on workplace deviance

among employee in manufacturing industry Malaysia.

Your co-operation to answer those questions is very important in helping our
research. We appreciate if you could complete the following questionnaire. Any
information obtained regarding with this study will remain confidential. In any
written reports or publications, no one will be identified and only group data will

be presented.

Thank you very much for your time and participation.

Best Regard,

Chang Yen Wen

Chin Siao Phooi
Danny Wong Fu Keong
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Khor Chang Pin
Low Su Ying

Instruction for Completing the Questionnaire

1. There are THREE (3) sections in this questionnaire. Kindly answer ALL the
questions in Section A, Section B and Section C.

2. Completion of this questionnaire will take you approximately 10-15 minutes.

3. This questionnaire will be kept strictly CONFIDENTIAL.

PERSONAL DATA PROTECTIONS STATEMENT

Please be informed that accordance with Personal Data Protection Act 2010
(“PDPA”) which came into force on 15 November 2013, University Tunku Abdul
Rahman (“UTAR?”) is hereby bound to make notice and require consent in relation

to collection, recording, storage, usage and retention of personal information.

Acknowledgement of Notice
[ 11 have been notified by you and | hereby understood, consented and agreed
per UTAR notice.

[ ]! disagree, my personal data will not be processed.

Date:

Last but not least, please read the instruction carefully before answering the
question. Thank you for your cooperation and willingness to answer the
questionnaire. Your response will be kept confidential and used solely for academic

purposes.

Section A: Respondent’s Demographic Information
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Please tick (V) for the most appropriate answer in the following items.

1. Gender

:| Male :| Female

2. Age
[ IBelow20yearsold [ 20-29vyearsold  [—130-39years old

] 40-49 years old ] 50-59 years old :Above 60 years old

3. Ethic group
] Malay [T chinese [ Tindia
[ ] Others, please specify:

4. Marital Status

] Single ] Married ] Divorced
] Widowhood ] Others, please specify:

5. Gross Monthly Salary
[ IBelow RM1,000 L] Rm1,000 to RM1,999 L] RM2,000 to RM2,999

[ 1rRM3,000 to Rm3,999[ | RM4.000 to RM4,999 [ Above RMS5.000
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6. Education Level

[ Tspm [ Tsptm [ IDiploma
:l Bachelor’s Degree :l Master’s Degree :l Doctorate Degree

1] Others, please specify:

7. Working Experience
|:| Less than 5 years |:| 5-10 years |:| 11-15 years
[ T16-20 years [ 12125 years [ 1 More than 26 years

8. Average working hours per week
:' Less than 30 hours :' 35 hours :' 40 hours
:' 45 hours :' More than 50 hours

9. Employment Status

|:| Part-time |:| Full-time
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Section B: Dependent Variable
Please describe your personal views of the following statements as objectively as
you can. Please circle only ONE appropriate number that BEST reflects your

agreement with the statement using the Likert scale 1 to 5.

Strongly ) Strongly
] Disagree (D) | Neutral (N) Agree (A)
Disagree (SD) Agree (SA)
1 2 3 4 5

Workplace deviance

SD| D | N | A |SA

1 | I used to take property from work without
permission.

2 I used to_discu_ss confidential company 1 12 |13 |2 |5
information with an unauthorized person.

3 1 always neglect to follow boss’s instructions. 1 |2 3 |4 |5

4 1| used to litter work environment. 1 (2 |3 |4 |5

5 | | used to use an illegal drug or consumed 1 12 |13 |2 |5

alcohol on the job.
| always take an additional or longer break than
is acceptable at workplace.

7 | always drag out work in order to get overtime. |1 (2 |3 |4 |5

g | | always spend too much time fantasizing or
daydreaming instead of working.

g | | used to intentionally work slower than others
could have worked.

10 | I always come in late to work without

=
N
w
ESN
(6]

permission.

117 always put little effort into work. 1 (2 |3 |4 |5
| used to falsify a receipt to get reimbursed for

12| more money than you spent on business 1 12 |3 |4 |5

EXPENSES.
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Section C: Independent Variables

Please describe your personal views of the following statements related to your
current working environment as objectively as you can. Please circle only ONE
appropriate number that BEST reflects your agreement with the statement using the
Likert scale 1 to 5.

Strongly ) Strongly
] Disagree (D) | Neutral (N) Agree (A)
Disagree (SD) Agree (SA)
1 2 3 4 5

Part 1: Perceived Organizational Support

SD| D | N | A|SA

1 | My organization cares about my opinions. 1121345

2 | My organization really cares about my well- 112131415
being.

3 | My organization strongly considers my goals 112131415
and values.

4 | Help is available from my organization when | 112131415
have a problem.

5 | My organization would forgive an honest 112131415

mistake on my part.
6 | If given the opportunity, my organizationwould | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5
take advantage of me.
7 | My organization shows very little concern for 112131415
me.
g | My organization is willingto helome ifineeda | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5
special favor.

Part 2: Distributive Justice

SD| D | N | A|SA

My outcome reflects the effort that | have put

into my work.

My outcome is appropriate for the work that I

have completed.

My outcome reflects what | have contributed to

my work.
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My outcome is justified for my given

performance.

Part 3: Procedural Justice

SD D  N| A |SA

1 | My supervisor makes job decisionsinabiased | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5
manner.
2 | My supervisor makes sure that all employee 112 3]4]5
concerns are heard before job decisions are
made.

3 | My supervisor collects accurate and complete 112 |3]4]5
information before making job decisions.
4 | My supervisor clarifies decisionsand provides | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5
additional information when requested by me.
5 | My supervisor applies all job-related decisions | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5
consistently to all employees.
6 | My supervisor allows me to challenge or 112 13]4]5
appeal job decisions made by him or her.

Part 4: Interactional Justice

SD| D | N| A |SA

1 | My supervisor considers my viewpoint. 112|345

2 | My supervisor was able to suppress personal | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5

biases.

3 | My supervisor provides me with timely 112|345
feedback about the decision and its
implications.

4 | My supervisor treats me with kindness and | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5

consideration.

5 | My supervisor shows concern for myrightsas | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5
an employee.
6 | My supervisor took steps to deal with me in a 112|345
truthful manner.

Thank you for taking time out to participate in our survey. We truly value the

information you have provided.
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e

5 Query Builder
&3 QUERY_FOR_FYP
 Comelations

/ Comelstions (5)

# A Servers
& i Private OLAP Servers.

Ready

& rputDate

Code (3] Log @ Results
€3 Refresh [&] Modify Task | Export + Send To + Create = Pub

sh | B Properties

i Stop

WD 1
1=Strongly Disagree.
WD 2

1=Strongly Disagree,
wD3

1=Strongly Disagree,
WD 4
1=Strongly Disagree,
WD 5
1=Strongly Disagree.
WD 6
1=Strongly Disagree,
wD7
1=Strongly Disagree.
wD 8

1=Strongly Disagree,
WD 9

1=Strongly Disagree,
WD 10

1=Strongly Disagree,
WD 11

1=Strongly Disagree,
WD 12

1=Strongly Disagree,

WD 10 0.606069 0914930 0.609305 0.919729 1=Strongly Disagree, 2-Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4= Agree 5=Strongly Agree

WD 11 0.803177 0.905976 0800131  0.911747 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, rongly Agree

WD 12 0.725447 0910093 0.722265 0915044 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4= Agree =Strongly Agree

Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 30
Prob > |r| under HO: Rho=0
WD1 WD2 WD3 WD4 WD5 WD6 WD7 WD8 WD9 WD10 WD 11
1.00000 0.68375 0.70401 0.23038 0.62455 0.39020. 0.33638 0.19850 0.32265 0.45065 0.42997
2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree <0001 <0001 02207 00002 00330 00691 02930 00820 00124 00177
068375 1.00000 0.40455 042299 064122 0.74557 0.46197 0.40418 0.47087 0.59562 0.56830
2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree <0001 00266 00199 00001 <0001 00102 00267 00086 00005 0.0011
070401 0.40455 100000 0.19254 0.50906 0.27686 024507 0.20011 0.24414 044236 0.28137
2-Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree  <.0001 00266 03080 00041 01386 01918 02890 01936 00144 01320
0.23038 0.42299 0.19254 1.00000 0.62674 0.46179 0.75688 0.81495 0.76046 0.35404 0.76502
2=Disagree, 3=Neulral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree  0.2207 00199 03080 00002 00102 <0001 <0001 <0001 00549 <0001
062455 064122 0.50906 062674 1.00000 046669 0.55839 044783 0.53963 049496 061178
2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree 0.0002 00001 00041 0.0002 00093 00013 00131 00021 00054 00003
0.39020 0.74567 0.27686 0.46179 0.46669 1.00000 036024 042286 0.52376 0.50395 0.62042
2-Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5-Strongly Agree  0.0330 <0001 0.1386 0.0102 0.0093 00505 00199 00030 0.0045 0.0003
0.33638 0.46197 0.24507 0.75688 0.55839 0.36024 1.00000 0.70630 0.43271 0.34247 0.86496
2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree  0.0691 0.0102 0.1918 <0001 0.0013 0.0505 <0001 00169 0.0639 <.0001
0.19850 040418 020011 081495 0.44783 0.42286 070630 100000 062571 0.56548 0.77252
2-Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5-Strongly Agree 02930 00267 02890 <0001 00131 00199 <0001 00002 00011 <0001
0.32265 047087 0.24414 0.76046 0.53963 0.52376 0.43271 0.62571 1.00000 0.40680 0.49164
2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree  0.0820 00086 0.1936 <0001 00021 00030 00169 0.0002 0.0257 0.0058
0.45065 0.59562 044236 0.35404 049496 0.50395 0.34247 0.56548 040680 1.00000 0.43369
2-Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree  0.0124 00005 00144 00549 00054 00045 00639 00011 00257 0.0167
0.42997 0.56830 0.28137 0.76502 0.61178 0.62042 0.86496 0.77252 0.49164 0.43369 1.00000
2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree 00177 00011 01320 <0001 00003 00003 <0001 <0001 00058 00167

0.51723 054120 0.57575 0.52780 0.76908 047906 0.53430 0.40903 0.51149 040185 057512
2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree 00034 00020 00009 00027 <0001 00074 00024 00248 00039 00277 00009

Generated by the SAS System (‘Local’', X64_8HOME) on February 18, 2019 at 11:00:14 PM
Page Break

Server Type

WD 12
051723
00034
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0.0020
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0.0009
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0.0027
0.76908
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0.53430
0.0024
0.40003
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0.51149
0.0039
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0.0009
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Perceived Organizational Support

SAS Enterprise Guide - o x
File Edit View Tasks favorites Program Tools Help |S- - % [& v 5 X | o |7- (b Process Flow - r oect B
Projectee SRR coretatons 2 - *

Eog Process Flow &1 InptData [ Code (] Log M Resuts
TR Oy i © Refresn (i Modify Task | Export = Send To ~ Create = Publish | E Properties
1 QUERY_FOR_FYP = e e 7
/ Conelations P [o] Support Result
/. Conslations (2)
¢ Corelatons (3) The CORR Procedure
«Z Correlations (4)
./ Conelstions (5) 8 Variables: POS1 POS2 POS3 POS4 POS5 POS6R POSTR POS8
Simple Statistics
Variable N Mean Std Dev Sum Minimum Maximum Label
POS1 30 340000 0.85501 10200000 100000 500000 1=Strongly Disagree Neutral, . 5=Strongly Agree
POS2 30 333333 092227 10000000 1.00000 eutral, . 5=Strongly Agree
POS3 30 323333 1.00630 97.00000 1.00000 jeutral, . 5=Strongly Agree
POS4 30 3.56667 0.97143 107.00000 1.00000 jeutral, 5=Strongly Agree
POS5 30 346667 0.97320 10400000 1.00000 500000 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
POS6R 30 313333 0.97320 94.00000 1.00000  5.00000 POS6R
POS7R 30 320000 0.99655 9600000 200000 500000 POSTR
POS8 30 293333 090719 88.00000 100000 500000 1=Strongly Disagree, 2-Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
Cronbach Coefficient Alpha
Variables Alpha
Raw 0629402
Standardized 0639578

Cronbach Coefficient Alpha with Deleted Variable

Raw Variables Standardized Variables
Deleted Correlation Correlation
Variable with Total  Alpha  with Total Alpha Label
POS 1 0659299 0509373  0.661980 0512702 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
POS 2 0526802 0.540831 0538518 0.550156 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
POS3 0.629842 0.501069 0.643490 0.518442 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
POS4 0507303 0543513 0519508 0555716 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
POS 6 0229133 0623025 0230983 0634853 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
POS6R -227908 0.734644 -233267 0.741573 POS6R
POS7R 0105995 0657770 0105966 0665972 POSTR
POS 8 0.366601 0586447  0.361515 0600358 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree

Pearson Correlation Coefficients. N = 30 2

& [y Privote OLAP Servers

Task Status Queue Server Server Type

Ready | W No profile selected |

[# sAs Enterprise Guide - o x
file Edit View Tasks Favorites Program Tools Help |E- - % |8 » % % X |9 o |7 b Process Flow ~ [ Kl
|Prajectres NS conctations @ - x
h”fﬂ;ﬂ“ﬂw Kl npuiData 3] Coda [5] Log @ Results
q: Guery Builder €3 Refresh [5] Modify Task | Export « Send To = Create = Publish | [ Properties
[ QUERY_FOR_FYR Raw Variables | Standardized Variables ~
£, Canelations Deleted | Correlation Correlation
2 gﬂ’m"‘ %i Variable with Total  Alpha  with Total Alpha Label
L Conetatons o POS 1 0.653209 0509373  0.661980 0512702 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
L/ Conelatons (5) POS 2 0526892 0540831  0.538518 0550156 1=Strongly Disagres, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=
POS 3 0620842 0501069  0.643490 0518442 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral,

POS 4 0507303 0.543513  0.519598 0.555716 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, trongly Agree
POS 5 0229133 0623925  0.230983 0.634853 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disegree, 3=Neulral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
POS6R - 227908 0.734644 - 233267 0741573 POSSR
POSTR | 0105005 0657770  0.105066 0665072 POSTR
POS8 0.366601 0586447  0.361515 0600358 1=Strongly Disagres, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agres, 5=Strongly Agree
Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 30
Prob > |r| under HO: Rho=0
POS1 POS2 POS3 POS4 POS5 POS6R POSTR POS8

POS 1 100000 0.87459 068934 0.50650 009946 -0.14919 010522 021339
1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree <0001 <0001 00043 06010 04314 05800 02575

POS2 0.87450 1.00000 0.65641 0.39772 -0.02561 -0.12806 0.07504 0.10991

1=Strongly Disagres, 2=Disagres, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree <0001 <0001 00205 08931 05001 06835 05632

POS3 068934 065641 100000 0.45975 013145 -0.10328 005502 0.39535

ETTE 1=Strongly Disagres, 2=Disagres, 3=Neutral, 4=Agres, 5=Strongly Agres <0001 <0001 00106 04887 05870 0.7728 00306
— POS 4 050650 039772 045075 100000 051307 -0.33799 -0.19235 055302
fresh | Disconnect W Stop 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree  0.0043  0.0205 00106 00037 00677 03085 00015

= 1 Sorvers POS S 0.09946 -0.02561 0.13145 0.51307 1.00000 -0.28641 0.00711 0.46608
51l Private OLAP Servers 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neulral, 4=Agree, 5=Slrongly Agree 06010  0.8931  0.4887  0.0037 01249 0.9703  0.0094
S6R 014919 -0.12806 010328 -0.33700 -0 28641 100000 036266 -0.38016

POSER 04314 05001 05870 00677 01248 00489 00382

POSTR 010522 0.07504 0.05502 -0.19235 0.00711 0.36266 100000 001526

POSTR 05800 06935 07728 03085 09703 00489 09362

POS8 0.21339 0.10991 0.39535 0.55302 0.46608 -0.38016 0.01526 1.00000

1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree 02575 0.5632 00306 00015 00034 00382 0.9362
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Distributive Justice

SAS Enterprise Guide - o x
File FEdit View Tasks favorites Program Tools Help |8-@- % & v 4 5 % | o |- [ Process Flow - s urront Project [
Projectee SRR coretatons (3 - *

b Sn o5 Flow 53 nputData [ Code (i) Log @ Resuts
T ey Busier © Refresn (i Modify Task | Export = Send To ~ Create = Publish | E Properties
%1 QUERY_FOR_FYP T = S ~
 Conelations Distributive Justice Reliability Result
¢ Consiations (2) ocedus
/ Coslations (3) The CORR Pr re
«Z Correlatons (4)
£ Comelstons (5) 4 Variables: DJ1 DJ2 DJ3 DJ4
Simple Statistics
Variable N Mean Std Dev Sum Minimum Maximum Label
DJ1 30 333333 095893 10000000 2 =Agree, 5-Strongly Agree

DJ2 30 333333 0.84418 100.00000 1.00000
DJ3 30 3.46667 0.68145 10400000 200000
DJ4 30 3.73333 0.58329 112.00000 3.00000

| 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree

Cronbach Coefficient Alpha
Variables Alpha
Raw 0.825306
Standardized 0824091

Cronbach Coefficient Alpha with Deleted Variable

[servers e Raw Variables  Standardized Variables

= alien Deleted Correlation Correlation
e [T Variable with Total  Alpha  with Total  Alpha Label
< DJ1 0861686 0669463  0.872424 0668728 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
B0 Seevers DJ2 0581675 0814860  0.551742 0821413 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
& il Privoto OLAP Sarvers DJ3 0.818820 0.714286  0.797214 0.707026 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
DJ4 0427037 0864312 0.417859 0877291 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 30
Prob > |r| under HO: Rho=0
DJ1| DJ2| DJ3 DJ4
DJ1 1.00000 0.62476 0.80914 0.59595
1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree 00002 <0001 0.0005
DJ2 0.62476 100000 067935 0.11672
1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree = 0.0002 <0001 0.5391
DJ3 0.80914| 0.67935 1.00000 0.41063
1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree =~ <0001 <0001 00242 v

Task Status Queue Server Server Type

Ready

SAS Enterprise Guide

File Edit View Tasks Favorites Progam Tools Help |8- - % |8 v % 15 X |9 o |7 b Process Flow - Search Curont Froect S
|Prejectres ISR Corelatons @) - x
£og Process Flow 51 InptData [ Code (3] Log M Resuts
T g Query Builder €3 Refresh (i Modify Task | Export + Send To + Create - Publish | E Properties
&3 QUERY_FOR FYP Varlable| N|_Mean Std Dev Sum Minimum Maximum Label A
£ Conelatons DJ1 30 333333 005893 10000000 200000 500000 1=Strongly Disagree, 2-Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
e DJ2 30 333333 084418 10000000 1.00000 500000 1=Strongly Disagree, 2 Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
e DJ3 30 346667 068145 10400000 200000 500000 3 Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
2 Conelatons (5) DJ4 30 373333 058329 11200000 300000 500000 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, , 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
Cronbach Coefficient Alpha
Variables Alpha
Raw 0825306
Standardized 0824091

Cronbach Coefficient Alpha with Deleted Variable

Raw Variables Standardized Variables

Deleted Correlation Correlation
Variable with Total  Alpha  with Total Alpha Label
DJ1 0861686 0669463 0872424 0668728 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
DJ2 0581675 0814860  0.561742 0821413 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
DJ3 0818820 0714286  0.797214 0.707026 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
DJ4 0427037 0864312 0417859 0877291 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
RaGA9 3 Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 30
Prob > |r| under HO: Rho=0
€3 Refresh | Discont Stop DJ1 DJ2 DJ3 DJ4
2 8 Severs DJ1 1.00000 0.62476 0.80914 0.59595
&l Privote OLAP Servers 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree 00002 <0001 00005
DJ2 062476 100000 067935 0.11672
1=Strongly Disagree, 2-Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5-Strongly Agree  0.0002 <0001 05391
DJ3 0.80914 0.67935 1.00000 0.41063
1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree <0001 <0001 00242
DJ4 0.50505 0.11672 041063 1.00000

1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree ~ 0.0005 05391 0.0242
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Procedural Justice

SAS Enterprise Guide - o X
File Edit View Tasks Favorites Program Tools Help |8-@@- % |& v % % X |9 o [7- By Process Flow - E 2
|Projectee SRR coretatons (4 - *

b Sn o5 Flow 53 nputData [ Code (i) Log @ Resuts
T ey Busier © Refresn (i Modify Task | Export = Send To ~ Create = Publish | E Properties
%1 QUERY_FOR_FYP < s ~
 Conelations Procedural Justice Reliability Result
2. Consiations (2)
/ Conelations (3) The CORR Procedure
. Correlatons (4)
£ Cometatons (5) 6 Variables: PJIR PJ2 PJ3 PJ4 PJ5 PJ6
Simple Statistics
Variable N Mean Std Dev Sum Minimum Maximum Label
PJIR 30 330000 1.08755 99.00000 200000 500000 PJ1R
PJ2 30 346667 0.89955 10400000 100000 500000 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree,
PJ3 30 350000 1.04221 10600000 1.00000 5.00000 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree,
PJ4 30 376667 0.81720 11300000 100000 500000 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree,
PJ5 30 340000 1.03724 10200000 1.00000 500000 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
PJ6 30 3.30000 0.87691 99.00000 100000 500000 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
Cronbach Coefficient Alpha
Variables Alpha
Raw 0.778753
Standardized 0.792365
— Cronbach Coefficient Alpha with Deleted Variable
RaaA9 0
%3 Refresh | Disconnec v Raw Variables Standardized Variables
Deleted Correlation Correlation
B0 Seevers Variable with Total  Alpha  with Total  Alpha Label
& ff Private OLAP Servers PJIR 0085444 0.857745  0.087459 0.858494 PJIR
PJ2 0.664523 0.736977 0583923 0.751161 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
PJ3 0674504 0704543 0684013 0726393 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agroe, 5=Strongly Agree
PJ4 0653189 0720398 0659458 0732572 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
PJS 0709196 0694570 0703946 0721328 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree. 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
PJ6 0615850 0.725677 0618499 0.742730 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 30
Prob > |r| under HO: Rho=0
PHR  PJ2  PJ3| PJ4  PJE PJB
PJIR 1.00000 -0.14804 0.01521 0.19788 0.16507 0.11932
PJIR 04350 09364 02946 03834 05300 ™
Task Status Queve Server Server Type
< 5|
Ready | W No profile selected |

SAS Enterprise Guide - o x
File Edit View Tasks Favorites Program Tools Help |8-@@- % |& v % % X |9 o [7- By Process Flow - [ search P 9
Prejectee NEINER corelations (4 - x

&g Process Flow 53 nputData [ Code (3] Log @ Resuls
T g ‘Query Builder €3 Refresh (& Modify Task | Export - Send To = Create = Publish | Properties
&1 QUERY_FOR_FYP TonUACIT PR =
/ Conelations Variables Alpha
. Comelations (2) Raw 0778753
|£ Cormelatons (3) Standardized 0.792365
Z Cormetations (4)
/ Cormelatons (5) Cronbach Coefficient Alpha with Deleted Variable
Raw Variables Standardized Variables
Deleted Correlation Correlation
Variable with Total Alpha  with Total Alpha Label
PJIR 0.085444 0857745 0.087459 0858494 PJIR
PJ2 0564523 0736977  0.583923 0751161 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
PJ3 0674504 0704543 0684013 0726393 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
PJ4 0653180 0720398 0650458 0 732572 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
PJ6 0709196 0694570 0703946 0.721328 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
PJ6 0615850 0725677  0.618499 0.742730 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 30
Prob > |r| under HO: Rho=0
PJIR PJ2 PJ3 PJ4 PJ5 PJ6
PJIR 1.00000 -0.14804 0.01521 0.19788 0.16507 0.11932
T PJIR 04350 09364 02946 03834 0.5300
e PJ2 -0.14804 100000 062527 062231 049522 047211
3 Refresh | Discon ) Stop 1=Strongly Disagree, 2-Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree = 0.4350 00002 00002 00054 00084
# A Servers PJ3 001521 062527 1.00000 0.58706 0.70176 0.43390
&l Privote OLAP Servers 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree  0.9364  0.0002 00006 <0001 00166
PJ4 019788 0.62231 0.58706 100000 0.39868 0.48601
1=Strongly Disagree, 2-Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5-Strongly Agree 02946 0.0002 0.0006 00201 00065
PJS 0.16507 0.49522 0.70176 0.39868 1.00000 0.65966
1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree 03834 0.0054 <0001 0.0291 <0001
PJ6 011932 0.47211 043390 0.48601 065066 1.00000
1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree  0.5300 00084 0.0166 00065 <0001
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Interactional Justice

SAS Enterprise Guide - o X
File Edit View Tasks Favorites Program Tools Help |3~ @3- % |8 »= 4 0 X |» o |7~ g Process Flow - | Search Py B
Projectee SRR coretatons 5 - *

‘ugn o5 Flow 53 nputData [ Code (i) Log @ Resuts
T ey Busier © Refresh [{ Modify Task | Export - Send To + Create « Publish | H Properties
1 QUERY_FOR_FYP 2 g paat 2
 Conelations Interactional Justice Reliability Result
2. Cometations (2) ocedus
1 Corelatons (3) The CORR Pr re
£ Cometatons (4)
i Coneletone =) 6 Variables: V1 W2 3 N4 W5 W6
Simple Statistics
Variable N Mean Std Dev Sum Minimum Maximum Label
u1 30 356667 1.19434 107.00000 1.00000 5.00000 1=Strongly Disagree. Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
1J2 30 3.46667 1.19578 104.00000 1.00000 leutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
1J3 130 3.43333 0.69763 103.00000 1.00000 leutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
1J4 30 363333 124522 109.00000 1.00000 jeutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agrea
1J6 30 3.63333 1.06620 109.00000 1.00000 , 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
1J6 30 353333 1.07425 106.00000 1.00000 5.00000 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neulral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
Cronbach Coefficient Alpha
Variables Alpha
Raw 0.927962
Standardized 0.931192
_ Cronbach Coefficient Alpha with Deleted Variable
RaaA9 0
3 Refresh | Disconnect ® Raw Variables Standardized Variables
- Deleted Correlation Correlation
B0 Seevers Variable with Total  Alpha  with Total  Alpha Label
& il Privoto OLAP Sarvers (] 0.709964 0926185  0.710497 0.929628 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
u2 0814484 0911698 0815315 0916279 1=Strangly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
u3 0807349 0015653  0.807217 0917328 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
U4 0813935 0912280  0.817782 0915958 1=Strongly Disagree, 2-Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
us 0836514 0609080  0.830884 0914252 1=Strangly Disagree, 2=Disagree. 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
ue 0801585 0913433 0.806815 0917380 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 30
Prob > |r| under HO: Rho=0
W1 W2 W3 W4 WE W6
w1 1.00000 0.84668 0.69562 0.53869 0.57498 0.48198
1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree <0001 <0001 00021 00009 00070 v
Task Status Queue Server Server Type
< 5|

Ready | W No profile selected |

SAS Enterprise Guide

File Edit View Tasks Favorites Program Tools Help |8-a&- %A » & 0 X | » o [7- SaProcess Flow - | P

[Projectiree SR conelations 5) - -
“i""’;'”‘"’* 53 inpuData (3 Code [5] Log B Resus

2 Query Builder €3 Refresn (& Modify Task | Export + Send To - Create - P

1 QUERY_FOR_FYP

h | H Properties

TomuacT i =
i Conelations Variables Alpha
. Comelations (2) Raw 0.927962
i£ Comelatons (3) Standardized 0931192

£ Cormetations (4)
/ Cometations (5) Cronbach Coefficient Alpha with Deleted Variable

Raw Variables Standardized Variables

Deleted Correlation Correlation
Variable with Total  Alpha  with Total  Alpha Label

[VE) 0700064 0026185  0.710497 0929628 1=Strongly Disagree, 2-Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
w2 0814484 0911698  0.815315 0.916279 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
u3 0807349 0015653  0.807217 0.917328 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
W4 0813035 0012280  0.817782 0915058 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
U6 0836514 0000080  0.830884 0.914252 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree
ue 0801585 0913433  0.806815 0.917380 1=Strongly Disegree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree

Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 30
Prob > [r| under HO: Rho=0
W1 W2 N3 4 Ws 6

w1 1.00000 084668 0.69582 0.53869 057498 0.48198

& GE6 B 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree. 5=Strongly Agree <0001 <0001 00021 00009 0.0070
el e w2 0.84668 100000 0.76887 0.62836 065272 0.63172
(3 Refresh | Disconnect @ Stop 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree <0001 <0001 00002 <0001 0.0002
2 8 Severs w3 0.69582 0.76887 1.00000 0.64065 0.64013 0.75334

% By Privote OLAP Servers 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree = <0001 <.0001 00001 0.0001 <0001

wa 0.53869 062836 0.64065 1.00000 090818 082146

1=Strongly Disagree, 2-Disagroe, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree  0.0021 0.0002 0.0001 <0001 <0001

us 0.57498 0.65272 0.64013 0.90818 1.00000 0.80885

1=Sirongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree  0.0009 <0001 00001 <0001 <0001

e 048198 063172 0.75334 0.82146 0.80885 1.00000

1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree  0.0070 0.0002 <0001 <0001 <0001
Generated by the SAS System ('Local’, X64_8HOME) on February 18, 2019 at 11:04.08 PM
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Appendix D
Full Study Reliability Test

FYP2 - SAS Enterprise Guide - a X
File Edit View Tasks favorites Program Tools Help |H- - % | v @ % X |9 o | 7. (b Process Flow - 2
[Projectree SR conelations - *

Log Process Fiow B D Resols
s £ ipuData (5 Code (5] Log @ Res ) ‘
1 Query Builder €3 Refresh [ Modify Task | Export - Send To - Create - Publish | H Properties
&l WD5 0043078 0824790 0725040 x
£ Comeistond WD6 0920824 0827448 0756914
WD7 0024686 0.872708  0.134287
W8 0048749 0823995 0735263

WD9 0.020141 0.872051 0.165869

WD10 0.003237 0.872468 0.126779
WD11 0043440 0.872071 0218470 0.803349 WD11 (1=SI
wD12 -.010257 0874485 0172024 0807492 WD12 (1=Sl

Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 384
Prob > |r| under HO: Rho=0
WD1 WD2 WD3 WD4 WD6 WD6 WD7 wbs WD9 WD10 WD11 WD12

wD1 1.00000 0.04852 -0.00208 -0.03778 -0.03573 0.00494 0.11125 -0.05906 0.17076 0.15344 0.27566 0.28897

WD1 (1=8SD, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) 03430 09677 04604 04851 09231 00203 02483 0.0008 00026 <0001 <0001

wD2 0.04852 1.00000 0.84807 0.89153 0.92165 0.87993 -0.04216 090925 -0.02062 0.00352 -0.02198 -0.08728

WD2 (1=8D, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) 0.3430 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 04100 <0001 05629 09453 06676 00876

wo3 -0.00208 084807 100000 088414 086613 084803 0.05479 088444 0.01426 -0.04637 004887 009736

WD3 (1=SD, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) 09677 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 02842 <0001 07806 03649 03395 00566

& i WD4 -0.03778 089153 088414 1.00000 095022 090286 0.03386 0.96280 -0.02612 -0.03778 0.02228 -0.05309
WD4 (1=SD, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) 04604 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 05083 <0001 06098 04604 06634 02994

WD5 -0.03573 092165 086613 095022 1.00000 0.93926 -0.07060 0.97749 -0.04959 -0.01240 -0.07513 -0.12188

WDS5 (1=SD, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) 04851 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 01674 <0001 03324 08087 01417 00169

t J WDé 000494 087993 084803 090286 093926 1.00000 0.02088 0.92057 0.02099 -0.04026 -0.02044 -0.02922

# A Servers WD6 (1=SD, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) 09231 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 05594 <0001 06818 04315 06897 05681
# By Private OLAP Servers WD7 0.11125 -004216 005479 003386 -0.07060 002988 100000 -0.01609 012546 011125 031961 021139
WD7 (1=8D, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) 00293 04100 02842 05083 01674 05594 07533 00139 00293 <0001 <0001

wos -0.05906 0.90925 0.88444 096280 0.97749 0.92057 -0.01609 1.00000 -0.04959 -0.05906 -0.03461 -0.09292

WD8 (1=8D, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) 02483 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 07533 03324 02483 04989 0.0689

WDs 0.17076 -0.02962 0.01426 -0.02612 -0.04959 0.02099 0.12546 -0.04959 1.00000 0.54121 0.14408 0.20597

WD9 (1=SD, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) 00008 05629 07806 06098 03324 06818 00139 03324 <0001 00047 <0001

wo10 0.15344  0.00352 -0.04637 -0.03778 -0.01240 -0.04026 011125 -0.05006 054121 100000 0.12864 0.07881

WD10 (1=8D, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A 5=SA) 00026 09453 03649 0.4 08087 04315 00203 02483 <0001 00116 0.1231

wD11 027566 -0.02198 004887 0.02228 -0.07513 -0.02044 031961 -0.03461 0.14408 0.12864 1.00000 0.60830

WD11 (1=8D, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) <0001 06676 03395 06634 01417 06897 <0001 04989 0.0047 00116 <.0001

WD12 0.28897 -0.08728 0.09736 -0.05309 -0.12188 -0.02022 021139 -0.09292 020597 0.07881 0.60830 1.00000

WD12 (1=8D, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) <0001 00876 00566 02994 00169 05681 <0001 00689 <0001 01231 <0001
Generated by the SAS System ('Local', X64_8HOME) on January 24, 2019 at 10:55:35 PM
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FYP2 - SAS Enterprise Guide - o0 X
File Edit View Tasks favorites Program Tools Help |-~ %A v @ 5 X | o |- [ Process Flow - | Seorch Current Fraject
[Projectiiea SR Correlations - X

‘?Sa;:;::g“‘“ ‘ i puvata [ Code [3] Log @ Resuis
e Query Buider €3 Refresh (i Modify Task | Export + Send To = Create = Publish | i Properties
ﬁ/ Conelations Workplace Deviance Reliability Result m
The CORR Procedure

12 Variables: WD1 WD2 WD3 WD4 WD5 WD6 WD7 WD8 WD9 WD10 WD11 WD12
Simple Statistics

Variable N Mean Std Dev Sum Minimum Maximum Label
wD1 384 1.01563 0.12418 390.00000 1.00000 2.00000 WD1 (1=SD, 2=D,
wp2 1.32031 0.46721 507.00000 1.00000 200000 WD2 (1=SD,

wD3 134115 0.47471 51500000 1.00000 200000 WD3 (1=SD,
130469 0.46088 501.00000 1.00000 200000 WD4 (1=SD,
1.58854 0.90110 610.00000 1.00000  3.00000 WDS5 (1=SD,

384
384
384
384
WDé 384 1.31510 0.46516 50500000 1.00000  2.00000 WD6 (1=SD,
384
384
384
384
384

wo7 102604 0.15947 39400000 1.00000  2.00000 WD7 (1=SD, D:
WDs8 1.58854 090110 610.00000 1.00000 3.00000 WD8 (1=SD, 2=D,
WD9 1.01302 0.11351 389.00000 1.00000 2.00000 WD9 (1=SD,

1.01563 0.12418 390.00000 1.00000  2.00000 WD10 (1 3
1.02083 0.14301 39200000 1.00000 200000 WD11 (1=SD,
WD12 384 1.04167 0.20009 40000000 1.00000 200000 WD12 (1=SD,

SaRen Cronbach Coefficient Alpha
fresh | Disconnect Variables Alpha

5y o Raw 0864252
3 By Priveto OLAP Servers Standardized 0.797254

Cronbach Coefficient Alpha with Deleted Variable

Raw Variables Standardized Variables
Deleted Correlation Correlation
Variable with Total Alpha  with Total Alpha Label
0.021005 0.872185 0.142226 0.810120 WD1 (1=
0911773 0.828617 0.731118  0.753656 WD2 (
0.898805 0829137 0.764801 0750126 WD3 ( ;
0952551 0.826008 0.750222 WD4 (1=SI
0.943078 0.824790
0929824 0.827448
0.024686 0.872708
0.948749 0.823995
0.020141 0.872051
wob1o 0.003237 0872468

§aagassse

v

Ready | Y& No profile selected |
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Perceived Organizational Support

[ Fvp2 - SAS Enterprise Guide - o X
File Edit View Tasks Favorites Program Tools Help |8-@@- % |& v % % X |9 o [7- By Process Flow - 2
[Projectree ISR conelations @ - *

‘u?;x:;;guﬂ || &3 npuData (3 Code [ Log B Resurs
7"ty Query Bu €3 Refresh (& Modify Task | Export = Send To + Create = Publish | i Properties
KJOUERV FOR %AMPI.EDATM -~
I/ Conelations F [o] Support Result
I/ Comelations (2) The CORR Procedure
8 Variables: POS1 POS2 POS3 POS4 POS5 POS6R POSTR POS8
Simple Statistics
Variable N/ Mean Std Dev Sum Minimum Maximum Label
POS1 384 463281 052012 1779 1.00000 500000 POST (1 , 5=SA)
POS2 384 4.89844 039262 1881 1.00000 500000 POS2 ( 5=SA)
POS3 384 462760 0.54497 1777 1.00000 500000 POS3 (  5=SA)
POS4 384 463802 054242 1781 1.00000 500000 POS4 ( , 5=SA)
POS5 384 463802 0.54242 1781 1.00000 500000 POSS (1= sn 2-D, 3N, 5=8A)
POSBR 384 4.62760 0.54497 1777 1.00000 500000 POS6R
POS7R 384 462500 053102 1776 100000 500000 POST!
POS8 384 465104 052419 1786 1.00000 500000 POS8 (1=SD, 2-D, 3=N, 4=A, 5-SA)
Cronbach Coefficient Alpha
< 2 Variables Alpha
Raw 0.944921
Standardized 0.939883
Cronbach Coefficient Alpha with Deleted Variable
§ A Servors Raw Variables  Standardized Variables
& I Privata OLAP Servers Deleted Correlation Correlation
Variable with Total  Alpha  with Total Label
POS1 0.908689 0929940 0908647 0 923050 POS1 (1=SD, 5=8A)
POS2 0309247 0963034  0.309167 0.963149 POS2 (1=SD, 5=SA)
POS3 0.908902 0.929760  0.910915 0.922885 POS3 (1=SD. =SA)
POS4 0932821 0928037 0935313 0.921103 POS4 (1=SD, 5=SA)
POSS 0.930968 0928173  0.930171 0.921480 POSS (1=SD, =SA)
POS6R 0705094 0944217  0.690114 0.938469 POSGR
POS7R | 0724971 0942651 0708667 0937196 POSTR
POS8 0946574 0927333 0943534 0.920500 POS8 (1=SD, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA)
Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 384
Prob > |r| under HO: Rho=0
POS1 POS2| POS3| POS4 POS5 POS6R| POS7R| POSS
POS1 100000 038569 0.89183 0.90938 0.90028 062018 063306 0.92063
POS1 (1=8D, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=5A) <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001
POS2 0.38550 1.00000 0.42071 0.43993 0.37863 -0.01859 0.00470 0.34749 v
Ready | & No profile selected |

[ #vp2 - SAS Enterprise Guide - a X
File Edit View Tasks Favorites Program Tools Help |H-&- % |4 » X | 9 ou |7~ (e Process Flow - 2
[Projectiree SR conelations 2 - -
‘?SO;Z;:;I‘ESAW \ 1 InputData [ Code (3] Log @ Results '
By Query Buider §3 Refresn [&] Modify Task | Export + Send To - Create - Publish | E Properties
] QUERY_FOR_SAMPLEDATA1 Varaores RIpre x
I/ Conelations Raw 0.944921
1/ Conelations (2) Standardized 0939883
Cronbach Coefficient Alpha with Deleted V:
Raw Variables  Standardized Variables
Deleted Correlation Correlation
Variable with Total  Alpha  with Total  Alpha Label
POS1 008689 0929940  0.908647 0.923050 POS1 (1=SD,
POS2 0.309247 0963034  0.309167 0.963149 POS2 (1=SD.
POS3 0.908902 0.929760  0.910915 0.922885 POS3 (1=SD,
POS4 0932821 0928037 0935313 0.921103 POS4 (1=SD,
POSS 0930968 0.928173  0.930171 0.921480 POS5 (1=SD,
POSBR | 0705094 0.944217  0.690114  0.938469 POS6R
POS7TR | 0724971 0942651 0708667 0937196 POSTR
POS8 0946574 0927333 0943534 0.920500 POS8 (1=SD, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA)
Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 384
Prob > r| under H0: Rho=0
POS1 POS2 POS3 POS4 POS5 POS6R POS7TR POS8
POS1 1.00000 0.38569 089183 090938 090028 062018 0.63306 092063
POS1 (1=SD, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001
POS2 0.38559 1.00000 0.42071 0.43993 0.37863 -0.01859 0.00470 0.34749
3 A Servars POS2 (1=8D, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 07165 09269 <0001
5 By Privote OLAP Servers POS3 089183 042071 100000 093837 0.90303 0.50560 0.60788 0.91489
POS3 (1=8D, 2-D, 3=N, 4=A, 5-SA) <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001
PO 090938 043993 0.93837 1.00000 0.92013 061155 0.64246 0.93201
POS4 (1=8D, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001
POSS 090028 0.37863 0.90303 0.92013 1.00000 0.66455 0.66966 0.93201
POS5 (1=SD, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001
POS6R 062018 -0.01859 059560 061155 066455 100000 096877 068639
POS6R <0001 07165 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001
POSTR 063306 0.00470 060788 0.64246 0.66966 0.96877 1.00000 0.70115
POSTR <0001 09269 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001
POS8 0.92063 0.34749 0.91489 093201 093201 068639 0.70115 100000
POS8 (1=SD, 2-D, 3=N, 4=A, 5-SA) <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001
Generated by the SAS System (Local', X64_8HOME) on January 24, 2019 at 10:58:09 PM
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[ FP2 - SAS Enterprise Guide

File Edit View Tosks Favorites Progiam Tools

[Projeciee SRR corelations (3 -

Zog Process Fiow

Help

Distributive Justice

2-& %4 X

\ &1 nputData [ Code [5] Log W Resuts

9 % |7~ [Beg Process Flow -

# A Servers
# By Private OLAP Servers

= 5] SAMPLEDATAT -
& Query Builder €3 Refresh (5] Modify Task | Export - Send To + Create - Publish | E Properties
1 QUERY_FOR_SAMPLEDATA1 Sz & S 2
I/ Corelations Distributive Justice Reliability Result
|/ Conelations (2)
/. Comelations (3) The CORR Procacure
4 Variables: DJ1  DJ2 DJ3  DJ4
Simple Statistics
Variable N Mean Std Dev Sum Minimum Maximum Label
DJ1 384 4.30063 0.48853 1686 4.00000  5.00000 DJ1 (1=SD, 2=
DJ2 384 436719 0.48267 1677 400000 5.00000 DJ2 (1=SD, 2
DJ3 384 435156 048351 1671 300000 500000 DJ3 (1=SD, 2:
DJ4 384 435677 048508 1673 300000 500000 DJ4 (1=SD, 2=
Cronbach Coefficient Alpha
Variables Alpha
Raw 0.956720
Standardized 0956723

Cronbach Coefficient Alpha with Deleted Variable

Raw Variables  Standardized Variables

Deleted Correlation Correlation

Variable with Total  Alpha  with Total  Alpha Label

oJ1 0.902558 0040446 0002580 0.040449 DJ1 (1=! 4=A, 5=SA)
DJ2 0.914088 0.937027  0.914009 0.937022 DJ2 (

DJ3 0.869004 0.950398 0868991 0.950427 DJ3 (1=SD,

DJ4 0.880331 0.944400 0889365 0944395 DJ4 (1=SD,

Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 384
Prob > |r| under HO: Rho=0

DJ1 DJ2 DJ3 DJ4
DJ1 1.00000 0.88497 0.83196 0.84269
DJ1(1=8D, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) <0001 <0001 <0001
DJ2 0.88497 1.00000 0.83271 086643
DJ2 (1=8D, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) <.0001 <.0001 <.0001
DJ3 0.83196 0.83271 1.00000 0.82195
DJ3 (1=8D, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) <0001 <.0001 <0001
DJ4 0.84269 0.86643 0.82195 1.00000
DJ4 (1=8D, 2=D, 3=N, , 5=SA) <0001 <0001 <.0001

Generated by the SAS System ('Local', X64_8HOME) on January 24, 2019 at 10:59.27 PM
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Procedural Justice

[ Fvp2 - SAS Enterprise Guide - o X
File Edit View Tasks Favorites Program Tools Help |H-@- % & » X | 9 x| 7+ (8 Process Flow - =)
[Projectree ISR conelations ¢ - *

Process Flow - F ul
‘?a Y i | & InpuData [ Code [5] Log B Resuls
2 Query Buider €3 Refresn [{| Modify Task | Export + Send To - Create - Publish | I Properties
1 QUERY_FOR_SAMPLEDATA1 N
I/ Corelations Procedural Justice Reliability Result
|/ Comelations (2)
7 Corsoton ) The CORR Procedure
/ Comslatons (4)
6 Variables: PJIR PJ2 PJ3 PJ4 PS5 PG
Simple Statistics
Variable N Mean Std Dev Sum Minimum Maximum Label
PJIR 384 458594 060710 1761 1.00000 500000 PJ1R
PJ2 384 466667 047202 1792 4.00000 500000 PJ2 (1=SD, 2=D,
PJ3 384 464844 047808 1785  4.00000 500000 PJ3 (1=8D, 2=D,
PJ4 384 464583 047888 1784 4.00000 500000 PJ4 (1=SD, 2=D,
PJS 384 492708 026034 1892 4.00000 500000 PJS (1=SD, 2=D,
PJ6 384 494271 023270 1898 4.00000  5.00000 PJ6 (1=8D, 2=D,
Cronbach Coefficient Alpha
Variables Alpha
Raw 0.835146
< > Standardized 0.816479
Cronbach Coefficient Alpha with Deleted Variable
Raw Variables  Standardized Variables
Deleted Correlation Correlation
3 A Servers Variable with Total  Alpha  with Total  Alpha Label
i Iy Privets OLAP Sitvars PJIR 0633631 0.816303 0582065 0.786923 PJ1R
PJ2 0861254 0.751052  0.777886 0.742448 PJ2 (1=
PJ3 0863566 0740800 0793152 0.738822 PJ3 (1=SD,
PJ4 0831510 0757642 0750520 0.746780 PJ4 (1=SD, 2D
PJ5 0216027 0.863832 0298226 0.844957 PJ5 (1=SD,
PJ6 0257845 0850001 0320219 0.838975 PJ6 (1=!
Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 384
Prob > [r| under HO: Rho=0
PAR PJ2 PJ3 PJ4 PJ5  PJE
PJIR 1.00000 0.63779 0.63961 0.62584 0.08931 0.14583
PJIR <0001 <0001 <0001 00805 00042
PJ2 063779 1.00000 0.93718 0.89711 009915 0 15847
PJ2 (1=SD, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) <0001 <0001 <0001 00522 00018
PJ3 0.63961 0.93718 1.00000 0.85746 0.19208 0.14705
PJ3 (1=8D, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) <0001 <0001 <0001 00002 0.0039
PJ4 062584 0.89711 0.85746 1.00000 0.12740 0.16889 v
Ready | & No profile selected |

[ #vp2 - SAS Enterprise Guide

File Edit View Tasks

Zog Process Fiow

= I SAMPLEDATAT
&5 Query Builder

51 QUERY_FOR_SAMPLEDATA1

2. Comelations
I/ Comelations (2)
£ Corelations (3)

’ Comslations (4)

I/ Conelations (5)

< > ||
[seves ek

# A Servers
# By Privote OLAP Servers

Favorites

Program  Tools

Correlations (5) -

| &3 mpuData [ Code (3] Log @ Resuts

Help

2-aG %48y X |9 x| (3 Process Flow -

€3 Refresh (5] Modify Task | Export + Send To + Create = Publish | [ Properties
173 384 4.00365 0.20546 1883 4.00000 500000 1J3 (1=SD, ~
14 384 492069 0.25601 1893 4.00000 500000 1J4 (1=SD,
15 384 492448 0.26457 1891 4.00000  5.00000 1J5 (1=SD,
156 384 463802 048120 1781 4.00000 500000 1J6 (1=SD,
Cronbach Coefficient Alpha
Variables Alpha
Raw 0.734173
Standardized 0.754296

Cronbach Coefficient Alpha with Deleted Variable

Raw Variables Standardized Variables

Deleted Correlation Correlation

Variable with Total Alpha  with Total Alpha Label

W1 0676087 0689998 0.502038 0716597 1J1 (1=8D, 2=D,

w2 0.868154 0.574395 0670178 0.669034 1J2 (1=SD, 2=D,

W3 0.197938 0.753462 0382184 0.748253 143 (1=SD,

4 0.241154 0.747080 0412304  0.740469 1J4 (1=SD,

5 0244767 0.746478 0410830 0.740853 1JS (1=SD,

e 0.821362 0.590726 0600713 0.689141 1J6 (1=SD, 2=D,

Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 384
Prob > |r| under HO: Rho=0
w1 192 3 14 195 16

[0 1.00000 088417 -0.04258 -0.01156 0.00797 088050
IJ1 (1=8D, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) <0001 04053 08214 08762 <0001
2 0.88417 1.00000 0.16834 0.14633 0.16718 0.83212
192 (1=SD, 2=D, 3=N, 4=A, 5=SA) <0001 0.0009 00041 00010 <0001
3 -0.04258 016834 100000 060056 0.57468 004787
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Appendix E

Pearson Correlation Coefficient
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Descriptive Analysis

(B Fvp2 - SAS Enterprise Guide - o x
File Edit View Tasks Favorites Program Tools Help |- &- |3 » X |9 o |- [3eg Process Flow - Jel
|Prefectree RN Ore-viay Frequencies ) - x

‘u%ﬂ;:ﬁ:gmm il inpiData [ Code [3] Log & Resuts

4 iider €3 Refresh [z Modify Task | Export - Send To - Create = P
% Query Buider

] QUERY_FOR_SAMPLEDATAI - B
¢ Conelations Number of Respondents according to Average Working Hours per Week
1 Conslations (2)
* Conaimtiona (1 The FREQ Procedure
/ Comalations (4}

 Properties

“..;11 5:2:‘?:":?‘?'& Average working hours per week (1=Less than 30 hours, 2=35 hours, 3=40 hours, 4=45 hours, 5=More than 50 hours)
I OroWay Froquencics Cumulative Cumulative
B Crovay Froguencios ) Average working hours per week Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
[l One-Way Frequencies (3) 1 13 339 13 3.39
{55 One-Way Frequencies (4) 2 5 1.30 18 469
[ One-Way Frequencies (5) 3 14 365 a2 833
| Ome-Way Frequencies (6) 4 a0 2083 112 2017
[ill Ore-Way Frequencies (7) 5 272 7083 384 100.00

[ One-Way Frequencies (g)
Generated by the SAS System (Local’, X64_8HOME) on January 24, 2019 at 11:20:47 PM

Fage Break

< >

[semers
aen

€3 Refresh | Discc

7 A Sarvers
i+l Private OLAP Servers

Ready

[ FvP2 - 5AS Enterprise Guide - o x
File Edit View Tasks Favorites Program Tools Help S-E- %3 » L X | ® o |- |8 Process Flow - 2
|Projectree IR one-way Frequencies (7) - -

"Q“é:’;&é’s it 3 mpuData [ Gods [ Log @ Rasuts
s Query Builder 5 Refresh ] Modify Task | Export - Send To - Create -
[ QUERY_FOR_SAMPLEDATA - - -
/ Corelations Number of Respondents according to Working Experience
& Comntom 1 The FREQ Procedure
+ Comalations (4)

[ Properties

¢ Cambern B} Working experience (1=Less than § years, 2=5-10 years, 3=11-15 years, 4=16-20 yeasrs, 5=21-25 years, 6=More than 25 years)

E e s Cumulative Cumulative
[Bl One-Way Frequancies 2) Working experience Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
il One-Way Frequencies (3) 1 159 4141 159 41.41
6 OneWay Frequencies () 2 194 5052 353 183
6] OnerWay Frequencies 5) 3 19 495 a2 9668
i One-Way Frequencies (6) 4 a 234 aa1 09.22
18 One-Way Frequencies (7 5 1 0.26 382 0048
5 2 052 384 100.00.

Generated by the SAS System (‘Local’, X64_8HOME) on January 24, 2019 at 11:19:39 PM

Page Break

# ly Private OLAP Servers

Ready




Determinants of Workplace Deviance among Manufacturing Employees in Malaysia

[ FvP2 - 5AS Enterprise Guide - o x
File Edit View Tasks Favorites Program Tools Help S-E- %3 » L X | ® o |- |8 Process Flow - 2
|Projectree R one-way Frequencies @) - -

g Pracess Flow InputData [ Code [] Log @ Results
=] SAMPLEDATAI JB bpulOxe ™~ ey i Lo .
& Query Buider 5 Refresn [ Modify Task | Export « Send To - Create - Puslish | E Properties
£ QUERY_FOR_SAMPLEDATA1 N
%1 Coneanons Number of Respondents according to Age
| Corelations (2)
L Comiatons {31 The FREQ Procedure
+ Corulations (4)
ﬂé '5°"=‘?“‘f:;5'2 Age (1=Below 20 years old, 2=20-29 years old, 3=30-39 years old, 4=40-49 years old, 5=50-58 years old, 6=Above 60 years old)
B Oreviny Fronsunciss Cumulative Cumulative
[l Ore-Way Frequancies (2 "‘9: F"‘M"g ""?g“; F""“‘"g P"},‘;‘;
2 205 5339 228 5938
3 108 2813 336 8750
4 a 1068 an 98.18.
3 5 1.30 382 99.48.
6 2 052 384 100.00
Generated by the SAS System (Local’, X64_BHOME) on January 24, 2019 at 11:14:52 PM
Page Break
< >
£ Refresh | Disc
# Al Saervers
# ly Private OLAP Servers
Ready W, No profile selected

[ FvP2 - 5AS Enterprise Guide - o x
File Edit View Tasks Favorites Program Tools Help S-E- %3 » L X | ® o |- |8 Process Flow - 2
|Projectires IR Oe-viay frequencies (5) - -

Sog Pracess Fiow InputData [ Code [] Log @ Results
=] SAMPLEDATAI JB bpulOxe ™~ ey i Lo
s Query Buider © Refresh ] Modify Task | Export + Send To - Create - Publish | E Properties
£ QUERY_FOR_SAMPLEDATAI 3
%1 Coneanons Number of Respondents according to Gross Monthly Salary
. Conelaiions 2)
 Comalaiions () The FREQ Procedure
Comlations (4)
ﬁé ‘Q-""“E‘E"““f:f'z Gross month salary (1=Below RM1,000, 2=RM1,000 to RM1,999, 3=RM2,000 to RM2,999, 4=RM3,000 to RM3,999, 5=RM4,000 to RM4,999, 6=Abave RM5,000)
B Oreviny Fronsunciss Cumulative Cumulative
58] One-Way Frequancies (2 Gross monhly salary. Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
[l Ore-Way Frequencies (3) 1 4 1.04 4 1.04
[ One-Way Frequencies [4) 2 26 6.77 30 781
I8 One-way Frequencies (5) 3 160 4167 190 49.48
4 176 45.83 386 9531
5 13 339 379 98.70
6 5 1.30 384 100.00
Generated by the SAS System ('Local', X64_BHOME) on January 24, 2019 at 11:17:44 PM
Page Break

# Al Sarvers
# ly Private OLAP Servers

Ready . No profile selected




Determinants of Workplace Deviance among Manufacturing Employees in Malaysia

[ FvP2 - 5AS Enterprise Guide - o x
File Edit View Tasks Favorites Program Tools Help S-E- %3 » L X | ® o |- |8 Process Flow - 2

|Projectires IR Oe-viay frequencies () - -

Sog Pracess Fiow InputData [ Gode [ Log & Resus
= E] SAMPLEDATA1 i3 koD |1 ° o [ Loy
£ Query Builder 5 Refresn [ Modify Task | Export « Send To - Create -
[ QUERY_FOR_SAMPLEDATA
/ Corelations Number of Ri

ish | Properties

according to Employ Status
The FREQ Procedure

oo
gs

L Comelations {4}
G, Employment status (1=Part-time, 2=Full-time)

15 OneWay Frequencies Cumulative Cumulative
[l One-Way Frequencies (2) Employment status Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
[l One-Way Frequencies (3) 2 384 100.00 384 100.00
8 ooy oqmncios Generated by the SAS System (Local, XB4_8HOME) on January 24, 2019 at 11:21:34 PM

{8 Ope-Way Frequencies (6} Page Break
{5l One-Way Frequencies (7

{55 One-Way Frequencies (4)
8 One-Way Frequencies (3)

€3 Refresh | Disc

# Al Sarvers
# ly Private OLAP Servers

Ready . No profile selected

[ FvP2 - 5AS Enterprise Guide - o x
File Edit View Tasks Favorites Program Tools Help S-E- %3 » L X | ® o |- |8 Process Flow - 2

|Projectiiee RINRR] Oe-viay frequencies () - -

Sog Pracess Fiow InputData [ Gode [ Log & Resus
=] SAMPLEDATAI 1B bpdDun [ ey i Lo

& Quary Buidst €3 Refresn ] Modify Task | Export + Send To - Create -

[ QUERY_FOR_SAMPLEDATA1 . ;

/ Corelations Number of Respondents according to Marital Status

The FREQ Procedure

Properties

oo
gs

Comlations (4)
/ Comelations (5] S
g Query Builder (2) rital status
[ One-Way Frequencies.

ivorced, 4=Widowhood, 5=Others)
Cumulative Cumulative

ingle, 2=Married,

il Ome-Way Frequancias (2 Marital status  Frequency  Percent  Frequency Percent
6] One-Way Frequencies (3 1 247 6432 247 64.32
[ OneWay Frequencies 4) 2 136 3542 383 99.74
3 1 026 384 100.00
Generaled by the SAS System (Local’, X64_8HOME) on January 24, 2019 al 11:16:47 PM
Page Break

# Al Sarvers
# ly Private OLAP Servers

Ready . No profile selected




Determinants of Workplace Deviance among Manufacturing Employees in Malaysia

[ FvP2 - 5AS Enterprise Guide

File Edit View Tasks Favorites Program Tools Help S-E- %3 »

|Projectiee IR one-way Frequencies -

4 % |9 o |- |3 Process Flow -

/ Comlations (1)
/ Conelations (5]

£ Query Buider 2)

£ One-Way Frequencies

€3 Refresh | Disc

# Al Sarvers
# ly Private OLAP Servers

‘wg“;:ﬁ:cgam 3 npuDsta [3] Cods [5] Log @ Results
& Quary Buidst €3 Refresn ] Modify Task | Export + Send To - Create - H Properties
[ QUERY_FOR_SAMPLEDATA1 )
/ Corelations Number of Respondent according to Gender

The FREQ Procedure

Gender (1=Male, 2=Female)
Cumulative Cumulative
Gender Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

1 137 3568 137’ 3568
2 247 6432 384 100.00
Generated by the SAS System (‘Local', X64_8HOME) on January 24, 2019 al 11.12.38 PM
Page Break

Ready

"W, No profile selected

[ FvP2 - 5AS Enterprise Guide

File Edit View Tasks Favorites Program Tools Help S-E- %3 »

|Projectiee IR one-way Frequencies -

4 % |9 o |- |3 Process Flow -

Corelations (4]

/ Conelations (5]
£ Query Buider 2)
£ One-Way Frequencies

€9 Refresh | Discc

# Al Sarvers
# ly Private OLAP Servers

‘wg“;:ﬁ:cgam 3 npuDsta [3] Cods [5] Log @ Results
& Quary Buidst €3 Refresn ] Modify Task | Export + Send To - Create - Properties
[ QUERY_FOR_SAMPLEDATA1 )
/ Corelations Number of Respondent according to Gender

The FREQ Procedure

Gender (1=Male, 2=Female)
Cumulative Cumulative
Gender Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

1 137 3568 137’ 3568
2 247 6432 384 100.00
Generated by the SAS System (‘Local', X64_8HOME) on January 24, 2019 al 11.12.38 PM
Page Break

Ready

"W, No profile selected




Determinants of Workplace Deviance among Manufacturing Employees in Malaysia

[ FvP2 - 5AS Enterprise Guide
File Edit View Tasks Favorites Program Tools Help H-@- % &« L X | ® o |- |8 Process Flow - A
x

|Projectiiee IR Oe-viay frequencies 3) -

";E“é:’ﬁ;ffésm. 3 npuDsta [3] Cods [5] Log @ Results
= y €3 Refresh (5] Modiify Task | Export + Send To - Create = Publish | Properties
&g Query Builder
[ QUERY_FOR_SAMPLEDATA : .
/ Corelations Number of Respondents according to Ethic Grou
po 9 P
The FREQ Procedure

| Conelations (2)
1 Comelations (3)

L Comalations (4)

/. Comelations (5] Ethic group (1=Malay, 2=Chinese, 3=India, 4=Others)
Eg:ﬁ:‘?f;&mes Cumulative Cumulative
) One-Way Frequancies (2) Ethic group Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent
[ill One-Way Frequencies (3) 1 104 2708 104 2708

2 126 3281 230 56 90
3 154 4010 384 10000

Generaled by the SAS System (‘Local’, X64_8HOME) on January 24, 2019 at 11:15:51 PM
Page Break

< >

AeB3

€3 Refresh | Disconnect

# Al Sarvers
# ly Private OLAP Servers

"W, No profile selected

Ready




Determinants of Workplace Deviance among Manufacturing Employees in Malaysia

Appendix G

Multiple Regression Analysis
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