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Abstract

Deviant behaviour at workplace is very problematic for businesses. The purpose of this paper is to
investigate the variables which cause deviant behaviour. One kind of deviant behaviour “work
withdrawal” is analysed in this paper. Specifically, the role of two negative work outcomes like boredom
and perceived injustice is determined to test the causes of work withdrawal. In this paper, the relationship
between work withdrawal and perceived injustice, work withdrawal and boredom are determined. Moral
disengagement has been used as a mediating variable. Survey Data were collected from employees of
six different companies from Bahrain. The responses were collected through questionnaire. The data were
analysed by using PLS. The significance of the theoretical relationship was assessed using structural
equation model (SEM). The paper concludes that boredom causes work withdrawal while perceived
injustice has no impact on work withdrawal. Perceived injustice causes moral disengagement. Boredom
also causes moral disengagement. But moral disengagement has no impact on work withdrawal. Apart
from this, we have found that boredom has a small effect on disengagement and strongly affects
withdrawal. However, disengagement has a small determining effect on withdrawal, and perceived
injustice has a small effect on both disengagement and withdrawal. This research paper would contribute
to Human resources ethical literature by studying the causes of deviant behaviour at the workplace.
Moreover, the effect of moral disengagement is observed.
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Introduction

Deviant employee behaviours at the workplace can be harmful for the organization. Employees'
deviant behavior results in organizational losses $6 to $200 billion annually (Murphy, 1993).
Approximately 33 to 75 percent of employees are engaged in some deviant behaviours (Harper,
1990). This article examines the deviant workplace behaviours and what causes the deviant
behaviour. The main theme of this paper is to widen the research in organizational studies and
remove the causes of deviant workplace behaviour.

However, it is assumed that perceived injustice enhances the employee deviant workplace
behaviour, including withdrawal, which can be absenteeism, turnover intentions, and work
alleviations (Elovainio et al., 2003). This research aims to examine some moral disengagement by
which perceived injustice and boredom are translated into employee work withdrawal.

In this study, we depend on organizational justice theory (Rasooli et al., 2019) in order to describe
employee deviant behaviour. Actually, there are three forms of justice: Distributive, procedural
and retributive (Vermunt and steensma, 2016). Distributive justice is mainly concerned with the
distribution of rewards (or punishments) and the procedural justice deals with the decision-making
processes and other organizational processes. As wenzel et al (2017) said, it is essential to
recognize how employees observe injustice and respond to it. If employee experienced the
injustice in their organization, they are more likely to engage in the dishonest behaviour as a
revenge against employer (Houser et al., 2012).

Moral disengagement created by perceived injustice and boredom will translate into work
withdrawal. This study's main objective is to recognize how different forms of injustice relate to the
deviant work behaviour among employees and to what extent the moral disengagement affects
their relationship. This study aims to further understand how different kinds of injustice (procedural
and distributive) and boredom relate to work withdrawal and this research focused on the
mediating role of moral disengagement.

This research article starts with the theoretical overview of employee deviant behaviour on which
hypothesis are developed, then it follows the description and methodologies. Finally, we will
conclude the paper with the implications and recommendation for additional research after the
results.

Literature Review

Deviant Behavior (Work Withdrawl)

Different researchers had given different names to this type of behaviour like workplace deviance,
antisocial behaviour (Silitonga et al., 2020). It is described as a voluntary activity done by
employees when they either lack the motivation to obey the organizational values or become
motivated to violate those values.

Griffin et al. (1998) while discussing the definitions of counterproductive work behaviour noted that
almost all the definitions describe that all the deviant workplace behaviours are characterized by
ignoring the organizational and societal norms and values. Moreover, they noticed that deviant
behaviour might rank very low seriousness (e.g., theft) to high seriousness (e.g. violence). Also
Hogan and Hogan (1989) viewed deviant work behaviour covering all counterproductive work
behaviour from absenteeism to violence. Baron and Richardson (1994) indicated that deviant
behaviour caters to activities that break the indirect and direct rules and threatens the
organizational well-being.

A small number of attempts have been made to categorize deviant behaviour. Redeker
developed the list of several deviant behaviours but he was unable to give them any meaningful
form. Robinson and Bennett (1995) classified deviant behaviour in four categories: production
deviance, property deviance also known as withdrawal from work, political deviance, and
personal aggression. Robinson and Bennett further elaborated the above types of deviant
behaviour as follows: Production Deviance: Leaving before time, taking large breaks, intentionally
working slowly, misusing company resources. Property Deviance: Damaging equipment,
accepting bribes, lying about hours worked, and stealing the organization’s resources. Political
Deviance: Showing biasness, spreading false rumours about colleagues, blaming colleagues for
own fault, misuse of information, and competing unnecessarily. Personal Aggression: Verbally
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abusing, stealing colleague’s belongings and threatening colleagues.

In this paper, we are mainly focusing on only one deviant behaviour: withdrawal. According to
Spector et al. (2006) withdrawal is a behaviour in which employees work lesser time than required
by organization. Moreover, Spector classifies the withdrawal as high absenteeism from work,
arriving late at work or leaving before time, and taking excessive breaks. Spector et a; (2006) also
suggest that withdrawal is associated with boredom. When employees get bored from their job,
they take longer breaks, are more absent, and arrive late at work. Hanisch et al. (1998) also linked
absenteeism and lateness with work withdrawal. However, withdrawal may arise from the desire
to hurt the organization and its members. Absenteeism has gotten more attention than any other
form of withdrawal. Johns (1997) described the withdrawal as dissatisfaction at work, and
withdrawal is the escape from the situation instead of direct harm.

Moral Disengagement

Moral disengagement was initially perceived by Bandura et al. (1996) as an addition to the
social cognitive model, which explains that people are involved in a self-regulatory system to
have a cognitive control mechanism on their own thoughts and actions. As per Baumeister and
his co-workers, the social cognitive model argues that moral agency is regulated with own
processes that helps monitor people’s actions as per the established internalize moral set
standards. Bandura stated that individuals having high moral disengagement are more able to
disengage the self-regulated related function cognitively

Tepper at al. (2009) have found out that employees will definitely work in a deviant way in order
to retaliate against a co-worker. There are huge effects on withdrawal intentions, and however,
withdrawal intentions has a stimulating effect on deviant behaviour, it is so broader and is not
limited to any situation in which employees want to get back. They are with the opinion;
withdrawal intentions create an atmosphere that helps for a wide range of expression of moral
disengagement that provokes employees to go for immoral judgments of deviant activities.
Hypothesis 1: Moral disengagement has a positive relationship with work withdrawal.

Relationship Between Perceived Injustice and Deviant Behaviour (Work
Withdrawal)

There are two forms of organizational justice (Matarid et al., 2018; Pillai et al., 1999). First is
distributive justice, which focuses on the fair distribution of goods. 2ndis procedural justice, which
focuses on the fair procedure which resolves conflict. Therefore, we use procedural and
distributive justice in our research and their impact on work withdrawal and misuse of information.
Adam and Gibbs (1965) describe distributive justice through equity theory, which states that
people experience inequity when they could not match input to output ratio.

Hazzi (2012) believes that due to the growing international competition among the organization,
it is necessary for one organization to compete in the international market to focus on human
resource, which is considered a major factor for the organization's success. They must be given
justice in every aspect once they perceive justice, they feel satisfied and reduce withdrawal.
Therefore, organizational justice has various and significance importance on the organization as
a whole and on the organization's employees. Hence organization justice has one kind of
opportunity for the success of the organization and employees alike.

In this relationship we focus on how individual perceive and response to the organizational
injustice. Most of the researcher focuses on the outcomes that result from injustice with employees,
which highly impact organizational functioning like absenteeism , turnover intentions , work
alienation and so on (Fujishiro, 2005). Moreover, alienated employees reduce their interest in the
job and put less effort to achieve the target, which leads to lower productivity. Based on the
literature review following hypothesis are examined:

Hypothesis 2: Perceptions of injustice will be related both directly to forms of withdrawal (absences,
turnover intentions, work alienation, and alcohol use)

Relationship of Perceived Injustice with Moral Disengagement

There is a link between moral disengagement and injustice. Though they receive less attention.
The link is fascinating as moral disengagement is not considered as a suitable trait but it is
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considered as a flexible mental orientation which is more influenced by the societal setting where
people operate. For example, Saidon et al. (2010) stated that the ethical environment in an
organization enhances employees' tendency to involve in moral disengagement. So, therefore
they propose that organizational injustice is a feature that can increase the people’s tendency to
disengage morally.

Hypothesis 3: Perceived injustice has a positive relationship with moral disengagement.
Boredom

Boredom can be explained as a state of reasonably low excitement and dissatisfaction which
can be attributed to an insufficient interesting environment (Mikulas & Vodanovich, 1993)
Boredom at work is now common at workplace. The estimation ranges from a quarter up to 87%
says that, they get bored at work. (Watt & Hargis, 2010). Research has revealed severe negative
consequences of boredom such as high turnover, absenteeism from work, low performance, low
efforts, dissatisfaction from work, counter productive work behaviour, and work-related injuries
(Bruursema, Kessler, & Spector, 2011). There are previous studies of work-related boredom that
focused on boredom proneness as an indicator of boredom. It can be supposed that high
boredom prone have more chances to experience boredom in any work-related situation as
compared to less boredom prone people, definition of boredom proneness do not actually
indicate actual level of experienced boredom in any given situation.

Different theoretical disciplines has boredom as a subject of investigation, including philosophy
psychology (Vodanovich & Kass 1990), management (Hackman & Oldham 1976) and sociology
(Barbalet 1999). Many tactics are concerned with the aspect of boredom concerning arousal
(Zuckerman 1979), motivation and cognition (Damrad-Frye & Laird 1989). However, no proof can
indicate boredom increase or decrease in arousal. (Thackray et al. 1977). Concerning motivation,
few people argued that boredom causes unwillingness to perform any action. While others
believe that boredom creates a sensation-seeking approach and motivation for people to go for
change from the current boring situation. Few studies show the relationship of job boredom on
deviant workplace behavior. Kass, Vodanovich, and Callender (2001) found that people who are
highly bored on the job have significantly high scores on an objective measure of
nonappearance in a job, which is a form of withdrawal. Therefore, we state that the employees
who have a high level of boredom tend to withdraw from work.

Hypothesis 4: Boredom has a positive relationship with work withdrawal

Relationship of Boredom with Moral Disengagement

According to Kanevsky (2003), the action in response to boredom is to disengage from work
morally. Moreover, highly bored employees are more likely to engage in moral disengagement.
There are many forms of moral disengagement that boredom can create; therefore, the following
hypothesis is accordingly formulated:

Hypothesis 5: Boredom has a positive relationship with moral disengagement

Sample

Our study is composed from companies from Bahrain. We have collected data from 5 companies

in Bahrain. The data collection period was from January 2019 to May 2019. Altogether 275
questionnaires were distributed. The final sample consisted of 200 employees.

Results and Methodology
Assessment of Measurement Model

Independent Variable
The two factors of negative work outcome, namely perceived injustice and boredom are
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considered independent variable in the current study. Therefore, we measure these independent
variables by using (Bruursema, 2007).

Dependent Variable

We measured worked withdrawal with judgmental questions by adopting 4 items from the work
of Spector et al. (2006). We use this approach because it helps us in getting unbiased data from
employees.

PLS Path Model

We select PLS path model for analysing the data. As it is structural modelling technique based on
variance-based. It is considered as best model to deal with sample-size and it is beneficial in
exploratory research as well which test and validate models (Henseler et al., 2009). Wold (1975)
stated that it demands a modelling approach when the research model and settings are
exploratory. Looking at these literature recommendations we decide that PLS path modelling is
suitable and found appropriate by several prominent studies (Ibrahim et al., 2021). Because of the
two-step analytical approach, the assessment of measurement is made. PLS 3.0 is mainly used to
analyse the data (Al-Aali & Ahmed, 2021; Shah et al., 2021; Ringle, Wende, & Becker, 2015).

Conceptual Framework

Perceived

injustice \
Work

————+  withdraw
al

Boredom

Figure 1: Conceptual Framework

Discriminant Validity
As per Fornell and Larcker (1981), the construct validity was ascertained succeeding (Anderson &

Gerbing, 1988). First, constructs’ discriminant validity is shown below in Table 1 respectively. 0.7 is
the acceptable level for composite reliability and AVE rom 0.503. (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).

Predictive Power of the Model
R2is a measure which represent the portion of variances of a dependant variable that is explained

by an independent variable. Whereas, the strength of a dependent and independent variables
is explained by correlation.
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Table 2
Measurement Model
Latent Variable Item Loadings Composite Average
Reliability Variance
Extracted (AVE)
Boredom BOR1 0.669 0.933 0.503
BOR10 0.781
BOR11 0.748
BOR12 0.807
BOR13 0.762
BOR14 0.592
BOR16 0.578
BOR2 0.583
BOR3 0.546
BOR5 0.705
BORG6 0.795
BOR7 0.747
BORS8 0.756
BOR9 0.783
Disengagement MD1 0.708 0.903 0.541
MD2 0.846
MD3 0.768
MD4 0.665
MD5 0.504
MD6 0.799
MD7 0.765
MDS8 0.776
Perceived injustice PI1 0.727 0.902 0.508
PI10 0.664
PI11 0.629
P12 0.815
PI3 0.814
P14 0.820
PI5 0.698
PI8 0.601
PI9 0.599
Withdrawal WW1 0.828 0.911 0.719
WW?2 0.869
WW3 0.849
Ww4 0.846
Table3
Discriminant Validity
Latent Variable 1 2 3 4
Boredom 0.709
Disengagement 0.351 0.736
Perceived Justice -0.189 -0.248 0.713
Withdrawal 0.619 0.246 -0.098 0.848

R2is used in order to know the predictive power of the model. By using PLS Algorithm function in
the Smart PLS 3.0, R2is determined. R2is 0.158 for disengagement and 0.384 for withdrawal. These
are dependant variables in this model. R2 of both is greater than the acceptable threshold of 0.1
(Falk & Miller, 1992). A formula is used for the computation of effect size. Which is f2 = (r2 included-
R2excluded) / (1-R2included). R2in the total size is a complement of f2 analysis of specific latent
variables on the dependant variables (Chin, 2010). As per Cohen, (1988) f2 values of 0.02 is
considered as small, 0.15 medium and 0.35 are considered as large. So, in this study, we have
found that boredom has a small effect size on disengagement and has a strong effect on
withdrawal. However, disengagement has a small determined effect size on withdrawal and
perceived injustice has a small effect size on both disengagement and withdrawal.
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Cross validated redundancy Q2is computed by using blindfolding approach (Fornell & Cha, 1994).
Table 5 shows the results; as per the approach, Q2value for latent construct is greater than zero
which suggests that model do possess predictive relevance (Chin, 1998).

Table 3
Assessment of R2
R Square
Disengagement 0.158
Withdrawal 0.384

Meanwhile, R2for disengagement is 0.158 which means that there is 15.8% variance explained by
disengagement. R2 for withdrawal is 0.384, variance is explained 38.4% by withdrawal.

Table 4
Assessment of F2
Boredom Disengagement Withdrawal

Boredom 0.114 0.523
Disengagement 0.002
Perceived Justice 0.041 0.001

Table 5

Assessment of Q2

SSO SSE Q2 (=1-SSE/SSO)

Disengagement 1,568.000 1,463.946 0.066
Withdrawal 784.000 581.529 0.258

Assessment of Structure Model

Table 6
Assessment of structural model
t- P
Hypo: Relationship Beta SE value Values Decision
H1 Disengagement -> Withdrawal 0.038 0.074 0.512 0.304 Not-Supported
Perceived Injustice ->
H2 Withdrawal 0.026 0.073 0.355 0.361 Not-Supported
Perceived Injustice ->
H3 Disengagement -0.189 0.074 2.564 0.005 Supported
H4 Boredom -> Withdrawal 0.61 0.07 8.777 0 Supported
H5 Boredom -> Disengagement 0.316 0.078 4.064 O Supported

** p<0.01, *p<0.05

Table 6 reports the positive relation between boredom and disengagement (beta= 0.316 t-value=
4.064 p-value= 0). There is also significant relationship between boredom and withdrawal and
perceived injustice and disengagement. On the other hand, there is negative relationship
between disengagement and withdrawal and perceived injustice and withdrawal.

By analysing the data, we found that H1 and H2 are not supported whereas, other three
hypothesis H3, H4, H5 are supported. We can say that disengagement does not lead to work
withdrawal. If employees perceive injustice, they are not likely to withdraw work. However, if
employee perceived injustice, they would be disengaged from the work. Boredom also leads to
work withdrawal and disengagement.

Discussion

Theoretical Implications

The study has an important theoretical contribution to various types of knowledge related to
insufficient pay, boredom, and perceived injustice. At first, there is an increase of dishonest
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behaviour in workplace. So, we have contributed in the growing research of dishonest behaviours
by outspreading the range of outcomes through analysing the work behaviours of employees.
Moreover, our study has put an insight on the different behaviours that employees show such as
disengagement, withdrawal from work. Apart from this, a vital contribution of this study is that there
is @ mediator work withdrawal in deviant workplace outcome relationship. Work withdrawal as a
mediator is taken in a very few studies. The changing aspects of deviant workplace are carefully
analysed among employees. Regardless of the fact of other studies indicating that employees
are more likely to engage in deviant workplace behaviour. Moreover, this study also contributes
to the literature by considering the both positive and negative aspects ok workplace behaviour.
Moreover, the study also suggest that perceived injustice, boredom and insufficient pay can be
considered as a predecessor to deviant work place behaviour such as disengagement from work
and work withdrawal.
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Figure 2: Structure model

Limitation and Future Research

Although it is not possible to fully eliminate the dishonesty of employees in organization, but we
can reduce the risk associated with dishonest behaviours. Our study has several limitations. We
have derived our conclusions from an objective approach, we have not observed their
behaviours or asked them reasons.so, and our research may be biased. Moreover, our research
was only limited to Bahrain region.

As our research is only limited to Bahrain. This topic can be further researched in other parts of the
region and well across other continents. After determining the outcomes and reasons for dishonest
behaviour, we can reduce this type of behavior from the organization and make them profitable.
Second, the present study used a self-reporting data collection method which might cause
common method problems. Third, the present study used cross-sectional data; therefore, it is
suggested that the future researchers may use the longitudinal research method.

Conclusion

Summing up, there are multiple factors contribute in escalating the deviate employee behaviour
in the workplace. Indeed, perceived injustice, moral disengagement and boredom are the major
causes of deviant behaviour. Considering these variable, 5 hypotheses were made; out of them
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three were supported, and two were not supported. The relationship between moral
disengagement with withdrawal and the relationship between perceived injustices with
withdrawal were not supported but the relationship between boredom and perceived injustice
with disengagement and boredom with withdrawal were supported. We can say that
disengagement does not lead to work withdrawal. If employees perceive injustice, they are not
likely to withdraw work. However, if employees perceived injustice, they would be disengaged
from the work. Boredom also leads to work withdrawal and disengagement. Therefore, if
organization will not take the right action situation can change from bad to worse.

References

Adam, G., & Gibbs, J. H. (1965). On the temperature dependence of cooperative relaxation
properties in glass-forming liquids. The journal of chemical physics, 43(1), 139-146.

Al-Aali, L. A., & Ahmed, U. (2021). Addressing the issue of meaningful work during covid-19 through
Idw model: An empirical study. Ilkogretim Online, 20(4).

Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1988). Structural equation modeling in practice: A review and
recommended two-step approach. Psychological bulletin, 103(3), 411-423.

Bandura, A., Barbaranelli, C., Caprara, G. V., & Pastorelli, C. (1996). Mechanisms of moral
disengagement in the exercise of moral agency. Journal of personality and social
psychology, 71(2), 364.

Barbalet, J. M. (1999). Boredom and social meaning. The British journal of sociology, 50(4), 631-646.

Baron, R. A., & Richardson, D. R. (2004). Human aggression. Springer Science & Business Media.

Bruursema, K. (2007). What individual values and trait boredom interface with job characteristics
and job boredom in their effects on counterproductive work behavior. University of South
Florida.

Bruursema, K., Kessler, S. R., & Spector, P. E. (2011). Bored employees misbehaving: The relationship
between boredom and counterproductive work behaviour. Work & Stress, 25(2), 93-107.

Chin, W. W. (1998). The partial least squares approach to structural equation modeling. Modern
methods for business research, 295(2), 295-336.

Chin, W. W. (2010). How to write up and report PLS analyses. In V. Esposito Vinzi, W. W. Chin,

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum.

Damrad-Frye, R., & Laird, J. D. (1989). The experience of boredom: The role of the self-perception
of attention. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57(2), 315.

Elovainio, M., Kivimaki, M., Vahtera, J., Vitanen, M., & KeltikangasJarvinen, L. (2003). Personality as
a moderator in the relations between perceptions of organizational justice and sickness
absence. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 63, 379-395.

Falk, R. F., & Miller, N. B. (1992). A primer for soft modeling. Akron, OH: The University of Akron Press.

Fornell, C., & Cha, J. (1993). Partial least squares (PLS). Unpublished working paper. Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Business School, 16.

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable
variables and measurement error. Journal of marketing research, 18(1), 39-50.

Fujishiro, K., & Heaney, C. A. (2009). Justice at work, job stress, and employee health. Health
Education & Behavior, 36(3), 487-504.

Griffin, R. W., O'Leary-Kelly, A. E., & Collins, J. M. (1998). Dysfunctional behavior in organizations:
Violent and deviant behavior. Elsevier Science/JAI Press.

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1976). Motivation through the design of work: Test of a
theory. Organizational behavior and human performance, 16(2), 250-279.

Hanisch, K. A., Hulin, C. L., & Roznowski, M. (1998). The importance of individuals' repertoires of
behaviors: The scientific appropriateness of studying multiple behaviors and general
attitudes. Journal of Organizational Behavior: The International Journal of Industrial,
Occupational and Organizational Psychology and Behavior, 19(5), 463-480.

Harper, D. 1990. Spotlight abuse—Save profits. Industrial Distribution, 79: 47-51

Hazzi, O. A., & Maldaon, I. S. (2012). Prosocial organizational behaviors: The lifeline of
organizations. European Journal of Economics, Finance and Administrative Sciences, 54,
106-114.

Henseler, 1., Ringle, C. M., & Sinkovics, R. R. (2009). The use of partial least squares path modeling
in international marketing. In New challenges to international marketing. Emerald Group

1461




© RIGEO e Review of International Geographical Education 11(9), Spring 2021
Publishing Limited.

Hogan, J., & Hogan, R. (1989). How to measure employee reliability. Journal of Applied
psychology, 74(2), 273.

Hollinger, R.C. and Clark, J.P. (1982), "Employee deviance: a response to the perceived quality of
the work experience”, Work and Occupations, 9(1). 97-114.

Houser, D., Vetter, S., & Winter, J. (2012). Fairness and cheating. European Economic Review, 56(8),
1645-1655.

Ibrahim, S. B., Ahmed, U., & Abdullahi, M. S. (2021). Testing the Prediction of Knowledge Sharing
Behavior through the Lens of Organizational Culture and Organizational Citizenship
Behavior. Annals of Contemporary Developments in Management & HR (ACDMHR), 3(2).
27-40.

Johns, G. (1997). Contemporary research on absence from work: Correlates, causes and
consequences. In C. L. Cooper & I. T. Robertson (Eds.), International review of industrial and
organizational psychology 1997 (pp. 115-173). Chichester, UK: John Wiley.

Kanevsky, L., & Keighley, T. (2003). To produce or not to produce? Understanding boredom and
the honour in underachievement. Roeper Review, 26(1), 20-28.

Kass, S. J., Vodanovich, S. J., & Callender, A. (2001). State-trait boredom: Relationship to
absenteeism, tenure, and job satisfaction. Journal of business and psychology, 16(2), 317-
327.

Matarid, N. M., Sobh, O. S., & Ahmed, U. (2018). The impact of organizational justice and
demographics on faculty retention in Bahrain. Le travail humain, 3.

Mikulas, W. L., & Vodanovich, S. J. (1993). The essence of boredom. The Psychological
Record, 43(1), 3.

Murphy, K. R. 1993. Honesty in the workplace. Belmont, CA: Brooks/Cole.

Pillai, R., Schriesheim, C. A., & Williams, E. S. (1999). Fairness perceptions and trust as mediators for
transformational and transactional leadership: A two-sample study. Journal of
management, 25(6), 897-933.

Rasooli, A., Zandi, H., & DelLuca, C. (2019). Conceptualising fairness in classroom assessment:
Exploring the value of organisational justice theory. Assessment in Education: Principles,
Policy & Practice, 26(5), 584-611.

Ringle, C. M., Wende, S., & Becker, J. M. (2015). SmartPLS 3. SmartPLS GmbH,
Boenningstedt. Journal of Service Science and Management, 10(3).

Robinson, S. L., & Bennett, R. J. (1995). A typology of deviant workplace behaviors: A
multidimensional scaling study. Academy of management journal, 38(2), 555-572.

Saidon, I., Galbreath, J., & Whiteley, A. (2010). Antecedents of moral disengagement: Preliminary
empirical study in Malaysia. In Proceedings of the 24th Annual Australian and New Zealand
Academy of Management Conference. ANZAM.

Shah, S. M. M., Ahmed, U., Ismail, A. I., & Mozammel, S. (2021). Going Intellectually Green: Exploring
the Nexus between Green Intellectual Capital, Environmental Responsibility, and
Environmental Concern towards Environmental Performance. Sustainability, 13(11), 6257

Silitonga, N., Novitasari, D., Sutardi, D., Sopa, A., Asbari, M., Yulia, Y., ... & Fauji, A. (2020). The
Relationship Oftransformational Leadership, Organizational Justice And Organizational
Commitment: A Mediation Effect Of Job Satisfaction. Journal of Critical Reviews, 7(19), 89-
108.

Spector, P. E., Fox, S., Penney, L. M., Bruursema, K., Goh, A., & Kessler, S. (2006). The dimensionality
of counterproductivity: Are all counterproductive behaviors created equal?. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 68(3), 446-460.

Spector, P. E., Fox, S., Penney, L. M., Bruursema, K., Goh, A., & Kessler, S. (2006). The dimensionality
of counterproductivity: Are all counterproductive behaviors created equal?. Journal of
vocational behavior, 68(3), 446-460.

Tepper, B. 1., Carr, 1. C., Breaux, D. M., Geider, S., Hu, C., & Hua, W. (2009). Abusive supervision,
intentions to quit, and employees’ workplace deviance: A power/dependence
analysis. Organizational behavior and human decision processes, 109(2), 156-167.

Thackray, R. I., Bailey, J. P., & Touchstone, R. M. (1977). Physiological, subjective, and performance
correlates of reported boredom and monotony while performing a simulated radar control
task. In Vigilance (pp. 203-215). Springer, Boston, MA.

Vermunt, R. and Steensma, H. (2016), “Procedural justice”, in Sabbagh, C. and Schmitt, M. (Eds),
Handbook of Social Justice Theory and Research, Springer, New York, NY, pp. 219-236.

Vodanovich, S. J., & Kass, S. J. (1990). A factor analytic study of the boredom proneness

1462




Mozamme, S. (2021) The Effect of Negative Work Outcomes on Employee Deviant Behavior: Exploring the...

scale. Journal of personality assessment, 55(1-2), 115-123.

Watt, J. D., & Hargis, M. B. (2010). Boredom proneness: Its relationship with subjective
underemployment, perceived organizational support, and job performance. Journal of
business and psychology, 25(1), 163-174.

Wenzel, K., Schindler, S. and Reinhard, M.-A. (2017), “"General belief in a just world is positively
associated with dishonest behavior”, Frontiers in Psychology, 8, 1-8.

Wold, H. (1975). Path models with latent variables: The NIPALS approach. In Quantitative
sociology (pp. 307-357). Academic Press.

Zuckerman, M. (1979). Attribution of success and failure revisited, or: The motivational bias is alive
and well in attribution theory. Journal of personality, 47(2), 245-287.

1463



https://www.researchgate.net/publication/356639808

